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Country and region 
abbreviations 
BE Belgium   
BG Bulgaria   
CEE Central and Eastern 

European region 
CZ Czech Republic   
DK Denmark   
DE Germany   
EE Estonia    
EU European Union 
IE Ireland    
EL Greece    
ES Spain    
FR France    
IT Italy    
CY Cyprus    
LV Latvia    
LT Lithuania   
LU Luxembourg   
HU  Hungary   
MT Malta    
NL Netherlands   
AT Austria    
PL Poland    
PT Portugal   
RO Romania   
SI Slovenia   
SK Slovakia   
FI Finland    
SE Sweden    
UK United Kingdom  

Overview of participants to the online 
questionnaire 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
• Bureau de Recherches Géologiques et Minières (BRGM) (FR) 
• Common-wealth Scientific and Industrial Research 

Organisation (CSIRO) (Australia) 
• ECN (NL) 
• Global Footprint Network  
• IEEP (UK) 
• Öko Institut (DE) 
• Queens University Belfast (UK) 
• Research Centre for Energy Resources and Consumption 

(CIRCE) (ES) 
• Schumacher Institute for Sustainable Systems (SISS) (UK) 
• Technische Universität Berlin (DE) 
• University of Dundee, Sustainable Resource Project (UK) 
• University of Oulu (FI) 
• University of Sydney (Australia) 
• Unknown organisation (DE) 
• Unknown organisation (FI) 
• Wüppertal Institute (DE) 

b) Citizens 
• Citizen (AT) 
• Citizen (BE) 
• Citizen (UK) 

c) Companies 
• Cleveland Potash ( > 500 empl., UK) 
• Electrolux (> 500 empl., SE) 
• LKAB (> 500 empl., SE) 
• Merc Consult (10 to 49 empl., UK) 
• Rio Tinto (> 500 empl., UK) 
• Suez (> 500 empl., FR) 
• Umicore (> 500 empl., BE) 
• Unknown company (> 500 empl., AT) 
• Unknown company (> 500 empl., DE) 
• Vattenfal (> 500 empl., SE) 
• Veolia (> 500 empl., FR) 
• voestalpine (50-249 empl., AT) 
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• Wieland (> 500 empl., DE) 
• Wiener-berger (> 500 empl., AT) 

d) Consultancy / lobbying firms 
• Dr. Spoo Umwelt-Consulting (DE) 
• Ecostrategy (NL) 
• Effizienz-Agentur NRW (EFA) (DE) 
• Maki Consulting (DE) 
• Umwelt-bundesamt   (AT) 

e) Industry organisation / associations 
• ACE (Alliance for Beverage Cartons and the Environment)  (EU) 
• ACEA (European Automobile Manu-facturers Association) (EU) 
• AÖW (Allianz der öffentlichen Wasser-wirschaft) (DE) 
• BBS (Bundes-verband Baustoffe) (DE) 
• BDEW (Bundes-verband der Energie- und Wasser-wirtschaft ) (DE)  
• BDI (Bundes-verband der Deutschen Industrie) (DE) 
• BVDF (Bundes-verband der Deutschen Fleischwarenindustrie) (DE) 
• bv-miro (Bundes-verband Mineralische Rohstoffe) (DE) 
• CEFIC (European 
• Celene (FR) 
• Cembureau (European Cement Association) (EU) 
• CEPI (Confederation of European Paper Industries) (EU) 
• CEPMC (European Confedera-tion for construction materials and building products) (EU) 
• CER (Community of European Railway and Infrastructure Companies  (EU) 
• Cerame-Unie (European Ceramic Industry Association) 
• CEWEP (Confede-ration of European Waste-to-Energy Plants (EU) 
• Chemical Industry Council) (EU) 
• CITPA (International Confede-ration of Paper and Board Converters) (EU) 
• CLITRAVI (Liaison Centre for the Meat Processing Industry) (EU) 
• Confindustria (IT) 
• Digital Europe  (EU) 
• DIHK e.V. (German Chambres of Industry and Commerce) (DE) 
• EAA (European Aluminium Association) (EU) 
• EAACA (European Autoclaved Aerated Concrete Association) (EU) 
• ECI (European Copper Institute) (EU)  
• ECN (European Compost Network) (EU) 
• ECP (European Concrete Platform) (EU) 
• EK (Confederation of Finnish Industries) (FI) 
• Emerson (UK) 
• Energy UK 
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• ESA (Environmental Services Association) (UK) 
• EUPC (European Plastics Converters) (EU)  
• EuPR (European Plastics Recyclers) (EU) 
• Eurelectric (EU) 
• Eurima (European Insulation Manu-facturers Association) (EU) 
• EURO-ALLIAGES (Association of European ferro-alloy producers) (EU) 
• Euro-chambres (EU) 
• Eurofer (EU) 
• Eurogypsum (EU) 
• Eurometaux (EU) 
• Euromilk (EU) 
• Euromines (EU) 
• European Metal Trade and Recycling (EU) 
• EuSalt (EU) 
• Federec  (Fédération des entreprises de recyclage)  (FR) 
• Federplast (Association Belge des Producteurs d'Articles en Matières Plastiques et 

Elastomères (BE) 
• FEFAC (European Feed Manu-facturers' Federation) (EU) 
• FEFCO (Association of European Corrugated Board Manufacturers) (EU) 
• Fenavian (Federatie van de Belgische Vleeswaren industrie) (BE) 
• FEVE (European Federation of glass packaging and glass tableware makers) (EU) 
• Finnish Forest Industries Federation (FI) 
• FoodDrink-Europe (EU) 
• Forest Industries (SE) 
• Glass for Europe (EU) 
• IDIA (Irish Dairy Industries Association) (IE)  
• IMA Europe (European Industrial Minerals Association) (EU) 
• Jernkontoret (Swedish Steel Producers' Association)  (SE) 
• Landbrug & Fødevarer (Danish Agriculture & Food Council) (DK) 
• NFU (UK) 
• Plastics-Europe (EU) 
• Plastics-Europe (EU) 
• Polski Przemysł Spirytusowy  (PL)  
• Stahl-Zentrum (DE) 
• Svensk Energi (SE) 
• Teknologiateollisuus (The Federation of Finnish Technology Industries, FFTI) (FI) 
• UEPG (European Aggregates Association) (EU) 
• Unknown association (FI) 
• VCI (Verband der Chemischen Industrie) (DE) 
• VDA (DE) 
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• VDMA (Verband Deutscher Maschinen- und Anlagenbau - German Engineering 
Federation)  (DE) 

• VinylPlus (EU) 
• VKU (Verband kommunaler Unter-nehmen) (DE) 
• WKO (Austrian Economic Chambers) (AT) 
• WKO (Austrian Economic Chambers) (AT) 

f) NGOs 
• ANEC (European consumer voice in standardisation) (EU) 
• Bankwatch (EU) 
• BEUC (European Consumer Organisation) (EU) 
• Bond Beter Leefmilieu (BE) 
• CEEweb for Biodiversity (CEE) 
• Compassion in World Farming (CIWF) (EU)  
• COPA-COGECA (European farmers, European agri-cooperatives) (EU) 
• Deutscher Naturschutz-ring (DNR) (DE) 
• European Water Partnership (EWP) (EU) 
• FERN (EU) 
• Foundation for Reuse Systems (DE) 
• Friends of the Earth (CY) 
• Friends of the Earth (CZ) 
• Friends of the Earth (ES) 
• Friends of the Earth (FR) 
• Friends of the Earth (IT) 
• Friends of the Earth Europe (EU) 
• Global 2000 (AT) 
• Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives (GAIA) (global) 
• Global Footprint Network  
• Kaapeli (FI) 
• Mani Tese (IT) 
• Milieu-defensie (NL) 
• Naturefriends International  
• Naturschutz-bund Deutschland (NABU) (DE) 
• New Economics (UK) 
• NVRD (Royal Dutch Solid Waste Association (NL) 
• UKWIN (Without Incineration Network’s) (UK) 
• Unknown organisation (RO) 
• WWF (EU) 

g) Public sector / administration 
• AT – Lebens-ministerium 
• BE – Environment Department Brussels Government 
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• BE – Federal Public Service for Public Health and the Environment 
• BE – Flemish Department for Environment, Nature and Energy 
• BE – Public Waste Agency of Flanders (OVAM) 
• BE – Service public de Wallonie 
• BE – Flemish Environment Agency (VMM) 
• DE – Umwelt-bundesamt (UBA)  
• DK – Environment Protection Agency (DSK)  
• ES – Junta de Andalucia 
• ES – Ministery for Agriculture, Food and the Environment 
• IE – Government Department for Environment, Community and Local Government 
• NL (institution not specified) 
• SE – Environment Protection Agency 
• Switzerland – (Federal Office for the Environment 
• UK –   Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 
• UK – Merseyside Recycling and Waste Authority 
• UK – Scotish Environment Protection Agency 

h) Statistical offices 
• BE (institution not specified) 
• BE (institution not specified) 

 

i) Other 
• CEEP (European Centre of Employers and Enterprises providing Public services) (EU) 
• CIWM (Chartered Institution of Wastes Manage-ment) (UK) 
• Sigma-Aldrich Corporation 
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Question 1: What are the key issues that need to be addressed 
by indicators to support resource policy? 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

The key issues are to understand and duly document Europe’s REAL resource USE, including all the 
resources used by EU, hidden in traded goods (consumer goods but also intermediate products such 
as ore concentrates or alloys, secondary products such as primary and secondary scraps). Then we 
need to understand the environmental impacts, all along their life cycles which should include impacts 
on the environment outside of the EU, especially since an important part of our industrial supply 
chains have moved outside our borders. European environmental policies have contributed to an 
important burden shifting i.a to China and other countries with poor environmental and social 
governance. That is not, by any means, sustainable development. For producing the demanded 
goods, industrial / agricultural processing will impact the stocks of materials but will also depend on 
the availability and the quality of other resources (water, energy, land) in the producing areas. The 
segmentation will not allow accounting for relevant sustainable development indicators. The proposed 
indicators are limited to production and consumption phases. But a lot of resources /goods are lost 
during the transfer / transport phase between production and consumption areas. There are a lot of 
possible gains in resource efficiency in this area which is completely absent of the proposals 
(reducing distance, reducing losses in networks …). The non-availability of some of the desirable 
indicators should not be used as an excuse to put in place indicators such as DMC/ GDP that are of 
little relevance, if not contrary to sustainability goals. To be efficient, and in particular cost-efficient, 
any policy should take into consideration the existing decision-making levels (dependant of policy 
sectors, of national / regional governance scales). For some thematic indicators the implementation 
scale should also consider its relevance for mapping the ad hoc processes (e.g. Water Index). The 
indicators developed for measuring the added-value / efficiency of such policy will have to consider it. 
There are also some concerns about the multiplication of indicators (between different EU / National 
policies – leading potentially to contradictions and conflicts) and the related data collection. A cost – 
benefits balance should be applied to identify where to spend the limited financial resources 
(collecting data or developing new production processing with reduced resources consumption and 
impacts).  

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

 

ECN (NL) Main conclusion ECN posits that resource efficiency performance is not simply a matter of material 
resources versus aggregate prosperity (GDP, economic value), nor is it a matter of technological fixes 
alone (see also comment under question 4 ). To steer policy in the realms of energy and environment 
as well as investment decisions and to become suitable for the possibility of setting post-2020 
resource efficiency targets, one suitable and agreed composite index is needed as core indicator for 
communication purposes. This calls  for the development of a composite resource efficiency index 
through a process leading to an EU-wide acceptably broad consensus. ECN can contribute to this 
process on methodology development as well as on the elaboration, focusing on energy supply and 
use related aspects.   Brief explanation The earth’s essential resources for sustaining a favourable 
habitat for human kind, flora and fauna relate to both essential natural resources, eco-system 
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services and energy demand. Decoupling energy demand from socioeconomic development will 
contribute importantly to resource efficiency. Natural resources include water, land, and materials, 
such as fossil fuels, metal ores and minerals, which are extracted from the environment. Eco-
systemservices encompass phenomena such as the earth’s atmosphere  with sustained  p.p.m. GHG 
concentrations consistent with human-induced temperature rise below 2 degreesC and air quality not 
exceeding national or regional standards. Typically, natural material resources are inputs for 
economic activities, whilst resulting in (often negative) impact on the quality of essential eco-system 
services. Typially, these input-output relationships are often far from linear. This calls for inclusion of 
at least both essential scarce natural resources and essential eco-system services in a credible 
framework for monitoring and analysis of resource efficiency performance.     Resource efficiency is a 
way to deliver more with less  use or quality deterioration of resources. It increases aggregate 
economic value through more productive use of resources over their life cycle. Allocation of resources 
to those sectors where it is has the most value-added is part of the resource efficiency equation. In 
addition, the resources need to be produced and used in a sustainable way, within the planet’s long-
term boundaries and taking the whole life cycle into account. Case in point are e.g. the upstream 
effects, in particular in the case of mining and growing biofuels. Also “upstream” material resource 
inputs and effects on quality of eco-syem services need to be considered, notably the resources 
embedded in imported goods and the eco-system effects the latter bring about. Sustained availability 
of high-quality resources is essential for well-functioning economies,cohesive societies and inter- as 
well as intra-generational justice. In general, the pressure on scarce resources can be released by a 
evolution away from resource-intensive towards less resource-intensive production processes and 
consumption patterns. Thereby, substitution of resource-intensive inputs and products as well as by 
enhancing the resource efficiency of production processes. In both the development of low-resource 
substitutes and enhancing resource efficiency, technology development as well as paradigm changes 
in social preferences regarding consumption patterns in low resource directions are key. There are 
strong reasons to further widen the scope to areas such as the sustainability of the finacial and fiscal 
system, social stability and political legitimacy.  

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

They need to address the question: what do we need to know in order to operate the EU economies 
safely. (relevance question).   Resource Efficiency concerns chiefly emerge from the need to deal 
with limits (physical budget constraints). While mentioned in the first paragraph, rest of effort seems 
to forget that these measures need to  address limits. As a result, the response is weak and lacks 
relevance. 

IEEP (UK) The key issues to be addressed are developing policy relevant means of measuring the main impacts 
made by the EU’s consumption and production activities and the EU’s performance in becoming a 
low-carbon, resource efficient economy.  This needs to be captured at a general level and for specific 
sectors, Member States and, in some cases, activities.   This implies a mix of composite and 
aggregated indicators that can be disaggregated according to resource (a limited number), 
governance level and sector (activity), and indicators that are consumption-based (e.g. footprints).  
Whilst we see an important role for resource productivity indicators, these are not sufficient.  In 
addition, focus will be needed in particular on those sectors with the largest environmental impacts 
including those where significant amounts of resources are used. In this regard, three consumption 
areas are responsible for 75-80% of our environmental impacts: housing, food and drink, and 
mobility. These sectors are clear priorities for achieving greater resource efficiency. An appropriate 
use of indicators in sectoral policies will be crucial for target-setting and monitoring of resource use by 
e.g. specific sectors of the economy and/or products.  Rising resource demand and its related 
environmental impacts are a global issue. Therefore, it is not enough to consider domestic activities 
or parameters only. EU policies and indicators should take into account environmental impacts 
occurring abroad that are driven by national or European demand for imported goods. It will therefore 
be useful to assess the ‘footprint’ of wider product use – e.g. wood, soy, biofuels, palm oil, coffee, 
cocoa – especially in a global context and to develop associated indicators to inform decision-making 
and take third country impacts into account.  Indicators need to have sufficient traction and clarity to 
have utility in policy terms whilst communicating in a substantive way to a wider audience.  They 
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should be designed in such a way as to be able to capture desired levels of change within 
foreseeable timescales, particularly the next ten to twenty years. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

Resource policy should address: a) The impacts of the use of resources on the environment, 
considering Life Cycle Thinking and footprints. b) The impacts of the use of resources on the quality 
of life and well-being. c) The identification of economic risks for pathways being not sustainable and 
strategies neglecting scarcities or impacts on environment or well-being.   

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

I think water use, land use, materials usage and energy usage  are the key indicators for resource 
efficiency -  I do not believe that they should aggregated into one factor, as this  means that important 
data is lost, and unsustainable usage of one (or more) indicators may be masked by this 

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

The indicators used need to address all the issues related to avoid identified risks of resource supply 
and the consequences of resource use in Europe. I will mainly focus on mineral resources, although 
the same reasoning can be extrapolated to other kinds of resources such as water, land, air, etc. In 
June 2010 the Commission published a report on critical raw materials:  
(http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/raw-materials/files/docs/report-b_en.pdf) The criticality of 
mineral resources was divided into:  a) the "supply risk" taking into account the political-economic 
stability of the producing countries, the level of concentration of production, the potential for 
substitution and the recycling rate; and  b) the "environmental country risk" assessing the risks that 
measures might be taken by countries with weak environmental performance in order to protect the 
environment and, in doing so, endanger the supply of raw materials to the EU. In the report 14 
minerals were considered very critical. Among others, these include rare earths, PGMs, germanium, 
tungsten, indium or niobium, which are of paramount importance in the development of renewable 
energies and TICs. Indicators that are not able to address the aforementioned issues will fail in the 
establishment of appropriate resource policies.  

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

 

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

The key issue which needs to be addressed by indicator/s is the sustainable use of resources. Next 
to environmental and economic factors, social factors need to be included as well. On economic level 
it is important to consider the demand of different resources and their criticality as well as the  added 
value on product or country level. For the environmental assessment it is important to include direct 
and indirect impacts during the whole supply chain. In every life stage emissions, waste and other 
impacts occur which need to be considered. Also social factors like working conditions or safety  at 
work should be included. Considering the whole life cycle at all three levels should be mandatory. 

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

While supporting the proposed uses of the indicators, an important aspect is missing, the scarcity of 
the resources being used. The following use should be added:  4. To reduce the use of resources that 
are scarce at the global level or are potentially scarce to Europe  

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

 

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

As the EU transitions fully to a post-industrial economy nearly all its environmental impacts will occur 
outside the EU. Europe's total Footprint will grow and it will grow in countries where  environmental 
protections are least. It's critical to consider embodied impacts in imports.   

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

Effective indicators to support resource policy should be focusing both on the quantity and the 
environmental impacts of different resource use. Furthermore, they should be able - as much as 
possible - to capture hidden upstream and downstream flows associated with resource use so as to 
account for any ecological burden shifting. While there should be no single aggregate indicator 
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covering the entirety of resource use, having an aggregate indicator as headline accompanied by 
disaggregated indicators appears helpful. 

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

The key issue is sustainability threshold. The same resources can be utilized non-sustainably or 
sustainably for example forests. The second key issue is to taken account the clobal perspective in 
consumption patterns because of global markets. Since countries are so different related to geografic, 
culture, production structure etc., it is important to compare the effects of individual consumption 
rather than the effects of domestic production. The special focus must be set on the critical resources 
for example their sufficiency in the future. We are not experts on economics but we think that in the 
economic sector balance is more important than continuous growth. We need growth but not 
necessarily everywhere.  

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

The following key questions seem essential:  (1) How productive is the EU (and Member States) 
using the required natural resources (economy-wide and down to companies and households)? This 
can be addressed by setting GDP (or gross value added of specific sectors) into relation to resource 
use indicator(s).  (2) How sustainable is the use of natural resources by the EU (and Member 
States)? This requires to address, specify and agree on the "safe operating space" of global natural 
resource use and its allocation to regional and national use. The aim should be to derive  absolute 
values per capita for long-term orientation (2050) and measure progress towards this end. For the 
derivation of such reference targets the future socio-industrial metabolism  needs to be considered 
and drawn up consistently with necessary conditions of sustainability and in reference to already 
existing policy targets such as on climate.  Those questions need to be answered for the following 
resources: materials, land and water. For each resource it the following subcategories need to be 
specified: domestic vs. foreign origin, used vs. unused extraction, renewable vs. non-renewable 
portion. The resource use should then be attributable to domestic production (incl. for exports), 
domestic consumption and exports (by different scoping of indicators).  

 
 

b) Citizens 
 

Citizen  (AT) Environmental Impacts from cradle to grave - not forgetting environmental conflicts  Renewability 
Economic Importance Substitutability e.g. Phosphorus is not substitutable absolute resource use 
should be decreased   

Citizen  (BE)   

Citizen (UK) The indicators need to be relatively simple to measure, but not aggregated so crudely that they mask 
underlying issues.  They must also be consumption-based, to give a true picture of the resource use 
through the full lifecycle of a product.   

 
 

c) Companies 
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

Unless the overlying strategies and concepts are clear, one cannot be sure which indicators are the 
right ones to use. The selected tools must match the decision that needs to be made. Therefore, it 
must be clarified which questions the EU Resource Efficiency indicators should inform. The EU has 
already agreed to progress towards “smart, sustainable and inclusive growth” (as phrased in the 
EU2020 Strategy). Resource efficiency policy should provide an enabling framework, allowing 
European companies to contribute profitably to sustainable growth and jobs creation in Europe, which 
is necessary for inclusive growth. The result should be an economy that optimises its use of 
resources and results in improved employment, productivity and social cohesion. The chosen 
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indicators should measure the general progress towards such an outcome. Limiting material inputs, 
without considering realised impacts in the use phase, would not only be unjustified, it would also be 
inefficient and wasteful. We agree with the European Commission that natural resources constitute 
vital inputs to keep our economy functioning and that “de-materialisation” is not an appropriate policy 
goal.  Euromines agrees that a full set of bottom-up indicators is required to help harmonise 
understanding of the issues involved and communicate the idea that both economic and 
environmental efficiencies can be accomplished simultaneously. The European mineral supply 
industries fully support the premise that life cycle thinking is an essential component of the approach. 
In this regard, it is unfortunate that the proposed milestone for transforming waste into a resource 
refers to “materials having a significant impact on the environment”- a concept that is not consistent 
with life cycle thinking as it only considers how materials are produced and leaves out consideration 
of the use phase. There is no scarcity of natural mineral capital in Europe or the world - only supply 
bottlenecks in the short-term and in some cases a lack of access which needs to be resolved.  
Minerals and metals are likely to play a key part in achieving sustainable development and bringing 
the global footprint back to within the limits of one planet. In terms of metals & minerals, from now 
until 2050, the world will actually need to “do more with more”. Reducing resource -use in the EU will 
increase pressure on the earth’s bio-capacity as a whole by causing a shift of economic activity to 
less efficient regions. Resource Efficiency, on the other hand, should guarantee that any new balance 
of material flows amongst the different regions of the world will be less harmful to the planet as a 
whole – not more harmful. In many cases (e.g., mining, aluminium and steel), this would imply that 
the EU should increase its share of global production, rather than decrease it. True indicators of 
resource efficiency should reflect this. Demographics, combined with thermodynamics dictate that 
even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary 
production. Increasing mineral exploration and self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create 
European jobs. Nurturing a geological services industry for export will create growth opportunities 
beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s global footprint. A Resource Efficient Europe must 
include sustainable supply of raw materials and the set of indicators should reflect this. Remaining 
relevant in a global economy means having something to sell to the world. EU Economic Policy must 
allow for international competitiveness.  Resource prices and their volatility are a linked, but separate, 
issue. Sudden price rises and bottlenecks on world markets are usually created by unwanted 
interference in global markets or rising demand in particular applications. Resource Efficiency cannot 
reduce the EU’s exposure to sudden price rises or shortages, but it can help to mitigate their impacts. 

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

LKAB strongly supports the three mutually reinforcing priorities of the Europe 2020 strategy, i.e. 
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth.  Concerning the priority of promoting sustainable growth 
through a resource efficient, green and competitive economy, we believe that sustainable growth will 
only be achieved through a competitive European industry.   Hence, any considerations for EU 
resource efficiency measures shall fulfil the criteria set out in the flagship initiative on "Industrial policy 
for a globalisation era" with a specific focus on the "competitiveness proofing" as detailed in the 
Commission staff working document on "Operational Guidance for assessing impacts on sectoral 
competitiveness". This approach has been endorsed in the Conclusions of the December 2011 
Council meeting highlighting the importance for the competitiveness of European enterprises to 
become a core concern for all legislative initiatives of the EU. Along the same lines, the Parliament 
endorsed the concepts of competitiveness-proofing as well as the ex-post evaluation of the European 
legislation (in its Report on competitiveness and business opportunities 2012/2042(INI).  Such 
proofing shall be based on a thorough assessment of the changes proposed on the European 
industry (i.e. the iron ore sector in our case), as well as adhere to the framework conditions for a 
sustainable supply and management of raw materials in line with the Raw Material Initiative (e.g. 
Communication on "Tackling the challenges in commodity markets and on raw materials" COM(2011) 
25).   The EU’s resource efficiency policy should function as an enabling framework, allowing 
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European companies to remain profitable and to contribute to sustainable growth and jobs creation in 
Europe, which is necessary for inclusive growth. The recent increase in resource prices and the 
emergence of more challenging supply chains,  implies that the European downstream industry has 
to be more innovative than its competitors by enhanced resource efficiency leading to decreased 
costs and higher revenues.   However, the resource efficiency challenge should be tackled by 
developing the industry’s best practice and processes rather than by applying EU-wide indicators with 
associated targets.  It is questionable to what extent EU-wide indicators and targets could be 
supportive for resource efficiency as the fulfilment of an individual target does not necessarily  lead to 
an overall  improvement.   The industry and Member States can face completely different challenges 
in different parts of Europe. For example, water shortages  are  a major challenge in some parts of 
Europe, while other areas have an abundance of water. Hence, setting EU-wide indicators and 
targets e.g. on EU water use would compromise the important principle of subsidiarity.   In this 
context, we recall the subsidiarity principle enshrined in the EU Treaties and we think that that the 
way forward for European resource efficiency is that Member States prepare national resource 
efficiency plans adapted to national, regional and local diversity and environmental needs. These 
national resource efficiency plans could be aggregated at the EU-level at a later stage and as 
necessary.   

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

The key issue that the proposed indicators must address is the encouragement of moves towards a 
resource efficiency economy.  The current proposal does not do this, although the proposal is 
logically sound.   

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 
UK) 

Rio Tinto understands the need to monitor resource efficiency improvements, but feels that several of 
the indicators selected are not providing the right information in this respect. They are in some cases 
not sound or even disregard important elements.   There is also a lack of clarity with regard to the 
objectives of the indicators and more specifically the link between the indicators, policy development 
and possibly target setting. The macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and dashboard indicators) 
should not serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply 
show a yearly overall trend for a given member state. We support a more life-cycle based approach 
for policy development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.    The 
set of indicators at all levels should reflect the industrial performance in a given country and avoid that 
poor industrial performance or, in other words, de-industrialisation reflects in a “better” resource 
productivity or resource efficiency indicator. The use of natural resources is the pre-condition of a 
functional economy. While recognising the need to improve resource efficiency, the indicators should 
also reflect the importance of raw materials.   

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

The factors to be considered will depend on how resource efficiency is defined.  Insofar as the EU is 
concerned, COM(2011)21 sets out four aims: - Boost economic performance while reducing resource 
use - Identify and create new opportunities for economic growth and greater innovation - Ensure 
security of supply of essential resources - Fight against climate change and limit environmental 
impacts of resource use As such, the following would constitute a suite of issues for key indicators to 
measure, set targets for, and track: - Essential resource flows extracted domestically, imported and 
exported - Biotic and abiotic resource extraction and resource depletion - Biotic and abiotic resource 
efficiency/intensity conversion into goods and services - Waste, emissions and recycled material 
flows - Innovation in the green economy, leading to economic growth - Greenhouse gas emissions - 
Air, water and soil quality - Biodiversity - Land use Under these indicators would sit secondary 
indicators, for example of recycling performance, PM concentrations and of nutrient balance. It is 
assumed that some indirect impacts, for example relating to social well-being, would be addressed in 
a wider suite of sustainable development indicators, of which resource use/efficiency  would form one 
component.  

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

Umicore understands the need to monitor resource efficiency improvements, but feels that several of 
the indicators selected are not providing the right information in this respect.  They are in some cases 
not sound or are even disregard important elements.    The set of indicators at all levels should reflect 
the industrial performance in a given country as otherwise a poor industrial performance or in other 
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words de-industrialisation may reflect in a “better” resource productivity or resource efficiency 
indicator. This can certainly not be the meaning as obviously the objective is to have a strong 
industrial basis that is as resource efficient as possible, not to encourage industry to leave Europe!   
The use of natural resources is the pre-condition of a functional economy.  The EU economy is 
dependent on resources and has identified a series of critical raw materials.  While recognising the 
need to improve resource efficiency, the indicators should also reflect the importance of raw 
materials.    There is also a lack of clarity with regard to the objectives of the indicators and more 
specifically the link between the indicators, policy development and possibly target setting.   The 
macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a 
basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall 
trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need 
to be more refined!  Eurometaux supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy development 
taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.     

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

The Commission – throughout her flagship initiatives, roadmaps and this consultation – speaks about 
Resource efficiency! Therefore an indicator that allows for benchmarking and comparison (also 
between member states) should be designed in a manner measuring efficiency and NOT 
consumption, which is the case for the lead indicator that the Commission has presented for 
discussion!   Low resources consumption member states do not necessarily represent high efficiency 
in resources nor does that implicate a comparable base between member states.  

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

Indicators supporting the aim of monitoring and increasing resource efficiency need to fulfill the 
following requirements: 1. It must be ensured that improvements measured by those indicators really 
are improvements in terms of resource efficiency (as opposed to “improvements” by other sources). 
2. Accordingly, indicators need to be able to serve as management instruments, i.e. for a given 
indicator it must be possible to derive recommended procedures that lead to an improvement of said 
indicator. 3. The measurement of these indicators needs to be practical, definite and cost efficient. 4. 
A scaling of the chosen indicators from the macroeconomic level to the industry level needs to be 
possible in order to be able to improve (and not just monitor) resource efficiency based on these 
indicators. 5. Indicators need to take into account potential trade-offs between different resource 
efficiency targets. 6. Any indicator measuring resource efficiency on a macroeconomic level must 
show the “resource baggage” of imported goods and semi-components, otherwise countries with 
manufacturing-intensive economies will always have a lower resource efficiency than economies 
without much industry. In order to get a good grasp on resource efficiency, indicators fulfilling the 
above criteria should be developed. Consequently, the EU should push for the development of the 
indicators hinted at in Chapter 5 of the Consultation Paper. In our view, a set of indicators merely 
chosen on the basis of current data availability (and not taking into account the above criteria) would 
be a mistake. 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

The resource efficiency indicators should address the following:  1. Measurement and benchmarking 
of the progress made year to year between member EU states and with other major economic blocks 
in the world  2. Provide a basis for goal setting for resource efficiency in the EU and the member 
states  

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

The key issues are of two kinds, as indicators can fulfil two quite distinct (although occasionally 
linkable) types of objectives, one in time and one in space: - In time, measure progress on a given 
territory (member state, region, city…) or by extension on a given sector (industry sector, 
consumption…) or site. - In space: provide a benchmark, at a given moment between different 
territories, or sectors or sites.   We think that the objectives assigned to the indicators must be clearly 
stated from the beginning, particularly in light of the above distinction, in order to avoid possible 
confusion in the reasons for measuring, hence in what one tries to measure. Another reason for 
clearly distinguishing the “measuring progress” from “benchmark” type indicators is the insufficient 
homogeneity of data throughout the EU in some sectors (for example waste statistics) which makes 
the use of indicators much more problematic in the second case than in the first one.  Through the 
description of proposed milestones the consultation document seems to clearly opt for the first type of 
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objective (measuring progress) as these milestones correspond to improved, if not ideal situations, 
most of them set in 2020. However different sections of the consultation document also suggest that 
the second type of objective (benchmarking) can be a key purpose of the indicators: for example 
paragraph 2.2.1 ends by mentioning that “the indicators should help…benchmarking Member States’ 
performance”, although it has “Measure the general progress” as a heading.  In brief we think that 
either one of the two types of objectives, namely “measuring progress” or “benchmarking”, must be 
clearly targeted prior to be applied to an indicator.  

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

Indicators themselves are always too highly aggregated to constitute control parameters in 
themselves. This pertains to the indicators related to what by the Commission is called “tier 1” and 
“tier 2”. Instead, such indicators should be used in the way the expression itself points to, namely to 
serve as an indication in which direction more detailed analysis is needed and upon which eventually 
proposals for further action can be based. For practical purposes this means that for each indicator 
eventually chosen, there should be a set of aspects which would need closer investigation upon a 
change in the indicator value. Important examples for such aspects are the following:   •The use of 
resources as such is not a sufficient information on the sustainability of a resource-using activity. To 
become meaningful with respect to sustainability, the resource-use must be compared to the capacity 
of the respective resource. This will differ regionally, e.g. because sustainable natural water supply 
can be high in mountainous areas close to the sea and low in arid inland regions. the proposed 
“scoreboard” already contains such an approach on “tier 3” with the “thematic indicator” 3.3.1. “fish 
catches from stocks outside the safe biological limits”. This however is not sufficient, because at least 
for water, land and biomass this is necessary, too and also for “tier 2” and “tier 1”.  •Especially 
materials used must be distinguished in terms of the time they are in use before they have to be 
substituted. This might be dubbed the “service period”. A high material use in a given period may 
point to a structurally large scale resource consumption (e.g. in case of build up of infrastructure), but 
if the material used stays in service for a long time it could also be followed by a drop in consumption 
in case of longevity of the materials used. The conclusion that now material intensity has dropped 
would however be not correct, in fact it is smeared across a longer period.  •Materials used also differ 
in their ability to be re-used or recycled (“recyclability”). Aggregated use figures must eventually 
analysed for this aspect. However, this aspect is a rather difficult one, because raw materials 
extracted from nature (which is the basic input data for DEU, DMI, DMC, RMC) very seldom can be 
recycled as such but only the industrial materials extracted from these (e.g. not the ore taken from the 
ground but the metals extracted from these can be recycled; not wood but paper).   •Indicators are 
always related to system boundaries. Usually such boundaries are traversed by flows as inputs and 
outputs. Both categories should be based on the same type of data to avoid systematic bias. Any 
indicator value should always be checked if changes in its value may be caused by relocation of 
resource use outside its boundary.  •The use of industrial by-products can be a significant driver for 
reduction of primary resources. their actual contribution to consumption should be known as well as 
any relevant existing potentials.  Such analysis could be supported by defining relevant indicators on 
“tier 3”-level.  It must always be taken into consideration that such indicators can be applied on the 
level of a region, the EU or a State but not on a company or a site.  

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

The Wieland-Werke AG understands the need to monitor resource efficiency improvements, but feels 
that several of the indicators selected are not providing the right information in this respect.  They are 
in some cases not sound or are even disregard important elements.    The set of indicators at all 
levels should reflect the industrial performance in a given country as otherwise a poor industrial 
performance or in other words de-industrialisation may reflect in a “better” resource productivity or 
resource efficiency indicator. This can certainly not be the meaning as obviously the objective is to 
have a strong industrial basis that is as resource efficient as possible, not to encourage industry to 
leave Europe!   The use of natural resources is the pre-condition of a functional economy.  The EU 
economy is dependent on resources.  While recognising the need to improve resource efficiency, the 
indicators should also reflect the importance of raw materials.    There is also a lack of clarity with 
regard to the objectives of the indicators and more specifically the link between the indicators, policy 
development and possibly target setting.   The macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and 
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dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much 
aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in 
mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need to be more refined!  The Wieland-Werke AG 
supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy development taking account of the challenges 
identified for the different value chains.    

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

The optimal use of materials should be promoted by the adopted resource efficiency indicators. This 
means that resource policy needs to take into account indicators which focus on resource efficiency 
instead of resource consumption. Moreover, resource policy needs to consider the durability of 
products. 

 
 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms 
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
(DE) 

  

Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

consumption/use of:   raw materials (renewable and non renewable;  energy  water land (total as well 
as split into: arable, grassland, natural area, forest area and sealed area) carbon emissions   we need 
to know these per capita as well as in relation to GDP we also need to measure these against 
(estimated) natural thresholds: how much can we sustainably use? Are we using more or less? Are 
we (in the EU) using a fair share of what is sustainably available worldwide? This includes also a 
significant percentage of the land which should be available for nature (as agreed in biodiversity 
policies). In addition, we need to weigh materials use accoring to their environmental impacts (EMC, 
as mentioend in the conslutation paper para 3.2.2. by the  European Commission) 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

We agree with the issue addressed in the consultation paper, e.g. Natural capital base, Production 
and consumption perspective, Growth and competitiveness, Risks and sustainability thresholds.  
Indicators addressing  "growth and competitiveness" could be a driver for progress 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

a) Take a life cycle perspective to cover all relevant information. Specifically for these nation-wide 
indicators: Inclusion of imported products, reflecting specific emission levels in different countries. 
This avoids the current wrong impression that Europe is reducing impacts, while it is in fact more 
likely to increase due to moving polluting production to abroad and due to the increasing consumption 
levels. Reflecting country-specific production would also benefit the cleaner EU industries and those 
in other countries that adopt cleaner production. b) Cover all relevant environmental, health and 
resource-availability topics. This ensures effectiveness of measures, avoiding that improvements in 
one topic (e.g. Climate change) lead to even bigger impacts in others (e.g. Particle emissions, 
Summer smog or Land use - see discussion on biofuels). c) Capture impacts and not only pressures 
or proxies for pressures. This ensures that the indicator expresses what is relevant: the impact. d) 
Ensure consistency with micro-level decision support methods and indicators, i.e. Product and 
Organisation Environmental Footprint (PEF and OEF), national efforts such the ADEME multi-criteria 
indicator (BP-X-30) and LCA in general. This is key to ensure that measures derived from the 
indicators will lead to actual improvement and that real improvement on the ground with advanced 
methods such as EF and LCA will be reflected in improved values for the macro-level indicators. e) 
Be open for smooth, stepwise improvement, using harmonised ISO standards. This avoids a lock-in 
to methods that cannot include additional impacts and improved impact methods.  In sum, the 
indicators have to be good enough to inform governmental bodies in a policy context about the impact 
of resource consumption and allow for meaningful time series and comparisons of countries. 

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

To achieve a high standard of living for all and to meet our needs at minimum primary resource 
consumption and minimum life cycle environmental and health impacts 
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e) Industry organisation / associations 
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

ACE supports the European Commission’s initiative to address resource efficiency with an overall 
objective to achieve a more resource efficient Europe. ACE welcomes the first draft scoreboard as a 
good start towards an agreed set of indicators.   ACE would like to stress the following key issues for 
the indicators to be developed: • Indicators should capture the total global environmental impact of 
EU resource consumption and consider global trade. The indicators should not discriminate local 
production which may result in an export of manufacturing, pollution and increased unemployment. • 
The indicators related to resource use in terms of energy and materials should take into account the 
availability and nature of the resources e.g. distinguish between renewable and non-renewable 
resources. • Single indicators should not be used as a proxy for addressing a key sector’s resource 
efficiency 

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

See Annex I of the ACEA response to the consultation. 

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

The Issues in 2.2 are too general. Water specific goals are not mentioned and it is not clear, in which 
way they are considered. For us it is important that the existing sustainability criteria for water use are 
included in the resource policy. The aspect of sustainability water management must be clear 
respected. 

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

Indicators supporting the aim of monitoring and increasing resource efficiency need to fulfill several 
requirements:  1. They need to be meaningful, i.e. it is necessary to ensure that an improvement 
measured by an indicator really is an improvement in terms of resource efficiency (as opposed to 
being an “improvement” by other sources).  2. Accordingly, indicators need to be able to serve as 
management instruments, i.e. for a given indicator it must be possible to derive recommended 
procedures that lead to an improvement of said  indicator.  3. The measurement of the indicator has 
to be practical, definite and cost efficient.  4. A scaling of the chosen indicators from the 
macroeconomic level to the industry level needs to be possible in order to be able to improve (and not 
just monitor) resource efficiency based on these indicators.  5. Indicators need to take into account 
potential trade-offs between different resource efficiency targets (e.g. CO2 emissions in platinum 
mining vs. air quality/health improvements from using platinum in catalytic converters).  6. Any 
indicator measuring resource efficiency on a macroeconomic level must show the “resource baggage” 
of imported goods and semi-components, otherwise countries with manufacturing-intensive 
economies will always have a lower resource efficiency than economies without much industry.  
Unfortunately, most of the indicators proposed in the current Consultation Paper do not fulfill these 
requirements and thus do not serve the goal of fostering resource efficiency. Moreover, the three 
levels of lead indicator, dashboard indicators and thematic indicators are not interconnected, 
rendering the distinction between levels unnecessary.   

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

The key issue of the whole resource efficiency topic is the long-term competitiveness of industry. 
Within this the key issues are monopolies/oligopolies, trade restrictions (both primary or secondary 
materials), speculation. In those cases where this is not provided another key issue should be 
“substitution” (for example how much budget is available in the member state to support research in 
that field). With this in mind, Indicators supporting the aim of monitoring and increasing resource 
efficiency need to fulfill several requirements:   1. They need to be meaningful, i.e. it is necessary to 
ensure that an improvement measured by an indicator really is an improvement in terms of resource 
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efficiency (as opposed to being an “improvement” by other sources). To stay meaningful the 
economic aspects need to be in the center of the indicator.   2. Accordingly, indicators need to be 
able to serve as management instruments, i.e. for a given indicator it must be possible to derive 
recommended procedures that lead to an improvement of said  indicator.   3. The measurement of 
the indicator has to be practical, definite cost efficient and unbureaucratic. It would be the best if the 
data already exist on a member state level, i.e. no additional bureaucratic burden should be imposed 
due to this initiative.   4. There should be no autarky type of indicator as this does not fit to the overall 
goal of improving the competitiveness of European industry. In addition to it indicators need to take 
into account potential trade-offs between different resource efficiency targets (e.g. CO2 emissions in 
platinum mining vs. air quality/health improvements from using platinum in catalytic converters).   5. 
Any indicator measuring resource efficiency on a macroeconomic level must show the “resource 
baggage” of imported goods and semi-components, otherwise countries with manufacturing-intensive 
economies will always have a lower resource efficiency than economies without much industry.   6. 
The indicator should avoid double-counting and covering aspects already covered by other policies 
(e.g. recycling is already covered in various recycling regulations, the environmental impact of 
resource use is covered in various environmental regulations, the impact of mining is covered in 
mining regulation à this is about issues where competitiveness and fair trade are compromised by 
resource questions.) or aspects that cannot be dealt with by general regulation/macro-economic 
indicators (e.g. specific design questions like light weighting etc.).   7. Indicators could support the 
industry´s role as the provider of technology solutions for a resource efficient society if targets are 
based on reliable and robust indicators allowing clear and transparent comparability between Member 
States.  Unfortunately, most of the indicators proposed in the current Consultation Paper do not fulfill 
these requirements and thus do not serve the goal of fostering resource efficiency. Moreover, the 
three levels of lead indicator, dashboard indicators and thematic indicators are not interconnected, 
rendering the distinction between levels unnecessary. When assessing possible resource efficiency 
indicators, a very careful approach that embraces environmental and economic aspects alike should 
be adopted.   

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

BVDF cannot accept that Animal Protein is taken as an indicator because it is not an indicator on how 
efficient you are using a resource. The key issues are – emissions of major pollutants to air and water 
– land use – consumption of water – consumption of other major non-renewable resources, e.g. fossil 
fuel, water and phosphor. 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)  
 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

As any policy, resource efficiency policy should aim for sustainable growth and has to be based on a 
data rich knowledge base and understanding.  Aiming for sustainable growth means having to take 
account about the ecologic, economic and social dimension.  In particular, the innovating capacity of 
European companies will be key to achieve the objective of the Roadmap, hence particular attention 
should be given to indicators on innovation and access to markets for innovative solutions. Indicators 
should be presented at the appropriate scale (EU, Member States, Regional, sectorial, …) and should 
be fitted for purpose, e.g. presenting a very first diagnostics versus using the indicator further on for 
target setting and deriving policy measures. Furthermore, indicators should take account of linkages 
between different policies; indicators should therefore not be analysed/represented in isolation; as 
this might give the wrong signals.    

Celene (FR) A key point to identify issues to be addressed/measured by the way of reliable indicators in order to 
support realistic and effective EU resource-efficiency policies, is the robustness and scientific 
underpin of data used as basis to start building good policies. Resource efficiency should allow EU 
operators to create more or to deliver greater value with less input. As regards agriculture and food 
production, it is not acceptable that “Animal Protein” is taken as an indicator because it is not an 
indicator on how efficient you are using a resource. Indeed, indicators should not focus on an 
indiscriminate reduction of “consumption of meat and dairy products” but on the promotion of 
resource efficiency to produce meat or dairy. T It is important to underline that at present, there is no 
consensus on what is the environmental impact of the animal production, as: • LCA (lifecycle 
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assessment) in case of livestock production is a relatively young science (environmental impacts are 
dispersed and largely driven by biological activity with significant variability over time, space, and 
management practices) • and the FAO data considered in the consultation document are based on 
FAO estimations that are outdated and currently in a revision phase.  Moreover resource efficiency 
indicators should integrate criteria of “optimum” use or “exlusive use”: for example, it is said in the 
report p 22 that to produce “1 kg of protein from cereals requires […] for beef over 100 m²”. But in UE, 
1 kg of beef is 75%  a coproduct of milk (including calves) and the 100 m² includes a large part of 
grassland and pasture, on land surfaces that are not ploughable so 1m² of grass cannot be 
considered as 1 m² of cereals. In France, there is 10 millions of ha of permanent pastures that are 
protected by EU and can only be used by ruminant, so let consider this as environmental service. And 
indicators should includes “free services” of livestock like organic matter inputs in the soil, natural 
fertilizers, biodiversity and water preservation on the m² that are in grasslands (a French study 
consider that the services given by 1 ha of pasture are 700 € worth, according to Chevassus au Louis 
team). Endly, we have to focus on the major non-renewable resources, e.g we have to distinguish the 
major impact of fossil fuel of the impact of other equivalent carbon substances which are included in a 
short carbon cycle production.  

Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

In addition to those mentioned in the consultation paper, issues that need to be considered are: 
access to resources (in terms of absolute abundance/scarcity, geographical location of reserves and  
burden of transporting resources over long distances, geopolitical considerations regarding resource 
independence, environmental impact of extracting resources). In particular, use of scarce  resources 
is an issue to be addressed. Resource use is not inherently negative. Using fewer resources should 
be the means to an end, not the goal in itself. Resource efficiency should not simply mean using less 
of every resource. In the  case of locally and abundantly available materials, and where extraction 
sites are rehabilitated after use, extraction and use of resources is not necessarily worse for the 
environment or society than  alternative options.  It is important that development of infrastructure 
where it is needed and also replacement of inefficient operations are encouraged and not inhibited by 
the indicator selected. The real issue of potential leakage must not be ignored. Any action which 
could lead to Europe simply shifting its environmental burdens beyond its borders should be avoided. 
It is important that there is a link between the lead indicator and the dashboard of macro indicators if 
targets are going to be set.   Only by understanding the relationship between these indicators  will it 
be possible to set realistic targets.  

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• CEPI support the need to address resource efficiency, the overall objective for a more resource 
efficient society and the policy initiative by the European Commission.  • CEPI agrees with the need 
for resource efficiency indicators as an effective way of addressing environmental problems and 
impacts associated with resource use and progress made on the implementation of measures and 
actions on resource efficiency. • However, any set of indicators must be assessed and assured that 
the indicators to be proposed effectively contribute to the objectives of the Resource Efficiency 
Flagship. • CEPI would like to stress the following aspects for the indicators to be developed: o The 
indicators should be applicable to consumption, not only to production, and consistent with the full 
life-cycle perspective applied by the industry.  o The indicators should capture the total global impacts 
of European resource use. A large amount of raw materials used in European manufacturing in 
general is imported, which is not the case for the paper industry where most raw materials originates 
from Europe; an indicator covering only domestic resources would discriminate local production 
based on local resources (see e.g. study on UK by Friends of the Earth). o The indicators must have 
a focus on the environmental impact of resource use, since only quantitative measurement of 
resource use and conclusions would not address the objectives of the flagship. o The indicators 
should distinguish renewable and non-renewable resources. o It should consider substitution of 
resource use while maintaining a function, for example increased water used in order to lower energy 
consumption. • There are some fundamental criteria that indicators must fulfil before they can be 
used. With reference to Eurostat, among the fundamental criteria are the following: o Policy relevance 
– it should be fit for purpose and linked to the objectives. o Adequate and sufficient data and statistics 
should be available. o High accuracy not restricted with major errors on sources and methodology. o 
Comparability over time and be able demonstrate trends that are negative for the society, i.e. where 
environmental impact associated with resource use is negative. • These fundamental criteria for 
resource efficiency indicators are important for CEPI. • A resource efficiency indicator should be able 
to guide stakeholders on measures and the general progress towards the objective identified.  
Guidance and progress made can be conducted through the first two steps of the DPSIR approach 
used by EEA, i.e. the causal framework for describing the interactions (chain) between society and 
the environment i) driving forces, ii) pressures, iii) states, iv) impacts, and v) responses. • The key 
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issue that need to be addressed by indicators to support resource policy is the development of 
efficiency indicators combining the driving forces (D) and pressures (P). These two categories are the 
only of the DPSIR categories where meaningful efficiency measures can be applied and 
communicated to stakeholders. • Useful resource efficiency indicators are, for example, fossil fuel 
consumption (D) and emissions to air (P). Here, measures can be introduced measuring efficiency on 
reduced the negative impact on the environment or effects on human health.  • Natural capital base 
(resources, eco-systems) relates to State and Impact, e.g. water availability and number of species; 
these cannot be translated into meaningful indicators i.e. S and I cannot be ‘more efficient’. • The last 
category, response (R), reflects the response to the pressure with policy measures by authorities and 
actions by stakeholders. Response indicators are important for authorities responsible for policy 
measures and measuring progress. • Resource efficiency targets should not be set since there are 
already targets in the different policy fields (climate change, renewable energy, waste, air emissions, 
etc. 

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

Additional issues to be considered are the following: ¾ Potential reduction of use of resources 
including: reduce (light weigh, longevity…), re-use and recycle ¾ Storage of resources for future use 
– Example; high embodied energy materials require less energy to be transformed. ¾ Life and 
durability of the products. Long life products require less use of resources in the long term   

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

The resource efficiency indicators adopted should promote the optimal use of materials. Therefore, 
resource policy needs to take into account indicators which focus on resource efficiency instead of 
resource consumption. Furthermore, resource policy needs to consider the durability of products. 

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

Indicators need to be based on the Life Cycle Assessment perspective in order to capture the 
interactions between different impacts. Indicators need to be transparent (“what goes in and what 
goes out”), they should be accompanied each time by an overview of what is included and what is not 
included in a particular indicator.  This will make it clear what is actually assessed by the indicator 
(e.g. see T. Christensen et al. article on the methodology: “Greenhouse gas accounting and waste 
management” in Waste Management  & Research, November 2009). Indicators should capture flows 
from outside Europe: include exports/imports. Very often the burden is moved outside Europe (e.g. 
production in countries, which do not pay attention to  environmental or labor standards).  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

CITPA, the International Confederation of Paper and Board Converters in Europe,  supports the 
European Commission’s initiative to address resource efficiency with an overall objective to achieve a 
more resource efficient Europe. CITPA welcomes the first draft scoreboard as a good start towards 
an agreed set of indicators.   CITPA  would like to stress the following key issues for the indicators to 
be developed: •Indicators should capture the total global environmental impact of EU resource 
consumption and consider global trade. The indicators should not discriminate local production which 
may result in an export of manufacturing, pollution and increased unemployment. •The indicators 
related to resource use in terms of energy and materials should take into account the availability and 
nature of the resources e.g. distinguish between renewable and non-renewable resources. •Single 
indicators should not be used as a proxy for addressing a key sector’s resource efficiency  

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 

CLITRAVI cannot accept that Animal Protein is taken as an indicator because it is not an indicator on 
how efficient you are using a resource.   The key issues are    ·    emissions of major pollutants  to air 
and water   ·    land use  ·    consumption of water  ·    consumption of other major non-renewable 
resources, e.g. fossil fuel, water and phosphor  
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(EU) 
Confindustria 
(IT) 

Registration number in the Interest Representative Register:  27762251795-15  Beginning of text:   - 
The size of the economy of each country, as represented by GDP; - The economic structure of the 
different states, taking into account the weight and the influence that the different sectors, primary, 
secondary and tertiary, have on the economy of each country; - The environmental impacts 
associated with resource use; - The natural resources savings due to durability and recyclability of 
products and materials; - The indicators should be applicable to consumption, not only to production; 
- The indicators should capture the total global impacts of European resource use. A large amount of 
raw materials used in European manufacturing is imported, so an indicator covering only domestic 
resources (and not taking into account imported goods) would discriminate local production based on 
local resources; - The indicators must have a focus on the environmental impact of resource use, 
since a quantitative measurement of resource use and conclusions would not address the objectives 
of the Resource Efficiency Flagship; - It should consider substitution of resource use while 
maintaining a function, for example increased water used in order to lower energy consumption; - A 
resource efficiency indicator should be able to guide stakeholders on measures and the general 
progress towards the objective identified; - The key issue that need to be addressed by indicators to 
support resource policy is the development of efficiency indicators combining the driving forces (D) 
and pressures (P). These two categories are the only of the DPSIR categories where meaningful 
efficiency measures can be applied and communicated to stakeholders; - Useful resource efficiency 
indicators are, for example, fossil fuel consumption (D) and emissions to air (P). Here, measures can 
be introduced measuring efficiency on reducing the negative impact on the environment or effects on 
human health; - In order to define resource efficiency targets, other policy fields must be considered 
(es. renewable energy, climate change, etc.).  

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

The resource efficiency agenda aims at merging two narratives that at times were perceived as 
opposing each other: economic growth and environmental protection. Indicators need to make for a 
compelling joint narrative. It is therefore advisable to balance the strongly developed environmental 
part of the indicators proposal with an economic part as well.  The idea underpinning resource 
efficiency is the most efficient use of resources in order to minimise the overall need for (non-
renewable) resources, as well as reducing the pollution of natural resources (e.g. through raw 
material extraction, processing, use and recycling). Next to the efficient use of resources, for instance 
through ecodesign, the ability to return the materials to the market is important. Under this 
assumption non-renewable resources need to be the main focus e.g. non-renewable energy and non-
renewable resources that are unrecoverable (or not recoverable at the same quality level). Key issues 
that need to be addressed are non-renewable energy and non-renewable raw materials. Indicators 
that are supporting resource efficiency policy should transparently reveal whether a measure is 
leading to both improved product performance and decrease resource use (which would be the 
definition for ‘strong resource efficiency) or whether a measure is leading to a trade-off between either 
increased/decreased performance and worse/better resource use (which defines ‘weak resource 
efficiency’). In introducing resource efficiency indicators, it would furthermore make sense to 
distinguish between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ resource efficiency indicators.  Resource efficiency indicators 
must be based on a clear definition of the system under evaluation. Are the indicators used to 
evaluate national economies or are they used to assess resource efficiency in certain industries? 
Many historical cases show that resource efficiency measures in the industry did not result in less 
overall resource consumption (i.e. efficiency measures in the industry typically led to decreased 
production cost and decreased prices of goods, which in turn led to an increase in overall 
consumption). It is therefore strongly recommended to precisely define the system for which the 
indicators should be used and strictly separate indicators to evaluate overall (national) resource 
consumption/ efficiency, and indicators to evaluate industry resource consumption/efficiency. The 
selection of indicators should be led by a set of criteria to ensure that the guidance derived from the 
indicators is not biased. The Commission already defined a rather comprehensive set in its 
consultation document, such as: RACER (relevance, acceptability, credibility, easiness, robustness), 
as well as timeliness, suitability for policy-making, consistency, coverage. These criteria should be 
adhered to. In addition, data availability should be used as a criterion to measure feasibility and 
applicability of indicators. Indicators need to be measured by reliable databases that entail data 
produced under agreed standardization processes on data measurement.  

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 

Natürliche Ressourcen sind unsere Lebensgrundlage und ihre Nutzung ist Voraussetzung für eine 
funktionsfähige Wirtschaft. Angesichts der begrenzten Verfügbarkeit bestimmter Ressourcen ist eine 
sparsame und effiziente Nutzung notwendig. Die Europäische Kommission zielt in ihrem „Fahr-plan 
zu einem ressourceneffizienten Europa“ aber nicht nur auf einen möglichst schonenden Um-gang mit 
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Commerce) 
(DE) 

natürlichen Ressourcen im Verhältnis zum Nutzen (Effizienz im engeren Sinne), sondern auch auf 
eine absolute Begrenzung der Nutzung bestimmter natürlicher Ressourcen. Dies spiegelt sich in der 
Auswahl der Indikatoren wider (z. B. dem Indikator zur Landnutzung). Wenn eine Substi-tution 
zwischen verschiedenen Ressourcen technisch nur eingeschränkt möglich ist, wird eine ab-solute 
Einschränkung der Nutzung einer Ressource aber dazu führen, dass die wirtschaftliche Ent-wicklung 
in Europa ausgebremst wird.  Die Definition übergreifender Indikatoren zur Messung der 
Ressourceneffizienz dient der Europäi-schen Kommission in erster Linie als Referenz für die 
Formulierung von politischen Zielen sowie ihrer späteren Bewertung und als Ausgangspunkt für 
gesetzliche Maßnahmen zur Förderung der Ressourceneffizienz. Ein Satz repräsentativer 
Leitparameter soll Ressourceneffizienz für die Öffent-lichkeit und die Politik handhabbar gestalten.   
Dieser Ansatz ist nachvollziehbar, die Auswahl der Indikatoren sollte aus Sicht der Wirtschaft aber 
folgenden Mindestanforderungen gerecht werden, um Fehlanreize zu vermeiden: • Keine Festlegung 
verbindlicher Ressourceneffizienzziele ohne einheitliche Methodologie zur Bewertung, da ansonsten 
der Wettbewerb verzerrt wird. • Indikatoren zur Bewertung von Ressourceneffizienz müssen auf einer 
Methodologie beru-hen, die die tatsächlichen Verbesserungen der Ressourceneffizienz realistisch 
widerspiegelt und nicht durch andere Faktoren überlagert wird.  • Der gewählte Indikatorensatz muss 
die bisherigen Erfolge und zukünftigen Bemühungen um einen sparsamen Ressourceneinsatz 
realistisch und über die Wirtschaftssektoren hinweg vergleichbar abbilden können. Nur dann kann die 
Wirtschaft ihren Beitrag zur Erreichung der Ziele einschätzen und vorweisen. • D. h. die Anwendung 
„vorläufiger Indikatoren“, die nur ein unvollständiges oder verzerrtes Bild vermitteln, sollte 
unterbleiben, da ihre Interpretation zu invaliden Ergebnissen führt. Die Europäische Kommission 
sollte die von ihr selbst angeregte Entwicklung neuer, präziserer Indikatoren abwarten, anstatt aus 
Gründen der Zeitersparnis auf bekanntermaßen für die Definition von Ressourceneffizienzzielen 
ungeeignete Indikatoren zurückzugreifen. • Die Kommission sollte Forschungsanstrengungen prioritär 
behandeln, die notwendig sind, um zu geeigneten Indikatoren zu gelangen. • Der gewählte 
Indikatorensatz muss von der Unternehmens- bis zur gesamtwirtschaftlichen Ebene kompatibel und 
auch international vergleichbar sein. • Treffsichere branchen- oder produktgruppenspezifischer 
Indikatoren sollte der Vorzug ge-geben werden vor einer makroökonomischen Bewertung der 
Rohstoff-/Materialeffizienz.  • Effizienzbewertungen einzelner Erzeugnisse entlang der durchgeführten 
Prozess-Schritte sind den Unternehmen zu überlassen.  Unberücksichtigt in der Auswahl der 
Indikatoren durch die Kommission bleiben Zielkonflikte – so-wohl hinsichtlich der Verlagerung der 
Nutzung einzelner Ressourcen als auch hinsichtlich konkreter ökologischer, sozialer und 
wirtschaftlicher Folgen. Absolute Ziele bei der Ressourceneffizienz füh-ren nicht immer zur 
umweltfreundlichsten und ressourceneffizientesten Lösung. 

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

EAA understands the need to monitor resource efficiency improvements, but feels that several of the 
indicators selected are not providing the right information in this respect.  They are in some cases not 
sound or are even disregard important elements.   Unless the overlying strategies and concepts are 
clear, one cannot be sure which indicators are the right ones to use. The selected tools must match 
the decision that needs to be made. Therefore, it must be clarified which questions the EU Resource 
Efficiency indicators should inform. The EU has already agreed to progress towards “smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth” (as phrased in the EU2020 Strategy). The result should be an 
economy that optimises its use of resources and results in improved employment, productivity and 
social cohesion. The chosen indicators should measure the general progress towards such an 
outcome. Limiting material inputs, without considering realised impacts in the use phase, would not 
only be unjustified, it would also be inefficient and wasteful. We agree with the European Commission 
that natural resources constitute vital inputs to keep our economy functioning and that “de-
materialisation” is not an appropriate policy goal.  The set of indicators at all levels should reflect the 
industrial performance in a given country as otherwise a poor industrial performance or in other words 
de-industrialisation may reflect in a “better” resource productivity or resource efficiency indicator. This 
can certainly not be the meaning as obviously the objective is to have a strong industrial basis that is 
as resource efficient as possible, not to encourage industry to leave Europe!   The use of natural 
resources is the pre-condition of a functional economy.  The EU economy is dependent on resources 
and has identified a series of critical raw materials.  While recognising the need to improve resource 
efficiency, the indicators should also reflect the importance of raw materials.    The macro-economic 
indicators (lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a basis for policy 
development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall trend for a given 
MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need to be more 
refined! The European Aluminium Association supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy 
development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.     
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EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

Our members agree that the overarching goal of this exercise must be to achieve substantial 
resource efficiency gains, which would be beneficial for the environment and reduce raw material 
purchasing costs for manufacturing companies. This, however, should be achieved with minimal  
additional burden for the industry, so as to support further growth in the industrial sector. Energy 
efficiency and mineral resource use reduction targets should be considered carefully, to avoid parts of 
the industry reallocating their production capacities outside of the EU. EAACA supports the objective 
of improving production processes to create the same quality of products with less material input. We 
therefore support the introduction of indicators to measure resource efficiency but these indicators 
need to be scientifically sound, non-discriminatory and subject to an impact assessment for all 
affected industry. EAACA would like to share its surprise and concern about the conclusions of the 
Final report on assessment of resource efficiency indicators and targets, which stresses that 
“substituting construction minerals with wood may be a sustainable approach to construction”. We 
believe that such a statement is questionably favouring one material over others. Furthermore, our 
industry records are a good example of using abundant mineral resources in a reasonable way and 
providing for recycling capacities, with clear benefits for energy and resource efficiency of the 
buildings over a lifecycle perspective. Such a statement shows the risk of defining discriminatory 
indicators and introducing a bias towards the use of wood as a construction material. At the same 
time, it illustrates the shortcomings of the lead indicator, since the use of wood will not contribute to 
reducing the overall Domestic Material Consumption. We would instead call on the Commission to 
keep ensuring a level-playing field among materials, based on a scientific assessment of their 
environmental performance over the building’s lifecycle.  Moreover, a solution should be found to 
ensure that the likely increase in production and operating costs, caused by resource efficiency 
targets, does not result in relocation of parts of the industry outside the EU. This “resource leakage” 
movement would be counterproductive and contradict both the EU’s renewed industrial and 
environmental policy objectives.  EAACA strongly calls for the introduction of a full life-cycle 
assessment methodology combined with the definition of resource efficiency indicators. Some 
construction materials have comparatively higher production emissions but contribute to saving more 
energy over their lifetime than others with lower production emissions. The same holds true in the 
recycling phase of any material. Certain materials such as AAC can be recycled up to 100 %, while 
this is impossible for others. Without a full life-cycle assessment, these differences will not be taken 
into account and measures to improve resource efficiency will remain piecemeal. 

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

The European copper institute (ECI), together with Eurometaux, understands the need to monitor 
resource efficiency improvements, but feels that several of the indicators selected are not providing 
the right information in this respect.  They are in some cases not sound or are even disregard 
important elements.    The set of indicators at all levels should reflect the industrial performance in a 
given country as otherwise a poor industrial performance or in other words de-industrialisation may 
reflect in a “better” resource productivity or resource efficiency indicator. This can certainly not be the 
meaning as obviously the objective is to have a strong industrial basis that is as resource efficient as 
possible, not to encourage industry to leave Europe!   The use of natural resources is the pre-
condition of a functional economy.  The EU economy is dependent on resources and has identified a 
series of critical raw materials.  While recognising the need to improve resource efficiency, the 
indicators should also reflect the importance of raw materials.    There is also a lack of clarity with 
regard to the objectives of the indicators and more specifically the link between the indicators, policy 
development and possibly target setting.   The macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and 
dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much 
aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in 
mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need to be more refined!  Eurometaux supports a 
more life-cycle based approach for policy development taking account of the challenges identified for 
the different value chains.     

ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

The European Compost Network ECN e.V. (EU transparency register identification number 
26513411360-51) is the leading European membership organisation promoting sustainable recycling 
practices in composting, anaerobic digestion and other biological treatment processes of organic 
resources. Our purpose is to work with practitioners, researchers, technicians and policy makers to 
deliver integrated organic waste recycling solutions that generate high quality products for the benefit 
of the environment and users of the recycled products.  We serve as a central resource and network 
for the organic waste recycling sector in Europe, as well as the emerging bio-based economy.  ECN’s 
vision is a Europe in which all organic resources are recycled to land sustainably and/or used to 
generate renewable energy to benefit the global and local environment, to contribute towards 
sustainable agriculture, improve human health and benefit the European market.  To achieve this, 
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effective recycling in all member states should be built on separately collected organic wastes, using 
trained operators for biological processing.  Biological treatment processes should be monitored 
within an independent quality assurance scheme in order to manufacture quality compost and 
digestate that can be applied to land safely.  ECN’s activities thus cut across a number of resource 
areas, including: 1 Carbon applied to soils in the form of compost, which has implications for reducing 
soil erosion (thereby improving soil structure, improving water infiltration and water holding capacity), 
increasing soil organic carbon (thereby increasing carbon sequestration and reducing greenhouse 
gas release). 2 Returning plant nutrients (especially Nitrogen, Phosphorus and Potassium, as well as 
micro-nutrients) to soils.  Without effective organics recycling these nutrients will be lost to agricultural 
land, due to their disposal in either landfill or loss to the air following thermal treatment (e.g. 
incineration).  In particular, ECN’s activities directly affect:        a Phosphorous re-use – this is a finite 
resource, with a Green Paper from the Commission expected later this year.        b Nitrogen losses – 
As most of the nitrogen in composted products is available in slow release form (typically 10 – 15% 
will be available for plant uptake in the first year following application), this reduces losses from soils 
compared with inorganic nitrogen fertilisers.  The use of composted materials therefore has the 
potential to reduce the Gross Nutrient Balance. 3 Offsetting the use of peat in horticultural growing 
media.  Peat use is widely recognised as environmentally detrimental due to associated effects of 
ecological habitat destruction and greenhouse gas emissions.  Compost can partially replace peat in 
growing media blends, therefore contributing towards biodiversity targets and reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. 4 Creating renewable energy sources (electricity and/or heat derived from biogas) 
through anaerobic digestion plants for distribution through centralised networks.   Therefore, from 
ECN’s perspective, the key resource issues are:  1 Conserving soils, in particular soil organic matter; 
2 Effective and efficient nutrient and organic carbon recycling; 3 Reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions; 4 Safeguarding finite natural resources (i.e. peat); and 5       Creating renewable energy 
through biological treatment processes (bioenergy)   

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

• In addition to those mentioned in the consultation paper, issues that need to be considered are: 
access to resources (in terms of absolute abundance/scarcity, geographical location of  reserves and 
burden of transporting resources over long distances, geopolitical considerations regarding resource 
independence, environmental impact of extracting resources). In particular, use  of scarce resources 
is an issue to be addressed. • Resource use is not inherently negative. Using fewer resources should 
be the means to an end, not the goal in itself. Resource efficiency should not simply mean using less 
of every resource.  In the case of locally and abundantly available materials, and where extraction 
sites are rehabilitated after use, extraction and use of resources is not necessarily worse for the 
environment or  society than alternative options.  It is important that development of infrastructure 
where it is needed and also replacement of inefficient operations are encouraged and not inhibited by 
the  indicator selected. • The real issue of potential leakage must not be ignored. Any action which 
could lead to Europe simply shifting its environmental burdens beyond its borders should be avoided. 
• It is important that there is a link between the lead indicator and the dashboard of macro indicators if 
targets are going to be set.   Only by understanding the relationship between these  indicators will it 
be possible to set realistic targets.  

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

Indicators should be based on existing and previously developed environmental statistics. No 
separate and additional indicators that increases administrative burden are needed. In many cases, 
the industry can produce the most valuable information itself rather than public authorities.  The 
credibility of data behind the indicators is essential, especially if international bench-marking is made. 
The data should be developed to give an idea to the industrial sectors to their own action to promote 
the resource productivity in the production.  The indicators must be designed to take into account the 
different circumstances in various EU countries, such as population density, industrial structure and 
climate.  

Emerson 
(UK) 

It is imperative that the EU’s resource efficiency policy promotes a best cost producer model to 
secure Europe’s global competiveness. This model would be based on industry’s best practice and 
processes rather than targets.  It is questionable to what extent EU-wide indicators and targets could 
be supportive for resource efficiency as the fulfilment of an individual target doesn’t necessary lead to 
an overall or continuous improvement. The increase in price for resources and its scarcity mean that 
industry has to diminish its use to become less resource dependant and to save production costs. 
Industry therefore needs to develop processes that continuously drive resource optimisation. Industry 
sector programmes should be developed in member states to put these processes in place. These 
programmes are particularly important for SMEs as they cannot meet the expense of having to 
respond to an increasing number of legislative environmental targets or to several different LCA 
requirements from their customers. Each of the different parts of the supply chain need different tools 
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to make an LCA approach effective. Nonetheless, all tools must be based on standardized LCA 
methodologies and databases in order to help suppliers and achieve comparability. Resource 
efficiency policy should also place a greater emphasis on promoting research and innovation, for 
instance by means of the Horizon 2020 package, as innovation is an important tool for achieving 
resource efficiency. 

Energy UK i) In terms of the practicalities of ‘bottom-up’ reporting of resource use and presentation of aggregated 
data for monitoring policy effectiveness, it is important that definitions of what is to be reported are 
clear, consistent, easy to implement and appropriate.  Our experience is that, even when this is the 
case, submitted data needs to be rigorously checked, obvious errors and outliers identified and 
clarification sought from the reporting company.  Simple errors, such as use of the wrong units, can 
significantly skew aggregated data.         ii) Using indicators of environmental impacts associated with 
resource use may be desirable, but in many cases their relationship is not fully understood and 
consequently is difficult to report.  In such cases, only the resource use term should be used, with 
appropriate caveats on issues such as those mentioned below.   iii) The broader context also needs 
to be taken into account, particularly if indicators are being used to support policy making.  For 
example, the UK electricity generating industry is comprises power stations of varying size, age, main 
fuel type, cooling technology and emission abatement technology.  In addition, market conditions 
dictate the operating profile of such stations.  Such factors heavily influence resource use 
performance and, for indicators to be meaningful for the electricity generating sector or more broadly, 
such factors must be taken into account when aggregating data and analysing trends.              

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

The focus of resource policy should be on the environmental impacts associated with the extraction 
and use of raw materials, rather than their straightforward use. It is unclear  whether simple tonnage 
based metrics can effectively target these impacts. Improvements in absolute resource use may 
occur in an economy by substituting lighter materials for  heavier ones across a range of economic 
activities. This may result in a reduction in material use but without a corresponding reduction in the 
environmental impacts associated with  the use of those resources.   The European Commission has 
expressed a preference for a simple lead indicator. This means that the environmental impacts 
associated with resource use may not adequately be  captured by the lead indicator. It is therefore 
important that these environmental impacts are considered by the remaining suite of indicators in the 
proposed dashboard.  The Commission has rightly recognised that the lead indicator should be 
consumption – rather than production – based so as to ensure that the full impacts of EU consumers 
are  within its scope. This should help to avoid problems of ‘leakage’ of resource intensive activities to 
economies which are not subject to the same resource targets.  

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

The key issue is related to the production and consumption. The other three issues are as important 
but will mainly depend on the evolution of the above mentioned one.  As a matter of fact, the 
monitoring of the global consumption of resources (EU and outside EU, virgin and recycled) will give 
an idea of the “Natural capital base”, of the “growth and competitiveness” and the various “Risks and 
sustainable thresholds”.  

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

The key issue is related to the production and consumption. The other three issues are as important 
but will mainly depend on the evolution of the above mentioned one.  As a matter of fact, the 
monitoring of the global consumption of resources (EU and outside EU, virgin and recycled) will give 
an idea of the “Natural capital base”, of the “growth and competitiveness” and the various “Risks and 
sustainable thresholds”.  

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

While we appreciate that the options presented rely on existing indicators, we have reservations on 
the ability of those indicators to account for all sustainability aspects. They ignore links between 
various environmental media and policy objectives (e.g.: links between climate change, air quality, 
energy efficiency and water). EURELECTRIC is concerned that the multiplication of indicators (and 
possibly targets, which are already numerous) will lead to conflicts and contradictions in policies. 
However, it could be useful to bring together in a single scoreboard existing legal requirements in 
environment and related policies such as energy or transports (targets, concentrations,) and assess 
the links between the various environmental media and those requirements.   

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima, the European Insulation Manufacturers Association, believes that the best way for achieving 
the “double decoupling” that EU resource policy aims for (decoupling of resource use from economic 
growth and decoupling of environmental impacts from resource use) is to focus on the optimisation of 
the use of resources. This optimisation does not only mean using fewer resources (indeed, a 
resource policy having de-materialisation as the only goal would be counter-productive), but –
fundamentally - making a better use of better resources, therefore having “better products” in the 
marketplace.   How can we define “better resources” and the “better use” that we make of them? The 
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only fair way to do this is through a full Life-Cycle Assessment. Any meaningful and balanced 
resource indicator must take into account all stages in the life-cycle of products, from cradle to grave.   
- The first step should be acknowledging that every resource is different to the other: some are rare 
and difficult to obtain or extract, while some others are virtually inexhaustible. A weight-based 
approach (as it has been proposed) is therefore not the best option from this perspective. The Life-
Cycle Assessment method includes an indicator on scarcity of resources (Abiotic Depletion Potential), 
which could be a way to measure this.  - Secondly, resource-efficiency indicators should not neglect 
the use phase (which for many products used in the construction sector is the stage in which the 
overwhelmingly positive impacts on resource use are manifested). Durability should therefore be 
taken as a key indicator.  - Last but not least, the impact of end-of-life stage is also different 
depending on the product (products containing high proportion of recycled content have different 
impact to others needing more raw material, and recyclability or reusability of materials is an essential 
element that resource indicators should take into account).   

EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

The European industry, integrated from the mines to the production of specific metals and metal by-
products, implements very high standards compared to third countries’ industries, thus showing a 
responsible behavior at global scale. Resource efficiency is a concept that is being implemented by 
the smelting industry for many years. The EU Ferro-alloys and Silicon industry has developed and 
improved its technology and production processes, not only to increase the quality of the materials 
delivered to its customers, but also by improving the working conditions and by implementing the best 
available technologies to reduce the environmental impact. This industry provides its employees and 
consumers with the highest social, safety, environmental and occupational health standards (safety 
procedures, risk management, dedicated equipment, personnel protection equipment, control 
mechanisms, etc.) as compared to third countries. Euroalliages believes that in the time of deep 
economic and debt crisis, keeping an industrial base in Europe is vital to sustainable growth. Some 
raw materials are strategic and essential to the European economy as they are necessary to certain 
industrial activities. This is the case of i.e. Ferro-Alloys and Silicon, which are especially needed for 
the production of current and new technologies in sectors such as automotive, aerospace, electronics 
and renewable energies. The EU industry is increasingly facing unfair conditions of international 
competition. In the cases where these conditions are not sustainable for European Industry, this 
would imply a complete dependency on outside EU manufacturing for downstream users and. In 
some cases, this would imply an unreliable source of supply, where goods are produced at a lower 
level of environmental and social standards than those applied on the EU territory. Therefore, entire 
supply chains should be kept as much as possible in Europe. Self-sufficiency is a factor of stability 
and security for Europe. Resource efficiency indicators should reflect the need of having of a level 
playing field between EU operators and third countries’ industries in terms of environment and social 
standards and the related rules of constraints. The move towards a resource efficient economy 
requires some key structural conditions to be in place:  1. Increased integration of EU resource 
efficiency policies with international policies to ensure that EU competitiveness is not jeopardised by 
EU measures.  2.  Sustainable supply of raw materials 3. Undistorted and efficient access to 
secondary raw materials. 4. Increased support for technological innovation as an indispensable 
leverage to enable the  necessary transformation towards more resource efficiency. Industry is the 
driving force for innovation so policy should aim at further strengthening the innovation capacity of 
European industry.  

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

European business is increasingly impacted by the growing scarcity of raw materials and natural 
resources such as metals, timber, land, water, clean air or minerals. However, resources are the 
basis for doing business and thus, EUROCHAMBRES fully endorses the European Commission’s 
efforts on resource efficiency.   Carefully selected indicators will facilitate to measure the general 
progress towards a resource efficient economy and can help to identify areas of potentials for 
improved efficiency. However, when it comes to developing and choosing proper indicators, their 
comprehensibility is of crucial importance. By no means, they should cause confusion among 
producers and consumers. Only if indicators are communicable they can contribute to an increased 
public awareness on this issue.    Furthermore, the validity of indicators has to be ensured. Before a 
decision is taken for a set of indicators a consistent and common methodology has to be developed in 
order to avoid offering the wrong incentives and to ensure comparability on international, European, 
national und industry level. The indicators may not be overlapped by influencing factors such as 
structural changes or the overall economic situation.  Moreover, the clear definition of indicators is 
critical in order to clarify vague targets. For example, the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe 
targets a 20% reduction in the food chain’s resource input. Unless a clear indicator has been defined 
to measure this milestone, the food sector can hardly estimate if the achievement of such a target is 
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realistic and feasible.   In case certain indicators require additional collection of data, this shall not 
increase the administrative burden for businesses.  

Eurofer (EU) The Commission proposes indicators on a national level. Such indicators may be used to monitor 
development in various areas related to resource efficiency. The perfect indicator will never be found 
and it is therefore relevant to have a set of indicators to follow different areas. Using a set of 
indicators can be a “framework of thoughts” and give the Member States an indication of what needs 
to be improved in each country. Each indicator could be analysed by Member states to build 
understanding of which factors that affects the indicator and which priorities that are important for 
each country. Long term use of the indicators can give an indication of trends and development over 
time within a Member State.  However, many of the indicators are not, according to our view, suitable 
for comparison between Member States. As the indicators are influenced for example by the industry 
structure, climate etc in the specific country, they cannot show which Member State is most resource 
efficient – e.g. Member States with industries like steel and mining will consume more raw material 
and energy and also generate more waste than those with an economy more based on services. It is 
important that indicators - always being related to system boundaries - are based on accepted, 
representative and transparent data. Development of new indicators which needs new data should be 
thoroughly thought-out not to create a large administrative burden on business and the rest of society. 
It is also of utmost importance that the use of indicators does not lead to sub-optimisation which might 
be a risk if there is a focus on only one indicator. 

Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

Eurogypsum views is that Resource efficiency should be considered as of one the pillar of 
sustainable development. We should look towards optimum solutions to the trade-offs that exist 
between different environmental objectives and the environmental, social and economic imperatives 
of Sustainable Development.  The result should be an economy that optimizes its use of resources 
and, therefore, results in improved  employment, productivity and social cohesion.  The chosen 
indicators should measure the general progress towards such an outcome. Limiting material inputs, 
without considering realised impacts in the use phase, would not only be unjustified, it would also be 
inefficient and wasteful. We agree with the European Commission that natural resources constitute 
vital inputs to keep our economy functioning and that “de-materialisation” is not an appropriate policy 
goal.   Eurogypsum agrees that a full set of bottom-up indicators is required to help harmonise 
understanding of the issues involved and communicate the idea that both economic and 
environmental efficiencies can be accomplished simultaneously. The European extractive industries 
fully support the premise that life cycle thinking is an essential component of the approach. In this 
regard, it is unfortunate that the proposed milestone for transforming waste into a resource refers to 
“materials having a significant impact on the environment”- a concept that is not consistent with life 
cycle thinking as it leaves out consideration of the use phase.  Reducing resource -use in the EU will 
increase pressure on the earth’s bio-capacity as a whole by causing a shift of economic activity to 
less efficient regions. Resource Efficiency should guarantee that any new balance of material flows 
amongst the different regions of the world will be less harmful to the planet as a whole.  
Demographics, combined with thermodynamics dictate that even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, 
there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary production. Increasing mineral exploration and 
self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create European jobs. Nurturing a geological services 
industry for export will create growth opportunities beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s 
global footprint. A Resource Efficient Europe must include sustainable supply of raw materials and 
the set of indicators should reflect this.  “Eco-efficiency”, “Green Growth” and “Resource Efficiency” 
are just some of the terms that have emerged to capture the idea that both economic and 
environmental efficiencies can be accomplished simultaneously. Howver, those terms have no 
speicifc definition. Before setting resource efficiency indicators, we should really deifne the concept 
and its implications.    

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

Eurometaux understands the need to monitor resource efficiency improvements, but feels that 
several of the indicators selected are not providing the right information in this respect.  They are in 
some cases not sound or are even disregard important elements.    The set of indicators at all levels 
should reflect the industrial performance in a given country as otherwise a poor industrial 
performance or in other words de-industrialisation may reflect in a “better” resource productivity or 
resource efficiency indicator. This can certainly not be the meaning as obviously the objective is to 
have a strong industrial basis that is as resource efficient as possible, not to encourage industry to 
leave Europe!   The use of natural resources is the pre-condition of a functional economy.  The EU 
economy is dependent on resources and has identified a series of critical raw materials.  While 
recognising the need to improve resource efficiency, the indicators should also reflect the importance 
of raw materials.    There is also a lack of clarity with regard to the objectives of the indicators and 
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more specifically the link between the indicators, policy development and possibly target setting.   The 
macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a 
basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall 
trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need 
to be more refined!  Eurometaux supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy development 
taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.     

Euromilk 
(EU) 

For the European Dairy Association, EDA, a resource efficiency indicator should give an indication of 
used resources to obtain the relevant delivery: eg transport kilometers, housing square meters or 
nutritional value. 

Euromines 
(EU) 

Unless the overlying strategies and concepts are clear, one cannot be sure which indicators are the 
right ones to use. The selected tools must match the decision that needs to be made. Therefore, it 
must be clarified which questions the EU Resource Efficiency indicators should inform. The EU has 
already agreed to progress towards “smart, sustainable and inclusive growth” (as phrased in the 
EU2020 Strategy). Resource efficiency policy should provide an enabling framework, allowing 
European companies to contribute profitably to sustainable growth and jobs creation in Europe, which 
is necessary for inclusive growth. The result should be an economy that optimises its use of 
resources and results in improved employment, productivity and social cohesion. The chosen 
indicators should measure the general progress towards such an outcome. Limiting material inputs, 
without considering realised impacts in the use phase, would not only be unjustified, it would also be 
inefficient and wasteful. We agree with the European Commission that natural resources constitute 
vital inputs to keep our economy functioning and that “de-materialisation” is not an appropriate policy 
goal.  Euromines agrees that a full set of bottom-up indicators is required to help harmonise 
understanding of the issues involved and communicate the idea that both economic and 
environmental efficiencies can be accomplished simultaneously. The European mineral supply 
industries fully support the premise that life cycle thinking is an essential component of the approach. 
In this regard, it is unfortunate that the proposed milestone for transforming waste into a resource 
refers to “materials having a significant impact on the environment”- a concept that is not consistent 
with life cycle thinking as it only considers how materials are produced and leaves out consideration 
of the use phase. There is no scarcity of natural mineral capital in Europe or the world - only supply 
bottlenecks in the short-term and in some cases a lack of access which needs to be resolved.  
Minerals and metals are likely to play a key part in achieving sustainable development and bringing 
the global footprint back to within the limits of one planet. In terms of metals & minerals, from now 
until 2050, the world will actually need to “do more with more”. Reducing resource -use in the EU will 
increase pressure on the earth’s bio-capacity as a whole by causing a shift of economic activity to 
less efficient regions. Resource Efficiency, on the other hand, should guarantee that any new balance 
of material flows amongst the different regions of the world will be less harmful to the planet as a 
whole – not more harmful. In many cases (e.g., mining, aluminium and steel), this would imply that 
the EU should increase its share of global production, rather than decrease it. True indicators of 
resource efficiency should reflect this. Demographics, combined with thermodynamics dictate that 
even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary 
production. Increasing mineral exploration and self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create 
European jobs. Nurturing a geological services industry for export will create growth opportunities 
beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s global footprint. A Resource Efficient Europe must 
include sustainable supply of raw materials and the set of indicators should reflect this. Remaining 
relevant in a global economy means having something to sell to the world. EU Economic Policy must 
allow for international competitiveness.  Resource prices and their volatility are a linked, but separate, 
issue. Sudden price rises and bottlenecks on world markets are usually created by unwanted 
interference in global markets or rising demand in particular applications. Resource Efficiency cannot 
reduce the EU’s exposure to sudden price rises or shortages, but it can help to mitigate their impacts. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

Indicators must include economic as well as environmental aspects. 

EuSalt (EU) Addressing resource efficiency in an effective way requires a life cycle perspective. The salt industry 
agrees on the need to decouple economic growth and resource use. What should also be taken into 
account is the balance between positive and negative impacts of raw materials’ production and  use. 
The setting up of indicators ought to be in correlation to LCA. The purpose of those indicators, 
however, should not be to seek a minimal use of resources for that would not necessarily lead to 
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better efficiency. Indicators should lean towards the optimisation of resource use in a context of  
growing demand.  Besides, one should also acknowledge that better resource efficiency and 
increased productivity first requires investments and innovation. Therefore, production costs will tend 
to increase in the short term. It is only in the long term that economies of scale will have an impact on 
the costs as claimed  in the consultation paper. An EU resource efficiency policy then needs to allow 
and support investments into new technologies, and not dampen them.   

Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

 In France, a report on the monitoring of the national law known as "Le Grenelle de l'environnement" 
evaluated the national indicators settled to support resource policy as follows : -  Household waste 
production per year, -  Industrial waste of hazardous and non hazardous waste per year, -  Waste for 
recycling: evaluation of the percentage per year, - Consumption per inhabitant (no distinction is done  
between waste and  the recycled material.  We believe that on EU level some specific indicators have 
to be taken into account. On  the SCOREBOARD on resource efficiency, at table 1  , on thematic 
indicators part it appears that the INDUSTRIAL WASTE is not considered as well as the recycling 
rate of the industrial waste is not determined. On the other side the construction and renovation in 
waste is not accounted as well, but in Europe we are facing a tense period on construction waste is 
expected.   

Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

Reducing primary resources consumption and loss of biodiversity 

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

Becoming more resource efficient is a relevant target and it is appropriate to measure progress in that 
regard with the help of resource efficiency indicators. Measuring resource efficiency is however quite 
challenging and policy makers should make sure that the indicators are built to support the policy 
initiatives. The indicators should support the policy and not the other way around. 

FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

FEFCO, the Association of European Corrugated Board Manufacturers, welcomes the initiative and 
considers fundamental the exchange of opinions with stakeholders to define indicators and actions for 
a resource efficient Europe. FEFCO would like to stress the following key issues for the indicators to 
be developed: • Indicators should capture the total global environmental impact of EU resource 
consumption and consider global trade. The indicators should not discriminate local production which 
may result in an export of manufacturing, pollution and increased unemployment. • The indicators 
related to resource use in terms of energy and materials should take into account the availability and 
nature of the resources e.g. distinguish between renewable and non-renewable resources. • Single 
indicators should not be used as a proxy for addressing a key sector’s resource efficiency    

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

FENAVIAN cannot accept that Animal Protein is taken as an indicator  because it is not an indicator  
on how efficient you are  using  a resource. The key issues are  • emissions of major pollutants to air 
and  water  • land use  • consumption of water  • consumption of other major non-renewable 
resources, e.g.  fossil fuel, water  and  phosphor 

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

Stock and flows versus efficiency  It is important to focus on efficiencies and not inputs.  The 
consultation seems to put too much focus on resource stocks and flows but not enough on whether 
those stocks and flows are being used efficiently. In this context, the correlation between the 
dashboard indicators –Water, Carbon and Land and efficiency is questionable.     Data integrity The 
integrity of the statistics system is paramount in delivering robust results however Eurostat reporting 
is dependent on inputs from national administrations who could use different methodologies.  This 
can provide for uncertain results that are difficult to compare. This is the case with recycling statistics 
where there is confusion between waste collected and what waste is actually recycled. We would like 
to see a better coherence in data collection and reporting.  Is the Circular Economy really taken into 
account? Such approach does not take into consideration the End of Life of products because it 
appears from the document that DMC covers only materials “extracted”.  This needs clarification.  We 
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would like to stress the importance of keeping materials in a circular economy either via reuse or 
recycling in the same product system where the waste is the raw material for the next product.  
However if material is diverted to down-cycling or incinerated the material is lost from the primary 
production system and has to be replaced with virgin material.  The efficiency of keeping materials in 
a circular economy is not fully captured in the approach the Commission proposes.    Supporting a 
resource efficient “Made in Europe” manufacturing base From a manufacturing stand-point – will the 
use of DMC penalize countries with a healthy manufacturing base which tends to use more resources 
than countries with a focus on services that will use less?  It is unclear whether a high number or low 
number from GDP/DMC will have a positive or negative impact on sustainability.   

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

Finnish Forest Industries Federation supports measures which improve the efficient use of resources. 
Wood product, pulp and paper industries are based on sustainably managed renewable resources 
and thus are an important player in resource-efficient Europe.  Indicators should address following 
issues to support resource efficiency in Europe: - economic growth as it is a precondition to resource 
efficient investments - competitiveness of the industry because it allows new investments to more 
efficient and climate friendly technology - competitive price level for raw materials which allow 
material intensive and efficient industries to develop in EU - availability of sustainable and renewable 
raw materials such as wood - renewable raw materials in consumption (e.g. packaging, construction) 
- recyclable and climate friendly raw materials in production - hierarchy in the use of materials: re-use 
and recycling come before energy use - RTD funding as it assists in making production more 
resource efficient  The progress made on resource efficiency should be followed on EU-scale, not 
benchmarking member states because: - the member states differ greatly from each other when it 
comes to available resources, other natural conditions e.g. climate and the economic structure - thus 
all member states have their own strengths and challenges regarding resource efficiency. The aim 
should be on the efficient and sustainable use of EU’s resources so that EU as whole would be more 
resource efficient. This means different emphasis and measures in each country.  In addition to that, 
resource use should be considered in relation to the overall resource capital of the country.   
Indicators should distinguish the use of non-renewable resources from the use of renewables. In its 
report on resource efficiency also the European Parliament: "draws attention to the role of renewable 
natural resources, such as forests, in resource efficiency; calls on the Commission to encourage the 
use of renewable, bio-based, recyclable, and environment-friendly raw and other materials; points out 
in particular that the use of low-emission renewable materials, such as wood, for building purposes is 
resource-efficient;"  

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

In general the selection of indicators needs to be compatible with our overall understanding that 
resource efficiency is about producing more from less while improving impacts. 

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

Swedish Forest Industries Federation supports the overall principles and objectives of the roadmap to 
a Resource Efficient Europe. Efficient use of resources is important for the competitiveness of 
Swedish companies on the global market but indicators chosen must be relevant and not too 
complicated. Otherwise the consequences will be the opposite.  Our key issues to address and 
consider when developing indicators are: - The indicators must be relevant for each member state 
and the specific natural, industrial and economic conditions should be considered. Many of the 
proposed indicators are not suitable for comparison between member states. - Initially indicators 
should be used internally in the member states - then they can be adapted for the country and there 
is really a possibility to see progress.  - The indicators must be easy to understand and to calculate, 
data and methodology must be well-known and standardized. To extend the scope to a global level 
will probably be too complicated as a life-cycle perspective must be applied. It will also affect trade 
between countries. - Indicators based on integration of parameters, like indices must not be used. 
They are not transparent, difficult to understand and to calculate. - The indicators must have focus on 
environmental impact, not only on amounts of raw materials per se. Some kinds of environmental 
impact are however difficult to measure, for example biodiversity. - As EU is striving for a biobased 
economy, indicators showing use of renewable resources must be in priority. - Storage of carbon in 
products is a cardial process that has a big importance for reducing climate effect. Wooden products 
will be included in reporting of greenhouse gases according to LULUCF (Kyoto Protocol Decision 
2/CMP.7). This should be appropriate also among the indicators for resource efficiency.  - One 
important aim of indicators should be to show reduced losses of materials in production and 
consumption, this means landfilling must be reduced.  - It is not appropriate to set targets initially. 
Harmonization in methodology and how to define resource efficiency are needed first. - There are 
already several directives, strategies, policies and tools within EU that  have an impact on resource 
efficiency, for example Raw materials initiative, ETS, Renewable energy directive, Footprints etc. 
These must be considered as a part of the Resource Efficiency Policy.   
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Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

Glass for Europe believes that making available reliable data to support policy and industry initiatives, 
by way of a scoreboard of meaningful indicators is a key issue.  As an example to illustrate that, in the 
flat glass sector, despite the recyclability of post consumer/end-of-life waste flat glass, collection and 
recycling systems remain to be improved. It is fair to believe that most renovation and demolition 
glass waste ends up in landfills. However, due to the lack of indicators, reliable data is missing and it 
is impossible to compare situations between Member States.  Indicators must also help regulators 
and industries in making an efficient use of available resources, based on Life Cycle Analysis and an 
indicator of resources scarcity.  

IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

Indicators must be robust, measurable, auditable and appropriate to their purpose. Given that these 
indicators will be used throughout the economy they will have to be transparent in their structure and 
constructed so that they can be readily understood b y all stakeholders.  

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

IMA-Europe is an umbrella organisation, counting to date ten European associations specific to 
individual minerals. IMA-Europe’s current membership is drawn from about 500 companies or groups, 
employing around 42.000 people and producing 120 million tons/year of industrial minerals for a 
value exceeding EUR 10 billion in 23 EU Member States, plus Croatia, Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, 
and Ukraine [Identification number in the register: 14190001484-01]  As a resource industry, the 
industrial minerals sector holds resource efficiency (RE) as a key priority and the driving force of its 
competitiveness. Increasing raw materials production yield, reducing energy costs, valorising 
secondary raw materials while reducing waste streams and effluents, are absolute requirements for 
any competitive industry.  Legal certainty as well as clear and simple permitting procedures – to allow 
a sustainable access to resources – are also key to ensure a long term vision for investments needed 
in efficiency improvement. The meaning of resource efficiency for an extractive resource industry is 
manifold and accompanies the whole process:  • Resource efficiency starts with sustainable mining 
and processing (primary resource efficiency). Producing the highest possible qualities and saving 
energy and water thanks to new technologies increases the rate of marketable ore. • Minerals are 
contributing to create value throughout the product value chain. Improving the quality and 
performance of its products, they allow reducing their consumption. They also enable savings in the 
downstream sectors’ production processes while they improve the performances of the applications 
they contribute to develop. • Optimising resource management through the valorisation of by-products 
and waste allows reducing the waste streams (secondary resource efficiency). Less valuable grades 
are supplied to the appropriate downstream markets and increase mining productivity.   • Industrial 
minerals are recovered through the recycling of the applications which contain them. The recyclability 
of minerals lies between 40-50% thanks to current rate of recycling of their applications.  RE 
indicators should encompass all aspects of resource efficiency, including the potential for progress. 
The scope of these indicators should be clearly defined – whether they are limited to a macro-level 
analysis, whether they cover only the EU, Member States, regions or even sectors – as well as their 
objectives and purpose – whether they are used to differentiate behaviours or materials or whether 
they are ultimately used to set targets.   RE indicators need to cover the three pillars of sustainability, 
namely the environmental footprint, as well as economic and social aspects.  They need to: - cover 
the whole value chain, from cradle to end of life (Holistic LCA approach); - have an integrated 
approach (as opposed to a one-dimensional indicator); - take into account the resource performances 
and benefit for society due to the multiple use in various applications (functionality of raw materials); - 
ensure a sustainable supply of primary and secondary raw materials, as it is foreseen in the Raw 
Materials Initiative.  The availability, essentiality and irreplaceability of raw materials should also be 
reflected. In the same way, clear definitions of what scarce, constrained and critical raw materials are, 
are necessary for this purpose.  As a general remark, it must also be noted that the selection criteria 
proposed in the consultation paper (RACER test) may be relatively subjective and may require further 
development [ERA-NET SKEP Project EIPOT (www.eipot.eu) - “Development of a methodology for 
the assessment of global environmental impacts of traded goods and services”]. The correctness and 
accuracy of the data collected needs to be guaranteed and the “staff and stakeholders” acceptance 
should be peer-reviewed. The RACER test does not always seem to account for such objectiveness.  

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

The Commission proposes indicators on a national level. Such indicators may be used to monitor 
development in various areas related to resource efficiency. The perfect indicator will never be found 
and it is therefore relevant to have a set of indicators to follow different areas. Using a set of 
indicators can be a “framework of thoughts” and give the Member States an indication of what needs 
to be improved in each country. Each indicator could be analyzed by Member states to build 
understanding of which factors that affects the indicator and which priorities that are important for 
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each country. Long term use of the indicators can give an indication of trends and development over 
time within a Member State.  However, many of the indicators are not, according to our view, suitable 
for comparison between member States. As the indicators are influenced for example by the industry 
structure, climate etc in the specific country, they cannot show which member State is most resource 
efficient – e.g Member States with industries like steel and mining will consume more raw material 
and energy and also generate more waste than those with an economy more based on services.  It is 
important that indicators are based on accepted, representative and transparent data. Development 
of new indicators which needs new data should be thoroughly thought-out not to create a large 
administrative burden on business and the rest of society. It is also of outmost importance that the 
use of indicators does not lead to suboptimization which might be a risk if there is a focus on only one 
indicator.  

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) Indicators should be a clear measure by which the use of resources and activities to improve 
resource efficiency can be monitored.  The indicators developed must: - Be simple to explain in 
layman’s terms. - Be relevant, robust and link to the outcomes that we are seeking. - Only use a data 
source once across a range of indicators (i.e. the same data should not be used in different 
indicators) - Not use data sets influenced by political decisions. - Be targeted and measurable. - Seek 
to measure quality rather than just quantity. - Take all aspects of sustainability into account, including 
economic aspects.  We are acutely aware that great care must be taken when developing indicators, 
especially when these act as proxies and we would add that any shortcomings in the indicators (or 
proxies) should be clearly communicated to any target audiences. This point is critical, particularly 
when funding can be used to drive improvements / changes.  For example, in the UK, the Farmland 
Bird Index is frequently presented as the Government’s indicator for the health of wildlife and the 
wider environment and reversing its decline has been a key driver of government policy in the past 
few years.  The NFU has previously acknowledged that there is some solid scientific theory behind 
the proposition that bird numbers are an indicator of the health of wildlife populations in general, 
however, while the evidence shows that the Farmland Bird Index has declined, other environmental 
pressures and measures are showing improving trends.  The use of pesticides and fertilisers have 
fallen, and almost 70 per cent of the area of farmland is under an agri-environment scheme 
agreement.   There are lots of uncertainties and even more debate about what is causing the 
continued decline in the Farmland Bird Index.  But what is clear is that the story behind the decline in 
the farmland bird statistics is certainly a lot more complex than the headline figures suggest, and the 
decline is not all down to farming practices.     So we would recommend a broad range of measures 
to help monitor the use of resources and how efficient we are in their use.  

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

Such indicators should in our view focus on the efficient use of resources, i.e. the environmental, 
economic and social benefits of doing more with less, in order to encompass a holistic sustainability 
approach.  The indicators should also take into account the entire life cycle of products. As an 
example, an indicator focused only on the resources used for the production of PVC windows frames 
would not be meaningful, as such windows save large amounts of energy and resources during their 
use phase  (no maintenance, no painting), and are increasingly recycled as a result of the VinylPlus 
commitment.  See www.vinylplus.eu   

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

It is a basic principle that resource policy should not only take environmental aspects into account, 
but also the economic and social aspects of sustainable development. In order to support resource 
policy, the key issue which the plastics industry believes should be addressed is efficiency (where 
efficiency = sum of expenditure or charge vs. functional unit), and this across the whole life cycle.  
The selected indicators should be designed in such a way that considers the most appropriate 
functional unit in a given sector/application e.g.:  - fuel consumption per km (kilometres) for vehicles; 
or - MW (Megawatts) per m2 for a heated room or building; or  - packaging per packed good (liquid: 
volume related; solid: mass related; etc.) - electricity losses from cables per distributed metre etc. 
Note: each efficiency carries an individual unit which can be without dimension. Full lifecycle 
considerations are crucial. In the case of plastics, these enable resource savings both during the use 
phase and at the end of their service life, through material recycling or energy recovery, when the 
landfilling of calorific wast (be it industrial or municipal) is eventually prohibited. 
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Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

In general the selection of indicators needs to be compatible with our overall understanding that 
resource efficiency is about producing more from less and with less impact. 

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

Sustainability and resource efficiency are among the most commonly used catchphrases on today’s 
political scene when the aim is to define further demands regarding climate or environmental 
protection, or implementation of the energy transition. In this context, it is often unnoticed that the 
energy- and material-intensive sectors, such as the steel industry, already ensure that they use their 
resources efficiently – for economic reasons. As example, the current situation compared with that of 
twenty years ago shows, that the German steel industry now need 10 million tonnes less input 
material for the same amount of production. It has thus been possible, for instance, to decrease the 
consumption of reducing agents in the blast furnace by 40 per cent compared to 1960. Therefore, the 
potential for optimisation has almost been reached. On the other hand, the vertical range of 
manufacture and the demand on quality of steel has been strongly increased during the last decades, 
which has and will further on influence the specific use of resources. Nevertheless, the steel industry 
is aware, that it is responsible for a significant share of the industrial use of resources, which is a 
result of its energy and material intensive processes like the reduction of iron ore to pig iron and the 
processing thereof to steel. The steel industry in Germany hence reports 21 sustainability indicators 
since the beginning of the 21st century (see upload). Aside it has to be recognised that the most 
important contribution towards the conservation of resources, however, is the material steel itself. The 
two main reasons are: A focus on the emissions in connection with the production processes is too 
short-sighted. A holistic examination must include not only the effects directly caused, but also the 
contribution that an industry and its products – and especially product innovations – makes to the 
required emissions savings in other sectors. A study performed by The Boston Consulting Group (see 
upload) calculates a CO2 balance for steel, in which the CO2 reductions enabled through steel 
applications are compared against the CO2 emissions caused by the production of steel applications. 
The CO2 reduction potentials of the 8 chosen applications alone, from power generation to car 
manufacturing, result in a positive CO2 balance for steel in Germany. The use of innovative steel 
products can therefore balance the associated CO2 emissions for the provision of the applications 
through increased efficiency in energy generation, reduced consumption, and emissions avoidance, 
and even achieve a multiple positive effect in the selected examples. Secondly products made of 
steel can be endlessly recycled at the end of their service lives without losing its inherent properties. 
Steel therefore generally is not lost during or at the end of its lifetime – it is stored in the public, in 
infrastructure or goods during this period of time and recirculated afterwards. In Germany alone, 
about 20 million tonnes of steel products after their end of life are melted annually to make new steel 
– corresponding to eight Eiffel Towers a day! Contribution of steel to efficient products and multiple 
recycling provide important arguments in the political discussion on sustainability and the 
conservation of resources for future generations in Europe and worldwide. The key issue of any 
indicators on resource efficiency therefore has to be an integrated approach that takes into account 
not only single effects on e.g. use of raw materials, energy and water consumption, land use or even 
emissions to air, water and soil. Evaluation of resource efficiency with an integrated approach has to 
take into account all positive and negative effects and additionally has to weight each effect in an 
appropriate way. It is self-evident that this has to be extended to the whole lifetime of a material 
including all possible recycling loops, which in the case of steel are infinite. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

Swedenergy welcomes the initiative from the Commission to develop indicators for Resource 
efficiency. Efficient use of resources is important for the competitiveness of Swedish and European 
companies across all sectors, as well as for society at large. Industry contributes greatly to making 
the EU more resource-efficient by developing innovative products and technologies. Electricity is a 
product that can contribute substantially to increased resource efficiency.  The term resource 
efficiency needs further elaboration. It is not evident what it means in this context. Using resources in 
an efficient manner is what economics is all about. It is however evident that the term resources in 
this context is used in a more narrow way than in economics. Swedenergy believes that the aim of 
the resource policy has to be clarified and it must be ensured that this policy is addresses problems 
that are not already taken care of by other already existing policies.   The Member States of the EU 
have different natural conditions and resources. Many of the proposed indicators are therefore not 
suitable for comparison between Member States, but possible to use to measure national 
development over time. Further, indicators have to be unambiguous. It should not be possible to 
question which direction of the development that is wanted, regardless of the starting point of 
individual member states and mix of resources used.  Swedenergy believes that climate change is 
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one of the most severe problems that mankind has to tackle. An indicator for GHG emissions is very 
relevant also in the resource efficiency context and it has to be ensured that a resource policy does 
not counteract climate change policy. In the EU energy policy the use of primary energy factors could 
favour fossil fuels over carbon neutral alternatives as it does for example in some measures adopted 
under the Ecodesign directive.   

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• It is important that indicators are based on robust data, representative and harmonised and resulting 
in proper guidance on the progress for the society in becoming a more resource efficient society. • 
The key issue that needs to be addressed by indicators to support resource efficiency policy is mainly 
to strive for a balance between environmental impacts and economic aspects, which is not the case 
in the suggested consultation document. • Any Indicators on resource efficiency has to be an 
integrated approach that takes into account not only single effects on e.g. use of raw materials, 
energy and water consumption, land use or even emissions to air, water and soil. Evaluation has to 
take into account all positive and negative effects and additionally has to weight each effect in an 
appropriate way. This has to be extended to the whole lifecycle of product from raw materials to all 
possible recycling loops. • Data need to be scientifically based, derived from representative and 
commonly accepted tools, preferably from European standardisation. Statistics in this area are not 
necessarily representative or suitable for comparison today.   

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

UEPG supports the proposed uses of indicators, but believes that the scarcity of the resources being 
used is missing which is an important aspect to consider while balancing different resources in an 
efficient way to produce a good. It might be more resource efficient to use in greater proportions a 
material which is abundant, rather than using more limited amounts of materials which are scarcer. 
This is especially true when ensuring energy efficiency of products or using locally available materials 
for the rehabilitation of extraction sites. For aggregates (crushed stone, sand & gravel), the average 
consumption is 5.5 tonnes per capita (see UEPG Annual Review 
(http://www.uepg.eu/uploads/Modules/Publications/uepg---ar2012---en_v1.pdf), as in Figure 2, page 
11). This however varies widely (from 16 t/c in Cyprus to 2t/c in Romania). The variation in these 
figures depends on geological availability, building traditions, ground conditions, climatic variability, 
etc. Some reduction in the use of primary aggregates can be achieved through use of secondary 
aggregates produced from recycled construction and demolition materials. Recycling is economically 
and environmentally attractive in high-density population regions where nearly all such material is 
recycled, such as in UK, Netherlands and Belgium, where up to 20-25% of total aggregates demand 
may consist in recycled aggregates. This would not be economically or environmentally viable in 
lower-density areas. Aggregates are essential components of all the buildings and infrastructure of 
modern society. Use of aggregates creates resource efficiency in energy use, in dwellings, efficiency 
of transport, and provides modern infrastructure such as private houses, schools, hospitals, roads 
and rails. Therefore, one needs to look at the broader picture of resource efficiency. 

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

Resource efficiency policy should aim as sustainable growth and has to be based on a data rich 
knowledge base and understanding. Aiming for sustainable growth means having to take account 
about ecologic, economic and social dimension. Indicators should also take account of linkages 
between different policies; indicators should therefore not be analysed/reprented in isolation; as this 
might give the worng signals.  Indicators should be based on existing and previously developed 
environmental statistics. No separate and additional indicators that increases administrative burden 
are needed. In many cases, the industry can produce the most valuable information itself rather than 
public authorities. The credibility of data behind the indicators is essential, especially if international 
bench-marking is made. The data should be developed to give an idea to the industrial sectors to 
their own action to promote the resource productivity in the production. The indicators must be 
designed to take into account the different circumstances in various EU countries, such as population 
density, industrial structure and climate. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

An efficient resource policy aiming at sustainable growth has to be based on a profound and scientific 
foundation. However, one has to be very careful translating the knowledge about the resources into 
too simplistic approaches, indicators, tools or targets. In general, the German Chemical Industry has 
strong reservations on the use of quantitative targets in policy making.  Natural resources encompass 
very different concepts, metric dimensions and absolute or local scarcities. Therefore, there are strict 
limitations to the aggregation of facts and indicators. Secondly, even though knowledge about 
resources is an inevitable necessity for sustainable growth, we should refrain from making simplistic 
comparisons between countries or regions with very different resource endowments and who are 
interlinked in a globalizing world. Furthermore, due to the complexity of our resource base and 
ecological systems, we have to be very careful to translate our indicator-base knowledge about 
resources into simplistic targets. Although setting quantitative targets on simple few-dimensional 
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indicators might allow easy communication for policy makers, this simplification and concentration on 
few items reduces the potential to protect the environment effectively and might harm sustainable 
growth and other policy goals. The previous argument leads to the embedding of the European 
resource policy into the general setting of the EU 2020-strategy of intelligent, sustainable and 
integrative growth. In this setting, sustainable growth has to take not only the ecologic, but also the 
economic and social dimension into account. Resource efficiency, as political concept, can only be 
successful, if policies on resource use provide for economic prosperity and social well-being, 
alongside the environmental objective of minimizing negative impact of resource use. Therefore, the 
indicators to be chosen need to give complete picture and cover all aspects of resource efficiency as 
stated in the roadmap’s 2050 vision.  To conclude, we would like to point out that existing and 
potential future indicators need to be: 1) Relevant: The indicators must reflect the context and the 
principal interactions appropriately. There must be sufficient reaction of indicators to changes and 
measures. Appropriate indicators need to be associated with the sustainable use of resources and be 
able to provide trends towards the desired objectives. 2) Comparable: The indicators must allow 
comparison over time and areas (e.g. respectively over years and countries), in order to measure 
improvements, impacts of measures, and comparisons between countries, while taking into account 
structural differences. For example, countries with a high manufacturing share consume more raw 
materials than service economies.  3) Practical & Feasible: Indicators should not be derived solely by 
theoretical means (e.g. via models), but reflect the reality, in particular with regard to results being 
achieved due to the implementation of measures. Acceptable cost to obtain data and calculate the 
indicator will need to be considered. 4) Understandable: Indicators should be user friendly and 
understandable by various target audiences, and provide a clear indication of progress being made. 
5) Verifiable: Solid and adequate data for the indicators must be available, and the indicators need to 
be able to demonstrate the results actually being achieved (on the ground).   

VDA (DE) General Nowadays, the German Automotive Industry is already producing in a resource efficient 
manner. This is most recently because the use of raw materials and natural resources, e.g. water and 
energy, are directly linked to costs. Therefore, companies are seeking for an optimum in the use of 
resources. Moreover, most of the companies have implemented environmental management systems 
like EMAS and ISO 14001. In addition, the implementation of the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) 
throughout Europe will lead to a continuous improvement as regards the environmental impacts. 
From our point of view, there is no need for setting political targets on resource efficiency, at least not 
for the German production sites.   Keeping this in mind, we are nevertheless trying to contribute to the 
public consultation.    1. What are the key issues needed to be addressed by indicators to support 
resource policy?  The key issue of the whole resource efficiency topic is the long-term 
competitiveness of industry. Therefore, key issues to be addressed are fair, global market conditions. 
Within this the key issues are monopolies/oligopolies, trade restrictions (both primary and secondary 
materials), speculation.   Indicators supporting the aim of monitoring and increasing resource 
efficiency need to fulfill several requirements: 1. They need to be meaningful, i.e. it is necessary to 
ensure that an improvement measured by an indicator really is an improvement in terms of resource 
efficiency (as opposed to being an “improvement” by other sources). To stay meaningful the 
economic aspects need to be in the center of the indicator. 2. Accordingly, indicators need to be able 
to serve as management instruments, i.e. for a given indicator it must be possible to derive 
recommended procedures that lead to an improvement of said indicator. 3. The measurement of the 
indicator has to be practical, definite and cost efficient. No additional bureaucratic burden should be 
imposed due to this initiative. In best cases, those  data already exist on a member state level.  4. A 
scaling of the chosen indicators from the macroeconomic level to the industry level needs to be 
possible in order to be able to improve (and not just monitor) resource efficiency based on these 
indicators.  5. Indicators need to take into account potential trade-offs between different resource 
efficiency targets (e.g. CO2 emissions in platinum mining vs. air quality/health improvements from 
using platinum in catalytic converters).  6. Any indicator measuring resource efficiency on a 
macroeconomic level must show the “resource baggage” of imported goods and semi-components, 
otherwise countries with manufacturing-intensive economies will always have a lower resource 
efficiency than economies without much industry. 7. The indicator should avoid double-counting and 
covering aspects already covered by other policies; e.g. recycling is already covered in various 
recycling regulations, the environmental impact of resource use is covered in various environmental 
regulations, the impact of mining is covered in mining regulation.   Unfortunately, most of the 
indicators proposed in the current Consultation Paper do not fulfill these requirements and thus do not 
serve the goal of fostering resource efficiency. Moreover, the three levels of lead indicator, dashboard 
indicators and thematic indicators are not interconnected, rendering the distinction between levels 
unnecessary. Apart from that, it seems that the indicators outlined in the Consultation Paper were 
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mainly chosen based on mere data availability, which would be a mistake in our view. Rather, the EU 
should push for the development of the indicators hinted at in Chapter 5 of the Consultation Paper in 
order to get a firm grasp on resource efficiency.  

VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 

For the approach of appropriate resource efficiency indicators, first of all, we must necessarily 
distinguish between capital goods and consumer goods. Both are not comparable and must therefore 
be considered separately. It is absolutely necessary, that in the fact of evaluation concerning 
resource efficiency, manufacturing companies are not be worse as service providers. The 
consumption of critical materials must be more in the focus of the questions for appropriate resource 
efficiency indicators.  

VinylPlus 
(EU) 

These replies are submitted on behalf of the association VinylPlus. The ID number of VinylPlus is: 
44203689086-96   Such indicators should in our view focus on the efficient use of resources, i.e. the 
environmental, economic and social benefits of doing more with less, in order to encompass a holistic 
sustainability approach.  The indicators should also take into account the entire life cycle of products. 
As an example, an indicator focused only on the resources used for the production of PVC windows 
frames would not be meaningful, as such windows save large amounts of energy and resources 
during their use phase  (no maintenance, no painting), and are increasingly recycled as a result of the 
VinylPlus commitment.  See www.vinylplus.eu   

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

Unless overlying strategies & concepts are clear, one cannot be sure which indicators are right. It 
must be clarified which questions the EU Ressource Efficiency (RE) indicators should inform. EU has 
already agreed on “smart, sustainable and inclusive growth” (EU2020 Strategy). The result should be 
an economy optimizing its use of resources & resulting in improved employment, productivity and 
social cohesion. Indicators should measure general progress towards that. Mere limitations & setting 
environmental taxes are not appropriate: Natural resources keep our economy functioning and “de-
materialisation” is no appropriate policy goal. Limiting material inputs, without considering realised 
impacts in the use phase, to reduce resource-use in the EU will cause a shift of economy to less 
efficient regions. Instead RE should guarantee that a new balance of material flows will be less 
harmful to the planet as a whole. Indicators must not lead to sub-optimisation, a risk having only one 
indicator. It is better to have a set of indicators to follow different areas. COM proposes indicators on 
national level. A set of indicators might give Member States (MS) an indication of necessary 
improvements in each MS. But many of the indicators are not suitable for comparison between MS. 
Indicators are influenced e.g. by industry structure, climate etc in the specific MS. They cannot show 
which MS is most resource efficient – e.g. MS with ferrous and non-ferrous metals industry and 
mining will consume more raw material & energy & generate more waste than with economies based 
on services. Indicators - always being related to system boundaries - have to be based on accepted, 
representative & transparent data. Development of new indicators with new data must not create a 
large administrative burden on business & society. The key issue of any RE indicator has to be an 
LCA based, integrated approach taking into account not only single effects on e.g. use of raw 
materials, energy and water consumption, land use or even emissions to air, water and soil. 
Evaluation of RE thus has to take into account all positive & negative effects & additionally has to 
weight each effect in an appropriate way, as amongst others: * “capacity of the respective resource”: 
The use of resource as such is not a sufficient information on the sustainability of a resource-using 
activity. The resource-use must be compared to the capacity of the respective resource. This is at 
least important for water and land (tier 3) as well as for tier 2 and tier 1. * “service period/durability”: 
materials used have to be distinguished in terms of the time they are in use before they have to be 
substituted. E.g. in case of build up of infrastructure a high material use in a given period may point to 
a large scale resource consumption, but if the material used stays in service for a long time, it could 
be followed by a drop in consumption due to the durability of the material used. But material intensity 
has not dropped, it is only smeared across a longer period. * “recyclability”: materials used differ in 
ability to be re-used or recycled. Aggregated use figures must be analysed for this aspect. This is 
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difficult, because raw materials extracted from nature (basic input for e.g. DMI, DMC, RMC) seldom 
can be recycled as such but only the industrial material extracted from these. It is unfortunate that the 
proposed milestone for transforming waste in into a resource refers to “materials having a significant 
impact on the environment”- a concept not consistent with life cycle thinking as it does not consider 
the use phase. Use of “by-products” can be a significant driver for the reduction of the use of primary 
resources. But even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, there will be a need to fill supply gaps through 
primary production. Increasing mineral exploration & self-sufficiency will create EU-jobs & reduce 
EU's global footprint. A RE EU must include sustainable supply of raw materials. 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

General statement Resource efficiency automatically included in business objectives. When we talk 
about mineral resources or waste recycling we have to have in mind, that the self-interest of industry 
and businesses is very strong. Competition is already also about resources, and therefore saving 
them is included into industry strategies. Therefore our red line is to basically let these mechanisms 
work offering framework conditions to stay and grow in Europe. Comparability nearly zero. Efficiency 
should be designed to really measure efficiency and NOT consumption, which is the case for the lead 
indicator that the Commission has presented for discussion. As the indicators are influenced e.g. by 
industry structure, climate etc in the specific country, they cannot show which Member State is most 
resource efficient. No new taxes and caps. One question (and fear) arising in some industry sectors 
is: What is the objective of this exercise? Neither new taxes nor absolute caps on certain resources 
are the right solution for Europe – especially as “stand-alone” in a global context.  Added value of 
strategy unclear. The EU has already agreed to progress towards “smart, sustainable and inclusive 
growth” (EU2020 Strategy). The result should be an economy optimizing its use of resources and 
resulting in improved employment, productivity and social cohesion. The chosen indicators should 
measure the general progress towards that.  LCA approach would be OK. Eco-balances that take into 
account the production, the whole lifetime of a material or product and all life-cycles of a material 
should be supported, as they automatically will support resource efficiency within an integrated 
approach. Resource capacity, time and recyclability key elements of resource efficiency indicators. 
These are three very important aspects as amongst others: • “capacity of the respective resource”: 
resource-use must be compared to the capacity of the respective resource. This is at least important 
for water and land (tier 3) as well as for tier 2 and tier 1. • “service period/durability”: materials used 
have to be distinguished in terms of the time they are in use before they have to be substituted.  • 
“recyclability”: materials differ in their ability to be re-used or recycled. This has to be taken into 
account.   Key issues 1. EU as a business location: Our key priority of the moment is economic 
growth followed by securing Europe as a business location by avoiding carbon leakage (or even 
“environmental” or “resource relevant” leakage).  2. Indicators basis for discussion but not more: The 
set of indicators should only be used to understand the individual shortcomings and potentials of MS 
on a scientifically based process. 3. Incentives or measures on this basis are to be preferred before 
quantitative targets. If targets are unavoidable, relative targets are to be preferred before absolute 
targets. Relative targets means f.e. a relation to GDP (rather than the widespread use of “per capita” 
indicators). 4. If talking about indicators: look for indicators, which are already there to avoid extra 
data generation effort 5. Define indicators clearly. Considering the roadmap f.e. the food related 
resource input – which is indicated to be up to a 20% reduction in the roadmap – is not defined. 
Therefore the food sector (consisting of several sub-sectors) cannot estimate, if this reduction is 
realistic or not. 6. When considering sectors we think that the eco-innovation approach is the proper 
one, which means: there is not a green economy world and therefore the rest is not non-green, there 
is a synergy of both. For example you cannot get a solar panel without steel – we need a continuing 
greening of both classical tech sector as well as green tech (f.e. considering the critical subject of 
biofuels causing a European strategic turnaround).  

 
 
 

f) NGOs 
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-

1) Indicators are needed for the overall resource use of EU and in Member States in particular for: - 
energy - water  - relevant materials - waste  - artificial and built-up land use and use change.  In 
addition, appropriate sub indicators should be developed. 2) Indicators are also needed to measure 
the overall consumption level of citizens. To this end it will be crucial to measure direct and indirect 
consumption, (including the consumption embedded in products) by citizens for energy, water and 



39 
 

sation) (EU) relevant materials for key products (e.g. meat). Indicators for land (use change) per capita and waste 
production per capita should be developed. In addition, appropriate sub indicators should be 
developed. 3) Resource efficiency indicators should be developed for key processes such as for 
example energy consumption of buildings per square meter per year, the share of public transport 
(including goods and people), the average fleet consumption per 100 km and the resource intensity 
per tonne of key raw material such as steel.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

Resource efficiency is a cross-cutting issue: its operationalization, i.e. the horizontal integration into 
policies and investments requires a framework of targets and indicators to measure and implement  
resource efficiency. In this context main categories of natural resources need to be covered by a 
system of indicators including key components of the environment. Extremely important is to  
evaluate not only the efficiency of use but also sustainability of use in respect to maintaining of stocks 
of resources. The whole life-cycle of processes needs to be covered so no parts of production and 
consumption can be excluded from evaluation (especially the effects of consumption that have their 
impact  outside the EU). Footprint indicators are well suited to this. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

1) Indicators are needed for the overall resource use of EU and in Member States in particular for: - 
energy - water  - relevant materials - waste  - artificial and built-up land use and use change.  In 
addition, appropriate sub indicators should be developed.  2) Indicators are also needed to measure 
the overall consumption level of citizens. To this end it will be crucial to measure direct and indirect 
consumption, (including the consumption embedded in products) by citizens for energy, water and 
relevant materials for key products. Indicators for land (use change) per capita and waste production 
per capita should be developed. In addition, appropriate sub indicators should be developed.   3) 
Resource efficiency indicators should be developed for key processes such as for example energy 
consumption of buildings per square meter per year, the share of public transport (including goods 
and people), the average fleet consumption per 100 km and the resource intensity per tonne of steel 
production.  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions. For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for 
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues: l Consumption-based indicators: 
the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using a 
consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This has a life-cycle  perspective, and therefore includes 
the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is produced. As 
the continent is a net importer of resources, any other  indicator will not provide a complete picture of 
the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe. l Avoid aggregated indicators: a set of 
different indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where different types of 
resources are added up into one number). Aggregated  indicators are not robust, since unreliable 
assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG emissions, land use, 
water use, material flows, etc) into one common  number, resulting in important information being lost 
in this procedure. l Reject the use of one overall indicator: The Commission is proposing a single, top-
level indicator based on material use. We believe that by having a set of different indicators, rather 
than one  overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use is given, and trade-offs 
are made visible. This is the only possible way to monitor shifts in environmental pressure (e.g. if we 
move  from fossil fuels to biofuels and we only measure our material consumption, we will not be able 
to see the increase in land and water consumption), and provide a well-founded basis for policy  
making and target setting. l Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is sometimes claimed that indicators cannot 
be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We would dispute this – it is important for 
indicators to be brought  into use as soon as possible. Any metric for measuring resource use must 
involve a trade-off between the complexity of information gathering and the specificity of results. 
Therefore, the EU needs  to agree on what set of indicators it will use, and take steps to collect good-
quality data. l Transparency: We suggest that it is best to use a set of indicators that is based on real 
physical quantities, which is more transparent and strongly linked to the statistical system, making 
data  collection straightforward. l Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an important 
social and development issue, and the indicators should enable these issues to be investigated. For 
example, resource poverty,  the debate on land grabbing and the need for a fair distribution of global 
resources among the inhabitants of this planet. It is essential that the indicators used are 
consumption-based, transparent and with a direct link to the statistical system. Aggregated indicators 
must be avoided at all costs. In addition, the use of  one indicator to measure and monitor resources 
will result in an opaque system that will hide trade-offs and the increase of overall resource 
consumption. 

CEEweb for The Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe (henceforth ‘Roadmap’) is seen as a way to increase 
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Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

competitiveness, profitability and reduced costs, while boosting growth and jobs. But without setting 
absolute limits to resource use, these impacts can lead to even higher resource consumption due to 
the so-called rebound effect. The rebound effect can be observed in case when the efficiency 
increase reduces total costs of production or use/consumption. The three types are: direct rebound 
effect (when the consumer uses more resources because overall it has become cheaper), indirect 
rebound effect (when the savings from reduced resource costs are invested in other forms of 
consumption, also resulting in increased resource use) and macro-economic rebound effect (due to 
more rapid economic growth because of the increasing efficiency of the economy). As growing 
evidence suggests  rebound is most significant through indirect and macro-economic mechanisms on 
national and global scale - which typically cannot be tackled through the tools current policies 
suggest.  Even though the Roadmap mentions that the “"rebound effect" must be anticipated, and 
accounted for, in developing policy and setting targets” (COM(2011) 571, page 5), unfortunately it 
lacks any concrete tool to realize this, while its overall growth agenda is preventing to reach this aim. 
Unfortunately, even the consultation paper makes no suggestions to solve this contradiction, which 
thus keeps undermining the gains of resource efficiency.  Only tools that ensure absolute resource 
use reduction can substantially increase resource security and independence, as well as meet the 
EU’s environmental objectives on fighting against climate change and limiting the environmental 
impacts of resource use. In addition, integrated resource policy tools shall also strengthen social 
justice, support growth in employment, as well as ensure long-term competitiveness of EU’s 
economic activities through sustainable resource use. Therefore, progress and success need to be 
redefined in the Roadmap, integrating environmental, social and economic considerations.  

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

I am responding on behalf of Compassion in  World Farming, River Court, Mill Lane, Godalming 
GU71EZ, UK.  Our Registration ID in the Transparency Register is 26535516539-45  From 
Compassion in World Farming’s point of view, the key issues are the need to produce food in ways 
that: • use resources of land, soil, water and energy as effectively as possible  • while minimising 
agriculture’s adverse impact on the environment and maximising its beneficial impact.   Certain forms 
of livestock production involve feeding substantial amounts of human-edible cereals to animals; 60% 
of EU cereals are used as animal feed. This is inherently inefficient as much of  cereals’ food value is 
lost during conversion from plant to animal matter. For every 100 calories that we feed to animals in 
the form of crops, we receive on average just 30 calories in the form of  meat and milk.   The FAO 
has concluded that “When livestock are raised in intensive systems, they convert carbohydrates and 
protein that might otherwise be eaten directly by humans and use them to produce a  smaller quantity 
of energy and protein. In these situations, livestock can be said to reduce the food balance”.  Using 
cereals as animal feed is a wasteful use not just of these crops but of the land, water and energy 
used to grow them.    More arable land is needed to produce a given quantity of nutrition from grain-
fed animals than from grazing animals or non-animal food.  Moreover, the high demand for feed crops 
is leading to  intensification of crop production.  This has led to soil degradation as farmers abandon 
sustainable methods of ensuring soil quality such as grain-legume rotations, fallow periods and 
animal manure.    Research concludes that “Animal products from industrial systems generally 
consume and pollute more ground- and surface-water resources than animal products from grazing 
or mixed systems”.  The 2011 European Nitrogen Assessment (ENA) points out that 75% of industrial 
production of reactive nitrogen (Nr) in Europe is used for fertiliser. It stresses that the primary use of 
Nr in crops is  not directly to feed people but to feed livestock. It states that “Human use of livestock in 
Europe, and the consequent need for large amounts of animal feed, is therefore the dominant human  
driver altering the nitrogen cycle in Europe”.. The ENA describes the huge increase in Nr put into the 
environment as “one of the major environmental challenges of the 21st century”.  The ENA  identifies 
five key threats associated with excess Nr in the environment: damage to water, soil, air (and hence 
human health), the greenhouse balance, and ecosystems and biodiversity.  With its heavy demand 
for feed crops, industrial livestock production is undermining the critical natural inputs – such as fertile 
soils and unpolluted water - on which the production of food  ultimately depends.    The European 
Environment Agency has concluded that “Biodiversity in agro-ecosystems is under considerable 
pressure as a result of intensified farming”. Intensive agriculture has played a major  role in the 
decline in farmland birds, grassland butterflies and pollinators such as bees.  Turning to the impact of 
EU farming outside Europe, the EU imports around 33 million tonnes of soy from South America per 
year.  Almost all is used for animal feed.  The production of soy for  animal feed is a key factor driving 
deforestation in South America which entails biodiversity loss and the release of huge amounts of 
stored carbon into the atmosphere, thereby contributing to  climate change.  We need to feed 
livestock in ways that avoid the excessive use of human-edible crops.  

COPA- Indicators should allow to monitor the use of resources, the impact caused by their use and activities 



41 
 

COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

to improve resource efficiency. It is essential that the indicators allow to identify the impact caused by 
the use of the resources.  Shortcomings or limitations in the indicators should be clearly 
communicated to any target audiences. Absolute figures on resource use do not give the information 
needed, the use of (natural) resources has to be linked to outputs. Resource-efficiency indicators 
should also include the economic and the social dimension of sustainability, besides the 
environmental one. It is also important to look into the effective use of resources and not solely 
consider efficiency (addressing material cost, governance ...). Resource-efficiency is not simply a 
matter of quantity, but comprises qualitative aspects. This has to be reflected in the indicators, too.  
The indicators developed must be simple enough to allow communication with society, be targeted 
and measurable, be relevant, robust, data source should only be used once across a range of 
indicators (i.e. the same data should not be used in different indicators). data sets influenced by 
political decisions should be excluded. Uncertainty in the data has to be considered. Aspects that are 
most likely to attract greatest interest are emissions of major pollutants (to air and water), land use, 
use / consumption of water and consumption of other major limited resources, e.g. fossil fuel and 
phosphor.  Indicators under discussion in agriculture are those that qualify/ quantify the impact 
caused on soils and their use (physical and chemical characteristics, artificialisation ...), carbon 
footprint (GHG ...), the impact on water (quality and quantity) and the impact on biodiversity.  

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

Deutscher Naturschutzring (DNR) appreciates the Commission’s approach to develop indicators for 
all the main categories of natural resources (land, water, carbon and materials). In order to be most 
effective and useful for decision-making, indicators should address the following key issues:  - Life-
cycle approach: DNR considers it of utmost importance that the indicators assume a life-cycle 
perspective. Only if measuring the ecological rucksacks of products and services, the EU will get a 
complete view of their resource use and be able to adopt adequate measures. Otherwise the EU risks 
exporting environmental pressures outside Europe. The EU might even adopt policies which promote 
the “leakage” of resource intensive industry to other countries. DNR would support    indicators that 
take a life-cycle approach for the use of material, land, energy and water, as proposed by BIO IS.  - 
Absolute consumption-based indicators: Indicators should not allow rebound effects or disrespect 
planetary boundaries. Instead they should alert decision-makers and the public to the state of 
resource protection. Therefore, they should measure savings, not only an increase in efficiency. DNR 
prefers an absolute consumption indicator based on physical quantities and a set of indicators for 
land, water, materials and carbon. We reject an aggregated resource index and are skeptical towards 
a lead indicator, as this implies trade-offs and shifts of environmental pressures from one indicator to 
another.   - Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is sometimes claimed that indicators cannot be put in place 
until data is in the EUROSTAT system. DNR supports EEB and FoEE in disputing this – it is 
important for indicators to be brought into use as soon as possible. Any metrics for measuring 
resource use must involve a trade-off between the complexity of information gathering and the 
specificity of results. Therefore, the EU needs to agree on what set of indicators it will use, and take 
steps to collect good-quality data now.   - Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an 
important social and development issue, and the indicators should enable these issues to be 
investigated. For example, resource poverty, the debate on land grabbing and the need for a fair 
distribution of global resources among the inhabitants of this planet.  

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

  

FERN (EU) see FERN paper "Why the Resource Efficiency Initiative needs to include indicators on forest and 
forest products" 

Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

In our point of view one key issue is, which measures make a difference in order to reduce resource 
consumption. Therefore we suggest to put the focus more on helpful changes of direction than on 
abstract aims. For this reason we introduce the indicator "resource extension" that helps to quantify 
possible or achieved effects caused by efficiency measures like reuse and recycling. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

The indicators need to cover the main categoriesof natural resources, specifically: water, 
land,materials and greenhouse gas emissions.For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for  
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues: l Consumption-based indicators: 
the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using a 
consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This has a life-cycle  perspective, and therefore includes 
the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is produced. As 
the continent is a net importer of resources, any other  indicator will not provide a complete picture of 
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the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe. l Avoid aggregated indicators: a set of 
different indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where different types of 
resources are added up into one number). Aggregated  indicators are not robust, since unreliable 
assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG emissions, land use, 
water use, material flows, etc) into one common  number, resulting in important information being lost 
in this procedure. l Reject the use of one overall indicator:  By having a set of different indicators, 
rather than one overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use is given, and trade-
offs are  made visible. This is the only possible way to monitor shifts in environmental pressure , and 
provide a well-founded basis for policy making and target setting. l Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is 
sometimes claimed that indicators cannot be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We 
dispute this – it is important for indicators to be brought into  use as soon as possible.  The EU needs 
to agree on what set of indicators it will use, and take steps to collect good-quality data. 
Transparency: We suggest that it is best to use a set of indicators that is based on real physical 
quantities, which is more transparent and strongly linked to the statistical system, making data  
collection straightforward. l Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an important social 
and development issue, and the indicators should enable these issues to be investigated. F  

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources (water, land, materials and 
greenhouse gas emissions). It is essential that the indicators used are consumption-based, 
transparent and with a direct link to the statistical system. Aggregated indicators must be avoided at 
all costs. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

The indicators need to cover the main  categories of  natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions. For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for  
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues:  - Consumption-based indicators: 
the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using  a 
consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This  has a life-cycle  perspective, and therefore  
includes the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item,  wherever it is 
produced. As the continent is a net importer of resources, any other  indicator will not provide a 
complete picture of the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe.  - Avoid aggregated 
indicators:  a set of different  indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where 
different  types of  resources are added up into one number). Aggregated  indicators are not robust, 
since unreliable assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG 
emissions, land use, water use, material flows, etc) into one common  number, resulting in important 
information being lost in this procedure.  - Reject the use of  one overall indicator: The Commission is 
proposing a single, top-level indicator based on material use. We believe that by having a set of 
different indicators, rather than one  overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use 
is given,  and  trade-offs are  made visible. This  is the only possible way to monitor shifts in 
environmental pressure(e.g.  if we  move from fossil fuels to biofuels and we only measure our 
material consumption, we will not be able to see the increase  in  land and water consumption), and 
provide a well-founded basis for  policy making and target setting.  - Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is 
sometimes claimed that indicators cannot be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We 
would dispute this  – it is important for indicators to be brought  into use as soon as possible. Any 
metric for measuring resource use must involve a trade-off between the complexity of information 
gathering and the specificity of results. Therefore, the EU needs  to agree on what set of indicators  it  
will use, and take steps to collect good-quality data. - Transparency: We suggest that it is best to use 
a set of indicators  that is  based on real physical quantities,  which is more transparent  and  strongly 
linked to the statistical system, making data  collection straightforward. - Link the indicators with social 
issues: Resource use is an important social and development issue, and the indicators should enable  
these issues to be investigated. For example, resource poverty,  the debate on land grabbing and the 
need for a fair distribution of global resources among the inhabitants of this planet.  It is essential that 
the indicators  used are consumption-based, transparent and with a direct link to the statistical 
system.  Aggregated indicators must be avoided at all costs. In addition, the use  of one indicator to 
measure and monitor resources will result in an opaque system that will hide trade-offs and the 
increase of overall resource consumption. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions. For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for 
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues: - Consumption-based indicators: 
the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using a 
consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This has a life-cycle perspective, and therefore includes 
the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is produced. As 
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the continent is a net importer of resources, any other indicator will not provide a complete picture of 
the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe. - Avoid aggregated indicators: a set of 
different indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where different types of 
resources are added up into one number). Aggregated indicators are not robust, since unreliable 
assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG emissions, land use, 
water use, material flows, etc) into one common number, resulting in important information being lost 
in this procedure. - Reject the use of one overall indicator: The Commission is proposing a single, 
top-level indicator based on material use. We believe that by having a set of different indicators, 
rather than one overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use is given, and trade-
offs are made visible. This is the only possible way to monitor shifts in environmental pressure (e.g. if 
we move from fossil fuels to biofuels and we only measure our material consumption, we will not be 
able to see the increase in land and water consumption), and provide a well-founded basis for policy 
making and target setting. - Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is sometimes claimed that indicators 
cannot be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We would dispute this – it is important 
for indicators to be brought into use as soon as possible. Any metric for measuring resource use must 
involve a trade-off between the complexity of information gathering and the specificity of results. 
Therefore, the EU needs to agree on what set of indicators it will use, and take steps to collect good-
quality data. - Transparency: We suggest that it is best to use a set of indicators that is based on real 
physical quantities, which is more transparent and strongly linked to the statistical system, making 
data collection straightforward. - Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an important 
social and development issue, and the indicators should enable these issues to be investigated. For 
example, resource poverty, the debate on land grabbing and the need for a fair distribution of global 
resources among the inhabitants of this planet.  It is essential that the indicators used are 
consumption-based, transparent and with a direct link to the statistical system. Aggregated indicators 
must be avoided at all costs. In addition, the use of one indicator to measure and monitor resources 
will result in an opaque system that will hide trade-offs and the increase of overall resource 
consumption. 

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

Possibly develop a set of key indicators (and not a single overall indicator) referring to a consumption-
based footprint methodology and including main categories of natural resources and more specifically 
water, land, material and GHG emissions. Avoid to consider only aggregate indicators, so not to loose 
precious information related to single Natural Resource categories. Refer the indicators to 
measurable physical quantities in a statistical approach. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions. For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for 
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues: +) Consumption-based 
indicators: the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by 
using a consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This has a life-cycle  perspective, and therefore 
includes the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is 
produced. As the continent is a net importer of resources, any other indicator will not provide a 
complete picture of the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe.  +)Avoid aggregated 
indicators: a set of different indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where 
different types of resources are added up into one number). Aggregated indicators are not robust, 
since unreliable assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG 
emissions, land use, water use, material flows, etc) into one common number, resulting in important 
information being lost in this procedure.  +)Reject the use of one overall indicator: The Commission is 
proposing a single,top-level indicator based on material use. We believe that by having a set of 
different indicators, rather than one overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use 
is given, and trade-offs are made visible. This is the only possible way to monitor shifts in 
environmental pressure (e.g. if we move from fossil fuels to biofuels and we only measure our 
material consumption, we will not be able to see the increase in land and water consumption), and 
provide a well-founded basis for policy making and target setting.  +)Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is 
sometimes claimed that indicators cannot be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We 
would dispute this – it is important for indicators to be brought into use as soon as possible. Any 
metric for measuring resource use must involve a trade-off between the complexity of information 
gathering and the specificity of results. Therefore, the EU needs to agree on what set of indicators it 
will use, and take steps to collect good-quality data.  +)Transparency: We suggest that it is best to 
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use a set of indicators that is based on real physical quantities, which is more transparent and 
strongly linked to the statistical system, making data collection straightforward.  +) Link the indicators 
with social issues: Resource use is an important social and development issue, and the indicators 
should enable these issues to be investigated. For example, resource poverty, the debate on land 
grabbing and the need for a fair distribution of global resources among the  nhabitants of this planet.  
It is essential that the indicators used are consumption-based, transparent and with a direct link to the 
statistical system. Aggregated indicators must be avoided at all costs. In addition, the use of one 
indicator to measure and monitor resources will result in an opaque system that will hide  rade-offs 
and the increase of overall resource consumption         

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 
(GAIA) 
(global) 

Use a methodology based on measuring consumption; in order to use a life-cycle perspective that 
embeds the use of resources.  Clarity; avoid aggregated indicators which endanger the robustness of 
the tool. It is important that each indicator measures one kind of data and not a mix.  Boundaries; it is 
necessary to bring the EU back to the boundaries of the system. There should be an indicator to 
measure the distance from the current resource use to what would be a sustainable use –set by the 
boundaries of the system- would be useful to properly address the challenge of strong sustainability.  
Transversality & consistency with other EU goals; e.g. regarding development and employment 
policies.  

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

We would suggest to build the approach on a simple but fundamental question:  What do economic 
decision-makers need to know in order to operate their countries safely in the 21st century?  If your 
indicators do not address this profoundly, and make clear the need to economic decision-makers why 
they need to know what you provide, it will be difficult to make these indicators core drivers for 
decision-making. What is currently proposed is unlikely to significantly shift economic decision-
making.  We would recommend that you drive the process more by pushing the most relevant 
questions, rather than coming with lots of answers for most of which the question is not obvious, or 
where the question is obvious, the relevance of the question to economic decision making is not.  For 
instance: Your report starts with the statement: Resource efficiency means using the Earth's limited 
resources in a sustainable manner.  This is a good starting point, and indeed, if there were no limited 
resources, there was no need for an efficiency strategy. What is surprising though is that your 
answers do not contain much information about the limits. DMC adds up kilograms of materials, while 
you acknowledge that this is a very crude weighing of impacts. Surly reducing 1kg of gravel use has a 
different benefit from reducing 1kg of coal use. Not only that, it is not possible to link the DMC number 
to any estimates of resource limits. So what are you measuring against? Are there limits or are there 
not?  It also is slightly worrying that your evaluation of indicators is based on:  The RACER 
methodology - Relevance – i.e. closely linked to the objectives to be reached;  - Acceptability – e.g. 
by staff and stakeholders;  - Credibility for non experts, unambiguous and easy to interpret;  - 
Easiness to compute: based on available data or data collection possible at low cost;  - Robustness  
– They should not be susceptible to manipulation.  Surely these five criteria cannot be of equal 
weight. Is it not most important to find the most relevant question first? Rather than giving great 
answers that may be robust, and easy to compute, and credible, but rather irrelevant.   In essence, 
when developing indicators, we would expect to have far more clarity and argument about what is the 
most relevant question, before proposing answers, particularly if the proposed answers do not seem 
to address the underlying premise of a resource strategy: dealing with resource limits.    Here is a 
relevant question we think is at the core:  How much regenerative capacity do we have on the planet 
or within our country, compared to how much biocapacity it takes to maintain the resource 
metabolism for consumption in that country?  (or for producing the GDP in that country, which is a 
different and also relevant question)    

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese 
(IT) 

In order to support the resource policy we do believe that it is of the utmost importance to measure 
the consumption of water, land, materials (mineral,  biomass and fossil fuels) and greenhouse gas 
emissions, with a ‘footprint’ methodology that allows to count also indirect consumption of resources, 
and  includes the life-cycle perspective. Considering that the EU is a net importer of natural 
resources, we need to have also this kind of information in order to  have the pig picture. Such 
indicators also can help to add a social perspective on resources consumption, because they can 
help to think about issues as fair distribution and  grabbing of natural resources (including energy). 
We also think aggregated indicators do not respond to the RACER methodology, because they are 
not robust; in fact in order to transform different  information into one, important pieces go lost. At the 
same way, using one overall indicator can be misleading: in turn, a different set of indicator allows to 
maintain more information, and to monitor  shifts from one kind of resource to another.  
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Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

The main issue is the amount of virgin resources the EU economy and consumers use. A second 
level is the sustainability of these resources. Which percentage of water comes from regions where 
water is scarce. Which percentage of metals comes from mines associated with Human Rights issues 
or environmental malpractices. 

Naturefriends 
International  

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions. For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for 
decision-making, the EU needs to address the following key issues:  - Consumption-based indicators: 
the only way to measure the overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using a 
consumption-based ‘footprint’ methodology. This has a life-cycle perspective, and therefore includes 
the embedded or indirect use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is produced. As 
the continent is a net importer of resources, any other indicator will not provide a complete picture of 
the overall scale of the resources consumed by Europe. - Avoid aggregated indicators: a set of 
different indicators is essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where different types of 
resources are added up into one number). Aggregated indicators are not robust, since unreliable 
assumptions are required in order to transform different types of data (e.g. GHG emissions, land use, 
water use, material flows, etc) into one common number, resulting in important information being lost 
in this procedure. - Reject the use of one overall indicator: The Commission is proposing a single, 
top-level indicator based on material use. We believe that by having a set of different indicators, 
rather than one overall indicator, a clearer picture of the balance of resource use is given, and trade-
offs are made visible. This is the only possible way to monitor shifts in environmental pressure (e.g. if 
we move from fossil fuels to biofuels and we only measure our material consumption, we will not be 
able to see the increase in land and water consumption), and provide a well-founded basis for policy 
making and target setting. - Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is sometimes claimed that indicators 
cannot be put in place until data is in the EUROSTAT system. We would dispute this – it is important 
for indicators to be brought into use as soon as possible. Any metric for measuring resource use must 
involve a trade-off between the complexity of information gathering and the specificity of results. 
Therefore, the EU needs to agree on what set of indicators it will use, and take steps to collect good-
quality data. - Transparency: We suggest that it is best to use a set of indicators that is based on real 
physical quantities, which is more transparent and strongly linked to the statistical system, making 
data collection straightforward. - Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an important 
social and development issue, and the indicators should enable these issues to be investigated. For 
example, resource poverty, the debate on land grabbing and the need for a fair distribution of global 
resources among the inhabitants of this planet.  To summarize: It is essential that the indicators used 
are consumption-based, transparent and with a direct link to the statistical system. Aggregated 
indicators must be avoided at all costs. In addition, the use of one indicator to measure and monitor 
resources will result in an opaque system that will hide trade-offs and the increase of overall resource 
consumption.  

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

NABU appreciates the overall approach of the European Commission to develop a three-layered 
scoreboard of resource indicators (lead indicator, dashboard, thematic indicators) as proposed in the 
Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe as well as in the respective consultation paper.   Regarding 
the proposed scoreboard of indicators, NABU considers the following issues as most important:  - In 
order to depict the environmental and social dimensions of resource use, life-cycle-oriented indicators 
are of essential importance. From NABU perspective life-cycle-oriented indicators for the use of 
material, land, energy and water – as for example proposed by the BIO IS-report on resource 
indicators – should play the major role at both the level of the lead indicator and the level of the 
indicator dashboard.  - In cases where methodological problems or an incoherent data base still 
hamper the introduction of life-cycle oriented indicators, a schedule for the introduction of these life-
cycle oriented indicators should be provided. The schedule should fix the timeline and milestones for 
the necessary methodological research, for the built-up of the data base and for the indicator 
introduction. Such a schedule could be introduced as an annex or an accompanying document to the 
indicator scoreboard.  - The main task of resource indicators must be to give information and 
feedback on how the EU performs in lowering the absolute use of natural resources in order to 
sustain the carrying capacity of the earth. In its Europe 2020 Strategy the European Council has 
rejected the former overall target of boosting GDP and instead pursuits a smart, sustainable and 
inclusive growth in the European Union. In this regard, the scoreboard indicators and especially the 
lead indicator should inform about the state of resource protection and not only about questions of 
pure economic efficiency (as GDP/DMC would do). A lead indicator on resource protection would also 
be a lot more in line with the major contents of the Roadmap which are environmental aspects of 
resource protection (for example the protection of biodiversity and the protection of water-, air- and 
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soil quality).   
New 
Economics 
(UK) 

The indicators need to cover the main categories of natural resources, specifically: water, land, 
materials and greenhouse gas emissions.  For the resource efficiency indicators to be useful for 
decision making, the EU needs to address the following issues: 1. The indicators must be 
consumption-based footprints so as to get an accurate perspective of the embedded, indirect and 
direct use of resources for the production of an item, wherever it is produced. As Europe is a net 
importer of resources, it is important that the indicators provide a complete picture of the overall scale 
of resource consumption in Europe.  2. We believe that the use of one overall indicator is a good 
thing for communication purposes, but must be backed up by a set of different indicators, that can be 
combined to give a clear picture of resource use.  3. The EU needs to agree on the set of indicators 
that are the most appropriate for better resource use and then take the necessary steps to collect 
good-quality data, rather than working from the premise that indicators cannot be put in place until 
data is in the Eurostat system.  4. The EU should ensure transparency by using a set of indicators 
that is based on real physical quantities. This is also more strongly linked to the statistical system, 
making data collection straightforward.  5. The indicators should also be linked with social issues. 
Resource used is an important social and development issue, and the indicators should help to 
investigate issues such as the unfair distribution of global resources between countries.  Other 
impacts - environmental, social and economice - of resource efficiency measures should also be 
monitored, alongside resource productivity: In order to see the environmental impacts the overall level 
of resource consumption should also be measured. This should use:  • Water footprint (in litres);  • 
Land footprint (in hectares);  • Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent);  • Material footprint (in 
tonnes).   This set of indicators is complementary to indicators measuring the environmental impacts 
related to resource use. In fact, in several situations, this set of indicators provides the physical basis 
for calculating the impact indicators.  The transparency of the water, land, carbon and material 
footprint indicators ensure that there is a direct link between the indicators and social issues, since it 
allows you to see whether an increase on imported land is the root cause of displacements, or the 
consumption of textiles from a water stressed country is having negative effects on local people and 
biodiversity. We would also suggest that there is a measure of overall well-being, that can be linked to 
the water, land, carbon and material footprint indicators across countries to see the impacts on quality 
of life.  In order to measure the economic benefits that resource efficiency brings, indicators such as 
job creation, the adoption of new business models such as leasing, cost savings or competitiveness 
levels should be measured.   

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

The key issues are properly addressed in section 2.2. of the consultation paper. 

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 
(UK) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position.   The indicators need to cover the 
main categories of  natural resources, specifically: water, land, materials and greenhouse gas 
emissions. For the resource  efficiency indicators to be useful for decision-making, the EU needs to 
address the following key issues: l Consumption-based indicators: the only way to measure the 
overall quantity of resources that Europe is consuming is by using  a consumption-based  ‘footprint’ 
methodology. This has a life-cycle perspective, and therefore includes the embedded or indirect use 
of resources for the production of an  item, wherever it is produced. As the continent is a net importer 
of resources, any other indicator will not provide a complete picture of the overall  scale of the 
resources consumed by Europe.  l Avoid aggregated indicators: a set of different indicators is 
essential in order to avoid aggregated indicators (i.e. where different types of resources are  added 
up into one number). Aggregated indicators are not robust, since unreliable assumptions are required 
in order to transform different types of data  (e.g. GHG emissions, land use, water use, material flows, 
etc) into one common number, resulting in important information being lost in this procedure.  l Reject 
the use of  one overall indicator: The Commission is proposing a single, top-level indicator based on 
material use. We believe that by having a set  of different indicators, rather than one overall indicator, 
a clearer picture of the balance of resource use is given,  and  trade-offs are  made visible. This   is 
the only possible way to monitor shifts in environmental pressure (e.g.  if we move from fossil fuels to 
biofuels and we only measure our material  consumption, we will not be able to see the increase  in  
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land and water consumption), and provide a well-founded basis for policy making and target  setting.  
l Avoid paralysis by analysis: It is sometimes claimed that indicators cannot be put in place until data 
is in the EUROSTAT system. We would dispute this  – it  is important for indicators to be brought into 
use as soon as possible. Any metric for measuring resource use must involve a trade-off between the  
complexity of information gathering and the specificity of results. Therefore, the EU needs to agree on 
what set of indicators  it  will use, and take steps  to collect good-quality data.  l Transparency: We 
suggest that it is best to use a set of indicators  that is  based on real physical quantities, which is 
more transparent and strongly  linked to the statistical system, making data collection straightforward. 
l Link the indicators with social issues: Resource use is an important social and development issue, 
and the indicators should enable  these issues to be  investigated. For example, resource poverty, the 
debate on land grabbing and the need for a fair distribution of global resources among the inhabitants 
of  this planet. It is essential that the indicators  used are consumption-based, transparent and with a 
direct link to the statistical system.  Aggregated indicators must be  avoided at all costs. In addition, 
the use of one indicator to measure and monitor resources will result in an opaque system that will 
hide trade-offs and the  increase of overall resource consumption. 

Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

NATURAL RESOURCE CONSUME/PRODUCT 

WWF (EU) 1. The need for indicators and targets in absolute not relative terms If current global rates of resource 
use persist, by 2050 Europe will need the equivalent of more than two planets to sustain its 
consumption and production. Europe is already consuming more resources than sustainable is,  so 
resource efficiency is not enough. It is required to move immediately to resource savings: resource 
use in Europe needs to decrease in absolute terms.  2. Drop or at least change the lead indicator 
Resource productivity (GDP/DMC) is not a meaningful indictor to measure what is at stake. That is 
European overuse of resources in absolute terms. GDP/DMC could likely only reflect business as 
usual. Using Total Material  Consumption (TMC) alone as the lead indicator would be much more 
relevant, but an even better approach would be to drop the lead indicator and focus on the footprint 
indicators of the dashboard.  3. Use footprint indicators in the dashboard Land, water, carbon and 
materials indicators should be measured by their footprints in the dashboard. The footprint is the best 
indicator to include domestic but also international impacts of European consumption. The  
international aspect must not be neglected as it is very often the most problematic area.   4. Add 
biodiversity in the dashboard and thematic indicators Biodiversity has been largely forgotten in the 
Commision’s proposal. WWF recommends several indicators to include this fundamental resource.  
5. Set ambitious targets to ensure a one planet economy by 2050 To respect the absolute biocapacity 
of Europe and of the planet, indicators should measure overshoot and targets should be set to fully 
implement a one planet economy – respecting the boundaries of the planet - by 2050  at the latest.   
6. Integrate resource indicators and targets in all EU policies The integration of resource indicators 
and targets is the only way to make them useful and effective. This implies that all major EU policy 
reviews should include this issue. These indicators should be integrated in the  environmental impact 
assessment procedure and appear in the European Semester.    

 
 
 

g) Public sector / administration 
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

Key issues that should be addressed by indicators to support resource policy should cover  Resource 
Productivity Resource use (absolute figures) Raw Material Consumption Land Use Water resources 
management: • Availability of water resources • Use of water resources (Water use as well as water 
consumption) • Water losses Energy consumption GHG emissions Waste generation Air emissions 
Soils: • Emissions • Erosion Fish catches Meat consumption 

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

- monitoring and measuring consumption use of resources per capita (including the amount of 
resources used for the production outside the national borders); - setting national / European targets 
for resource use; - create public awareness of resource use; - make the link on resource use/ 
environment and the link with the economy more obvious - to enable the change not only of 
production patterns, but also for consumption patterns towards more sustainable consumption 
patterns  
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BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Total resource requirement (including embedded flows) for domestic  consumption and production; 
declined by critical resources. • Absolute decoupling GDP/ Total resource requirement (including 
embedded flows) • Ecological footprint (included embedded impacts) of consumption and production 
(biocapacity).  

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

Overall focus should be on the development of new appropriate indicators which encompass the 
particular specifics of resource efficiency. This initial proposal comprises in several instances of 
second best indicators and need the be replaced, in due time, by more appropriate ones. The 
Commission should give an indication of time to develop these indicators. Particular attention needs 
to be given to the aspect of consumers/consumption which is often neglected but plays a very 
important role in the use of resources in the global economy. In parallel there is need for clear targets 
(mid term, long term) on member state level to ensure a guided approach to the issues at stake. 
Either in the discussion of the indicator or a new indicator there is a need for a clear link between 
certain aspects of resource efficiency and the environment. These consequences should be clearly 
laid out. Economic and social consequences should be considered to be addressed in the discussion 
of the indicators aswell. These consequences can be linked to the import of resources from outside 
the EU (i.e. rare minerals from Africa), environmental consequences regarding abstraction and 
depletion of certain resources, the transport of resources, energy consumption to use these 
resources and so on.  

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

In general, this exercise may not be restricted to an inventory of already existing indicators and the 
labeling 'R.E.' on them. Existing indicators can be part of the list, but the development of new 
indicators will be necessary. Even if this work would exceed the deadline of the project, the COM has 
to face the future need of new indicators.  More specific on the part 'waste to resource': The proposed 
set of indicators gives only a very limited indication on the efficiency of materials used in the 
economy. The COM must carry out a policy that challenges all MS. Indicators should be adjusted to 
MS who have already advanced data-tools. 

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

Within the framework of the European Strategy on environmental accounting and of the European 
Commission’s Communications on the sustainable use of natural resources, it is necessary to 
quantify the material flow used and extracted from natural resources in order to evaluate the impact of 
production and consumption modes in terms of pressure on natural resources, thus achieving more 
efficient use of resources.  The only mention about waste is "turning waste into a resource." This 
should not be achieved by pure deregulation of the waste sector through the use of the concepts of 
end-of-waste (EOW) or by-products (eg the European Commission’s draft regulation aimed at 
establishing criteria EOW on waste paper). Generalizing this approach to other types of waste could 
certainly lead to turning waste into a resource but potentially to the detriment of the environment and 
human health.  

BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

 - Resource indicators must reflect partial or total impacts related to a particular pressure or a set of 
pressures. Total impacts need to be calculated as the total of partial impacts and not 1) by adding up 
pressures (as the Composite environmental pressure index does) or 2) by considering the total 
pressure as a total impact (as the Water Footprint does). The paragraph on RMC (p. 9) is therefore 
sustained. - Next to indicators reflecting resource efficiency and environmental impacts of resource 
use, indicators are needed that show whether policy is creating the right circumstances, is giving the 
right incentives for stimulating resource efficiency. Apart from the eco-innovation index and one 
indicator on environmental taxes, such indicators are missing.  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

Beside the key issues described in the consultation paper, we think the following main issues should 
be considered by an indicator set to support resource policy in Europe.  The indicators need to cover 
all main categories of natural resources as described in the Thematic Strategy on sustainable use of 
natural resources and the flagship initiative “A Resource Efficient Europe”. This implies, that the 
scientific work on indicator development especially for the not recognized natural resource 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, have to be intensified as soon as possible. In order to depict the 
environmental and social dimensions of resource use, life-cycle-oriented indicators are of essential 
importance. We are aware that for a multitude of indicators and thematic areas still methodological 
work and the composition of adequate data bases are still required for life-cycle oriented indicators. 
But at least for the indicators proposed for the dashboard, the Commission should provide a roadmap 
proposing milestones for methodological research and a timeline for setting up the required data 
bases.  In our point of view, one key issue that needs to be addressed by the indicators, in addition 
on the already described issues, is to demonstrate the effectiveness of implemented policy measures. 
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This means that more “response”-indicators should be included in the indicator system. Currently the 
proposed indicators are dominated by “states”- and “pressure”- indicators (referring to the DPSIR 
system).  Resource policy, as a cross-cutting theme, is inter-linked with several other specific EU 
environmental policies. These inter-linkages should be reflected by explicit references to central 
indicators which were developed and reported under the specific environmental policy.  

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

The Danish Ministry of the Environment appreciates the work undertaken by the Commission on the 
consultation on options for Resource Efficiency Indicators. The Danish Ministry of the Environment 
has the following remarks  to the questions raised in the consultation paper:   Having a commonly 
agreed set of resource efficiency indicators will strongly support target setting and political action. 
Denmark therefore applauds the efforts made by the Commission with the current consultation on  
‘Options for resource efficiency indicators’.   Ideally, a set of resource efficiency indicators can guide 
policy making through tracking progress in relative and absolute decoupling of relevant types of 
resources from economic growth at different levels of aggregation and  can supplement conventional 
indicators with consumption-based indicators and supplement pressure-type indicators with indicators 
estimating environmental impacts from resource use.   With regard to the current document the vision 
could be more clear on where EU would like to be in the future with regard to measuring resource use 
and its impacts – looking beyond the current barriers of lacking data  and adequate methodology. A 
clear vision would serve as guidance for further indicator development and contribute to the target 
setting process, which together could be an important driver for change.   Denmark therefore finds 
that increased attention must be given to the development of quantitative, binding targets on resource 
efficiency and use (e.g. on land, water, and materials to match the dashboard indicators) in  order to 
attract the needed political attention to ensure adequate policy development in order to improve EU’s 
resource efficiency and decrease the environmental impacts of EU’s resource use.  Denmark also 
supports an  integration of resource efficiency indicators in the Europe 2020 headline indicators used 
in the Commission’s Annual Growth Survey. This would be an important signal to the Member States 
and would tie the resource  efficiency agenda to the overall economic, environmental and social 
policy development.    In our view, a key issue within the resource efficiency agenda is absolute 
decoupling. Besides resource efficiency there should also be an increased focus on reducing 
absolute levels of resource use, for those types of  resources, where current levels of use are 
deemed unsustainable. Adequate indicators for this measuring progress within EU on absolute 
decoupling should therefore be given increased attention. The need to link resource  efficiency 
targets, indicators and policies closely to concrete environmental problems and objec¬tives should 
therefore be emphasized.    

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

The methodology of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment provides a very usefull framework for 
assessing progress in the efficient use of resources. According to this approach, the key issues are: · 
The ecological footprint, and ecological debt generated in other territories for exogenous service 
consumption of our economy needs or for contribution of pollutants and waste. · The biocapacity of 
the territories to provide materials and services consumed by the production and consumption system 
in Europe and to absorb generated waste and pollution. · The inter-linkages, synergies and trade-offs 
among ecosystem services, by prioritizing certain uses over others that determines Europeans 
human well-being. · The effect of the dominant economic model on the main direct drivers of Global 
Change in Europe (climate change, land use changes, invasive alien species, pollution, changes in 
biogeochemical cycles and overexploitation). · The contribution of the European economy to the 
basic needs satisfaction of all EU citizens in an equitable way. · Degree of approximation to a system 
of closed loop material.  

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

In order to measure the progress towards a resource efficient economy we would to take into 
account:    - Increasing the efficiency on use of resource (material, water, energy, land take, etc.)   - 
Increasing waste recycling rates   - Increasing renewable energy use   - Reduced consumption of 
resources (material, water, energy, land take, etc.)   - Reduced waste generation   - Reduced GHG 
emissions  

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

It is important that the indicators developed are robust and based on sound scientific and economic 
evidence.  The selected indicators should deliver an understanding of the consumption and 
production patterns/behaviours in any Member State/sector and need to be comparable across 
Member States using data which is readily available.  The indicators need to adequately reflect the 
dynamics of resource efficiency by addressing sustainability of resource use, environmental impact 
as well as socioeconomic considerations and should be available over a time series both historically 
and for use in future.   They need to be readily understandable by the different stakeholders and need 
to assist policy makers as how to best intervene through policy action.  Ideally they should provide 
useful information such as how wasteful is European society and how much raw materials are we 



50 
 

consuming.   
NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

In our opinion the key issues mentioned in section 2.2 are the ones that need to be addressed by 
indicators. It’s about making the economy more resource efficient and thus contributing to growth and 
competitiveness and taking into account natural risks and the natural capital base. As the resource 
problems often occur at a global level it makes good sense to look at both the impacts inside as well 
as outside the EU, from a production and a consumption perspective.  

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 
Environment 

We do agree with the set of issues mentioned in chapter 2.2 “the purpose” • Natural capital base • 
Production and consumption perspective • Growth and competitiveness • Risks and sustainability 
thresholds They will cover the subject in all its aspects. 

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

In order to be of use in supporting resource efficiency policy, indicators need to address the domestic 
and global impacts of our current use of key resources. The UK government agrees that Energy, 
Water, Land and Materials are key resources. However, we do not agree that progress in reducing 
the use of the wide range of resources covered by the Roadmap can or should be monitored by a 
single headline measure.  To understand the effects of both production and consumption, the total 
use of these resources and the environmental impacts need to be considered. We agree that a life-
cycle approach is needed to understand fully the impacts of consumption but are aware of the 
complexity of the work involved in doing this in practice.  It will be important to recognise that in some 
cases it will not be possible to draw firm conclusions on life-cycle impacts. We welcome the inclusion 
of the ‘Carbon footprint’ and ‘Raw Material Consumption’ that allow us to monitor the wider impacts of 
our trade and take account of the extent to which ‘off-shoring’ of domestic production is occurring.   
Aside from the general areas covered by the Dashboard, there is a need to monitor progress on the 
specific ambitions of the Roadmap itself.  Many of the commitments in the Roadmap are not covered 
by the indicators in either the Dashboard or the Scoreboard.  We discuss this issue in greater detail 
under question 2.c.  A further issue is that of cost. The indicators in this consultation cover the key 
elements of resource efficiency but for many of them the necessary data is not yet available – 
particularly in the Dashboard.  The proposals need to take proper account of the likely burden on 
compilers and data providers of new indicators.  As already noted, a number of indicators need 
further development, not only in terms of data availability but also in establishing a consistent and 
internationally agreed methodology.  For some of the indicators, data availability or methodology will 
continue to be an issue well into the foreseeable future.  In these cases we would argue that the 
indicator should be omitted from the list and either replaced by a less satisfactory alternative or 
deleted entirely. The UK considers it premature to consider imposing further targets on resource 
efficiency before a coherent and robust set of indicators can be deployed and used by Member States 
and industry.  Such indicators will allow for improved measurement of performance and reporting 
prompting companies to take action.  The case for any further targets must be fully justified through 
lack of voluntary action and would have to be demonstrably economically efficient and cost-effective, 
realistic and achievable.  

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

Key factors that indicators need to monitor include:  
• resource productivity, ie. resources consumed per unit of economic production  
• the decoupling of waste generation and resource consumption from economic growth  
• reduction in greenhouse gas emissions  
• reduction in overall waste arisings to support the waste prevention priority  • the proportion of the 
economy represented by the low carbon / circular economies  
• growth of the low carbon environmental goods and services sector  
• the proportion of total energy generation sourced from renewables and other low carbon energy 
sources  
• the environmental benefit per unit of public sector investment in resource efficiency  
• changes in trends of consumption patterns. This can add a more social dimension to the 
environmental and economic issues covered  
• safeguarding of critical, including ecological, resources.  

UK – Scotish This consultation relates to indicators of resource efficiency.  However, resource efficiency policy 
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Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

goes beyond simple efficiency.  As the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe states, resource 
efficient development “requires that the stocks of all environmental assets from which the EU benefits 
or sources its global supplies are secure and managed within their maximum sustainable yields. It will 
also require that residual waste is close to zero and that ecosystems have been restored, and 
systemic risks to the economy from the environment have been understood and avoided. A new wave 
of innovation will be required.” In terms of progress towards a resource efficient Europe, the indicators 
should reflect what is needed in practical terms to achieve this vision of sustainable resource use. 
The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) feels that the indicators should include 
environmental impact as well as resource use and look at both the domestic and global extent and 
impact of European resource consumption.   SEPA agree with the list in section 2.2 of what resource 
efficiency indicators should reflect. These set of issues (natural capital base, production and 
consumption perspective, growth and competitiveness, risk and sustainability) demonstrate that a set 
of indicators is needed to measure resource efficiency rather than a single indicator.  Where data 
availability is an issue, we should also identify areas where we need to gather more data in order to 
measure resource efficiency and the outcomes of resource policy.  In relation to growth and 
competitiveness, it is essential not only to understand the two-way link between efficiency and 
growth, but the three-way link between efficiency, growth and total environmental impact.  The EU 
continues to highlight that environmental impact, of which resource use is one facet, can be 
decoupled from economic growth, including through efficiency measures, and evidence as to whether 
this is possible and occurring as a result of resource policy is needed.  While total environmental 
impact of resource consumption is difficult to measure with any degree, proxy measures could be 
used, or at the very least, efficiency and growth could be considered in the context of the level and 
extent of breaches of sustainable use thresholds.   

 
 
 

h) Statistical offices 
 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

- monitoring and measuring consumption use of resources per capita (including the amount of 
resources used for the production outside the national borders); - setting national / European targets 
for resource use; - create public awareness of resource use; - make the link on resource use/ 
environment and the link with the economy more obvious - to enable the change not only of 
production patterns, but also for consumption patterns towards more sustainable consumption 
patterns 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

Final demand total (embedded) ressource use 

 
 

i) Other 
 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

The key issues are to understand and duly document Europe’s REAL resource USE, including all the 
resources used by EU, hidden in traded goods (consumer goods but also intermediate products such 
as ore concentrates or alloys, secondary products such as primary and secondary scraps). Then we 
need to understand the environmental impacts, all along their life cycles which should include impacts 
on the environment outside of the EU, especially since an important part of our industrial supply 
chains have moved outside our borders. European environmental policies have contributed to an 
important burden shifting i.a to China and other countries with poor environmental and social 
governance. That is not, by any means, sustainable development. For producing the demanded 
goods, industrial / agricultural processing will impact the stocks of materials but will also depend on 
the availability and the quality of other resources (water, energy, land) in the producing areas. The 
segmentation will not allow accounting for relevant sustainable development indicators. The proposed 
indicators are limited to production and consumption phases. But a lot of resources /goods are lost 
during the transfer / transport phase between production and consumption areas. There are a lot of 
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possible gains in resource efficiency in this area which is completely absent of the proposals 
(reducing distance, reducing losses in networks …). The non-availability of some of the desirable 
indicators should not be used as an excuse to put in place indicators such as DMC/ GDP that are of 
little relevance, if not contrary to sustainability goals. To be efficient, and in particular cost-efficient, 
any policy should take into consideration the existing decision-making levels (dependant of policy 
sectors, of national / regional governance scales). For some thematic indicators the implementation 
scale should also consider its relevance for mapping the ad hoc processes (e.g. Water Index). The 
indicators developed for measuring the added-value / efficiency of such policy will have to consider it. 
There are also some concerns about the multiplication of indicators (between different EU / National 
policies – leading potentially to contradictions and conflicts) and the related data collection. A cost – 
benefits balance should be applied to identify where to spend the limited financial resources 
(collecting data or developing new production processing with reduced resources consumption and 
impacts). 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

For CIWM, an effective set of resource efficiency indicators will need to address the following four key 
issues: (a) Indicators need to focus on absolute (as well as relative) resource use, since the resource 
constraints are absolute, not relative. (b) Indicators need to include indirect resource use (i.e. all the 
resources used in making products that are imported into the EU), in order to ensure that imported 
products are dealt with in the same way as products made within the EU. (c) Indicators should help to 
drive resource use up the waste hierarchy – that is, they should help to identify how much waste 
prevention is occurring, how much preparation for reuse, how much recycling, and how much energy 
recovery. Thus, over time, we will be able to see if the EU’s waste is moving up the hierarchy or not. 
(d) Indicators that are explicitly linked to waste impacts should consider all waste streams, not just 
municipal solid waste (MSW).  

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

An efficient resource policy aiming at sustainable growth has to be based on a profound and scientific 
foundation and also on the quality of life from the population. However, one has to be very careful 
translating the knowledge about the resources into too simplistic approaches, indicators, tools or 
targets. It´s dagerous to become unbalanced between population, nature and industrie 
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Question 2-a: Is the proposed lead indicator, GDP/DMC an 
appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency? Are 
there any better alternatives that should be considered? 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
  

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

No. It should be combined to social (and environmental) criteria to address smart and sustainable 
growth and be in line with the European model. It is of limited relevance to sustainable development 
for a number of reasons: - It only measures APPARENT consumption (= production + imports – 
exports), not REAL consumption (see chapter 1. on hidden resource flows in import goods).  - As it is 
a mass based indicator, it will highly emphasize the use of sand & gravel (EU economy: about 2.5 bn 
t/yr.) or steel.  - It DOES NOT reflect the use of many rare metals, for instance rare earth, of which 
very little is produced in the EU (for many rare metals: none, such as rare earth). The production of 
minerals and metals CAN have important negative impacts outside of the EU, which can be much 
worse than for a similar production within Europe.  - It does not measure the impact of pesticides, 
endocrinian disruptors and other substances/pollutants associated to GDP, while these may be a 
major cause of concern, nor other important issues such as soil sealing per unit of GDP.  The 
combination between the lead indicator and the two other tiers should be improved. Inconsistencies 
have been identified such as for the Agriculture sector (production / territory indicator based on 
artificial land / built-up area in one hand, soil erosion by water and gross nutrient balance on the 
other).  

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

There is an alternative to GDP/DMC as resource indicator. The scope of DMC is limited to the 
amount of materials directly used by an economy (raw materials extracted from the domestic territory 
plus all physical imports minus all physical exports). It does not include upstream flows related to 
imports and exports of raw materials and products originating outside of the focal economy. This 
truncation might mislead assessments of national resource productivity and security as increasing 
spatial separation of production and consumption in global supply-chains leads to a shifting of 
resource use and associated environmental pressures between countries. Instead of DMC it would be 
better to use an indicator called Raw Material Consumption (RMC) or Material Footprint (MF). In 
contrast to indicators of standard economy-wide material flow accounting which are based on 
apparent, physical consumption, the material footprint does not record the actual physical movement 
of materials within and between countries but instead provides the link between the beginning of a 
supply chain (where raw materials are extracted from the natural environment) and its end (where a 
product or service is consumed). It takes into account the Raw Material Equivalents of international 
trade. RMC (or MF) can be calculated by combining national data on Domestic Extraction (DE) with a 
global multi-region input-output (MRIO) model. This has been described in the following literature:   
Arto, I., Genty, A., Rueda-Cantuche, J. M., Villanueva, A. and Andreoni, V. (2012) Global Resources 
Use and Pollution: Vol.I, Production, Consumption and Trade. Joint Research Centre Technical 
Reports. Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.   Bruckner, M., Giljum, S., Lutz, C. 
and Wiebe, K. S. (in press) Materials embodied in international trade – Global material extraction and 
consumption between 1995 and 2005. Global Environmental Change(0). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2012.03.011.  Muñoz, P., Giljum, S. and Roca, J. (2009) The 
Raw Material Equivalents of International Trade. Journal of Industrial Ecology, 13(6), 881-897. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2009.00154.x.  Schoer, K., Weinzettel, J., Kovanda, J., 
Giegrich, J. and Lauwigi, C. (2012) Raw Material Consumption of the European Union: concept, 
calculation method and results. Environmental Science & Technology. 
http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es300434c.  Wiebe, K. S., Bruckner, M., Giljum, S., Lutz, C. and 
Polzin, C. (2012) Carbon and Materials Embodied in the International Trade of Emerging Economies. 
Journal of Industrial Ecology, no-no. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9290.2012.00504.x.  Wiedmann, 
T., Schandl, H., Moran, D., West, J., Lenzen, M., Kanemoto, K. and Suh, S. (2012) The Material 
Footprint of Nations – Revisiting the Resource Efficiency of Countries. Gordon Research Conference 
on Industrial Ecology - The Role of Industrial Ecology in Addressing Sustainability Imperatives, 17-22 
June 2012. Les Diablerets, Switzerland.  

ECN (NL) The proposed lead indicator GDP/DMC is not appropriate: 1. It aggregates “apples and oranges”. 



54 
 

Therefore, value changes over time of GDP/DMC do not necessarily give a good indication of (i) the 
true nature of changes in resource productivity when the underlying “apples” and “oranges” change in 
different directions, let alone (ii) a good reflection of the the true changes in the level of resource 
productivity (performance). 2. Resource use outside of the focal country (MS) or region (e.g. EU) are 
ignored. 3. Environmental effects as distinct from material inputs are ignored.  4. In our view the lead 
indicator should be useable as indicator for target setting on a broad-consensus basis. The proposed 
indicator does not meet this requirement. In our view for communication purposes one suitable and 
agreed composite index is needed for this purpose. Its structure should permit easy and transparent 
determination of the contribution of single indices on which the envisaged composite index, will be 
based by way of a the user-friendly resource-efficiency template/app, readily available on the Internet.  
5. In our view the lead indicator is not useable for guiding better policy and investment decisions and 
as indicator for one of the key criteria for monitoring and assessment of the performance of policies 
and measures in the energy and environment domains, i.e. resource efficiency, along with other key 
criteria such as notably economic efficiency and EU-wide  popular legitimacy. 6. Because of the 
preceding points, several of the so-called RACER criteria are not met (notably relevance, 
acceptability, suitability for policy making, coverage).   A better alternative is a proper composite 
resource index, which needs to be developed and for which a credible extent of EU-wide consensus 
needs to be gathered on the basis of a Commission-led process. It should cover the set of issues 
(consultation paper, 6-7):  1. Natural resource base; 2. Production and consumption perspective. In 
our view the dominant perspective should be the embodied material resource consumption of 
apparent domestic consumption of final consumption and investment goods (apparent ~ = domestic 
consumption + imports – exports) so as to properly account for global material resources used, whilst 
domestic (inlands) material resource consumption sec  is also useful for certain purposes; 3. Growth 
and competitiveness; 4. Risks and environmental sustainability thresholds. Monitoring of both 
economic and environmental resilience. We take it that this issue is to encompasses environmental 
impacts such as impacts on the quality of vital eco-system services.  We propose to add the issue: 5. 
Social stability. Social inclusion of people from low-income strata and minorities contribute imporantly 
to overall prosperity and sutainability. Note that under conditions of high rates of social exclusion use 
of one resource unit to enhance social inclusion of the less well-off are set to contribute more to 
aggregate prosperity (GDP, economic value) and therefore to resource efficiency (higher marginal 
utility) compared to its use to enhance consumption of the middle-class and upper-class population 
strata. Hence, intra-country/region distributive aspects matter.  

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

Material flow analysis is very important. we need to be able to track our economies physical 
metabolisms.  However, adding up all the flows, kg by kg, is a bit silly since on kg of coal is certainly 
not the same as 1 kg of gravel.  What is even more concerning is that DMC cannot establish how 
close one is to limits. It is a relative index, easily distorted by portions that are very heavy, but not 
very relevant (gravel). 

IEEP (UK) The Commission’s proposed lead indicator of ‘resource productivity’ (GDP/DMC) has been 
questioned by some stakeholders due to its lack of transparency as an aggregated indicator,  lack of 
differentiation between resources of different kinds, and because (as recognised by the Commission) 
it does not include impacts taking place outside the EU. IEEP’s view is that a single lead indicator is 
needed to provide a quick ‘snapshot’ of performance in general and against future targets. Such an 
indicator can also more easily be placed alongside GDP (instead of a number of disaggregated 
indicators), to begin to provide a fuller picture of the sustainable performance of the EU, taking a 
significant step forward towards the historical call for action on ‘Beyond GDP’. However, despite a 
temporary delay in reporting on such a headline indicator, IEEP’s view is that the use of TMR instead 
of DMC is more appropriate for the communication of the EU’s actual resource needs with its existing 
consumption and production patterns, and will help to drive the development of more appropriate 
policy responses. We therefore prefer to focus Commission and Member State immediate efforts on 
the more robust development of data collection and reporting for the earlier delivery of TMR results. 
Resource efficiency indicators are already being integrated into the European Semester, and these 
will potentially raise awareness amongst Heads of State and Government (as well as Industry and 
Environment Ministers) of the need to intensify action towards a low-carbon, resource-efficient EU. 
We therefore encourage the Commission to devote efforts towards the speedier availability of data to 
provide a GDP/TMR headline indicator to be used as soon as possible, rather than introducing 
GDP/DMC earlier and then replacing it in future with GDP/TMR.  The lack of such robust data, 
however, should not prevent the EU from taking measures to encourage in particular the efficient use 
of resources that are known to have the highest environmental impacts, notably in the housing, food 
and mobility areas (see question 1).  On the presentation of the headline indicator, as stated already, 
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it is important to make headway in the ‘Beyond GDP’ agenda by supplementing GDP results with an 
indicator providing truer reflection of the EU’s economic, social and environmental performance. 
Although a headline resource efficiency indicator will not immediately address social aspects, this 
does not prevent work on such an indicator advancing for eventual addition once one is agreed. 
However, it is important to recognise that an aggregated indicator can hide a number of poorer 
performing areas or the shifting of use/impact from one resource to another, masking the need for 
more immediate, speeded-up action. We therefore propose that alongside the headline indicator, the 
disaggregated indicators (the dashboard) should be presented at the same time. This will provide the 
opportunity to explain performance in clearer, brief detail. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

We do not support the indicator GDP/DMC as lead indicator as it does not provide a meaningful 
signal: As it is linked to GDP it neglects the discussions on targets “beyond GDP”. It imposes that a 
simple decupling between GDP growth and DMC would be a sufficient aim. The shortcomings of the 
GDP to reflect well-being and sustainable development are sufficient reasons to reject the reference 
to GDP. But the concept also neglects the total scarcity of materials and emissions (footprints) being 
it local / regional or global.  The DMC reflects mainly mineral extractions (with a high portion of gravel) 
and energy (coal, oil). However it does not distinguish the quality of the material regarding risk of 
supply, scarcity or environmental harm. So what demonstatesa high level of gravel extractio, except 
the a lot of constructions are in process? In addition the DMC does not consider the rucksack of 
imports thus for economies with high (or rising) level of imports wrong signals are provided.  We are 
aware that the GDP/DMC (and even worse if GDP in US$ in PPP is used) is widely applied in the 
international discussion with USA, Japan and OECD, but even if this poor indicator will survive there 
is no reason to promote it such prominent as a “lead indicator” for the European resource policy (only 
by the reason that some nice time series are availble). In opposite, taking GDP/DMC as a lead 
indicator would demonstrate that Europe lacks advanced discussions on modern settings of 
indicators.  In fact we recommend skipping the concept of one (!) “lead” indicator and replacing it by a 
set of core indicators, (as available in principle form the score- and dashboard, however a schedule is 
needed to complete the footprint indicators in the near future). As far as possible these indicators 
should refer to the footprint concept (at least per capita) and not refer to GDP any more.   If a higher 
aggregate is required by whatever political need, than the change of these indicators in the time 
series should be taken as aggregate (lead indicator) demonstrating if the majority of the core 
indicators is moving in the right direction.  

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

I do not think that the GDP/DMC is appropriate.  I believe the systems are too complex to be so 
reductionist about.  It would be better to look at a series of indicators (see above) to  determine 
efficiency.  I think the EU should use Social, Economic and Environmental impact datasets rather 
than GDP.  This would maintain transparency and create options for  measuring improvement rather 
than just degradation.  

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

My point of view is that the lead indicator GDP/DMC does not provide enough information in the 
identification of risks. The reasons for that are the following: 1) According to the proposal, “DMC 
measures the total amount of materials directly used by an economy and is defined as the annual 
quantity of raw materials extracted from the domestic territory, plus all physical imports minus all 
physical exports.” However, in my opinion it is not the consumption what is relevant, but the 
irreversible dispersion of materials inside our borders. In general, materials, with the exception of 
fossil fuels, are not lost when they are used. The element does not disappear, but changes in 
composition and/or concentration. In any case it becomes chemically degraded. It ends up as waste 
in landfills or gets dispersed. This has two consequences: One, it makes recycling insurmountable 
difficult, and two, it becomes a contaminant agent. No recycling means more extraction or imports of 
additional raw materials needed, and then more energy consumption, and to compensate its polluting 
effect, additional energy is needed for cleaning it up. It should be noted though that if all materials 
produced were recycled, extraction would not stop, since consumption historically increases 
exponentially as shown in Fig. 1. Besides of that, as demand increases, the ore grade of the mineral 
decreases. In some abundant minerals, this effect is negligible, but in others it is increasingly 
important in the near term. Therefore more energy is needed to extract the next ton of mineral. In my 
opinion, the replacement energy cost of the actual amount of the dispersed minerals is what matters, 
as explained below.  If we want to take this into account, I propose to change parameter DMC into 
DMD: Domestic Material Dispersion: DMD=extraction+imports-exports-recycling  2) Such an 
aggregated indicator does not supply any relevant information. Besides, this is as if we were 
comparing “apples with oranges” and “adding tons with grams”. In the same index, we are adding 
tons of iron with grams of gold, for instance. Iron is not gold at all, not only because of its chemical 
nature but because of its criticality either due to its geological scarcity, substitutability, recyclability, 
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environmental effects, commercial availability, political accessibility, or so on. This means that if we 
reduce the amount of iron consumed and increase the consumption of the scarce metal gold or even 
other critical materials such as cobalt or neodymium whose orders of magnitude of production are 
thousands times lower than those of iron or aluminum, the obtained index would give a wrong signal. 
So the policies oriented to the proposed indicator would lead to reduce the consumption of the main 
used minerals, which are not necessarily the most critical ones. Economies do not collapse if the 
consumption of those abundant minerals increase, but could eventually do if there are shortages in 
critical raw materials.  3) MFA is a good starting point for accounting purposes. However, if we stay at 
this level, we are only taking into account facts in the past. It does not consider the implications that 
the consumption of materials has in the future.  The alternative to be considered is explained later in 
section 3.   

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

  

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

The lead indicator GDP/DMC is not suitable to measure resource efficiency. Since it is a mass-based 
indicator, the consumption of different kind of materials has the same value, but in reality there is a 
big difference between the consumption of e.g.  gravel and steel. The indicator does not consider  
criticality of resources and the direct and indirect impacts on the environment due to the extraction, 
processing, use and recycling. Considering these impacts would lead to significant differences in the 
indicator result. Furthermore DMC is not symmetrical since domestic extraction (which considers raw 
materials) and trade data (which considers products at different process levels) are linked with each 
other. Resources and impacts on the environment used in the upstream chains of the products are 
not considered  as well. A better indicator would be GDP/EMC (EMC = Environmentally weighted 
Material Consumption), which considers besides the criticality of resources also direct and indirect 
impacts on the environment. The lead indicator can only be used to assess resource consumption on 
country level but not on a product level, which could be helpful when evaluating different strategies for 
decreasing resource consumption as well as carrying out a cause-analysis to identify the main 
contributor to resource  consumption. Even though environmental impacts are considered on the 
other tiers the lead indicator should have more validity than GDP/DMC is able to express.  

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

No for the following reasons. The main user of resources is construction and this will dominate the 
national GDP/DMC value. The majority of materials used in construction, e.g. rock, limestone, clay, 
are widely available. If these were to be replaced by, say. plastics, the GDP/DMC value would 
significantly ‘improve’, but we will have replaced resources that are widely available with a scarce oil-
based material.  The oil used to make the plastics will not have been burnt and therefore will not be 
shown in the GHG figures. A resource efficiency measure must include both quantity and scarcity. 
The University of Dundee has developed a resource measure (http://www.snr-project.org) that takes 
into account both the quantity and scarcity of the resources used. It was developed for comparing the 
resource efficiency of construction solutions and therefore not the replacement of the lead indicator. 
However, the characterization values related to residual life could be applied to each type of material 
consumed to generate a modified DMC that reflects the scarcity of the resources. This GDP/modified 
DMC is a better measure of resource efficiency. 

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

The appropriateness of the proposed metric GDP/DMC as an indicator of resource efficiency 
depends on the appropriateness of the DMC (Domestic Material Consumption) as a measure of 
domestic resource use. DMC is measured as domestic material extraction + direct material imports – 
direct material exports. In exports the indirect material use of the exported products – the materials 
used in the production of the exported products but not included in the products themself – are left in 
domestic consumption DMC. On the other hand, the indirect material use of imports are not included 
into direct material imports and are thus outside the DMC. The neglect of indirect material use of 
foreign trade means that the DMC will contract nearly always, when the products from the domestic 
natural resources are replaced by the imported raw or semi-finished materials and DMC will rise, 
when the imports are replaced by production from domestic natural resources. In general, the value 
added per mass of produced products is much higher at the final stages of the refining stages of the 
product chain than at the first stages of processing the raw materials. Hence the replacing of 
domestic production by the raw or semi-finished imports will affect the GDP very much less than to 
the DMC. As a consequence the indicator of GDP/DMC as a measure of resource efficiency is biased 
in favor of outsourcing of domestic resource based production for imported raw or semi-finished 



57 
 

materials. Some studies about the resource use of EU countries show that a notable part of the 
GDP/DMC increase of the EU countries is based on this transition from domestic resource based 
production to final refining stages of production based on imported raw or semi-finished materials. 
These effects are particularly strong in metals. In DMC the domestic extraction of metals is measured 
as extraction of ores (or “cross ore”). let us take copper as an example. A good world average of the 
copper content or grade of the copper ores is 1 %. The products of the mines which are sold to the 
markets are copper concentrates which copper contents is about 25 %. Thus, the production of one 
ton of pure copper metals uses 25 tons of copper concentrates and 100 tons of copper ore. Thus in 
DMC for each ton of produced copper based products a country saves material use by 99 tons when 
replacing domestic mining by imported basic copper metals and saves 24 tons when importing 
copper metals instead of copper concentrates. In Finland the ongoing mining boom means that the 
domestic mining of iron, nickel, copper and gold increases such that the ore extraction of the new 
mines will be about 63 million tons towards the year 2015, about one third of the total domestic 
extraction in the year 2008 (193 million tons). Later on the mining extraction will expand further. Thus 
the resource productivity of Finland in terms of GDP/DMC will deteriorate considerable in the near 
future.  The GDP/DMC as an indicator of resource efficiency gives wrong signal: for improving 
resource efficiency, don’t extract you own natural resources but import them. Outsourcing of domestic 
basic industries favors nearly always the GDP/DMC indicator. – Indeed we could question, is it 
generally appropriate to call the GDP/DMC ratio as a “resource efficiency” indicator at all. And 
furthermore, could we recommend governments to pose special targets to this kind of indicator. The 
unbiased indicators of material resource use would be the RMC (the Raw Material Consumption) 
instead of DMC. The RMC includes the indirect resource use of the imports and exports. Thus the 
indirect imports of imported metal products include the ore extracted to produce those products and 
thus they are measured at the same level as the domestic extraction. Similarly the domestic extracted 
ores used in the production of exported products are included in the indirect resource use of exports 
and are not anymore left into domestic consumpition. The RMC (and GDP/RMC) gives not 

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

The Ecological Footprint, Material Footprint, Water Footprint, and Biodiversity Footprint are indicators 
that account for impacts both inside and beyond Europe. Europe's domestic footprint is flat, or  
easing, yet its global footprint is growing. Measuring resource efficiency against just domestic impacts 
will suggest a false sense of progress.   

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

Resource productivity as the proposed lead indicator is not overly appropriate since it  - merely 
reflects quantities used but not the associated environmental impacts which may differ significantly 
depending on the resource in focus (e.g. gravel vs. mercury extraction) - based on DMC cannot 
capture hidden upstream flows linked to the country of origin's extraction of resources used in the 
import countries - will convey a biased message in that countries outsourcing their material extraction 
to other countries through increasing import will appear more resource efficient - will not sufficiently 
integrate the sustainability dimension of resource use in terms of its environmental, economic and 
social impacts  However, if able to be further developed into GDP/TMC than hidden flows could be 
covered and this lead indicator would be better suited.  It appears recommendable to further develop 
the lead indicator accordingly and support it with further indicators such as: " Environmentally-
weighted Material Consumption (or eco-efficiency or overall environmental impact indicator) to 
capture environmental impacts; " Energy intensity by sector and production-based CO2 productivity to 
cover the critical environmental areas energy and climate change; " Water productivity by sector and 
water stress to capture resource efficiency for a second critical environmental resource.   

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

DMC is not a  proper indicator because it takes account only physical import and export. It is ok if 
hidden flows of imports would be equal to those of exports, which is seldom the situation. This 
indicator is disadvantage to the countries having a lot of industry from primary resources. TMC or this 
new indicator RMC would be the fairer indicator.   As I mentioned above we are not experts on 
economic issues, but the deficiency of GDP might be that it does not include so called grey economy. 

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

The proposed indicator GDP/DMC measures a certain type of "material productivity". In any case the 
further use of that indicator should address it as such.  This indicator does not consider indirect flows 
and thus implicitely favours problem shifting to regions outside the EU. It neither captures all primary 
material resources taken from nature  for economic purposes as  DMC is confined only to record sold 
raw materials, excluding the part of resource extraction which is per so not further used.  In order to 
overcome those deficiencies Eurostat (2001) and OECD (2008) have already outlined a more 
comprehensive approach of material resource indicators. It is recommended to use the  GDP/TMR 
indicator to measure overall material resource productivity. This indicator is available for the EU-27 
and a growing number of Member States. The European Commission and Council  could support the 
ongoing development by clearly underpinning the need and provide the support for regular recording 
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of this indicator and its components.  
 
 
 
 

b) Citizens 
  

Citizen  (AT) Appropriate yes but relative resource efficiency is not enough. Resource use needs to drop absolutely 
and per capita also.  Sufficiency - using less for equity reasons: intergeneartional and international  

Citizen  (BE)   

Citizen (UK) No.  As described above, a single aggregated indictor is not appropriate as it does not provide 
enough details to identify trade-offs between the use of different resources.  I'd suggest using 4 
indicators: greenhouse gas emissions, land, water and materials. 

 
 

c) Companies  
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

No. The GDP/DMC (RP) indicator is not fit for the European Commission’s stated purpose of 
benchmarking and comparison between Member States. The resource productivity indicator is 
unavoidably influenced by the different industrial-base of different countries. A recent report by the 
Sustainable Europe Research Institute (SERI) analyses the RP trends of all countries worldwide 
between 1980 and 2008. It confirms that each economy takes a slightly different path according to its 
industrial base, inherent strengths and weaknesses and historical context. The data presented 
demonstrate that import-dependent economies such as Germany score higher using the RP indicator 
than resource-based economies such as Finland. The data assembled in that report demonstrates an 
inherent bias within the RP indicator that precludes its use for benchmarking and comparison 
between Member States. RP could be useful to provide a snapshot of the EU economy as a whole 
(as GDP does today), but risks being a misleading distraction (as GDP sometimes is today) because 
it is not an appropriate basis for policy-making or assessment of policy measures. The EU should 
avoid that Member States seek to increase their RP by any and all means – potentially breaking down 
valuable supply chains. RP is weight-based and hence does not reflect the impacts of resource use. 
RP incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being “consumed”. Rather than being depleted, the 
majority of mineral resources are used to continuously serve valuable purposes in the built 
environment. RP fails to measure the direct environmental and social benefits that these materials 
deliver during use – perhaps even being re-used or recycled for further value at the end-of-first-life. 
RP does not account for the flows required upstream along the production chain, accounting for 
imports and exports. In other words, it incentivises delocalisation of environmental and social impacts. 
RP incentivises minimal inputs rather than optimal use of resources or low-carbon solutions (de-
materialisation instead of resource efficiency). For the above reasons, neither GDP/DMC, nor 
GDP/RMC is fit for the purpose of measuring general progress towards a resource efficient, low-
carbon economy. Are there any better alternatives that should be considered? A lead indicator would 
have to measure improved economic performance and simultaneous reduction of pressure on natural 
resources; embody the whole of the 2050 Vision outlined in the Roadmap; and monitor progress 
towards that Vision. Having the above weaknesses in mind, none of the lead indicators available, with 
their attendant uncertainties, is up to such a task. A dashboard of particularly important high-level 
indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-offs that are 
required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe.   

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 We consider the lead indicator not be an appropriate indicator for the following three reasons:  1. 
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empl., SE) Firstly, it is not an adequate way to measure resource efficiency. It places to great a focus on material 
use, which is only one small aspect of resource efficiency.  2. Secondly, it does not take account of 
differences amongst sectors and EU member states’ industrial bases. Specific actions to improve 
framework conditions and support innovation in energy-intensive industries will need to be tailored for 
each industry sector. 3. Thirdly, it is not clear how the lead indicator would be adaptable to increased 
material use due to economic and demographic growth. The components of the world natural 
resource base vary greatly with time according to technology developments and material demand.  
For example, LKAB produces the most climate smart iron ore pellets in the world and  the European 
(German) steel industry is the most resource efficient in the world.  In a growing world market, the 
best global green solution, therefore, would be to GROW production in the European mining and steel 
industry, rather than to curb production by setting targets that compromise the industries opportunities 
for healthy growth.  Resource efficiency policies aimed at industry would become more efficient by  
targeted incentives for improvements. Such incentives could e.g. be reduced taxes for sectors that 
voluntarily participate in resource efficiency plans to optimise the efficient use of resources across the 
entire value chain.   As also stated in response to Question 1 in this consultation,  it would be far 
more effective if each Member State developed its own resource efficiency programme/plan – tailored 
to the specificities of the country’s industrial base. The Member States  would regularly report back to 
the Commission as decided, instead of forcing industry to comply with “one-size-fits all” EU-level 
targets.   Finally, the Commission should also study incentives for making consumer behaviour more 
resource efficient.  As also stated in response to Question 1 in this consultation,  it would be far more 
effective if each Member State developed its own resource efficiency programme/plan – tailored to 
the specificities of the country’s industrial base. The Member States  would regularly report back to 
the Commission as decided, instead of forcing industry to comply with “one-size-fits all” EU-level 
targets.   Finally, the Commission should also study incentives for making consumer behaviour more 
resource efficient.   

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

The proposed lead indicator is not sufficient alone; to illustrate, a reduction of one tonne of precious 
metal, with a high embodied carbon content, will 'score' the same as a tonne of aggregate.  Having 
said, the logical construct that underpins the lead indicator is sound, but it does not have the 
capability of creating business engagement nor of underpinning fiscal measures designed to achieve 
change- the model here is the various financial support mechanisms used to support renewable 
energy, which has stimulated much investment.  A measure that cannot lead to action, even if 
academically correct, serves little purpose.  The measures for renewable energy, in effect, use GHG 
emissions as a proxy for environmental damage.  The measurement framework here needs to include 
a similar feature that links to embodied carbon. 

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 
UK) 

Rio Tinto does not feel that Resource Productivity is an appropriate lead indicator as it focuses on 
materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the Resource Efficiency 
Roadmap) and presents a number of weaknesses which can be summarised, as follows: • It 
measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does not take account of the 
hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it consider the 
environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of burden shifting 
and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry  • It is weight-based 
and hence does not reflect the difference in environmental and economic impacts per functionality • It 
incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources • It does not adequately take into account 
the aspects of material in stock which is not consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence should 
not be counted as burden at the moment the material is transferred to the stock.  The present 
calculation includes materials in stocks as being consumed which shows a situation which is worse 
than in reality • It does not adequately take into account the benefits of materials during use   A better 
approach would consist in: • Counting for hidden flows – i.e. the material embedded in products – and 
adding it to the DMC • Assessing the recycling potential of materials at the end-of-life through 
average life times per application and deduct these benefits from the DMC. This applies to all 
products which are recycled at end-of life. • Considering the functionality to avoid a pure weight based 
approach. Rio Tinto recommends developing a resource efficiency indicator that would reflect the 
above and be one of the dashboard indicators.  If DMC/GDP is maintained, it should only be seen as 
monitoring tool at national level and not a tool on which sectoral policies can be based. 

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

We do not believe that GDP/DMC is sufficient as the lead indicator for resource efficiency.  As noted 
above, COM(2011)21 has defined resource efficiency in broader terms.  Furthermore, DMC  omits 
indirect flows such as unused extraction from domestic and imported material flows, which 
themselves are important components of resource efficiency, often in a negative sense.   
Interpretation of GDP/DMC is also problematic, as shown in consultation paper’s figure.  Of the 27 
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Member States, Malta is alleged to have the highest resource productivity, a position it holds  
because it is primarily a service-dominated economy importing mainly finished goods.  This is hardly 
a fair comparison against larger Member States that maintain a significant industry/goods-led  
economy, and from the perspective of policy development in the arena of resource efficiency, of 
limited usefulness.  A logical policy response to the GDP/DMC graph would be to convert the EU  into 
a service economy, use none of its natural resources, and instead import finished goods.  As a 
sustainable wealth and value creation strategy, this is hardly a credible option. The role of a lead 
indicator is to both track domestic resource efficiency and to facilitate meaningful inter-country 
comparisons, including comparisons between different economic models, and  between small and 
large economies.  On this latter point, the Commission’s previous research (Economy-wide material 
flow accounts and derived indicators – a methodological guide, 2001) has noted  that consumption-
based indicators such as DMC tend to accentuate trade-induced biases, especially impacting on 
small economies.    The Commission might consider four approaches to improve the lead indicator: 1 
- Substitute TMR in place of DMC – ie, a material input indicator rather than a material consumption 
indicator.  The lead indicator would then become GDP/TMR. Indirect and unused flows would  then 
be included in the calculation, giving a truer representation of resource efficiency.  GDP/DMC could 
be placed in the second-tier dashboard of indicators. 2 - Assemble two or three indicators into a 
basket of lead indicators – for example, GDP/TMR and GDP/DMC with an indicator measuring 
environmental stress. 3 - Develop an environmentally adjusted resource index as the lead indicator, 
as suggested in the consultation paper.  Finnish resource efficiency indicators are developed on this 
basis. 4 - Create a composite lead indicator aggregated from the supporting thematic sub-indicators.  
Examples are the Environmental Sustainability Index published by the World Economic Forum  
(aggregated from 20 core indicators and 68 sub-indicators), the EU JRC’s Policy Performance Index 
(PPI - aggregated from three sub-themes and over 60 supporting indicators) and the Wellbeing  Index 
(aggregating 36 Human Wellbeing indicators with 51 Ecosystems Wellbeing indicators).  As presently 
described in the consultation paper, the individual resource efficiency sub-indicators are not 
correlated as inputs to the calculation of the lead indicator.  Building a lead indicator as  an aggregate 
of the supporting sub-indicators within each of the various themes defined in COM(2011)21, in the 
manner of the JRC’s Dashboard of Sustainability (which frames the PPI) or of the  Prescott-Allen 
Wellbeing Index, would introduce a coherence between the various tiers of indicators that is presently 
lacking.  It may also be noted that the supporting research undertaken for the Commission by BioIS 
(Assessment of resource efficiency indicators and targets, 2012) speaks of a basket of Level 1 
headline  indicators supported by a suite of Level 2 sub-indicators.  The Commission’s use of 
GDP/DMC as the sole headline indicator is not supported by its background research.   

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

Umicore does not feel that Resource Productivity (RE) is an appropriate lead indicator as it focuses 
on materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the Resource Efficiency 
roadmap) and presents different major weaknesses.  As highlighted by all stakeholders and by the 
Commission itself, the indicator has a number of weaknesses which can be summarised as follows: • 
It measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does not take account of the 
hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it consider the 
environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of burden shifting 
and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry.  • It is weight-
based and hence does not reflect the difference in environmental and economic impacts per 
functionality. • It incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources  In addition, Umicore would 
like to point at two additional weaknesses: The indicator does not adequately take into account the 
aspects of material in stock and the benefits of materials during use  • The material in stock is not 
consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence should not be counted as burden at the moment 
the material is transferred to the stock.  The present calculation includes materials in stocks as being 
consumed which shows a situation which is worse than in reality!  • Similarly the material that stays in 
stock delivers a function during use which in many cases reduces the future use of resources   A 
better approach would consist in : • Counting for hidden flows – i.e. the material embedded in 
products – and adding it to the DMC • Assessing the recycling potential of materials at the end of life 
through average life times per application and deduct these benefits from the DMC.  This  applies to 
all products which are recycled at end-of life. • Considering the functionality to avoid a pure weight 
based approach.  Umicore recommends therefore to develop a resource efficiency indicator that 
would reflect the above and be one of the dashboard indicators.  If DMC/GDP is maintained, it should 
only be seen as monitoring tool at national level but not a tool on which sectoral policies can be 
based.  

Unknown The current proposed lead indicator GDP/DMC according to our opinion is not appropriate to 
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company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

measure resource efficiency in a proper way.   It penalizes member states with a high share of 
industrial/goods production whereas member states with a low share of industrial/goods production 
benefit from such a lead indicator disproportionately high.   As an alternative we suggest a “Life cycle 
approach”, that comprises quantity of resources available, rate of consumption, use and after use of 
the product/waste, etc.  We think that the attached short document is very helpful in determining a 
valid lead indicator. è See uploaded attachment!   

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

In the view of the criteria for resource efficiency indicators as outlined under 1., the lead indicator 
“GDP/DMC” is no appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. Reasons: 1. An improvement 
of this indicator does not necessarily lead to a more resource-efficient economy in a member state, 
but could e.g. merely reflect a shift from industry-driven to service-driven economic sectors. Target 
setting based on this indicator would therefore favor service-oriented economies and discriminate 
against manufacturing-intensive economies. Consequently, this would push manufacturing industries 
out of Europe and create a “resource leakage”. 2. Trade-offs are not taken into account by this 
indicator. 3. The indicator fails to account for different environmental significances of different 
resources (e.g. gravel vs. rare metals). From an environmental point of view, it is therefore 
meaningless.  Better alternatives: Only a set of indicators taking into account the different types of 
natural resources addressed in the EU's roadmap to a resource-efficient Europe is able to measure 
resource efficiency. In this regard, a single-score indicator is useless and fails to acknowledge the 
intricate web of interrelations and trade-offs when it comes to the wide array of different natural 
resources. 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

GDP/DMC (Domestic Material Consumption) is a good indicator because of its widespread 
acceptance and simplicity. It also makes it possible to relate an important part of the resource input 
into the economic production process to the output of economic activity. However, this indicator is not 
without its limitations as outlined in the consultation paper. The commission should therefore continue 
its exploration into better alternatives such as monitoring material use in raw material equivalents or 
substituting DMC with a composite resource index that takes into account the differences between 
resources and their environmental impact. 

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

Although the proposed lead indicator (GDP/DMC) seems to have for itself an intrinsic simplicity which 
makes it easy to understand, it is very imperfect for measuring resource efficiency as it introduces a 
bias. Indeed this indicator only covers national material resources and does not account for “hidden 
flows” i.e. those resources used in other countries to produce imports into the Member States, and 
particularly imports from outside the EU; therefore it fosters service economies and delocalisation of 
manufacturing to the detriment of industrial activities and local manufacturing. Hence it should not be 
called a “resource productivity” indicator, and if used, it should not have a first tier or “lead” status.  If 
material consumption indicators are to be used, which we think would be right, we think that they 
must take into account the “hidden flows” and more specifically the embodied content of resources 
that were used in the fabrication of imported goods. The “Total Material Consumption” (TMC) as 
presented in Annex 3 of the consultation appears to be more appropriate.  In order to improve even 
more the measure of resource efficiency we advocate that, besides the (physical) weight of the 
resource material, its monetary value should also be taken into account, and integrated in the 
indicator in a balanced way; indeed monetary value or cost of a resource is a fundamental indicator of 
the resource scarcity. Although monetary value of a given resource varies, the estimation could for 
instance be based on the average price of the resource over a year in the EU.   

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

According to the EEA the calculation of the DMC is not symmetric with regard to imports and exports. 
According to the EEA,  exports consider embedded material whilst the imports do not*. Thereby, a 
certain bias is systematically included (exports reduce the indicator value much more than would be 
merited by the actually achieved use reductions)  – which needs constant analysis in terms of its 
extent.  As explained under question 1), due to the inherent indeterminism concerning the drivers of 
any observed changes in the indicator values over time, any kind of highly aggregated indicator, the 
type of indicator chosen always is in need of an accompanying analysis of the underlying drivers. This 
must cover at least the issues listed in the answer to Question 1 or to abandon the concept of a “tier 
1” indicator entirely.  * Material Resources and Waste – 2012 Update, The European Environment, 
State and Outlook 2010; Page 5, Box 1.1  

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

The Wieland-Werke AG does not feel that Resource Productivity (RE) is an appropriate lead indicator 
as it focuses on materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the Resource 
Efficiency roadmap) and presents different major weaknesses.  As highlighted by all stakeholders and 
by the Commission itself, the indicator has a number of weaknesses which can be summarised as 
follows: • It measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does not take account 
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of the hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it consider the 
environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of burden shifting 
and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry.  • It is weight-
based and hence does not reflect the difference in environmental and economic impacts per 
functionality. • It incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources   In addition, we would like 
to point at two additional weaknesses: The indicator does not adequately take into account the 
aspects of material in stock and the benefits of materials during use  • The material in stock is not 
consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence should not be counted as burden at the moment 
the material is transferred to the stock.  The present calculation includes materials in stocks as being 
consumed which shows a situation which is worse than in reality!  • Similarly the material that stays in 
stock delivers a function during use which in many cases reduces the future use of resources   A 
better approach would consist in : • Counting for hidden flows – i.e. the material embedded in 
products – and adding it to the DMC • Assessing the recycling potential of materials at the end of life 
through average life times per application and deduct these benefits from the DMC.  This applies to 
all products which are recycled at end-of life. • Considering the functionality to avoid a pure weight 
based approach.  The Wieland-Werke AG recommends therefore to develop a resource efficiency 
indicator that would reflect the above and add this indicator to the dashboard indicators.  If DMC/GDP 
is maintained, it should only be seen as monitoring tool at national level but not a tool on which 
sectoral policies can be based. 

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

In the opinion of Wienerberger, GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource 
efficiency because this indicator favours those countries having more services and less heavy 
industry. One of the main disadvantages of this lead indicator is the net weight of the material which 
is not related to resource efficiency (e.g. the production of a light-weight material may generate 
significant environmental impacts, however, it is considered “better” than a heavy-weight material 
whose manufacturing and use involves less environmental burdens.) Therefore we believe that the 
indicator DMC does not reflect the environmental impacts of the product and does not establish a link 
between efficiency and the use of the resource. DMC does not have a life cycle value chain 
perspective and, as referred in the Consultation Paper, section 3.1.2, DMC does not allow accounting 
the upstream flows and accounting for exporting and importing. Hence, Wienerberger is convinced 
that the lead resource efficiency indicator should take into account the full life cycle.  Therefore we 
propose to take into consideration an indicator that measures the use of scarce resources, as it 
considers resources depletion rather than mere consumption. Nevertheless, it does not address the 
efficiency either. The suggestion in the Consultation Paper of replacing DMC with “a composite 
resource index taking into account the difference between resources and their environmental impact” 
merits further investigation.  Wienerberger believes that it is better to invest more research in an 
appropriate indicator than to have the wrong indicator by next year - quality is more important than 
speed!  

 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms  
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
(DE) 

  

Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

It is a good one to start with as one of more economic indicators, but it has a limited meaning in the 
overall framework of efficient and sustainable resource use. To measure resource efficiency for the 
society as a whole, we also need per capita indicators for each of the isues mentioned under question 
1.  

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

We don´t see a better Indicator respecting the RACER criteria 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

The DMC is not suitable to express the resource-related impacts as it does not meet ANY of the key 
characteristics that were also named in the above answer to question 1, in detail: - ad a) No inclusion 
of indirect effects over the life cycle, only domestic material consumption, i.e. amount of materials 
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including imported ones but excluding emissions and resources consumed to produce them. - ad b) 
No relevant link at all to impacts on environment and human health and only a limited coverage of 
materials, energy and land resources availability, which needs to be differentiated by material (and by 
more materials than possible with MFA based indicators). - ad c) The mass flows that the DMC 
expresses cannot be used as a proxy for impacts, e.g. 1 kg gold counts the same as 1 kg sand - data 
is hugely dominated by consumption of the environmentally less relevant sand, gravel, wood, results 
are misleading and potential policy measures are misdirected. - ad d) Inconsistent with Commission-
developed and with other industry-used measures including the EC Environmental footprint, life cycle 
assessment measures, and life cycle based ecodesign including in context of the EuP/ErP Directive. - 
ad e) Lock-in to a method family (MFA-based indicators) that reflects state-of-the-art of the late 1980s 
/ early 1990ies, but that have no potential for substantial improvement. In fact do modern 
Environmental footprint and other Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) indicators base on the same 
principles, but overcome all the weaknesses of MFA-methods listed above. LCA is harmonised under 
ISO 14040 and 14044 and more detailed guidance has been provided by the European Commission 
in 2010 including on its use for monitoring indicators, in form of the ILCD Handbook series.   In sum, 
this means that the DMC does by far not serve the minimum needs; a meaningful comparison 
between countries or improvement over time is impossible, it provides misleading data for policy 
makers. Also the mentioned RME and TMC only overcome some of the key problems of the DMC, 
are not suitable.  Instead, more modern life cycle based resource-efficiency indicators should be 
used, such as these (or equivalent ones) developed by the Commission’s JRC that are named in 
chapter 5.1.4 (see comment below). 

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

GDP/RMC would be better.  Median of the standard of living / RMC would be even better. 

 
 

e) Industry organisation / associations  
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

The proposed lead indicator is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. GDP has 
well-known shortcomings as a proxy for economic development e.g. as reflected in the 
communication “GDP and beyond” published by the EC in August 2009. DMC should be further 
developed into a material consumption indicator taking into account the global resource demand 
driven by EU consumption. 

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

See Annex II of the ACEA response to the consultation. 

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

The mentioned indicators in discussion assumes that the resource of water has a value, that is 
measurable. We think water is not a commercial product like any other, and therefore it is not 
measurable nor to balance to other resources. Instead, in the use of water the sustainability criteria 
must be applied without restriction. The consultation paper is at this point not sufficient . Priorities 
must be set. So must the water protection be a top priority. 

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

Natural resources encompass very different concepts, metric dimensions and absolute or local 
scarcities. Therefore, there are strict limitations to the aggregation of facts and indicators. As a matter 
of principle, resource efficiency needs to be measured by a set of indicators to take into account the 
complex interrelations between resource use and its environmental, economic, and social impacts. 
Therefore, a set of equal ranking indicators is necessary, without one indicator being singled out as 
“lead indicator”.  The proposed indicator for resource productivity, measured by the ratio of GDP to 
Domestic Material Consumption (DMC), discriminates against industrial production in Europe. DMC 
does not take into account the indirect resource input in imported goods (so-called “resource 
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backpacks”). Therefore, the indicator will improve when industrial production shifts abroad and 
deteriorate when imports are replaced by domestic production - without any basis in fact.   Another 
distortion can be found in the indicator’s numerator. While GDP certainly is the most appropriate 
indicator for overall economic activity, it does not have an immediate link to resource use, the largest 
share of which is used in industrial production. This distorts both comparisons between countries 
(Countries with the largest share of services in GDP and lowest industrial activities will be shown to 
be most resource efficient), and developments over time, when domestic production is substituted by 
imports or vice versa, as long as indirect material flows are not taken into account.   

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

Natural resources encompass very different concepts, metric dimensions and absolute or local 
scarcities. Therefore, there are strict limitations to the aggregation of facts and indicators.   As a 
matter of principle, resource efficiency needs to be measured by a set of indicators to take into 
account the complex interrelations between resource use and its environmental, economic, and social 
impacts. Therefore, a set of equal ranking indicators is necessary, which should in particular include 
the following aspects: economy, environment, technology and policy score. Accordingly, BDI 
recommends to abandon the lead indicator.   The proposed indicator for resource productivity, 
measured by the ratio of GDP to Domestic Material Consumption (DMC), discriminates against 
industrial production in Europe and ignores the economic interdependencies of a modern economy. 
DMC does not take into account the indirect resource input in imported goods (so-called “resource 
backpacks”). Therefore, the indicator will improve when industrial production shifts abroad and 
deteriorate when imports are replaced by domestic production - without any basis in fact.   Another 
distortion can be found in the indicator’s numerator. While GDP certainly is the most appropriate 
indicator for overall economic activity, it does not have an immediate link to resource use, the largest 
share of which is used in industrial production. This distorts both comparisons between countries 
(Countries with the largest share of services in GDP and lowest industrial activities will be shown to 
be most resource efficient), and developments over time, when domestic production is substituted by 
imports or vice versa, as long as indirect material flows are not taken into account.   It has to be 
pointed out that many projects are presently carried out on European and national level to develop 
new methods for the evaluation of resource efficiency. An outstanding example is the project on 
“Integrated method for holistic calculation/rating of resource efficiency“ (Integrierte Methode zur 
ganzheitlichen Berechnung/Messung von Ressourceneffizi-enz). This research project is funded by 
the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research within the program „r³ - Innovative 
Technologies for Resource efficiency“ and coordinated by TU Berlin, Prof. Finkbeiner. It aims on 
elaboration and compressing all ecological and socio-economic indicators to one set and therefore 
consequently follows an integrated ap-proach. It should be self-evident that the results of this and 
other projects should be incorporated into the further development of the Resource Effi-ciency 
Indicators on European level.  Finally, BDI would like to point at two additional weaknesses: The indi-
cator does not adequately take into account the aspects of material in stock and the benefits of 
materials during use.  • The material in stock is not consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence 
may not be counted as burden at the moment the material is transferred to the stock. The present 
calculation includes materials in stocks as being consumed which shows a situation which is worse 
than in reality!  • Similarly the material that stays in stock delivers a function during use which in many 
cases reduces the future use of resources.   Having the weaknesses in mind the lead indicator is for 
the moment best limited to a communication tool rather than being used as a driver of pol-icies. 
Therefore DMC should not be used as the lead indicator but if any be used as an equal indicator in 
the "dashboard".   

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

- open reply -  Yes, the lead indicator GDP/DMC is relevant and is widely used to express resource 
productivity. The indicator is useful to show the relative decoupling of the economy from the material 
use. 
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bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)  Die Einrichtung einer Diskussionsplattform mit dem Austausch "bester Praktiken" ist die bessere 
Alternative. 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

The proposed leading indicator,  expressed as GDP/DMC, could possibly stimulate a debate and has 
a role to play in mindsetting, but because of some serious shortcomings, would not be appropriate as 
sole leading indicator.   On the shortcomings, we could mention the inability to take the resource input 
in imported goods into account, and the negative “ranking” of economies based on industrial 
production v.à.v. service economies.  We agree with the suggestion in the background document to 
explore the possibility of monitoring material use in Raw Material Equivalents, as is done for the Raw 
Material Consumption indicator (RMC).    Alternatively, to assess the progress of EU to move towards 
a resource efficiency community, we advise to use a basket of indicators, to which an indicator on 
economic & social aspects should be added and linking resource use to environmental impact.  This 
basket of indicators should be used as a true basket, in a diagnostic way of assessing the progress.  
Looking at the indicators in isolation holds the danger of driving/steering EU in the wrong direction.  

Celene (FR) About the use DMC (Domestic Material Consumption), it is important to note that the term 
"consumption" as used in DMC denotes apparent consumption and not final consumption. DMC does 
not include upstream "hidden" flows related to imports and exports of raw materials and products and 
it does not include the natural resources related to those materials and therefore its use as lead 
indicator may not be appropriate to deal with resource efficiency.  For instance 90 % of the beef 
waterfootprint is evapotranspirated rainwater which goes back to the water cycle.  Therefore, instead 
of DMC, it should be more relevant to use the TMR indicator (Total Material Requirement). Indeed, 
TMR includes not only the direct use of resources, but also indirect material flows associated with 
domestic extraction and those associated with the production of imported goods (the so called 
"hidden flows"). 

Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

The fact that the proposed lead indicator considers resource use in terms of mass is of concern. This 
risks favouring use of lightweight resources which do not necessarily have a better impact on  the 
environment.  A lead indicator should aim in particular to minimise the use of resources which are 
scarce, either locally or globally. Taking the example of construction, it is true, as stated in the paper, 
that a  large amount of resources (by mass) are used, but many of the materials used are locally and 
abundantly available. Penalising this does not necessarily make sense in the context of Europe’s  
objectives for growth. As mentioned in the consultation document, the indicator “only captures the 
material resources aspects and does not deal with other resources or the potential shift of burden 
across countries”  – such leakage is not acceptable and indicators must provide incentives to avoid 
this. The suggestion in the text of substituting DMC with a “composite resource index taking into 
account the differences between resources and their environmental impact” makes sense. The fact 
that Malta gets a very good shows why the indicator as it is does not make sense. A country which 
must import many of its goods should not be given as a model for other countries to  follow – in fact 
this is the opposite of the aims of a resource-efficient Europe. Even if Malta’s economy focuses on 
services, the country nevertheless relies on resource use (or revenue generated  from resource use) 
which happens beyond its borders. If the intention is to develop targets for different industrial sectors 
derived from EU and country level targets for the lead indicator, it is important to derive these targets 
from a bottom up  exercise looking at BAT resource efficiencies for the different sectors.  

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• No, the proposed lead indicator is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. The 
proposed indicator measuring economic activity based on domestic material consumption has no 
relevance in an open global economy where three quarter of the industry is based on import from 
outside Europe. Furthermore, it is too highly aggregated, it might hide critical trends, and it changes 
little over time. • The proposed lead indicator, effectively a domestic raw material extraction indicator, 
has many shortcomings. These are well described in indicator fact sheets issued Eurostat and the 
Commission staff working document, e.g. Annex 6. • Eurostat gives the proposed indicator very low 
overall assessment rating.  This refers to the assessment of data quality and availability, policy 
relevance with limited environmental weighting of material flow, comparability across countries and 
over time as well as the current functioning of the environmental accounting framework. Finally, 
Eurostat indicate in the assessment that more development work remains.  • A material consumption 
indicator should consider recycling and waste as a resource. • While the domestic material 
consumption (DMC) indicator does not fulfil the fundamental criteria and aspects, the shortcomings of 
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GDP as a proxy for economic development are well-known and reflected, i.e., in the debate on 
‘Beyond the GDP’. • The proposed resource productivity indicator builds on two incomplete indicators. 
Together they will not demonstrate progress towards a resource efficient society. • Instead of the 
proposed lead indicator CEPI would suggest using four lead macro indicators on material, energy and 
water use and land sealing. At the same time, these must be further developed and fit for purpose of 
the objectives.    

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

The drawbacks of this GDP/DMC indicator are: ¾ Net weight of the material is not related to resource 
efficiency: to achieve the same functional performance, light-weight elements, the production of which 
may lead to higher environmental impacts per weight unit, could have “lower environmental load” than 
heavy-weight elements with low  impacts during the manufacturing process. ¾ Performance is 
considered only in global economic terms. ¾ There is no link to environmental behaviour of the 
product.  ¾ There is no link to efficiency in the use of the resource. Alternatives are: ¾ Use of scarcity 
resources indicators. ¾ Use an indicator based on environmental impacts composed according to 
different weights. The suggestion in the text of substituting DMC with a “composite resource index 
taking into account the differences between resources and their environmental impact” makes sense. 
Comment: The fact that Malta gets a very good shows why the indicator, as it is, does not make 
sense. A country which must import many of its goods should not be given as a model for other 
countries to follow – in fact this is the opposite of the aims of a resource-efficient Europe. Even if 
Malta’s  economy focuses on services, the country nevertheless relies on resource use (or revenue 
generated from resource use) beyond its borders.  

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

In the opinion of Cerame-Unie, GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource 
efficiency. Such indicator favours those countries having more services and less heavy industry. In 
fact, one of the main disadvantages of this lead indicator is the net weight of the material which is not 
related to resource efficiency. As an example, the production of a light-weight material may generate 
significant environmental impacts, however, it is considered “better” than a heavy-weight material 
whose manufacturing and use involves less environmental burdens. Cerame-Unie believes that the 
indicator DMC does not reflect the environmental impacts of the product and does not establish a link 
between efficiency and the use of the resource. DMC does not have a life cycle value chain 
perspective and, as referred in the Consultation Paper, section 3.1.2, DMC does not allow accounting 
the upstream flows and accounting for exporting and importing. Hence, Cerame-Unie is convinced 
that the lead resource efficiency indicator should take into account the full life cycle. An indicator that 
measures the use of scarcity resources is a better alternative to DMC, as it considers resources 
depletion rather than mere consumption. Nevertheless, it does not address the efficiency either. The 
suggestion in the Consultation Paper of replacing DMC with “a composite resource index taking into 
account the difference between resources and their environmental impact” merits further 
investigation. Cerame-Unie believes that it is better to have an appropriate indicator in the (near) 
future than to have the wrong indicator by next year.  

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 

The proposed lead indicator is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. GDP has 
well-known shortcomings as a proxy for economic development e.g. as reflected in the 
communication “GDP and beyond” published by the EC in August 2009. DMC should be further 
developed into a material consumption indicator taking into account the global resource demand 
driven by EU consumption. 
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(EU) 
CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

Yes   The lead indicator GDP/DMC is relevant and is widely used to express resource productivity. 
The indicator is useful to show the relative decoupling of the economy from the material use.       

Confindustria 
(IT) 

 a) Is the proposed lead indicator, GDP/DMC, an appropriate indicator to measure resource 
efficiency? Are there any better alternatives that should be considered? The lead indicator 
(GDP/DMC), proposed for the «Roadmap to a resource efficient Europe», is in no way appropriate to 
measure the efficient use of resources. The lead indicator should be defined in a way that it considers 
the specific economic structure of each country (manufacturing, services, etc.) as well as the relative 
weight of the different economic sectors in the country’s economy. In this way, the GDP/DMC lead 
indicator could be effective in order to measure resource efficiency. This proposal is important to 
avoid wrong information that could cause delocalization of the national industry. The proposed lead 
indicator is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. The proposed indicator 
measuring economic activity based on domestic (EU) material consumption (and not taking into 
account imported goods) has no relevance in an open global economy where three quarter of the 
industry is based on import from outside Europe. Furthermore, it is too highly aggregated, it might 
hide critical trends, and it changes little over time. The proposed lead indicator, effectively a domestic 
raw material extraction indicator, has many shortcomings that are well described in indicator fact 
sheets issued Eurostat. Eurostat gives the proposed indicator very low overall assessment rating. 
This refers to the assessment of data quality and availability, policy relevance with limited 
environmental weighting of material flow, comparability across countries and over time as well as the 
current functioning of the environmental accounting framework. Finally, Eurostat indicate in the 
assessment that more development work remains. A material consumption indicator should consider 
recycling and waste as a resource. While the domestic material consumption (DMC) indicator does 
not fulfil the fundamental criteria and aspects, the shortcomings of GDP as a proxy for economic 
development are well-known and reflected, i.a., in the debate on ‘Beyond the GDP’. The proposed 
resource productivity indicator builds on two incomplete indicators. Together they will not demonstrate 
progress towards a resource efficient society.  

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

The lead indicator as proposed: • leads to wrong conclusions for environmental policies: it does not 
directly measure impact decoupling and actually tells us little about the environmental pressure that 
economic activity exerts. Example: one tonne of one material can have vastly different environmental 
impacts than another tonne. • leads to wrong conclusions for industrial policies: it underestimates the 
resource use of imports. DMC is consumption oriented, whereas DMI (domestic material input), for 
instance, would also evaluate the import of materials. The proposed indicator would ‘reward’ 
economies that generate GDP through financial services rather than manufacturing, as it ignores the 
importance of imported materials. It also does not give any guidance on the importance of domestic 
production in the context of resource independency. • is blind towards the economic 
interdependencies of a modern economy, as well as the environmental impacts of economic activity 
outside a country’s borders. It therefore provides only an incomplete, very inward looking EU-centric 
picture  • is blind towards some or all social, health, environmental, economic implications, because it 
considers all material as equal with its focus on weight/mass.  • is blind towards the crucial 
differences between recycled and virgin materials, and fails to see that renewable and non-renewable 
or hazardous and non-hazardous materials have differing characteristics. It would make much more 
sense to focus on non-renewable resources used. DIGITALEUROPE therefore recommends: • Do not 
use GDP/DMC as a lead indicator. It is said that “we do not manage what we do not measure”. The 
flipside of the coin is that we mismanage what we measure wrongly. The risks for misinterpretation 
inherent in establishing such a lead indicator are too high. There is a broad understanding that the 
indicator is neither informative with respect to environmental impact, nor useful to guide countries 
towards resource efficiency and it may in fact even lead to adverse conclusions. If GDP/DMC is used 
as lead indicator this will send a wrong signal to countries and regions outside of the EU, who are 
turning to the EU for best environmental policy practices and will assume that the indicator is an 
accepted measure that can be adapted in other regions. • Rather, focus directly on the dashboard 
indicators, at least until a more comprehensive, carefully thought-through and proven lead indicator is 
available. One option would be to instead focus directly on the four macro-indicators. If the 
Commission is absolutely set on using only one indicator, this indicator would need to be adjusted in 



68 
 

such a way that the above-mentioned criticism is remedied.  • Create indicators that provide 
information about what the EU can control, because “we should not manage what we cannot 
influence”.   

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

Die makroökonomische Bewertung der Ressourceneffizienz über den vorgeschlagenen Indikator BIP 
/ heimischer Materialeinsatz ist mit erheblichen Auslegungsschwierigkeiten verbunden. Der Indikator 
bewertet allein den Einsatz von Rohstoffen und Material, nicht aber den Einsatz ande-rer natürlicher 
Ressourcen (Wasser, Luft, Boden etc.), die explizit als Teil des EU-Fahrplans ge-nannt sind. Als ein 
Hauptindikator für ein umfassendes Verständnis der Ressourceneffizienz ist dieser Indikator nicht 
geeignet, da das politische Gewicht zu einseitig auf die Materialeffizienz oder auf das „Einsparen“ von 
Materialien gelegt wird. Material- oder Metall sparende Produktions- oder Bauweisen können dazu 
führen, dass der Wertgehalt und die Recyclingeigenschaften von Produk-ten vermindert und damit 
nur unzureichende Anreize für deren Sammlung und Verwertung gegeben werden. Eine Studie des 
ifeu Instituts im Auftrag der Europäischen Kommission hat darüber hinaus gezeigt, dass die 
Korrelation des vorgeschlagenen Hauptindikators zu Indikatoren für die Nutzung anderer natürlicher 
Ressourcen gering ist. Dies kann durch das vorgeschlagene dashboard ergänzender Indikatoren 
kaum ausgeglichen werden.  Ein weiteres Argument gegen den von der Kommission gewählten 
Hauptindikator ist, dass mögliche Verlagerungen der Belastungen in andere Länder unberücksichtigt 
bleiben. Wenn die inländische Förderung und der Import von Rohstoffen reduziert und stattdessen 
höher verarbeitete Halb- und Fertigwaren importiert werden, verbessert sich der Indikatorwert, ohne 
dass die Effizienz in der Pro-duktion verbessert wurde. Grund dafür ist, dass allein das Gewicht der 
importierten Rohstoffe, Materialien und Vorprodukte in die Berechnung eingeht, nicht aber die mit 
ihnen verbundenen „Rohstoffrucksäcke“, die bei Gewinnung und Herstellung anfallen.   Die 
Bewertung über das Gewicht hat zudem die Folge, dass der Einsatz von leichterem Material generell 
mit einer Effizienzsteigerung bzw. einer Verbesserung der Umweltbilanz bewertet wird. Weiterhin liegt 
dem Indikator die Annahme zugrunde, dass mit einer Änderung der Wirtschaftsleistung eine 
gleichwertige Änderung des Roh-stoff- bzw. Materialeinsatzes einhergeht. Dies ist nicht der Fall, 
wenn z. B. das Wirtschaftswachstum rohstoffintensiverer Sektoren in einem schwachen 
konjunkturellen Umfeld stärker zurückgeht als das BIP als ganzes. Dies ist wahrscheinlich, da in 
diesen Zeiten typischerweise der Kauf von (rohstoffintensiven) Investitionsgütern vergleichsweise 
stärker abfällt.  Unberücksichtigt bleiben bei dem von der Kommission vorgeschlagenen Indikator die 
Nutzung erneuerbarer Rohstoffquellen und von Recyclingmaterial als Beitrag zur Steigerung der 
Ressourceneffizienz. Rohstoffe aus diesen Quellen müssen von der verwendeten Rohstoffbasis 
abgezogen werden. Insbesondere die in Infrastrukturen „gebundenen“ Werkstoffe wie z.B. Metalle 
sind nicht „verloren“, sondern stehen nachfolgenden Generationen zur erneuten Nutzung zur 
Verfügung.  Der von der Kommission gewählte Indikator macht also nicht alle wesentlichen Aspekte 
der Res-sourceneffizienz sichtbar. Er kann die unterschiedlichen Wirtschaftsstrategien der Staaten 
nicht abbilden und ist deshalb insbesondere für den Vergleich zwischen Mitgliedstaaten ungeeignet. 
Er sollte als gleichberechtigter Indikator im „dashboard“ genutzt werden. Dabei sollte ein Ansatz 
gewählt werden, der die Rohstoffäquivalente von Importen, einschließlich ihrer Primärenergiebilanz, 
berücksichtigt und damit die Rohstoff-/Materialeffizienz der Produktion in der EU präziser aufge-zeigt.  
Es ist nicht zielführend, allein aufgrund der aktuell besseren Verfügbarkeit von Daten, die langfristig 
angelegte Ressourceneffizienzpolitik der EU auf einem Indikator zu begründen, der mit den 
genannten Schwierigkeiten für die Bewertung der Ressourceneffizienz verbunden ist. Stattdessen 
sollte der Fokus zunächst auf eine zeitnahe Entwicklung zielgenauerer Indikatoren gerichtet werden. 

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

EAA does not feel that Resource Productivity (RP) is an appropriate lead indicator as it focuses on 
materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the Resource Efficiency 
roadmap) and presents different major weaknesses.  As highlighted by all stakeholders and by the 
Commission itself, the indicator has a number of weaknesses which can be summarised as follows: • 
It measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does not take account of the 
hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it consider the 
environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of burden shifting 
and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry.  • It is weight-
based and hence does not reflect the difference in properties between materials, i.e. environmental 
and economic impacts per functionality. • It incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources   
EAA would like to point an additional weakness: The indicator does not take into account the 
environmental benefits resulting from the end of life recycling of those materials, especially metals. 
Currently, even if the production of metals today in Europe is strongly based on recycling, the end of 
life recycling rate of metal products is still much higher due to the long life span and market growth. 
This means that there is currently a growth of the metal stock. This growth is not considered in the 
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indicator while it will offer significant savings for future generations.     RP could be useful to provide a 
snapshot of the EU economy as a whole (as GDP does today), but risks being a misleading 
distraction (as GDP sometimes is today) because it is not an appropriate basis for policy-making or 
assessment of policy measures. The EU should avoid that Member States seek to increase their RP 
by any and all means – potentially breaking down valuable supply chains.  A lead indicator would 
have to measure improved economic performance and simultaneous reduction of pressure on natural 
resources; embody the whole of the 2050 Vision outlined in the Roadmap; and monitor progress 
towards that Vision. Having the above weaknesses in mind, none of the lead indicators available, with 
their attendant uncertainties, is up to such a task. A dashboard of particularly important high-level 
indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-offs that are 
required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe.  EAA recommends therefore developing a resource 
efficiency indicator that would reflect the above and being one of the dashboard indicators.  If 
DMC/GDP is maintained, it should only be seen as monitoring tool at national level but not a tool on 
which sectoral policies can be based.  

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

We believe that the proposed lead indicator is not the most appropriate one to measure resource 
efficiency, for two main reasons. 1. An absolute reduction of the resource use - which is the logical 
conclusion of the DMC – has no causal link to resource efficiency in the production process. Our 
industry, but also the European industry as a whole, is increasing the efficiency of its processes every 
year. However, the gross amount of resources used can sometimes still be increasing, since the 
whole production volume may also be higher in a given year, e.g. in a growing market . The 
introduction of the DMC indicator could therefore become a barrier to further growth in the European 
industrial manufacturing sector. This would run counter  the EU’s objective of strengthening the 
industrial base as recently stated in the Industrial Policy Communication, which set the ambitious goal 
“to reverse the declining role of industry in Europe from its current level of around 16% of GDP to as 
much as 20% by 2020”. 2. What is more worrying,  the DMC would discriminate against industrial 
production in Europe. It does not take into account the resources coming from imported goods into 
the EU. As a result, the DMC indicator could have the unintended vicious effect of speeding up a drift 
of industrial production capacity from the EU to third countries, since production outside the EU would 
not be subject to the same constraints. This is why we would like to encourage the Commission to 
reconsider the use of the DMC to address these possible shortcomings.  Further to these arguments, 
we would generally warn against using a single indicator as a lead for such a vast  topic as resource 
efficiency. Specific correcting factors would certainly be needed to make this policy as fair and 
effective as possible.  

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

ECI, together with Eurometaux, does not feel that Resource Productivity (RE) is an appropriate lead 
indicator as it focuses on materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the 
Resource Efficiency roadmap) and presents different major weaknesses.  As highlighted by all 
stakeholders and by the Commission itself, the indicator has a number of weaknesses which can be 
summarised as follows: • It measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does 
not take account of the hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it 
consider the environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of 
burden shifting and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry.  • It 
is weight-based and hence does not reflect the difference in environmental and economic impacts per 
functionality. • It incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources  In addition, ECI, together 
with Eurometaux,  would like to point at two additional weaknesses: The indicator does not 
adequately take into account the aspects of material in stock and the benefits of materials during use  
• The material in stock is not consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence should not be counted 
as burden at the moment the material is transferred to the stock.  The present calculation includes 
materials in stocks as being consumed which shows a situation which is worse than in reality!  • 
Similarly the material that stays in stock delivers a function during use which in many cases reduces 
the future use of resources   A better approach would consist in : • Counting for hidden flows – i.e. the 
material embedded in products – and adding it to the DMC • Assessing the recycling potential of 
materials at the end of life through average life times per application and deduct these benefits from 
the DMC.  This  applies to all products which are recycled at end-of life. • Considering the functionality 
to avoid a pure weight based approach.  ECI, together with Eurometaux,  recommends therefore to 
develop a resource efficiency indicator that would reflect the above and be one of the dashboard 
indicators.  If DMC/GDP is maintained, it should only be seen as monitoring tool at national level but 
not a tool on which sectoral policies can be based  

ECN 
(European 

This question has been left intentionally blank, as ECN is unable to answer it in a meaningful way. 
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Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 
ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

• The fact that the proposed lead indicator considers resource use in terms of mass is of concern. 
This risks favouring use of lightweight resources which do not necessarily have a better  impact on 
the environment.  • A lead indicator should aim in particular to minimise the use of resources which 
are scarce, either locally or globally. Taking the example of construction, it is true, as stated in the 
paper,  that a large amount of resources (by mass) are used, but many of the materials used are 
locally and abundantly available. Penalising this does not necessarily make sense in the context of 
Europe’s  objectives for growth. • As mentioned in the consultation document, the indicator “only 
captures the material resources aspects and does not deal with other resources or the potential shift 
of burden across  countries” – such leakage is not acceptable and indicators must provide incentives 
to avoid this. • The suggestion in the text of substituting DMC with a “composite resource index taking 
into account the differences between resources and their environmental impact” makes sense. • The 
fact that Malta gets a very good shows why the indicator as it is does not make sense. A country 
which must import many of its goods should not be given as a model for other countries  to follow – in 
fact this is the opposite of the aims of a resource-efficient Europe. Even if Malta’s economy focuses 
on services, the country nevertheless relies on resource use (or revenue  generated from resource 
use) which happens beyond its borders. • If the intention is to develop targets for different industrial 
sectors derived from EU and country level targets for the lead indicator, it is important to derive these 
targets from a bottom up  exercise looking at BAT resource efficiencies for the different sectors.  

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

The lead indicator based on DMC is biased. A country whose economy is fundamentally based on the 
use of natural resources in the sustainable way, will unduly suffer from these kinds of indicators. The 
resource use would be lucrative to have abroad. Finland for example produces a lot of paper and 
metal products for other countries. Moreover, the mining sector will grow in the near future. 
Calculation the adjoining rock in DMC gives totally misleading picture. By consequence, it will look as 
resource productivity at the national level will decrease. The same effect will take place as Finnish 
aims to increase the use of bio-based energy to meet its target of 38 per cent share of energy from 
renewable resources.   DMC does not take into consideration the economic structure and 
circumstances in a single country. In Finnish case, export plays a great role in the economy. The 
correction in export and import values in tons - for example in gold metal does not make sense. 
Moreover, due to the cold climate, there is a need to use significant volumes of gravel and crushed 
stone in structuring backbones to buildings and roads. These volumes should be taken out from the 
DMC-indicator. One option is a separate indicator for each material group, for instance renewable 
natural resources and non-renewables, as well as aims to decrease the net import of electricity from 
other countries.  TMC or RMC would describe resource use in a smarter way. Data exists for both of 
these indicators.  Another key consideration to bear in mind is what is achieved in having one single 
lead indicator on the national level? When economic growth is based on heavy industrial sectors 
instead of ICT for example, the effect is somewhat different. The aggregate data might be misleading. 

Emerson 
(UK) 

We consider the lead indicator not to be an appropriate indicator for the following reasons.   Firstly, it 
is not an adequate way to measure resource efficiency. It places to a great a focus on material use, 
which is only one small aspect of resource efficiency.   Secondly, it does not take account of 
differences amongst sectors and EU member states’ industrial bases. Specific actions to improve 
framework conditions and support innovation in energy-intensive industries will be needed.   Thirdly, it 
is not clear how the lead indicator would be adaptable to increased material use due to economic and 
demographic growth. The components of the world natural resource base vary greatly with time 
according to technology developments and material demand.  In terms of alternative approaches, 
industries should be incentivised to develop best-cost-producer model that helps them reduce 
production costs and boost productivity by optimising the efficient use of resources across the entire 
production process.  

Energy UK The lead indicator GDP/DMC is one potential indicator. It is too early to comment on whether it is the 
most appropriate indicator. It may be worth re-visiting this question when more information and data 
are available. 

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

The Commission is concerned about the increasing use of resources in a future where scarcity of 
resources could provide an increasing constraint on the EU’s economic growth. In  this context, and 
given the preference for a simple lead indicator, absolute resource use (as measured by Domestic 
Material Consumption) rather than resource productivity  (GDP/Domestic Material Consumption) 
might be a better solution.  Resource use is already falling across many parts of the EU. In the UK it 
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peaked in 2001 and is now around 25% below that peak . Resource use per capita has fallen in the 
last decade  in nine of the countries in the EU-15, the EU-15 as a whole and the EU-27 as a whole . 
Targets which are based on absolute resource use should therefore be within reach of the EU  
economy and ESA would support such a target.   It should also be recognised that resource 
productivity is an important driver of economic growth. Businesses already have an in-built incentive 
to improve resource productivity  which is subject to ongoing improvement in a growing economy. In 
the UK, resource productivity (measured by Total Material Requirement/Net National Income) 
increased around  eighteen-fold during the period 1980-2010 . Similar improvements have taken 
place in other EU Member States. A more stringent target based on absolute resource use should  
therefore be adopted by the Commission rather than resource productivity.   The Commission’s lead 
indicator should be focused on the impacts associated with the extraction and use of primary 
resources. ESA therefore believes that the use of secondary  resources (recyclates) in the EU should 
be excluded from the scope of the lead indicator. In this way, Member States would be given a strong 
incentive to implement policies which  would favour the use of secondary resources over primary 
ones.   The EU has a strong policy framework for increasing the collection of secondary resources 
from households and businesses. This is not always matched by a set of strong policies to  
encourage EU demand for recyclates. Excluding secondary resources from the lead indicator (and 
associated future targets) may be one way in which this issue could be addressed  and enable 
recycling markets to be fully integrated into the Resource Efficiency Roadmap.  

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

In order to have a better picture of the used resource by the whole European activities the GDP/RMI 
is a more appropriate indicator than the GDP/DMC. This will give a real coverage of the global 
consumption of resources. Additionally, the material flows included in the RMI should be increased in 
order to also contain the waste streams. As a matter of fact, waste is valuable resource that should 
be further monitored and that contribute to ease our pressure on the natural capital. 

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

In order to have a better picture of the used resource by the whole European activities the GDP/RMI 
is a more appropriate indicator than the GDP/DMC. This will give a real coverage of the global 
consumption of resources. Additionally, the material flows included  in the RMI should be increased in 
order to also contain the waste streams. As a matter of fact, waste is valuable resource that should 
be further monitored and that contribute to ease our pressure on the natural capital. 

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

Even if we recognize the difficulty of having a lead indicator synthetic, measurable and effective at the 
same time, there are some weaknesses in the ratio GDP/DMC that could be highlighted. The first and 
foremost is that the indicator, as it is, gives always a bad score to the most Industrialized Countries 
compared to the Countries whose economy is based essentially on services. While it could be 
reasonable in a logic fully oriented to natural resources saving, it seems in contradiction to the goal of 
the new industrial policy Communication which wants to promote the re-industrialisation of Europe 
(industry's share of GDP should be around 20% by 2020 vs the current level of 16%). Moreover the 
indicator does not allow distinction among Countries that, for the same amount of extracted materials, 
implement policies and measures to improve the efficiency in the use of resources.  In this regard it 
could be advisable to report in the DMC calculation of the portion of the annual quantity of raw 
materials that are extracted “inefficiently” over the total, instead of the annual quantity as a whole, 
preserving the quota that could be deemed resource-friendly.  The same consideration should be 
applied concerning the quantity of imported materials. Even in this case distinction should be made 
between the extraction that is resource efficient and that one that is not, in order to save the domestic 
efforts.   Another consideration could be made about the complementarity of the lead indicator with 
the macro-indicators on land, water and carbon. It must be paid attention to the consistency among 
the years the data are available for calculation. For instance the latest year for the calculation of the 
GDP/DMC is 2009 but data for water are available only up to 2007.   

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima believes that GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. The 
proposed lead indicator has two major weaknesses: - It takes weight as an essential element for 
assessing the performance of products, therefore not taking into account the environmental, 
economic and social impact of the product during its whole life-cycle. - It focuses on raw material use, 
neglecting the potential benefits that the use phase of products can bring  For instance, if we use a 
kilogram of resources to manufacture insulation, the GDP/DMC indicator does not make any 
difference, first, about whether we are using a Kg of fossil fuel, rare earth elements or –as it is the 
case for mineral wool - virtually inexhaustible and recycled materials, such as rock or sand. This 
purely quantitative approach is, in our opinion, a wrong method for assessing resource efficiency.  In 
addition, the “weight” approach is neglecting the benefits during the use phase which in some cases, 
such insulation products, overwhelmingly outbalance the impact of extracting the raw material and 
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manufacturing the product.   
EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

The DMC indicator provides an assessment of the absolute level of the use of resources. It cannot be 
used as an appropriate lead indicator of resource efficiency as it gives advantages to those countries 
that focus on import of manufactured goods and on services. Those countries whose industry and 
business are focused on manufacturing (particular on primary Industry like the smelting industry) and 
contribute to the GDP in high portions will be disadvantaged.   Gross domestic product (GDP) cannot 
be used as an appropriate lead indicator of resource efficiency as it does not take into account the 
environmental or the social dimension.  Resource Productivity (GDP/DMC) can create bias and 
hence favor an import-dependent economy. An economy based mainly on imports than on own 
manufacturing remains vulnerable. Manufacturing does generate value and know-how. Encouraging 
more imports would increase the moving away of this know-how and create scarcity of skilled 
workforce. In addition, Resource Productivity would give an advantage to the industrial sectors able to 
produce with a low use of raw materials and energy because of the nature of their manufacturing. 
Resource Efficiency Indicators should not target intensive industrial sectors like primary production 
and hence push them outside the EU. In addition, the belief that de-industrialization could be 
compensated by services is not realistic as even  services could move away to the new centers of 
creation of value and of concentration of know-how, as it is already the case with i.e. IT technologies 
and services.    One of the priority themes of Europe 2020 is "An industrial policy for the globalisation 
era aiming at improving the business environment, notably for SMEs, and supporting the 
development of a strong and sustainable industrial base able to compete globally”. Resource 
Efficiency Indicators should be able to benchmark this priority.  Are there any better alternatives that 
should be considered?  The lead indicator is not considered as the relevant approach as there are 
several main topics not covered by it that needs to be taken into account, like the economy, industrial 
and social dimensions.   

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

The proposed lead indicator (GDP/DMC) lacks validity and thus has to be assessed very critically. 
The indicator’s major deficit is that ‘resource productivity’ only considers the net value of imported 
materials, but takes no account of upstream hidden flows related to imports and exports of raw 
materials and products.  Therefore the ‘resource productivity’-indicator often reflects skewed results 
and automatically leads to a relatively worse performance of countries with a strong domestic 
industrial base. Whereas, countries with a small industrial sector seemingly perform better, especially 
if they meet their material requirements through imports rather than by domestic extraction. This is to 
say that a shift of production to other regions will lead to an improved resource efficiency indicator 
figure even if the efficiency of the production process itself is the same or even lower.  A consolidated 
environmental accounting carried out by the German Federal Statistical Office showed that in 2008 
for one kg of visual imports to Germany, abroad 5 kg of raw materials had been used.   Not included 
in the indicator is the use of domestic recycling materials as contribution to a better performance on 
resource efficiency. Consequently, the suggested lead indicator sets the wrong incentives.  
Furthermore, the suggested macro indicator reflects only on the use of (raw) materials but not on 
other natural resources explicitly included in the EU roadmap. As a lead indicator for resource 
efficiency it would give too much emphasis to the use of materials. According to a recent study of the 
ifeu institute, however, the correlation between the suggested lead indicator and other natural 
resources is very limited.  Apart from that, low resource consumption by Member States does not 
necessarily represent high efficiency in resources nor does it imply comparability between Member 
States.  Against this background, EUROCHAMBRES pleads in favour of an indicator which 
addresses resource efficiency from a global perspective, not only taking into account the rate of 
consumption but also the quantity of resources available and the reuse of recycled materials.  

Eurofer (EU) EUROFER does not believe that the proposed lead indicator will be a proper tool for policy makers 
and opposes that one lead indicator should be used as the basis for policy decisions. The indicator 
has several shortcomings and is clearly not suitable for comparing countries or setting targets. The 
conditions in countries are diverse and the methodology does not take this into account. The 
proposed lead indicator ignores the structural differences between countries, giving advantage to 
those countries that focus on services and imports of manufactured goods. It takes neither account 
for the environmental impacts of economic activity outside a country´s borders. There is a severe risk 
that the proposed lead indicator will lead to wrong conclusions regarding environmental and 
economic development. It does not directly measure impact decoupling, and tells us little about the 
environmental pressure that economic activity exerts. The proposed DMC also leads to wrong 
conclusions for industrial policies since it underestimates the resource use of imports and exports. As 
mentioned above, a single indicator will not be of any great use in the endeavor towards resource 
efficiency. As part of a set of indicators the DMC still has to be adjusted in such a way that the above 
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mentioned criticism is remedied. 
Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

No. The GDP/DMC (RP) indicator is not fit for the European Commission’s stated purpose of 
benchmarking and comparison between Member States. The resource productivity indicator is 
unavoidably influenced by the different industrial-base of different countries. A recent report by the 
Sustainable Europe Research Institute (SERI) analyses the RP trends of all countries worldwide 
between 1980 and 2008. It confirms that each economy takes a slightly different path according to its 
industrial base, inherent strengths and weaknesses and historical context. The data presented 
demonstrate that import-dependent economies such as Germany score higher using the RP indicator 
than resource-based economies such as Finland. The data assembled in that report demonstrates an 
inherent bias within the RP indicator that precludes its use for benchmarking and comparison 
between Member States.  RP could be useful to provide a snapshot of the EU economy as a whole 
(as GDP does today), but risks being a misleading distraction (as GDP sometimes is today) because 
it is not an appropriate basis for policy-making or assessment of policy measures. The EU should 
avoid that Member States seek to increase their RP by any and all means – potentially breaking down 
valuable supply chains.  RP is weight-based and hence does not reflect the different properties of 
different materials.  RP incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being “consumed”. Rather than 
being depleted, the majority of mineral resources are used to continuously serve valuable purposes in 
the built environment. RP fails to measure the direct environmental and social benefits that these 
materials deliver during use – perhaps even being re-used or recycled for further value at the end-of-
first-life.  RP does not account for the flows required upstream along the production chain, accounting 
for imports and exports. In other words, it incentivises delocalisation of environmental and social 
impacts.  RP incentivises minimal inputs rather than optimal use of resources or low-carbon solutions 
(de-materialisation instead of resource efficiency). For the above reasons, RP is not fit for the 
purpose of measuring general progress towards a resource efficient, low-carbon economy   

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

Eurometaux does not feel that Resource Productivity (RE) is an appropriate lead indicator as it 
focuses on materials consumed, while ignoring the other resources (as defined in the Resource 
Efficiency roadmap) and presents different major weaknesses.  As highlighted by all stakeholders and 
by the Commission itself, the indicator has a number of weaknesses which can be summarised as 
follows: • It measures the amount of material extracted on a given territory, but does not take account 
of the hidden flows that is the material embedded in imported products, nor does it consider the 
environmental impacts of these materials.  In other words, it does not take account of burden shifting 
and hence incentivises imports of finished products and delocalisation of industry.  • It is weight-
based and hence does not reflect the difference in environmental and economic impacts per 
functionality. • It incentivises minimal rather than optimal use of resources   In addition, Eurometaux 
would like to point at two additional weaknesses: The indicator does not adequately take into account 
the aspects of material in stock and the benefits of materials during use  • The material in stock is not 
consumed if it is recycled at end-of-life and hence should not be counted as burden at the moment 
the material is transferred to the stock.  The present calculation includes materials in stocks as being 
consumed which shows a situation which is worse than in reality!  • Similarly the material that stays in 
stock delivers a function during use which in many cases reduces the future use of resources   A 
better approach would consist in : • Counting for hidden flows – i.e. the material embedded in 
products – and adding it to the DMC • Assessing the recycling potential of materials at the end of life 
through average life times per application and deduct these benefits from the DMC.  This  applies to 
all products which are recycled at end-of life. • Considering the functionality to avoid a pure weight 
based approach.  Eurometaux recommends therefore to develop a resource efficiency indicator that 
would reflect the above and be one of the dashboard indicators.  If DMC/GDP is maintained, it should 
only be seen as monitoring tool at national level but not a tool on which sectoral policies can be 
based.  

Euromilk 
(EU) 

GDP / DMC could be a reasonable lead indicator when indeed the size of the economic activity, 
reflected in GDP, is the pursued delivery 

Euromines 
(EU) 

No. The GDP/DMC (RP) indicator is not fit for the European Commission’s stated purpose of 
benchmarking and comparison between Member States. The resource productivity indicator is 
unavoidably influenced by the different industrial-base of different countries. A recent report by the 
Sustainable Europe Research Institute (SERI) analyses the RP trends of all countries worldwide 
between 1980 and 2008. It confirms that each economy takes a slightly different path according to its 
industrial base, inherent strengths and weaknesses and historical context. The data presented 
demonstrate that import-dependent economies such as Germany score higher using the RP indicator 
than resource-based economies such as Finland. The data assembled in that report demonstrates an 
inherent bias within the RP indicator that precludes its use for benchmarking and comparison 
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between Member States. RP could be useful to provide a snapshot of the EU economy as a whole 
(as GDP does today), but risks being a misleading distraction (as GDP sometimes is today) because 
it is not an appropriate basis for policy-making or assessment of policy measures. The EU should 
avoid that Member States seek to increase their RP by any and all means – potentially breaking down 
valuable supply chains. RP is weight-based and hence does not reflect the impacts of resource use. 
RP incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being “consumed”. Rather than being depleted, the 
majority of mineral resources are used to continuously serve valuable purposes in the built 
environment. RP fails to measure the direct environmental and social benefits that these materials 
deliver during use – perhaps even being re-used or recycled for further value at the end-of-first-life. 
RP does not account for the flows required upstream along the production chain, accounting for 
imports and exports. In other words, it incentivises delocalisation of environmental and social impacts. 
RP incentivises minimal inputs rather than optimal use of resources or low-carbon solutions (de-
materialisation instead of resource efficiency). For the above reasons, neither GDP/DMC, nor 
GDP/RMC is fit for the purpose of measuring general progress towards a resource efficient, low-
carbon economy. Are there any better alternatives that should be considered? A lead indicator would 
have to measure improved economic performance and simultaneous reduction of pressure on natural 
resources; embody the whole of the 2050 Vision outlined in the Roadmap; and monitor progress 
towards that Vision. Having the above weaknesses in mind, none of the lead indicators available, with 
their attendant uncertainties, is up to such a task. A dashboard of particularly important high-level 
indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-offs that are 
required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

The proposed lead indicator GDP/DMC is appropriate. 

EuSalt (EU) According to the European salt industry an indicator such as GDP/DMC would be good in keeping 
track of progress made in resource productivity and efficiency per country. However, it would be 
inappropriate to use such an indicator to compare Member States and regions’ performances for it 
would  only create a ‘name and shame’ system instead of providing incentives to do better. Besides, 
this indicator would not be able to compare effective efforts made by Member States.  Furthermore, 
an indicator measuring GDP/DMC only looks at quantitative information, but doesn’t take into account 
the balance between the positive and negative impacts of the material on other resources such as 
water, land, energy and carbon.  For this reason we do believe that if there should be a lead indicator, 
it needs to satisfy a broader approach. An environmental footprint that would include various 
parameters such as carbon, water, land, and material impacts would provide this life cycle 
perspective.   

Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

FEDEREC agrees  with the proposed lead indicator. 

Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

It is not a good indicator because weigth is not a good measure. The relative importance of resources 
should be multicriteria based, but I don't think that such an alternative would be available. 

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

The limitations of the proposed lead indicator are already underlined in the consultation document. 
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FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

The proposed lead indicator is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency. GDP has 
well-known shortcomings as a proxy for economic development e.g. as reflected in the 
communication “GDP and beyond” published by the EC in August 2009. DMC should be further 
developed into a material consumption indicator taking into account the global resource demand 
driven by EU consumption. 

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

Yes The lead  indicator  GDP/DMC  is relevant and  is widely used to express resource productivity.  
The indicator  is useful  to show  the relative  decoupling of the economy from the material use. 

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency because: - it outsources the 
resource use to countries where the resources originate. More emphasis should be put on 
consumption. - it favours the countries which economy is based on services. This directs EU to 
outsource its resource use to countries outside EU. Policies should encourage the efficient use of 
EU's own resources. - it does not distinguish renewable and non-renewable materials - it deceptively 
considers logging residues left in the forest to provide nutrients as resource use although they are an 
essential part of sustainable forest management  If TMC or RMC would be further developed, they 
would provide more reliable way to measure resource use than DMC. However, there are many 
recognized problems in using GDP as well.   

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

FoodDrinkEurope members cannot clearly decide on the appropriateness of the lead indicator, as 
GDP/DMC has a number of shortcomings that need to be addressed first:  - It does not distinguish 
between the value or relative scarcity of materials. - It does not fully take into account the embedded 
impacts of imports. - Focus on measurement by weight will not give an effective or accurate account 
of environmental impact.  It could therefore risk discriminating against member states with higher 
resource use, but  not necessarily higher environmental impacts. - It does not account for resources 
which are imported within other products, meaning this indicator would be missing out a substantial 
material flow.   

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

The proposed lead indicator is not appropriate as it focuses on amount of raw materials extracted in a 
country. It means that member states with an industry based on raw materials will consume more 
material and energy and generate more waste than member states based on service sectors. This 
indicator will not indicate decoupling or environmental impact that is the aim of the initiative of the 
Resource Efficiency Roadmap. It is also too rough and too highly aggregated and would probably 
change very little over time. For some raw materials that have a high and variable water content, like 
wood, the DMC figure will be very uncertain.   The indicator would lead to wrong conclusions 
regarding environmental and economic development.  To be acceptable and usable it must be further 
developed and the method used must be carefully tested.   

Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

  

IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

The experience with the agreement of national GHG reduction targets based on GDP has been that it 
is not a suitable metric for long term target setting. In the case of Ireland, a reduction target was 
agreed based on a GDP that no longer bears relevance to the economy.  The use of DMC (Domestic 
Material Consumption) may be challenged by the unique characteristics of the agri-food industry 
where for example Ireland’s dairy industry produces so much that 84% of it is exported annually. 
Policy must not hinder this as the ability of some countries to produce large volumes of food in a 
sustainable manner is an essential balance to deficit food producing countries.  Consideration must 
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be given to the development of a metric that focuses not just on resource usage but on resource use 
efficiency. This is an important lesson that should be taken from the experiences in setting national 
GHG targets for economies without recognising optimum food producing regions.   

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

For the Industrial Minerals sector, the proposed lead indicator GDP/DMC is not appropriate. As 
shown in the graph from the Bio IS study (BIO Intelligence Service, Institute for Social Ecology and 
Sustainable Europe Research Institute (2012) Assessment of resource efficiency indicators and 
targets. Final report prepared for the European Commission, DG Environment, p. 57), the DMC is a 
weight-based indicator, which only reflects the density of materials. At equal weight, however, 
different materials occupy different volumes. Materials also do not deliver the same performances or 
have the same functionality nor the same toxicity or, more generally, the same environmental 
footprint – would they be natural or synthetic.   GDP/DMC does not account for: - the environmental 
impact of raw materials in general or of the materials encapsulated in imported and/or exported 
goods; - the scarcity/constraints/criticality that endanger the sustainable supply of a raw material as 
well as the substitution of some more critical materials by less critical ones; - the raw materials’ value 
for the economy and society in terms of functionality and performance of materials, especially in the 
case of commodities with a low price volatility, as it the case for many industrial minerals; - future 
needs of high tech and green technologies, which will prevail in the coming years.  In addition, a 
resource productivity indicator does not favour the right use of resources, but only a decrease in the 
general use. The focus should be rather on the right use, since by using right, the efficiency of the 
primary extraction is enhanced. The right use of resources should not been seen as a short time 
objective, but as an inherent part of the resource use. The decoupling objectives need to be 
considered with respect to actual comparative LCA of materials, the potential for exploration and 
sustainable management of existing resources [“Given that only a few percent of the Earth’s surface 
and subsurface have been explored in detail, the potential for discovering new mineral deposits is 
vast and the geological availability is indefinite. In such a context, the main issue concerns 
exploration and technological developments that will allow for a sustainable exploitation of resources, 
rather than geological scarcity”. Criticality Report - p. 14 – June 2010 - DG ENTR 
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/rawmaterials/documents/index_en.htm] (e.g. new gas reserves 
recently discovered) and political agreements and decisions (e.g. nuclear phasing out; use of 
renewable energies instead).  A simple reduction in the use of certain resources may not be feasible 
and may as well have a negative impact on our society.  As noted in the Bio IS study, this is the case 
of one of the applications of industrial minerals – the construction sector:  “Construction minerals 
(even excluding sand and gravel) constitute the greatest share of non-metallic mineral DMC. At 
present it seems difficult to set very ambitious targets to reduce DMC as the majority of construction 
materials are needed to maintain the existing building stock and infrastructure […] Even when 
applying the full (theoretical) potential of construction and demolition waste recycling, only 25% of 
current construction minerals DMC would be reduced. Given the known technologies and level of 
(economic) activity, further reductions of DMC might not be cost effective” (BIO IS study, Executive 
summary, p. 8).  Currently, a decrease in the GDP/DMC could reflect a slowdown in consumption due 
to an economic or a financial crisis, and may not necessarily reflect a change in the management and 
use of resources. To that end, in case such an indicator is developed, it should not be used as a lead 
indicator, but as an indication of trends at EU and/or country level. It would, however, be imperative to 
assess it against economic indicators (e.g. industrial productivity/performance) in order to avoid 
wrong conclusions.  * See Other comments  

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

Jernkontoret do not believe that the proposed lead indicator will be a proper tool for policy makers 
and opposes that one lead indicator should be used as the basis for policy decisions. The indicator 
has several shortcomings and is clearly not suitable for comparing countries or setting targets. The 
conditions in countries are diverse and the methodology does not take this into account. The 
proposed lead indicator ignores the structural differences between countries, giving advantage to 
those countries that focus on services and imports of manufactured goods. In addition the 
environmental impacts of economic activity outside a country´s borders are not taken into account.  
There is a severe risk that the proposed lead indicator will lead to wrong conclusions regarding 
environmental and economic development. It does not directly measure impact decoupling, and tells 
us little about the environmental pressure that economic activity exerts. The proposed DMC also 
leads to wrong conclusions for industrial policies since it underestimates the resource use of imports 
and exports. As mentioned above, a single indicator will not be of any great use in the endeavour 
towards resource efficiency. As part of a set of indicators the DMC still has to be adjusted in such a 
way that the above mentioned criticism is remedied.  

Landbrug &   
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Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 
NFU (UK) We do not think that GPD/DMC is an appropriate indicator for agriculture.  This is a crude measure 

and can only really pick up reductions in the use of material – rather than reductions in the 
environmental impact.  We need a measure to capture the greater use in efficiency.  For example, 
greater efficiency in the use of fertilisers may mean a reduction in use of material, but because of 
technological advances and greater application of R&D, it is as likely to mean that farmers using the 
same amount of fertilisers in a more targeted way.  The GPD/DMC indicator would not be able to 
capture these subtle, yet very important changes in efficiency.  So any indicators need to be 
responsive – they need to be able to reflect improvements and changes in behaviours that are made.  
As we stated above, we would recommend a broad range of measures to help monitor the use of 
resources and how efficient we are in their use.  

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

We consider that Domestic Material Consumption (DMC), i.e. the annual quantity of raw materials 
extracted from the domestic territory, plus all physical imports minus all physical exports, is not an 
appropriate indicator to measure use of resources. It lumps together scarce, and/or low volume 
expensive resources with widely available and/or large volume ones. As an example, adding up tons 
of rare earth metals with tons of sand or common salt does not make much sense. We believe that 
the consumption metrics should reflect economic value or take scarcity into account.   An additional 
concern is how waste exports and imports would be accounted for: Would for example materials 
included in waste exports be deducted from resource use, even though they may not be recovered 
outside the EU?  

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

The lead indicator GDP/DMC is not appropriate mainly because Domestic Material Consumption 
(DMC) refers only to physical material which is only one resource category to be considered. DMC 
puts together scarce and/or low volume expensive resources with widely available and/or large 
volume ones. As an example, adding up tonnes of rare earth metals with tonnes of sand or common 
salt  is not informative. Furthermore, this indicator will improve when industrial production shifts 
abroad and deteriorate when imports are replaced by domestic production.   In general, any “high-
level” indicator will automatically be misleading because it is impossible to reflect the complex 
activities with a single condensed, aggregated indicator. Indeed, these are local, sector-specific etc., 
and cannot be easily summated [e.g. rare earths depletion and arable land utilisation; water 
consumption and energy intensity]. Therefore a series of primary indicators which characterise the 
key efficiency factors for specific applications / sectors should be elaborated. Examples are reiterated 
below: - fuel consumption per km (kilometres) for vehicles; or - MW (Megawatts) per m2 for a heated 
room or building; or  - packaging per packed good (liquid: volume related; solid: mass related; etc.) - 
electricity losses from cables per distributed metre etc.  

Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

Disagree: How relevant is DMC as an indicator if it doesn’t fully take into account the embedded 
impacts of imports or services? It also doesn’t include natural resources such as water and land use. 
We would also question whether weight is an appropriate proxy for environmental impact. 

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

No! From the steel industries point of view, the discussed lead indicator ‘resource productivity’ 
GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator to measure resource efficiency, as long as it is defined and 
used in the proposed way. The background paper shows that an indicator ‘resource productivity’ 
calculated for a member state as a whole, including producing industry, service providing and banking 
business etc., gives advantage to those countries that focus on services and imports of manufactured 
goods. It is easy to understand, that a country like Great Britain with a large financial but a small 
industrial sector can reach high resource productivity but it will not be able to be self-sustaining 
regarding the needs of the society. Thus, resource productivity for a single state or region, like the 
EU, is not an appropriate indicator. Those countries like Germany, whose industry and business are 
focussed on the production of goods and contribute to the GDP in high portions, will be 
disadvantaged by this approach. Even if the resource productivity GDP/DMC might only be calculated 
and compared for the industry, it would give advantage to those industrial sectors that are able to 
produce with lower use of resources without respect to the global needs or that contribute to the 
added value. Once again it will force resource intensitive industrial sectors out of the European Union. 
Calculated for a whole sector it would not even differ between primary and secondary production and 
the need for primary material. The only possibility of using an indicator basing on GDP/DMC is if it is 
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broken down and calculated for specific production routes. Only in this case an adequate comparison 
would be ensured. Such an approach might be used to elaborate targets on the very specific level. In 
all other cases a GDP/DMC would be the end of all base material industries in Europe and lead to 
“resource leakage” to countries and regions with lower environmental standards and lighter 
requirements on resource efficiency. The problem will be that it won’t be possible to elaborate such 
indicators on the basis of statistical data. Such an indicator could only be elaborated by a specific 
industrial sector on its own, maybe together with a governmental authority or independent consultant 
and basing on aggregated data. It has to be pointed out that many projects are presently carried out 
on European and national level to develop new methods for the evaluation of resource efficiency. An 
outstanding example is the project on “Integrated method for holistic calculation/rating of resource 
efficiency“ (Integrierte Methode zur ganzheitlichen Berechnung/Messung von Ressourceneffizienz). 
This research project is funded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research within the 
program „r³ - Innovative Technologies for Resource efficiency“ and coordinated by TU Berlin, Prof. 
Finkbeiner. It aims on elaboration and compressing all ecological and socio-economic indicators to 
one set and therefore consequently follows the integrated approach. It should be self-evident that the 
results of this and other projects should be incorporated into the further development of the Resource 
Efficiency Indicators on European level. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

DMC is defined as the annual quantity of raw materials extracted from the domestic territory plus all 
physical imports minus exports. DMC however only reflect the amount of material used by the 
country´s economy.   Further, to measure use of resources in weight is not really relevant. The 
indicator may foster countries to improve efficiency in the use of materials that may be heavy, but 
abundant and with little negative impacts on environment and health. The proposed lead indicator 
ignores the economic interdependencies of a modern economy as well as the environmental impacts 
of economic activity outside a country´s boarder.  There is a severe risk that the proposed lead 
indicator will lead to wrong conclusions in regard to the environment and economic development. The 
indicator tells us little about the environmental pressure that economic activity exerts. It also 
underestimates the resource use in imported and exported goods.  

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• FFTI does not believe that the proposed lead indicator of Domestic Material Consumption (DMC) is 
a proper tool for policy makers and opposes that one lead indicator should be used as the basis for 
policy decisions. The conditions in countries are diverse and the methodology in its present form does 
not take this in account.  • The proposed indicator would ‘reward’ economies that generate GDP 
through services rather than manufacturing or exploitating natural resources in a sustainable way. 
Using GDP/DMC indicator as a basis of environmental policy decisions may even force resource 
intensive industrial sectors out of EU.  

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

The drawbacks of this GDP/DMC indicator are: - Net weight of the material is not related to resource 
efficiency: light-weight elements, the production of which may lead to huge environmental impacts, 
are considered “better” than heavy-weight elements with lower impacts. - Performance is considered 
only in global economic terms. - There is no link to environmental behaviour of the product.  - There is 
no link to efficiency in the use of the resource. - The GDP/DMC (RP) indicator is not fit for the  
purpose of benchmarking and comparison between Member States, as the resource productivity 
indicator is unavoidably influenced by the different industrial-base of different countries - DMC 
incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being “consumed”. Rather than being depleted, the 
majority of mineral resources are used to continuously serve valuable purposes in the built 
environment. DMC fails to measure the direct environmental and social benefits that these materials 
deliver during use – perhaps even being re-used or recycled for further value at the end-of-first-life.  
Alternatives are: - Use of scarcity resources indicators - Use an indicator based on environmental 
impacts composed according to different weights A lead indicator should aim in particular to minimise 
the use of resources which are scarce, either locally or globally.  In the case of aggregates, there is a 
well-established relationship between aggregates tonnes/capita and GDP/capita, as in Figure 3, page 
11 of the UEPG Annual Review. In fact the trend is for increasing tonnes/capita of aggregates as an 
economy grows. This is because even more aggregates are required to create more resource-
efficient structures and infrastructure. Therefore the focus must be not on the resource efficiency of 
aggregates, rather on the resource and energy efficiency of the structures and infrastructure of 
society in each country.  

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

The lead indicator based on DMC is biased. A country whose economy is fundamentally based on the 
use of natural resources in the sustainable way, will unduly suffer from these kinds of indicators. The 
resource use would be lucrative to have abroad. Finland for example produces a lot of chemical, 
paper and metal products for other countries. Moreover, the mining sector will grow in the near future. 
Calculation the adjoining rock in DMC gives totally misleading picture. By consequence, it will look as 
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resource productivity at the national level will decrease. The same effect will take place as Finnish 
aims to increase the use of bio-based energy to meet its target of 38 per cent share of energy from 
renewable resources. DMC does not take into consideration the economic structure and 
circumstances in a single country. In Finnish case, export plays a great role in the economy. The 
correction in export and import values in tons - for example in gold metal does not make sense. 
Moreover, due to the cold climate, there is a need to use significant volumes of gravel and crushed 
stone in structuring backbones to buildings and roads. These volumes should be taken out from the 
DMC-indicator. One option is a separate indicator for each material group, for instance renewable 
natural resources and non-renewables, as well as aims to decrease the net import of electricity from 
other countries. TMC or RMC would describe resource use in a smarter way. Data exists for both of 
these indicators. Another key consideration to bear in mind is what is achieved in having one single 
lead indicator on the national level? When economic growth is based on heavy industrial sectors 
instead of ICT for example, the effect is somewhat different. The aggregate data might be misleading.  
It could be worthwhile to think the use of basket of indicators (economic/social should be added and 
linking resource use to environmental impact) instead one single leading indicator. The indicator 
basket should be used as a true beasket, in a diagnostic way of assessing the progress, not in 
isolation. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

As a matter of principle, resource efficiency needs to be measured by a set of indicators to take into 
account the complex interrelations between resource use and its environmental, economic, and social 
impacts. Therefore, a set of equal ranking indicators is necessary, without one indicator being singled 
out as “lead indicator”.     The proposed indicator for resource productivity, measured by the ratio of 
GDP to Domestic Material Consumption (DMC), discriminates against industrial production in Europe. 
DMC does not take into account the indirect resource input in imported goods (so-called “resource  
backpacks”). Therefore, the indicator will improve when industrial production shifts abroad and 
deteriorate when imports are replaced by domestic production – without any basis in fact. Another 
distortion can be found in the indicator’s numerator. While GDP certainly is the most appropriate 
indicator for overall economic activity, it does not have an immediate link to resource use, the largest 
share of which is used in industrial production. This distorts both comparisons between countries 
(Countries with the largest share of services in GDP and lowest industrial activities will be shown to 
be most resource efficient), and developments over time, when domestic production is substituted by 
imports or vice versa, as long as indirect material flows are not taken into account.   

VDA (DE) From our perspective, it is misleading to equate resource efficiency with the proposed lead indicator 
GDP/DMC. The indicator is not at all addressing the key issue of resource policy i.e. fair global 
access to resources. The use of the indicator GDP/DMC leads to the situation that targets would be 
best fulfilled by just importing most products rather than maintaining and strengthening the industrial 
base of Europe. Resource prices are already very high and have triggered all reasonable efficiency 
measures. In addition, a reduction in the use of one raw material – which would calculate to a better 
GDP/DMC indicator – could result in negative effects in other (environmental) areas (e.g. reduced 
lifetime of a product). It is our understanding that the whole life cycle has to be taken into account. In 
addition, at least three dimensions should be considered when developing a definition of resource 
efficiency; this is: environment, economic efficiency and assured feedstock supplies.  As mentioned in 
the consultation paper (page 5) „A higher ratio (of GDP/Domestic Material Consumption) would 
indicate better performance, with growth consuming relatively resources. This, however, only 
captures the material resources aspects and does not deal with other resources or the potential shift 
of burden across countries.” This, exactly, is the point and the reason, why resource productivity 
should not be used as a lead indicator, also not as a preliminary one. A lead indicator should be used 
as a stand-alone-indicator, giving a clear picture. But, this cannot be the case with the indicator 
proposed here.   In our view, the lead indicator “GDP/DMC” is no appropriate indicator to measure 
resource efficiency for the following reasons: - The indicator fails to account for different 
environmental significances of different resources (e.g. gravel vs. rare metals). From an 
environmental point of view, it is therefore meaningless. - Target setting based on this indicator would 
favor service economies and discriminate against manufacturing-intensive economies. Consequently, 
this would push manufacturing industries out of Europe (“resource leakage” in analogy to the carbon 
leakage under the ETS scheme). - The indicator is not linked to any of the other indicators in the set 
(neither with regards to content, nor to hierarchy). Conflicts of interest could hence arise. As 
mentioned in a recent study of the ifeu institute conducted for the German Federal Environment 
Agency [Giegrich, J. et al. (2012): Indicators for the use of raw materials in the context of sustainable 
development in Germany], “a single indicator like the mass indicator at best can serve as a first 
approximation. […] Resource indicators should be kept separate, allowing a transparent evaluation of 
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the conflicts between different types of natural resources.”  
VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 

It is absolutely necessary to have a few of equal ranking indicators instead of a single “lead indicator”, 
because of the complex interrelation between resource use and its environmental, economic and 
social impacts. In this context, the question of the indirect import of resources in imported goods is 
absolutely relevant, because of the so-called “resource backpacks”. In this case, the relation between 
GDP to DMC discriminates the industrial production in Europe.  

VinylPlus 
(EU) 

We consider that Domestic Material Consumption (DMC), i.e. the annual quantity of raw materials 
extracted from the domestic territory, plus all physical imports minus all physical exports, is not an 
appropriate indicator to measure use of resources. It lumps together scarce, and/or low volume 
expensive resources with widely available and/or large volume ones. As an example, adding up tons 
of rare earth metals with tons of sand or common salt does not make much sense. We believe that 
the consumption metrics should reflect economic value or take scarcity into account.   An additional 
concern is how waste exports and imports would be accounted for: Would for example materials 
included in waste exports be deducted from resource use, even though they may not be recovered 
outside the EU?  

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

We do not believe that the proposed lead indicator will be a proper tool for policy makers and oppose 
that one lead indicator should be used as the basis for policy decisions. The indicator has several 
shortcomings and is clearly not suitable for benchmarking and comparing countries or setting targets. 
There is a severe risk that the proposed lead indicator will lead to wrong conclusions regarding 
environmental and economic development. It does not directly measure impact decoupling, and tells 
us little about the environmental pressure that economic activity exerts: The conditions in countries 
are diverse and the methodology does not take this into account. The proposed lead indicator ignores 
the structural differences between countries, giving advantage to those countries that focus on 
services and imports of manufactured goods. RP is weight-based and hence does not reflect the 
different properties of different materials. RP incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being 
“consumed”. E.g. rather than being depleted, the majority of mineral resources are used to 
continuously serve valuable purposes in the built environment. RP fails to measure the direct 
environmental and social benefits that these materials deliver during use – perhaps even being re-
used or recycled for further value at the end-of-first-life. RP does not account for the flows required 
upstream along the production chain, accounting for imports and exports. In other words, it 
incentivises delocalisation of environmental and social impacts. RP incentivises minimal inputs rather 
than optimal use of resources or low-carbon solutions (de-materialisation instead of resource 
efficiency).  For the above reasons, RP is not fit for the purpose of measuring general progress 
towards a resource efficient, low-carbon economy and the EU should avoid that Member States seek 
to increase their RP by any and all means – potentially breaking down valuable supply chains. As 
mentioned above, a single indicator will not be of any great use in the endeavor towards resource 
efficiency.  It always has to be kept in mind, that high levels of aggregation still come at the expense 
of transparency and significantly increase uncertainty. When highly uncertain data is combined, 
attention can be diverted to false priorities.  A lead indicator would have to measure improved 
economic performance and simultaneous reduction of pressure on natural resources embody the 
whole of the 2050 Vision outlined in the Roadmap and monitor progress towards that Vision. Having 
the above weaknesses in mind, none of the lead indicators available, with their attendant 
uncertainties, is up to such a task. A dashboard of particularly important high-level indicators is more 
appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-offs that are required to 
achieve a Resource Efficient Europe. As part of a set of indicators the DMC still has to be adjusted in 
such a way that the above mentioned criticism is remedied.  Generally it has to be stated that neither 
the tier 1 nor the tier 2 indicators are applicable to set targets. Tier 3 indicators only very punctually 
are fit for that purpose. Especially for tier 1 and tier 2 indicators it is true that a higher value does not 
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necessarily reflect less  RE. The aggregation of these indicators is too high to allow for conclusions.  
WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

The current proposed lead indicator GDP/DMC is not appropriate to measure resource efficiency in a 
proper way. It penalizes Member States with a high share of industrial production, whereas Member 
States with a low share of production do benefit from such a lead indicator disproportionately high. As 
an alternative we suggest a “life cycle approach”, that comprises quantity of resources available, rate 
of consumption, use/treatment of the product/waste etc.  The import-export problem of products and 
raw materials is not solved by this indicator: exports are counting, imports not. In other words, DMC is 
giving incentives to unwelcome de-localisation of environmental and social impacts and minimal 
inputs rather than optimal use of resources or low-carbon solutions (de-materialisation instead of 
resource efficiency) and keeping key business sectors within Europe. Decoupling not reflected in 
DMC: It does not directly measure impact decoupling, and tells us little about the environmental 
pressure that economic activity exerts: The conditions in countries are diverse and the methodology 
does not take this into account. The proposed lead indicator ignores the structural differences 
between countries, giving advantage to those countries that focus on services and imports of 
manufactured goods.  Properties and benefits not reflected.  DMC does not reflect the different 
properties of different materials. It incorrectly counts materials in constant use as being “consumed”. 
E.g. rather than being depleted, the majority of mineral resources are used to continuously serve 
valuable purposes in the built environment. It therefore fails to measure the direct environmental and 
social benefits that these materials deliver during use – perhaps even being re-used or recycled for 
further value at the end-of-first-life.  Very little input for setting targets. Generally it has to be stated 
that neither the tier 1 nor the tier 2 indicators are applicable to set targets. Tier 3 indicators only very 
punctually are fit for that purpose. Especially for tier 1 and tier 2 indicators it is true that a higher value 
does not necessarily reflect less resource efficiency. The aggregation of these indicators is too high to 
allow for conclusions.  Furthermore an approach more towards sustainable development would 
include classical social and economic indicators, too, such as: economic growth, (un)employment, 
general tax rate, export intensity etc.  

 
 

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 

We do not support using GDP/DMC as lead indicator because the indicator suffers from severe 
shortcomings: - EU economies have quite different structures, the higher the proportion of services, 
the better an economy will perform on the scale due to the GDP/DMC indicator in terms of resource 
efficiency.  Looking at real data reinforces the scepticism: Malta achieves a scope of 5,05, Luxemburg 
of 3,28, the Netherlands 3,28, the UK 2,53, Germany 1,8 and Finland 0,78 PPS/kg according to 
Eurostat data given in the consultation document. What can we conclude from this? That Malta's 
material efficiency is the best in Europe?  The indicator may be good for measuring 
deindustrialisation but this should not be the objective! - The indicator combines different materials of 
quite different concern and scarcity - "mixing apples and pears" - It ignores materials embedded in 
(semi-finished) products - the more (resource intensive) production is outsourced to foreign countries 
the higher the efficiency seems to be - It is questionable to relate efficiency to monetary values rather 
than to physical output units - It would be difficult to set useful benchmarks or targets using this 
indicator Hence, the indicator is of little use and not suitable as lead indicator. Efficiency can only be 
measured at the process level in a meaningful manner. More suitable would be a mixed indicator for 
resource intensive key processes. The focus should be on scarce or high impact materials.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

The headline approach is not suitable as it uses an aggregated measure DMC which does not include 
indirect flows, it is related to the GDP and on account on necessary assumptions and  approximations 
is not sufficiently robust. We propose to skip this level and focus on dashboard indicators. They can 
provide a better picture on relations between resources, balance in their use and  trade-offs made. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

We do not support using GDP/DMC as lead indicator because the indicator suffers from severe 
shortcomings: - EU economies have quite different structures, the higher the proportion of services, 
the better an economy will perform on the scale due to the GDP/DMC indicator in terms of resource 
efficiency.  Looking at real data reinforces the scepticism: Malta achieves a scope of 5,05, Luxemburg 
of 3,28, the Netherlands 3,28, the UK 2,53, Germany 1,8 and Finland 0,78 PPS/kg according to 
Eurostat data given in the consultation document. What can we conclude from this? That Malta's 
material efficiency is the best in Europe?  The indicator may be good for measuring 



82 
 

deindustrialisation but this should not be the objective! - The indicator combines different materials of 
quite different concern and scarcity - "mixing apples and pears". - It ignores materials embedded in 
(semi-finished) products - the more (resource intensive) production is outsourced to foreign countries 
the higher the efficiency seems to be. - It is questionable to relate efficiency to monetary values rather 
than to physical output units. - It would be difficult to set useful benchmarks or targets using this 
indicator. Hence, the indicator is of little use and not suitable as lead indicator. Efficiency can only be 
measured at the process level in a meaningful manner. More suitable would be a mixed indicator for 
resource intensive key processes. The focus should be on scarce or high impact materials.  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy  
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for use. l 
It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator is  an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s use of resources. l It does not include all of the materials 
used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of 
finished goods entering the EU economy, rather than  the material required to produce these goods. 
The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods. l This productivity 
indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon 
emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used.  For example, it 
might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, but in reality this move 
will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use will  not be made 
apparent by the indicator. l Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries are 
more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use. l Adopting a productivity approach 
rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth). For 
example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy  increased its resource productivity, due to the 
fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per unit of material consumption by 30%. 
Despite this progress, global material  extraction has increased by almost 80% since 1980 and is 
currently around 70 billion tonnes3. It is essential that the European Commission move away from 
using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the indicator used to measure 
Europe’s use of resources, the EU will  maintain the current system of high natural resource 
consumption. This is not the transformation that is proposed in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap. If 
the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate that this is used together 
with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator would need to  measure the 
overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect flows and embedded 
materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total Material  
Consumption (TMC) indicator. We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from the 
EUROSTAT. The nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, the 
RMC does not incorporate the  indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across the 
supply chain). Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, Friends of the Earth Europe and the EEB 
would argue that the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right 
indicators is  being collected. The Commission should not use only one indicator to measure Europe’s 
use of resources. A set of indicators needs to be used, covering water, land, carbon and materials. 
Due to the current  unavailability of data, the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while 
data is collected to calculate the TMC. The resource productivity indicator does not meet the needs of 
the EU and  should be abandoned. 

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

There are certain issues that make the proposed lead indicator inappropriate to be an indicator of 
resource efficiency that supports the proper implementation of sustainable resource policy. First of all, 
as it is mentioned even in the consultation paper that GDP “does not cover non-market goods and 
services, it focuses on current economic activities rather than on the developments in natural, social 
and economic assets important from a longer term perspective, and it has no concern for inequality.” 
Such a measure, which do not support European values, as well as is not able to distinguish 
sustainable (in both social and environmental terms) and unsustainable economic activities, cannot 
be seen as appropriate lead indicator for resource efficiency. The Commission’s work under its “GDP 
and Beyond” initiative might result in a more appropriate measure soon.  Even if we accept GDP for 
the time being, using the proposed lead indicator has other disadvantages as well. The ratio between 
GDP and DMC is a relative quantity, which means that it has the same value if both GDP and DMC is 
doubled or halved. However, the environmental impacts in these cases will not be the same (and 
sometimes not even proportional to the growth in DMC). Therefore the proposed lead indicator above 
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shall be complemented or replaced by an indicator that expresses resource use in absolute terms 
and thus its environmental impact. DMC could be an appropriate indicator until a more proper 
indicator is developed. In this case, an overall reduction in DMC would be favourable to refit our 
economies inside its ecological space, within the limits of the carrying capacity of ecosystems.  

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

We fear that the proposed lead indicator could be misleading as: • The GDP component may well 
include items that have been produced in a resource-inefficient manner but this will be disguised by 
their inclusion in GDP, a figure that will generally be regarded  as reflecting beneficial economic 
activity.  • The DMC component only considers resources that have an economic value.  It does not 
include resource uses such as water consumption and land use nor does it take environmental 
impacts  into account.  It may be preferable not to have a lead indicator than to use one that is 
potentially misleading and obscures the overuse of certain key resources and the adverse 
environmental impacts of certain  forms of resource use.  

COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

We acknowledge the good intention by developing a lead indicator for resource efficiency (similar to 
the economic approach, but we do not think that GDP/DMC (Gross domestic product /Domestic 
Material Consumption) is an appropriate indicator for resource efficiency. The indicator is useful to 
show the relative decoupling of the economy from the material use, It allows to capture the reductions 
in the use of material, but it is unsuitable to show reductions in the environmental impact.  The 
suggested lead indicator does not allow to capture greater efficiency in the use of inputs. For example 
if because of technological advances and greater application of R&D, farmers are using the same 
amount of fertilisers, but in a more targeted way, the GDP/DMC indicator would not be able to capture 
these subtle, yet very important changes in resource efficiency. One option might be to link it to the 
ecological footprint approach. The possibility of using GDP-DMC/ecological footprint should be 
considered as macro-indicator. Others consider the use of GDP of being not appropriate at all. Even if 
GDP is one of the economic key indicators, only if complementing it with a wide set of other indicators 
it can give a proxy picture of the prosperity of a given economic area. It weaknesses are that it does 
not include e.g. non-remunerated labour, externalities as well as aspects of irreversibility. In addition 
clear and specific indicators are preferable to a measure whose calculation parameters are complex 
and constantly open to debate which contributes to scramble information.  

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

DNR firmly believes that resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator, but on the contrary has 
a number of failures and weaknesses, when it comes to measuring resource efficiency within Europe:   
• The indicator neither reflects planetary boundaries, nor does it properly inform decision-makers on 
the ecological or social aspects of resource use. Whileimproving GDP/DMC, Europe could stil 
increase its pressures on natural resources and destruction of the environment. For example, 
between 1980 and 2005, the world economy increased its resource productivity by 30%. Despite this, 
global material extraction increased by almost 80%;  • GDP/DMC does not reflect the materials used 
along the value chain. It therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods, the shift of 
environmental pressures into foreign countries and even migration of resource-intensive economies 
outside the EU;  • The indicator does not reflect well-established criticism of GDP as an indicator for 
progress and the EU’s debate “Beyond GDP”, which shows that GDP is indifferent to the ecological 
and social well-being of society;  • It is vulnerable ? to a number of rebound effects and rewards 
business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth).   GDP/DMC 
cannot deliver significant information on the ecological and social dimensions of sustainable resource 
use. Therefore DNR clearly calls on the Commission to reject resource productivity as its lead 
indicator.  DNR is also skeptical about having a lead indicator in general, since an aggregated or a 
lead indicator risks trade-offs and moving environmental pressures from one resource to another . 
DNR promotes to use all of the four dashboard life-cycle indicators on water, land, carbon and 
materials instead. If the Commission still chooses to go for a lead indicator, DNR advocates the 
introduction of Total Material Consumption (TMC) as an absolute measure of material consumption 
along the whole value chain. TMC offers the strongest information on material flows along the whole 
value chain, including unused extraction at the mine sites, foreign ecological rucksacks and exports. 
This material flow indicator has a much stronger connection to environmental and social 
developments of resource use than GDP/DMC.   If TMC data is not yet available, DNR considers 
Raw Material Consumption (RMC) as the second-best solution, as it is sensitive to foreign ecological 
rucksacks along the production chain. Since RMC does not give information on the indirect flows of 
unused material use across the supply chain, it should be accompanied by a deadline, stating by 
when Europe will switch to TMC. DNR would argue that the RMC could be used for a maximum of 
two years, while data for the right indicators is being collected.  

European 
Water 
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Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 
FERN (EU)   
Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

Prefer not to say 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy  
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for use.    
It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator  is an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s use of resources. l It does not include all of the materials 
used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of 
finished goods entering the EU economy, rather than  the material required to produce these goods. 
The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods. l This productivity 
indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon 
emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used.  For example, it 
might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, but in reality this move 
will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use will  not be made 
apparent by the indicator. l Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries are 
more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use. l Adopting a productivity approach 
rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth). For 
example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy  increased its resource productivity, due to the 
fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per unit of material consumption by 30%. 
Despite this progress, global material  extraction has increased by almost 80% since 1980 and is 
currently around 70 billion tonnes3.  It is essential that the European Commission move away from 
using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the indicator used to measure 
Europe’s use of resources, the EU will  maintain the current system of high natural resource 
consumption. This is not the transformation that is proposed in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap. If 
the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate that this is used together 
with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator would need to  measure the 
overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect flows and embedded 
materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total Material  
Consumption (TMC) indicator. We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from the 
EUROSTAT. The nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, the 
RMC does not incorporate the  indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across the 
supply chain). Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, Friends of the Earth Europe and the EEB 
would argue that the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right 
indicators is  being collected. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use, it 
measures more GDP, than resource efficiency. This indicator cannot be used to achieve the 
Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy respects constraints and planetary 
boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an economy has improved or worsened its 
resource use. It is not suitable for use, because: - It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines 
economic and environmental information. - It does not include all of the materials used for 
consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. - This proposed indicator only measures the materials 
used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon emissions), providing an incomplete picture of 
the total quantity of resources used. - Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer 
countries are more sustainable. - Adopting a productivity approach rewards business as usual. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator  cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy  
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it  does not  accurately  show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for  use. - 
It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator is  an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s use of resources.  - It does not include all  of  the materials 
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used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of 
finished goods entering the EU economy, rather  than the material required to produce these goods. 
The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods. - This productivity 
indicator  only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon  
emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used.  For example,  it 
might indicate that  a  move to a bio-based economy  will increase productivity, but in reality this 
move will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase  in use will  not be made 
apparent by the indicator.  - Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries are 
more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use.  - Adopting  a productivity approach 
rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth). For 
example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy  increased its resource productivity, due to the 
fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per unit of material consumption by 30%. 
Despite this progress, global material  extraction has  increased by almost 80% since 1980 and is 
currently around 70 billion tonnes.  It is essential that the European Commission move away from 
using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the indicator used to measure 
Europe’s use of resources, the EU will  maintain  the current system of high natural resource 
consumption. This is  not the transformation  that is  proposed  in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap.  
If the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate that this is used 
together with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator would need to  
measure the overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect flows and 
embedded materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total Material  
Consumption (TMC) indicator. We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from the 
EUROSTAT. The nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, the  
RMC does not incorporate the indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across the 
supply chain).  Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, Friends  of the  Earth  Europe would 
argue that the RMC could be used for a maximumof two years, while data for the right indicators is 
being  collected.  The Commission  should  not use only  one indicator to measure Europe’s use of 
resources. A set of indicators needs to be used, covering water, land,  carbon and  materials.  Due to 
the current  unavailability of data, the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data is 
collected to calculate the  TMC. The  resource productivity indicator  does not meet the needs of the 
EU  and should be abandoned. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy 
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for use. - 
It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator is an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s use of resources. - It does not include all of the materials 
used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of 
finished goods entering the EU economy, rather than the material required to produce these goods. 
The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods. - This productivity 
indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon 
emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used. For example, it 
might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, but in reality this move 
will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use will not be made 
apparent by the indicator. - Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries are 
more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use. - Adopting a productivity approach 
rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth). For 
example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy increased its resource productivity, due to the 
fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per unit of material consumption by 30%. 
Despite this progress, global material extraction has increased by almost 80% since 1980 and is 
currently around 70 billion tonnes3.  It is essential that the European Commission move away from 
using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the indicator used to measure 
Europe’s use of resources, the EU will maintain the current system of high natural resource 
consumption. This is not the transformation that is proposed in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap. If 
the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate that this is used together 
with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator would need to measure the 
overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect flows and embedded 
materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total Material Consumption 
(TMC) indicator. We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from the EUROSTAT. The 
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nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, the RMC does not 
incorporate the indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across the supply chain). 
Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, Friends of the Earth Europe and the EEB would argue 
that the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right indicators is being 
collected. The Commission should not use only one indicator to measure Europe’s use of resources. 
A set of indicators needs to be used, covering water, land, carbon and materials. Due to the current 
unavailability of data, the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data is collected to 
calculate the TMC. The resource productivity indicator does not meet the needs of the EU and should 
be abandoned. 

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

No. this indicator shows only an aggregate picture of the issue combining economic and 
environmental information. Furthermore, it does only evaluate the weight of goods entering the EU 
economy and not the whole production life cycle of these goods (i.e. the materials used to produce 
these goods in their country of origin), leading to possible misleading interpretation of the resource 
scarcity and sustainability problems.    

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy 
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for use.  
+) It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator is an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s  use of resources.  +) It does not include all of the 
materials used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the 
weight of finished goods entering the EU economy, rather than the material required to produce these 
goods. The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods.  +) This 
productivity indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or 
carbon emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used. For 
example, it might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, but in reality 
this move will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use will not be 
made apparent by the indicator.  +) Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries 
are more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use.   +) Adopting a productivity 
approach rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption 
growth). For example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy increased its resource 
productivity, due to the fact that it increased the amount of economic value created  per unit of 
material consumption by 30%. Despite this progress, global material extraction has increased by 
almost 80% since 1980 and is currently around 70 billion tonnes.  It is essential that the European 
Commission move away from using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the 
indicator used to measure Europe’s use of resources, the EU will maintain the current system of high 
natural resource consumption. This is not the transformation that is proposed in the Resource 
Efficiency Roadmap.  If the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate 
that this is used together with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator 
would need to measure the overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect 
flows and embedded materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total 
Material Consumption (TMC) indicator.  We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from 
the EUROSTAT. The nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, 
the RMC does not incorporate the indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across 
the supply chain).  Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, GLOBAL 2000 would argue that the 
RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right indicators is being collected.  
The Commission should not use only one indicator to measure Europe’s use of resources. A set of 
indicators needs to be used, covering water, land, carbon and materials. Due to the current 
unavailability of data, the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data is collected to 
calculate the TMC. The resource productivity indicator does not meet the needs of the EU and should 
be abandoned.                 

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 

The GDP/DMC has the problem of being an aggregated indicator which is correlated with the 
economic growth in a way that doesn’t serve the purpose. E.g. if the GDP grows at the same speed 
as the DMC the resource productivity in eur/tn will stay the same but the indicator will not reflect that 
environmental impact is increasing. The GDP/DMC is better than GDP alone but it doesn’t provide a 
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(GAIA) 
(global) 

substantial change towards a Green Economy because it still prioritises economic activity ahead of 
environmental impact. A boundary any Green Economy indicator shouldn’t trespass is the ecological 
sensitivity; if, as explained, GDP/DMC can sometimes be blind to environmental degradation it should 
not be accepted as an indicator. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

DMC is based on robust material accounting. Robust material accounting is fundamental. But how do 
we interpret these data sets? What is the question from which to look at them?  Global Footprint 
Network proposes one particular interpretation framework: how much biocapacity does it take to 
maintain a given material resource metabolism. IN other words, it offers a consistent framework to 
interpret the material flow data. It avoid the trap that 1kg of gravel and one kg of coal is considered to 
be the same.  Also it allows to compare across various media: food, fibre, energy etc. It reduces the 
question to a biocapacity budget.  Also, it is an accounting system, not an index. We would highly 
discourage the use of indices. Indices are by their nature arbitrary and not based on a clear question. 
Pilots of airplanes do not use indices, but clear measures, where the pilot knows exactly what is 
supposed to be measured (height, speed, kerosene left etc, not just, airplane is at 70%). (the only 
exception is alarms – when a number of measures are dangerously out of range, an alarm bell rings, 
but then the pilot looks immediately at the measures to find out what exactly is wrong).  Not that this 
is the only way to look at the issue. But it is currently the most comprehensive accounting framework 
that provides a consistent interpretation of demands on the regenerative capacity of nature. We 
consider biocapacity the most limiting resource of all. Fossil fuel use is also limited by biocapacity 
since we have found at least 5 (or more) times more fossil fuel (still under ground) than can be burnt if 
we want to stay within 2 degree Celsius. So biocapacity is the limiting factor in the medium to long 
range.  

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese 
(IT) 

We do not believe that GDP/DMC is an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource 
efficiency; in our opinion it does not help to show the  improvements (or not) in resource use because: 
- it is aggregated and tries to combine economic and environmental information. - It do not includes 
indirect flows. - It do not includes water, carbon and land. Moreover, the fact that is linked with the 
GDP can bring to misleading information: a country with an higher GDP results in a more sustainable 
country.  Finally, the rationale behind the GDP/DMC does not question the issue of limits of the planet 
and of the economic growth.  We think that, instead of a single, aggregated indicator,  a set of 
macroindicators as: • land footprint (in tonnes),  • water footprint (in litres),  • material footprint (in 
tonnes)  • and carbon  footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent)  are the best solution to monitor quantities 
of resource use and they can be used as basis to calculate the environmental impacts of resource 
efficiency  policies. They can help also to better understand social impacts, that should be included as 
set of indicators.  Regarding the economic ones, indicators as new business models such as leasing, 
reuse, etc. should be monitored, as well as new jobs.   

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

No, it is a useful indicator from a business perspective, but from an environmental absolute resource 
input is more relevant 

Naturefriends 
International  

Resource productivity is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe’s resource use. This 
indicator cannot be used to achieve the Commission’s vision for 2050, whereby “the EU’s economy 
respects constraints and planetary boundaries”, since it does not accurately show whether an 
economy has improved or worsened its resource use. We believe it is therefore not suitable for use.   
- It is an aggregated indicator, and it combines economic and environmental information. By adding 
different statistical data using weights and proxy converting factors, the result of this indicator is an 
artificial one that does not reflect Europe’s use of resources.  - It does not include all of the materials 
used for consumption, since it excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of 
finished goods entering the EU economy, rather than the material required to produce these goods. 
The indicator therefore promotes imports over domestically produced goods.  - This productivity 
indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding water, land or carbon 
emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources used. For example, it 
might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, but in reality this move 
will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use will not be made 
apparent by the indicator.  - Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that richer countries are 
more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use.  - Adopting a productivity approach 
rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and resource consumption growth). For 
example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy increased its resource productivity, due to the 
fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per unit of material consumption by 30%. 
Despite this progress, global material extraction has increased by almost 80% since 1980 and is 
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currently around 70 billion tonnes.   It is essential that the European Commission move away from 
using a misleading headline indicator. If resource productivity is the indicator used to measure 
Europe’s use of resources, the EU will maintain the current system of high natural resource 
consumption. This is not the transformation that is proposed in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap.   If 
the Commission still wants to adopt a leading indicator, we would advocate that this is used together 
with the indicators in the dashboard. In that case, the leading indicator would need to measure the 
overall amount of materials needed for the economy, including indirect flows and embedded 
materials. Therefore, we would advocate that the Commission adopts the Total Material Consumption 
(TMC) indicator.   We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available from the EUROSTAT. The 
nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). However, the RMC does not 
incorporate the indirect flows (in other words, the unused material needed across the supply chain). 
Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, Naturefriends International would argue that the RMC 
could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right indicators is being collected.   To 
summarize: The Commission should not use only one indicator to measure Europe’s use of 
resources. A set of indicators needs to be used, covering water, land, carbon and materials. Due to 
the current unavailability of data, the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data is 
collected to calculate the TMC. The resource productivity indicator does not meet the needs of the EU 
and should be abandoned.  

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

- The indicator GDP/DMC cannot deliver significant information on the ecological and social 
dimensions of sustainable resource use. The fact that GDP/DMC is a ratio indicator referring to GDP 
leads to a variety of problems. This does not only involve the widely discussed indifference of GDP 
figures towards ecological und social developments. Even more important, a growing GDP can lead 
to a positive development of this indicator even in the case of increased pressure on natural 
resources. In turn, problematic developments of resource use can be concealed with subsequent 
risks for appropriate political decision making.   Furthermore the efficiency gains which are specifically 
measured by this indicator are exposed to various rebound effects that are not taken into account 
Therefore NABU clearly promotes the rejection of GDP/DMC as lead indicator. From NABU 
perspective GDP/DMC should only be considered as additional information and thus only occur as an 
accompanying thematic indicator.  - Instead of GDP/DMC, NABU favours the introduction of an 
absolute measure of resource consumption as lead indicator. NABU promotes the introduction of 
TMC which would offer the strongest informative value concerning the mass of material flows along 
the whole value chain, including unused extraction at the mine sites and foreign ecological rucksacks. 
This material flow indicator stands in much closer connection to environmental and social 
developments than GDP/DMC.  - If TMC data are not available, NABU considers RMC as an 
alternative, second-best solution, which would already be a strong step forward compared to 
GDP/DMC, as it is sensitive to foreign ecological rucksacks along the production chain. If RMC is 
chosen as a lead indicator, NABU favours a schedule which shows the timeline for the further 
refinement of RMC and its substitution by TMC.  - NABU prefers an absolute measure of resource 
consumption compared to a composite resource index, as the latter would combine a lot of different 
environmental figures on an abstract level, thus being at risk of getting too intransparent and 
subsequently too reduced in informative value     

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

GDP/DMC is not an appropriate indicator for measuring Europe's resource use as it cannot be used 
to achieve the Commission's vision for 2050 that 'the EU's economy respects constraints and 
planetary boundaries'. This is because it fails to show whether an economy has improved or 
worsened its resource use:  1. It does not include all of the materials used for consumption, since it 
excludes indirect flows. In other words, it only considers the weight of finished goods entering the EU 
economy, rather than the material required to produce these goods. The indicator therefore promotes 
imports over domestically produced goods. We therefore advocate that the Commission adopts the 
Total Material Consumption (TMC) indicator. We realise that the TMC indicator is not readily available 
from the EUROSTAT. The nearest available indicator is the Raw Material Consumption (RMC). 
However, the RMC does not incorporate the indirect flows (in other words, the unused material 
needed across the supply chain). Despite the fact that RMC is far from perfect, the New Economics 
Foundation agrees with the recommendation made by Friends of the Earth Europe and the EEB that 
the RMC could be used for a maximum of two years, while data for the right indicators is being 
collected.  2. This productivity indicator only measures the materials used by an economy (excluding 
water, land or carbon emissions), providing an incomplete picture of the total quantity of resources 
used. For example, it might indicate that a move to a bio-based economy will increase productivity, 
but in reality this move will result in much more land and water being used, and this increase in use 
will not be made apparent by the indicator.  3. Because it is linked to GDP, the results imply that 
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richer countries are more sustainable, despite their higher levels of resource use. A better measure, 
building on work already done by Eurostat, may be to use a measure of overall well-being, such as 
life satisfaction or a suitably designed composite, for example based on the OECD’s Better Life Index.  
4. Adopting a productivity approach rewards business as usual (simultaneous economic growth and 
resource consumption growth). For example, between 1980 and 2005, the world economy increased 
its resource productivity, due to the fact that it increased the amount of economic value created per 
unit of material consumption by 30%. Despite this progress, global material extraction has increased 
by almost 80% since 1980 and is currently around 70 billion tonnes   

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

GDP/DMC is no doubt an indicator for decoupling of growth of GDP and use of resources. This is 
however not the same as “resource efficiency”. Moreover resource efficiency is a means to an end. 
The main goal is to protect the planet and to leave some resources to future generations (the 
intergenerational aspect of sustainability).  (Reduction of) DMC is already a pretty good indicator for 
progress in achieving that main goal. GDP includes the monetary value of goods and services. 
Services require much less resources than goods. The consumption of more services will not 
automatically lead to more repair, longer use and reuse of goods and consequently also not 
automatically to more efficient use of resources. By exporting services (e.g. harbours, airports, 
banking) a country can through a higher GDP “cheaply” obtain (when expressed as GDP/DMC) 
decoupling of growth of GDP and use of resources. Take for instance as an example 6 countries from 
the 2011 UNEP study “Decoupling natural resource use and environmental impacts from economic 
growth”.  UNEP: DMC vs GDP GDP DMC GDP/DMC  US$  tpca  Congo 800 3 267 Guatamala 2,700 
6 450 Mexico 5,900 9 656 Italy 19,000 13 1,462 Netherlands 26,000 14 1,857 Denmark 30,000 17 
1,770  If GDP/DMC would be a good indicator, this means a higher number indicates more efficient 
use of resources. The Netherlands do very well compared to the other 5 countries in the above table. 
But there is no information how efficient resources were actually used. And moreover 4 countries 
consume less resources. The planet and future generations will not benefit if the Netherlands “very 
efficiently” use 2-5 times more resources than many other countries. For monitoring true efficient use 
of resources GDP/DMC can be a very misleading indicator. Therefore we recommend that DMC in 
itself takes a more prominent place in monitoring resource efficiency. We acknowledge the fact that in 
addition an indicator for economic activity is required. We agree that, despite all its limitations, GDP 
can be considered as the best available indicator accounting for the output of economic activity and 
prosperity. When GDP/DMC is used the above drawback should clearly be explained in each and 
every occasion where the ratio is presented. We hope ultimately an economic indicator that focuses 
more specifically on goods production can replace GDP.  

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 
(UK) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position.   

Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

Not that is not o good reflection of the natural resource consume. 

WWF (EU) The lead indicator of ‘resource productivity’ is not a meaningful indicator to measure what is at stake. 
That is European overuse of resources in absolute terms. WWF identifies four major problems with 
the lead indicator as  proposed by the Commission:  Using the GDP does not provide any clear and 
useful information If GDP increases at a quicker pace than resource consumption, then mechanically 
GDP/DMS increases. This would be considered as a progress. But European resource consumption 
could still increase in absolute terms (way  beyond what is sustainable), which would be a failure. 
Therefore such an aggregated indicator would hide a negative trend for the absolute resource 
consumption of Europe – which is THE main sustainability issue. It will not  provide the information 
that is required for decision makers to improve policies.  Using GDP/DMC may just show business as 
usual Without any policy pressure, resource efficiency per euro is improving slowly (like energy 
efficiency) because research and development make the economy increasingly efficient. The 
indicator GDP/DMC will make it  impossible to evaluate if the likely improvements are mere business 
as usual or are related to policy efforts to tackle resource inefficiency. Again, it does not provide 
useful information for decision makers.  DMC neglects the external dimension of EU consumption 
More than 30% of the European resource-use takes place outside the EU , which is not considered in 
the DMC. Such an omission related to increasingly sensitive international impacts of European 
consumption makes the  use of DMC too simplistic.  DMC neglects water, land and carbon A 
microchip weights 2 grams, but its production requires 72 g of chemicals, 1,7 kg of fossil fuels, 32 
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litres of water and generates as many CO2 emissions as driving 600 km with a car. Most of these 
impacts are Ignored by the  use of DMC. It is not a relevant indicator to measure the real use of 
resources by the EU economy.  Drop or at least change the lead indicator Using Total Material 
Consumption (TMC) as the lead indicator would be much more relevant. The Commission might 
consider that TMC is not yet robust enough, but one or two years would likely be enough to collect 
the  necessary data and strengthen the use of TMC. By default, Raw Material Consumption (RMC) 
could potentially be used in the meantime, for a limited period of time (two years).  Better use footprint 
indicators in the dashboard The 4 footprint indicators of carbon, land, water and materials are much 
better suited than GDP/DMC to reflect the real resource consumption of the EU economy, and 
provide data that would help decision makers to  improve EU policies. WWF recommends to drop 
GDP/DMC as a lead indicator and focus instead on the dashboard indicators.  

 
 

g) Public sector / administration  
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

The choice of the indicator “Resource Productivity” (GDP/DMC) as a preliminary lead indicator is 
supported. This indicator should be used to illustrate trends.   There are several aspects limiting the 
significance and expressiveness of the indicator: • DMC does not cover the global perspective of 
indirect flows and the associated problems of the placing out of environmental impacts by foreign 
trade. In further consequence DMC should therefore, given the appropriate data availability, be 
supplemented by “Raw Material Consumption” in the form of a “resource productivity based on RMC 
(RPrmc )”.  • DMC does not cover all resources, in particular not water. An alternative lead indicator 
considering all aspects of resource use, including water, would be desirable. • Another limiting aspect 
is that the GDP does not include non-market goods and services; the provision of services for basic 
needs (e.g. provision of drinking water services or waste water services) is not covered, but should be 
taken into account as far as these resources constitute a considerable fraction of water resources 
abstracted. 

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

GDP/DMC can be used as the lead indicator, although we could also use kg resources used / capita 
as lead indicator, wherein the amount of imported resources (outside national or EU borders) for the 
production of the consumption goods should be included. 

BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

No. DMC  does not adequately reflect the resources embodied in imports and exports which in the 
case of final or semi-finished goods tends to underestimate their true resource content. Therefore, 
this indicator needs to be enhanced by a detailed calculation of imported and exported embodied 
resources to derive the global picture of domestic resource consumption. Moreover, a ratio 
(GDP/DMC) only covers relative dematerialization. It admits a substitution between factors (GDP and 
DMC). Absolute dematerialization is needed.   

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

This is, in itself, not a bad initial indicator while we anticipate a new indicator which is being 
developed by the European Commission. There should be adequate attention to the fact that when 
the GDP decreases this doesn’t necessarily imply that the member states are being less resource 
efficient. This decrease of the GDP can be the result of other factors. In contrast the GDP can 
increase; this increase can be caused outside the point of view of resource use (as in the case of 
services). This in itself cannot be labeled resource efficient (rather less resource dependent). In 
representing this indicator in a graph it could very well be insightful to represent GDP and DMC in 
separate lines (as opposed to one single line: ratio euro/tonne). This way a decoupling of GDP from 
DMC can be read from the graph and makes the indicator more understandable. An important 
question that needs to be answered is the matter of resource import. How does this fit into the 
equation? Attention needs to be given to this factor because we risk to neglect the fact that resource 
inefficiency can be exported. From an environmental point of view the DMC indicator falls short 
because this doesn’t include the consequences of abstraction of natural resources i.e. water 
abstraction, use and abstraction of biomass, depletion of fish stock and several more. Knowing that 
the European Commission is currently working on a better indicator, this indicator seems acceptable, 
but constant work is recommended (both on the new indicator as to the interpretation). 

BE – Public 
Waste 

GDP cannot be the only lead indicator. Only the output from the economy is taken into account then. 
The COM should integrate the work that has been done in the project 'EU Composite Index on 
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Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

Environmental Pressures' (DG ENV, Eurostat, JRC) to develop a second lead indicator. 

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

Regarding the indicator "GDP / DMC" measuring efficiency in the use of resources, this indicator 
(among others) is currently calculated for Wallonia to analyze a possible decoupling between the 
need for natural resources and economic activities. It is also planned to compare it with other 
indicators of efficiency of resource use to determine the relevance of this indicator.  Although the 
indicator GDP/DMC is presented as provisional, it should be noted that increasing the ratio does not 
necessarily mean a better use of resources. Counter-examples exist.  At first glance, the industrial 
sector will consume a significantly higher amount of natural resources and raw materials than the 
sector of services. An increase in the ratio may well reflect an economy turning more towards 
services to the detriment of the industry rather than a better use of resources.  Some may of course 
consider that such a reorientation of the economy actually means a better use of resources. In 
addition, if GDP increases more than DMC, then the ratio will increase. A simple example:  if GDP is 
multiplied by 3 and DMC by 2, then the ratio is multiplied by 1.5. There might be a relative decoupling 
which can eventually translate to better use of resources (eg through increased reuse and recycling), 
but it might also indicate a much more intensive use of resources where the entire GDP growth is due 
to the services. It is therefore necessary that this indicator be interpreted in the light of other 
information such as: - The contributions to GDP of different sectors (primary, secondary, tertiary) and 
the evolution of these contributions, - Changes in product reuse and evolution of the preparation for 
reuse and recycling of waste types (not limited to household waste).  

BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

We have some restraining remarks concerning the lead indicator GDP/DMC:  • As is mentioned in the 
consultation paper, import of (semi)manufactured goods is underestimated because DMC does not 
account for material flows required upstream along the production chain. This severely complicates 
interpretation of time series and country comparisons (cf. p. 7 of the consultation paper: results for 
Malta). It might be better to wait for the development of an indicator based on raw material 
equivalents (work in progress by Eurostat). • As is the case for all economy wide indicators, the 
evolution of a country’s DMC is not only the result of real improvements in resource efficiency of 
sectors, it also affected by structural changes in the economy. In order to allow for a correct 
interpretation, data on sectoral resource use are needed. In most European countries, these data are 
confidential or are not available at all. • It does not seem correct to equate DMC to GDP. DMC only 
accounts for production/consumption driven by domestic demand, while GDP also accounts for 
production/consumption driven by the export market. In this respect, DMI (or better: RMI) seems a 
better option. • please indicate clearly that ‘consumption’ in DMC relates to extraction of resources 
from the environment. In the water domain, consumption indicates the final use of water volumes by 
the consumer, making distinction between water abstraction and water use for production. GDP is a 
weak indicator as it is market-dependent and expressed in monetary units, not reflecting the real ratio 
between resource abstractions, production and consumption. Resource use per person (e.g. litres of 
water per person) seems more appropriate, provided resources are calculated on the basis of the 
abstraction level and not the consumption level (which is in the case of water the metered volumes at 
household level).  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

Concerning the broad definition of resources in the EU roadmap the concentration on one lead-
indicator is not appropriate for the resource issue. There are completely different resources we have 
to care for and we depend on. One indicator is not able to represent all resources adequately and a 
high aggregated index will not be able to monitor political performance adequately.   Also the 
proposed headline indicator “resource productivity” describes only one of the resources, raw 
materials. Further the proposed headline indicator cannot deliver significant information on the 
ecological and social dimensions of resource use. It cannot account for the material flows required 
upstream along the production chain nor can it depict the state and quality of natural resources. A fast 
growing GDP can lead to a positive development even in the case of increased pressure on natural 
resources. In turn, problematic developments of resource depletion and resource quality can be 
concealed, with subsequent risks for appropriate political decision making.   As the headline indicator 
concept is not very differentiated when it comes to the single resources, we propose the use of a set 
of different resource indicators. Thus we highly recommend including efficiency materials indicator 
into the dashboard and communicate the whole dashboard instead of a single lead indicator. All 
proposed indicators on production/territory perspective in the dashboard described under chapter 
3.2.1 are already available. In case the commission intends to use a single lead indicator, we should 
stay with the material mass flows because of its highest impact on the whole system.  We then 
strongly support the view that the current resource productivity indicator based on GDP and DMC is 
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only a provisional indicator as both GDP and DMC are flawed. In its Europe 2020 Strategy the 
European Council has rejected the former overall target of boosting GDP and instead pursuits a 
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth in the European Union as it does not cover non-market goods 
and services and has no concern for inequality. Thus we highly welcome the Commissions work 
under its “GDP and Beyond initiative” to find a more comprehensive measure of wealth and 
prosperity. As already stated in the consultation paper, DMC do not account for material flows 
required upstream along the production chain. Therefore we highly recommend fostering the further 
development and implementation of indicators with a life cycle perspective. Indicators that show the 
absolute amount of used resource are probably better suited to display if our economy develops 
towards a greener economy and whether pressures or impacts on the environment are increasing or 
decreasing. Above all, it is not evident that solely material indicators are put into relation with GDP.  
Almost all suggested dashboard indicators can be linked to economic data, such as GDP on the 
country level or output/value added on the sectoral level, in order to assess the resource 
efficiency/productivity (cf. area boosting efficient production). It could be a supplementary information 
when assessing whether de-coupling can be observed between economic growth and resource use 
and environmental impacts, respectively. Therefore, as a first step, we highly recommend to display 
and/or report the variation in time of GDP and DMC separately in addition to raw material productivity.   
Further, in the short run, the commission should introduce Raw Material Consumption (RMC) 
indicator for the EU as fast as possible. In the longer run, but as soon as possible, the unused 
material should also be taken into account leading to Total Material Consumption (TMC) as an 
indicator. Both should be reported on a per capita base. GDP could then be depicted as 
complementary indicator in a dashboard. 

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

While Denmark acknowledge that the proposed lead indicator, GDP/DMC, is currently the best 
available possible solution, we also fully share the Commission’s own reservations as regards the 
lead indicator, and it should  therefore be considered more carefully whether it is beneficial for the 
European resource efficiency agenda to push this (to some extend ambiguous) indicator forward as 
the one lead indicator.   If it is decided to go along with the GDP/DMC as lead indicator, it should be 
made clear that the lead indicator should be replaced by an improved indicator if and when such is 
mature. The limitations of GDP/DMC should also  be made absolutely clear – that it contain a value 
for illustrative and awareness-raising purposes; however its usefulness as a target supporting 
instrument can be problematic. Furthermore, if this indicator is used as  headline indicator the 
communication of it is critically important to allow for a more detailed picture of GDP/DMC. For this, 
Denmark has the following positions:  • First, rather than simply showing GDP/DMC as one 
parameter, Denmark proposes that GDP and DMC be shown separately allowing to draw conclusions 
on both relative and absolute decoupling material resource use from  economic growth.  • Secondly, 
in order to increase the possibility for inter-country comparisons GDP/DMC should be split up by 
material type – i.e. biomass, metals, non-metalic minerals and fossil fuels, as well as by sectors. This 
would  provide a much more useful picture and make the indicator less sensitive to volatility effects 
from the dominance of DMC by sand and gravel, which can cause misleading conclusions.  Denmark 
further believes the EU should move forward with the dashboard and the thematic indicators, while 
further indicator development is being undertaken.   Denmark agrees that a successor of the 
GDP/DMC on a medium term could be GPD/RMC (Raw Material Consumption), but in longer term 
EU should aim for a material resource indicator, which allows for some weighting or  differentiation of 
resource types based on environmental impact or scarcity. Both RMC and DMC indicator will be 
dominated by non-metallic mineral use (sand, gravel, stone) which are often less relevant with 
respect to  environmental impact and scarcity than other material use. Again, this points to the critical 
need not to look at DMC or RMC as one aggregated level, but rather to follow progress at 
disaggregated levels (split by type and –  to the extent possible – sector).  Denmark supports further 
development and use of indicators that can reflect both resource-efficiency, resource use, and the 
environmental impact of resource use – using both a domestic and a global perspective (i.e.  
including material use embodied in trade). This could e.g. entail that DMC in time is supplemented by 
Raw Material Consumption to include the global perspective of the resources embodied in trade and 
further  supplemented by an indicator reflecting the environmental impacts related to the domestic 
resource use and global resource demand and that theme-specific consumption-based indicators are 
included when these are  mature (e.g. water footprint and land footprint).   

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

GDP is not an appropiate indicator because doesn’t refect the sustainibility of the economic model. 
The flows in the economic system must be complemented by the effects of the resources use and 
economic growth on the quality of life for cotizens, on the one hand, and, on state of natural 
resources and ecosystems conservation, in the other hand. The approach of the methodology of the 
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Millennium Ecosystem Assessment is a very good tool to assess progress in the efficient use of 
resources. A most suitable indicator must consider the relationship between the forms of production 
and consumption, value and welfare needs of European society, and ecological constraints that 
determines the flow of services, on which they depend and which interact with. It is necessary to 
consider indicators of quality of life, as the income distribution in the population, employment, 
percentage of population with a minimum income and with met basic needs. Also it has to reflect 
pollution and deterioration degree of key environmental elements (air, water, soil, biodiversity, 
ecosystems transformation or resource consumption).  

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

GDP is an indicator that does not reflect natural and social aspects. Therefore, as stated in the Rio 
+20 agreement "the Future we want" it's necesary to develop an accepted agregated variable for 
integrating social, environemntal and economical variables in order to complement the GDP indicator-  
In some cases, the use of population to build ratios could be also interesting, for example in countries 
rankings (DMC/inhabitatns, for example)  

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

As indicated in consultation document, DMC may not adequately reflect the environmental impact of 
resource use. However in the absence of a suitable alternative it is agreed that the proposed lead 
indicator is a good basis on which to obtain comparative data as it is calculated according to a 
standardised Eurostat methodology.  It is a useful proxy indicator for interactions between 
environmental and economic considerations.  While there is data available for Ireland for the period 
1999 – 2008 for DMC (Domestic Material Consumption) there is currently no more recent information 
so data availability could be a constraint.  Up to date information on material flow accounting is 
expected to be published over the coming years and it is hoped that the data will become available.  
The proposed lead indicator does have its limitations as indicated in consultation document as DMC 
may not adequately reflect the environmental impact of resource use and other more appropriate 
indicators such as those monitoring materials use in raw material equivalents may be more 
appropriate.  However, any proposed alternative could only be considered based on data availability.  

NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

 No, Domestic Material Consumption related to GDP (GDP/DMC) is not very appropriate as a lead 
indicator, given the key issues mentioned at the first question. As the Commission already mentions, 
GDP/DMC is a far from perfect indicator for Resource Efficiency, for several reasons. First of all it 
simply adds up the amounts of material used and some materials that are relative abundant (gravel 
and sand) count heavily in the DMC-index. Therefore DMC doesn’t provide information on scarcity or 
focusses on materials that are of strategic economic relevance for Europe. Furthermore it doesn’t 
provide insight in the environmental effects. A third major disadvantage of  DMC is that it only 
provides information on the previous step in the production chain and hardly gives insight in the 
original locations of the raw materials.   To get a better picture of the effects in the product chain it 
would certainly help if the step from DMC to Raw Material Consumption or Total Material 
Consumption could be made. But the RMC will also not indicate to scarcity and environmental effects. 
Furthermore if a population of a country will stabilize or decrease and it is therefore not foreseen to 
build many new houses or roads, DMC might provide a wrong signal. Between countries DMC further 
provides insight in the percentage of manufacturing in the total economy. Apart from the RMC and 
TMC there is in our opinion, however not another single index or indicator that can function as an 
alternative.   In all cases it would help to show the underlying materials within the DMC or RMC (such 
as fossil fuels, biomass, metals, ores and non-metal minerals). Due to geographic or economical 
differences of the members states, there will be different resources needed for the economy. A further 
breakdown into different categories of the DMC and RME will improve the usefulness for the 
European member states and lead to a better measurement.  The above mentioned disadvantages of 
the DMC do raise the question whether it is feasible to work with just one lead indicator. The 
Netherlands does not favor to just have DMC as a lead indicator, it is not specific and insensitive. 
Instead, we propose to combine the level of lead indicator with the underlying dashboard of macro-
indicators, thus putting the DMC (to be improved to RMC) with its limitations in a context that is more 
informative. This would follow the approach taken by OECD in its Green Growth Strategy, where a 
balanced set of indicators is proposed.    

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 

General Remark: Regarding this question, it is important to consider the aim and the coming use of 
the indicators, as mentioned on page 6. The three mentioned fields of use demand different types of 
information: 1. Measure the general progress  → demands general information, easily and quickly 
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Environment understandable 2. Allow for an informed discussion of whether targets can be set → demands rather 
straight and precisely measurable information in order to allow target setting 3. Communicate the 
importance of the link between resources and the economy → demands information on both aspects, 
resources and economy The three-layer approach allows the coverage of all the three uses very well. 
However, we think that the first point, “measure the general progress” would allow more creativity in 
the choice of the lead indicator. One can argue that the most important role of the lead indicator is to 
provide an overview. Target setting, however, requires high standards regarding data availability, 
quality and measuring norms. This may rather be done based on the more precise dashboard and 
theme specific indicators. Hence, we think that in spite of the difficulties regarding statistic precision 
and methodological challenges, EC should not abandon the idea of proposing a lead indicator, which 
aims at covering a broad range of environmental issues rather than a sum of weights in kilograms of 
material – be it with a weighting method as has been used for example for the Environmentally 
Weighted material consumption.   Proposed Indicator For three reasons, we do NOT consider the 
proposed GDP/DMC being the appropriate (single) lead indicator: • A potential single lead indicator 
must clearly contain information on absolute decoupling. GDP/DMC, however, is an information on 
relative decoupling, which is of course useful within a dashboard of indicators, but misleading when 
used as a single lead indicator. As long as countries have economic growth the ratio might improve 
with still increasing material consumption and environmental impacts. This would be in contradiction 
to respecting planetary boundaries. Thus efficiency indicators do not represent the big picture but 
only a part of it. Our Proposition: Use the relative indicator (p.ex. GDP/DMC) in pair with an indicator 
showing the absolute perspective lead indicator; rather than presenting a single indicator containing 
only relative information • The second issue is the environmental relevance of the DMC: The mere 
sum of the physical weights of this highly inhomogeneous conglomerate does not contain a 
sufficiently reliable environmental information. In the case of Switzerland, for example roughly half of 
the DMC is composed of sand and gravel, which are neither rare nor particularly toxic or noxious. In 
contrast, several much more relevant materials do not receive an “appropriate weight”, such as fossil 
fuels (only roughly 16% of the DMC) or Metals (only roughly 2% of the DMC). Our proposition: The 
environmental relevance of the proposed indicator should be improved by taking into account only a 
choice environmentally noxious materials rather than the total. This can be done in a top-down 
manner, where the least environmentally harmful material categories, for example sand and gravel, 
are left out. Another way is to take into account only the few most harmful categories: According to 
studies commissioned by FOEN  these are fossil energy agents and metals, followed by biomass 
categories such as meat, coffee etc (in decreasing importance). • Finally, the DMC addresses 
domestic material consumption only, whereas a single lead indicator should include the consumption 
perspective (including the whole life-cycle of the products consumed).  Our proposition: Depending on 
the statistical preconditions set after the consultation, the lead indicator should as well include the 
hidden flows as far as feasible. See: http://www.bafu.admin.ch/uw-1111-e  

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

The UK Government does not agree that GDP/DMC is an appropriate lead indicator. Although it 
measures resource efficiency to some extent, the use of a ratio indicator is not appropriate for the 
overarching goal to reduce resource use as it may be misleading. By using a ratio, an apparent 
improvement can be shown even though resource use is increasing.  Furthermore, the inclusion of 
DMC within the lead indicator is flawed. DMC is dominated by construction materials which need to 
be treated separately: the use of construction materials is more related to the investment cycle than 
to GDP.  DMC also excludes the mass of materials used in the production of imports and hence does 
not take proper account of any relocation of production to non-EU countries. This could lead to 
perverse incentives related to increased outsourcing and a reduction in the use of widely available 
domestic materials.  Another issue is that DMC includes energy materials which are separately and 
more appropriately covered by energy use and carbon emissions within the Dashboard. The UK 
Government does not agree that progress in reducing the use of the wide range of resources covered 
by the Roadmap can or should be monitored by a single headline measure.   

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

The consultation paper recognises that the definition of the lead indicator on resource productivity 
(Gross Domestic Product / Domestic Material  Consumption) has some limitations, but that it is the 
most practical measure to put in place at the current time. The use of material consumption data can  
support the waste management sector in shifting the strategic focus of management upstream more 
firmly into the sustainable consumption and production  agenda through using resources wisely, 
waste prevention and treating waste as a resource.   If and when a replacement resource productivity 
indicator is  developed it may be helpful to continue calculating GDP/DMC to allow some continuity in 
overall resource productivity reporting until trends are established. 

UK – Scotish Whilst SEPA recognises that resource efficiency is a complex area that demands an integrated 
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Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

response, we support the use of a lead indicator(s) to help focus the policy agenda. We agree 
GDP/DMC is a useful link between material use and economic activity, however, it comes with 
limitations and therefore we would welcome a stronger commitment to develop the use of a more 
suitable lead indicator and to explore the use of a consumption based lead indicator alongside the 
proposed production based indicator. For example, DMC does not reflect the total mass of raw 
materials consumed by a country as it only accounts for the mass of the final goods imported not the 
upstream raw materials used to produce them.   The stated purpose of the lead indicator is to 'focus 
on material productivity'. This at odds with the definition of resource efficiency, defined in this 
consultation as using the Earth’s limited resources in a sustainable manner. GDP/DMC alone does 
not provide any indication of the sustainability of the resource use nor breaches of environmental 
limits and therefore it is important to be clear about the difference between material productivity and 
resource efficiency.  The former is about maximising production, while the latter is about minimising 
resource inputs and wastage.    A lead indicator(s) should provide some intimation of our progress 
towards our vision, given in Annex 1 as 'By 2050, the EU's economy has grown in a way that respects 
resource constraints and planetary boundaries, thus contributing to global economic transformation. 
Our economy is competitive, inclusive and provides a high standard of living with much lower 
environmental impacts. All resources are sustainably managed, from raw materials to energy, water, 
air, land and soil. Climate change milestones have been reached, while biodiversity and the 
ecosystem services it underpins have been protected, valued and substantially restored.'  GDP/DMC 
does not tell us anything about our economy's inclusivity, environmental impacts, sustainability of 
resource use, attainment of climate change milestones or status of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services.  In using GDP/DMC as a lead indicator, for example as an interim measure, it needs to be 
recognised that the second tier of indicators to accompany this indicator is equally as important to 
monitor a number of issues that will not be identified by GDP/DMC. For example, GDP/DMC does not 
tell us anything about environmental impact, use of scarce resources or whether we are using 
secondary materials. Also, it does not tell us the type of resource use occurring - the use of small 
quantities of certain materials have a much higher impact than others - while they make a much 
smaller contribution to DMC, their contribution to total environmental impact will be significant.   
Potential perverse effects of using GDP/DMC must also be addressed.  Most significantly, it could 
lead to increased 'off-shoring' of production  - as policy measures seek to drive down DMC, resource 
use and waste will be shifted to where they will not be counted.  This problem stems from the fact that 
a single indicator is unlikely to be able to provide both a consumption and production perspective, 
both of which must be considered in order to ensure that resource efficiency an envisioned above is 
attained.  To remedy this, at least two lead indicators are necessary, one providing a consumption 
perspective and the other a production one.  

 
 

h) Statistical offices  
BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

No. Any ratio including GDP gives a false vision (this indicator only captures relative decoupling, 
which is not sufficient). Moreover, for service based economies as in EU and BE, GDP is not 
appropriate to capture the link between economy and environment. Limitting to industrial GDP might 
be an option.  We could use kg resources used / capita as lead indicator, wherein the amount of 
imported resources (outside national or EU borders) for the production of the consumption goods 
should be included. (material footprint per capita).  Ratio with a monetary unit should never be used. 
GDP and material shouold be presented in 2 separated dimensions, with 2 separate (independent) 
targets. Absolute reduction of direct and indirect material use is pertinent here. 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

No. In developped countries, (at least Belgium) DMC is declining because of delocalisation of primary 
productions. However, TMR is growing. Moreover, GDP is not a measure of welfare anymore in 
developed countries, because of growing importance of "defensing" GDP (env. expenditures, security 
etc) and the replacement of free activities by payed ones (domestic work etc). Wat matters is the 
number of people in economic exclusion, not the mean GDP (which forgets the exclusion problem). 
Moreover, a ratio only covers relative dematerialization. It admits a substitution between factors 
(between GDP and DMC). Absolute dematerialization is needed. A more threatened ressourcce (than 
material) is biocapacity. Suggestions for dimension 1 (welfare): ISEW, % relative poverty (at 60% of 
median of nations), Atkinson index of inequality Suggestiohn for dimension 2: TMR (total material 
requirement including embedded flows), carbon footprint of consumtion, ecological footprint (on world 
biocapacity)  
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i) Other  
 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

No. It should be combined to social (and environmental) criteria to address smart and sustainable 
growth and be in line with the European model. It is of limited relevance to sustainable development 
for a number of reasons: - It only measures APPARENT consumption (= production + imports – 
exports), not REAL consumption (see chapter 1. on hidden resource flows in import goods). - As it is 
a mass based indicator, it will highly emphasize the use of sand & gravel (EU economy: about 2.5 bn 
t/yr.) or steel. - It DOES NOT reflect the use of many rare metals, for instance rare earth, of which 
very little is produced in the EU (for many rare metals: none, such as rare earth). The production of 
minerals and metals CAN have important negative impacts outside of the EU, which can be much 
worse than for a similar production within Europe. - It does not measure the impact of pesticides, 
endocrinian disruptors and other substances/pollutants associated to GDP, while these may be a 
major cause of concern, nor other important issues such as soil sealing per unit of GDP. The 
combination between the lead indicator and the two other tiers should be improved. Inconsistencies 
have been identified such as for the Agriculture sector (production / territory indicator based on 
artificial land / built-up area in one hand, soil erosion by water and gross nutrient balance on the 
other). 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

The Institution agrees with the concept of a lead indicator, as long as it is supported by a dashboard 
of additional indicators to provide the necessary explanatory detail. However, CIWM is not sure 
whether the proposed lead indicator of GDP/DMC is the right one, since it would focus attention on 
resource use relative to economic activity. If absolute resource use is the key issue, then the lead 
indicator should reflect this. 

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

As a matter of principle, resource efficiency needs to be measured by a set of indicators to take into 
account the complex interrelations between resource use and its environmental, economic, and social 
impacts. Therefore, a set of equal ranking indicators is necessary, without one indicator being singled 
out as “lead indicator”. 
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Question 2-b: Are the appropriate indicators included in the 
dashboard of macro-indicators? Are there any alternatives 
that should be considered? 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

Many important indicators are missing, as hinted at under 1. DMC would penalise high-tonnage waste 
streams such as barren rock or stable foundry slags while failing to identify environmentally much 
more worrying material flows. One tonne of arsenic or of Cr6+ or of atrazine are environmentally of 
much greater importance, by several orders of magnitude, than a ton of gravel. It could be very wise 
to look at the indicator framework developed by the Global Reporting Initiative, which has been 
developed with UNEP, and is widely supported by a diversity of stakeholders, including leading 
industrial players, in view of improving it where appropriate, rather than to build a new framework. 
Data available from GRI reporting companies, some reporting since several years, provides a 
valuable insight on several important environmental dimensions.  Applying the WEI as indicator for 
the efficient use of water means to focus solely on water abstraction, without taking into account that 
there are a) other uses of water than just abstraction (i.e. use of water as a sink for pollutants) and 
that b) the environmental impact of water abstraction differs significantly from one river basin to the 
other given very different hydrological conditions. If the vision put forward by the flagship initiative on 
resource initiative is to respect planetary boundaries and to come to a sustainable management of 
water resources, an indicator based on water abstraction is insufficient. In many European regions it 
is not water abstraction, but pollution beyond the assimilative capacity of aquatic ecosystems which 
constitutes the major threat to sustainable management of water resources, while at the same time 
given water abstraction levels in water abundant regions do not constitute an ecological problem. This 
should be reflected in the choice of indicators.  As a first step the Commission should base its 
resource efficiency strategy on the work which is done in the framework of the preparation of the 
Blueprint strategy and should replace the WEI by the WEI+. In the medium term, one should consider 
“water bodies in a good ecological state” as the main indicator, since the ecological state in the sense 
of the water framework directive comprises quantitative and qualitative as well as physical, biological 
and chemical aspects of human water use. This could be a valuable foundation to build on.  

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

  

ECN (NL) In our view the representation and communication of resource efficiency performance by one lead 
indicator, a couple of dashboard as well as a range of theme specific indicators blurrs the overall 
picture and inhibits effective communication and resulting obtainment of support by both MS 
governments and civil societies. It bucks the question of how to set possible  targets for resource 
efficiency in the envisaged climate and energy package covering the period 2020-2030. The lead 
indicator and dashboard indicators, proposed in the consulation paper, fall short in covering all 
relevant key issues of resource efficiency performance as categorised in our response to question 2a 
above. Moreover, the process to legitimize and achieve an acceptably broad-based consensus on 
focused on the development of one agreed composite index is of utmost importance to gather 
sufficient acceptance and resonance by the member states governments and society. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

From a resource perspective: Biocapacity is becoming the most limiting factor for the 21st century. 
More than any other large input. For instance fossil fuel availability is less limiting, since humanity has 
found  already at least 5 times more than can be burnt if climate change should stay within tolerable 
limits.  Resource constraints are affecting country's economic performance already - including in 
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Europe.  Hence it would be useful to include biocapacity accounts like the Ecological Footprint that 
can compare how much biocapacity there is (in the world, in Europe, in each country) and how much 
is being used. 

IEEP (UK) The choice of having a dashboard of indicators for land, water and carbon is appropriate in light of the 
need to clearly communicate key impacts of EU consumption and production. They will also begin to 
shed much-needed light on the true impacts of consumption and production behaviour. Materials, not 
listed formally in the dashboard list, would be included in a TMR-based indicator, since it is materials-
based. We propose that materials be given the same treatment as the other indicators in the 
dashboard, i.e. they should be presented equally alongside the other dashboard indicators.   The 
Commission’s consultation paper includes the proposal from a study to present the dashboard of 
indicators with two modules – resource use indicators and environmental impact indicators – is very 
welcome. IEEP considers such modules a very good suggestion, and necessary for appropriate 
policy solutions identification as they will help to dig deeper into the issues of the depth of 
environmental impact of different resources and will provide evidence for follow-up policy measures to 
reduce both level of use and its related impacts.  Some relevant results from a recent FP7 project of 
which IEEP was a member, IN-STREAM, identified appropriate indicators to be developed for the 
resource efficiency agenda. These include fuller data sets on stocks of materials, as flows on their 
own do not address over-consumption of either renewable or finite resources. A focus on stocks 
particularly links to the identification of sustainability thresholds, whether for renewable or non-
renewable resources. Another indicator is the Index of Environmental Pressures, on which work is 
already underway. One can expect that the index will be sensitive to improvements in resource 
efficiency as these should reflect in changes in a whole range of the component indicators (variables) 
on which the index rests. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

  

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

Because these are linked to GDP they allow richer countries to use more of the resources and still 
appear more sustainable than poorer countries.  Ultimately the aim should be to  move to a steady 
state, effective use, rather than a more efficient use of resources. 

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

In the dashboard there is no indicator of the depletion of mineral resources.  The alternative to be 
considered is explained later in section 3. 

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

  

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

The dashboard only considers the direct impacts on the environment. Indirect impacts like 
acidification due to emissions to air should be considered too. The direct impacts on the environment 
are also incomplete. One of the most important direct impacts, loss of biodiversity, is not considered 
at all  and should be included. For the territory perspective as well as for the global supply chain 
perspective the consumption of water instead of its use should be assessed.  The WEI only uses data 
on water use to calculate water stress. The Water Stress Index according to Pfister et al. (see paper 
“Assessing the environmental  impacts of freshwater consumption in LCA”) assesses the water 
consumption and is available on regional scale. Also the Water Footprint Network provides temporal 
data for major river basins. Considering the GHG emissions but no other emissions to air and water 
like sulfur is asymmetrical and not advisable. Even though climate change is a stressing problem this 
should not lead to ignoring other environmental problems like loss of e. g. biodiversity and 
eutrophication, which are especially  important for agricultural systems. Also any kind of toxic 
materials are not included; these can emerge in some mines e. g. during the extraction of copper. 
These environmental aspects would be considered when using the EMC instead of the DMC.  
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University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

Q1. We believe the macro-indicators may have unforeseen consequences. For example a hill-sheep 
farm is very inefficient in terms of land use, but this land has few alternative uses. More work is 
needed on these indicators.  Q2. Yes, the Current Scarcity Score developed by the University of 
Dundee as this is a measure of total resource use excluding land. At present it includes water use 
and if it is used as presently developed, the second water indicator is duplication. The Current 
Scarcity Score could be used without the water aspect as an additional indicator. 

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

  

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

For the land use indicators soil organic carbon changes (SOC) could be a appropriate indicator and 
also biodiversity footprint by Lenzen et.al. 

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

The basic outline and structure of the dashboard is sensible as it takes into account land, water and 
carbon (although the latter refers to GHG emissions and thus to an output it reflects  an important 
material flow and provides the bridges to and allows to recognize synergies with climate policies. 
However, the material resource part is still completely missing.  It is recommended to keep the basic 
structure of the dashboard and use it to monitor materials, land, water and carbon.  In particular, the 
supplementation of the materials category  would allow to provide a more differentiated and 
comprehensive picture than considering materials only by means of an unsufficient and misleading 
single headline indicator such as  GDP/DMC.  In the up-load section a table is shown as an example.  
Regarding the materials resource use it is advisable to record the primary material requirements in a 
life-cycle perspective. This means to account for the Total Material Requirement  (TMR) of both 
domestic and foreign origin which is induced by intra-EU activities. The primary materials extracted 
for domestic final use are indicated by the Total Material Consumption  (TMC) which subtracts the 
exports and their hidden flows from TMR.   Regarding land use there is mounting evidence that the 
expansion in particular of cropland consitutes a growing global problem. The area used for cropland 
may be taken as robust  indicator and accounted for in relation to EU consumption. In contrast, in 
forestry the conversion of (semi-)natural forests into plantations represents a growing pressure to 
biodiversity so  that the number of hectares may be misleading; for forestry the assessment may be 
related to net annual increment. It is therefore recommended to distinguish between key categories  
of land use such as for agriculture (in particular cropland vs. pasture land) and forestry, and do not 
sum them up.  

 
 

b) Citizens  
 

Citizen  (AT)   

Citizen  (BE)   

Citizen (UK) I support the inclusion of water, land and carbon footprint indicators.  I also think there should be an 
indicator for overall use of materials. 

 
 

c) Companies  
 

Cleveland The dashboard must at least account for the EU’s industrial performance and its global consumption 
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Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

of key natural resources. It should disclose potential unfavourable trends (e.g., improvements in 
domestic resource productivity, through use of less efficient processes outside the EU). From a 
production/territory perspective, we recall that the European Union does not take action unless it is 
more effective than action taken at national, regional or local level (the Subsidiarity Principle). It is 
within the competence of Member States to provide the administrative framework for the exploration 
and use of their natural resources. Rather than set EU indicators and targets, it would be more 
appropriate to require Member States to prepare national resource efficiency plans adapted to their 
diverse environmental needs. For a consumption perspective, Euromines believes the work by the 
JRC to develop decoupling indicators and basket-of-products indicators is a promising start towards 
providing policy-makers with the more detailed signals they would prefer to have at their disposal. 
One strength of basing such indicators on life cycle data is that it allows decision makers to find lower 
level information to increase certainty about the consequences of their actions. In contrast, footprints 
will not be sufficient for determining the optimal outcomes of policy discussions because they provide 
no information on the environmental, social or economic implications of resource use. The JRC work 
on resource efficiency indicators should instead be taken into consideration and further discussed 
with the stakeholders.  The material-use indicators under study overestimate the environmental im 
pact of resource extraction. They tend to prioritise conservation of abundant mineral resources over 
more pressing environmental concerns such as emissions of CO2, eutrophication and habitat 
fragmentation. In contrast to the carbon, land and water indicators, the considered material use 
indicators rely on data describing potential impacts – in practice, they contain no link to real data 
representing actual impacts. Any inclusion of material-use indicators in the dashboard would lead to 
the environmental impacts of material-use being highly exaggerated: - i.e. incorporated in the carbon, 
water and land sections, and then highlighted again in the materials sections. Euromines therefore 
does not support the use of separate materials-use indicators in the dashboard.  To allow comparison 
across Member States, the proposed land-use indicator should be expressed as “per capita 
percentage of national territory comprising artificial or built-up areas“. The suggested embodied land 
indicator, like the water footprint, will be incapable of informing how to source products more 
efficiently.  The water exploitation index has no meaning at EU-level, and even at national level 
inadequately reflects local differences. The water footprint is incapable of informing how to use water 
more efficiently.  Whilst GHG emissions have global impact, current EU data have been developed in 
the framework of other legal regulations, such as the emissions trading system. These values should 
therefore be used with caution in the context of resource efficiency as the policy objective is not the 
same.  GDP and % of total population at risk of poverty or social exclusion should be added to the 
dashboard to more completely reflect the concept of resource efficiency in the context of smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. The latter is already monitored for the agreed EU2020 targets. 
These proposed dashboard indicators could provide a general picture or trend at EU and national 
levels, but they are not appropriate for application to individual sectors or enterprises. We insist that, 
in the continued absence of multi-dimensional life-cycle indicators, the dashboard indicators only be 
used as communication tools and not become a basis for deciding policy measures and targets.  

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency. For 
instance, as regards the indicator on water, the indicator would not take into account that, while some 
member states have problems with water scarcity, there is an abundant supply of water in other 
member states. 

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

There is no indicator linked to industrial resource use, especially industrial waste. 

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 
UK) 

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three proposed 
indicators present some key weaknesses, as follows: • the definitions of the components are unclear • 
carbon footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream aspects 
including use phase and recycling • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it aggregates 
different resources and does not consider the way water is used or whether water is scarce or not in a 
given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account • water index and carbon 
footprint may not recognise the downstream aspects including use phase and recycling.   Hidden 
flows, use phase benefits and impacts, and recycling should be reflected in these indicators.  Thus, 
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the dashboard indicators are for the moment best limited to communication tools rather than being 
used as policy drivers. Where indicators are already monitored and used for policy, e.g. GHG 
emissions or air emissions, there should be due consideration of these in any overall resource 
efficiency approach to avoid overlapping and maybe somewhat counter-productive policies.  

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

We propose that the dashboard, as second tier indicators immediately below the lead indicator(s), 
should consist of a balanced set of indicators representing the key pillars of resource efficiency  as 
defined in COM(2011)21.  The five themes we suggest as dashboard indicators are: 1 - Resource 
depletion 2 - Waste generation 3 - Environmental quality  4 - Climate change 5 - Economic 
development Were the lead indicator designed as an aggregation of sub-indicators, this schema 
would allow the former to incorporate the major elements of resource efficiency as defined in 
COM(2011)21, thus  arriving at a more complete and inclusive description of resource efficiency than 
do the presently proposed dashboard indicators feeding into GDP/DMC.  1 - Resource depletion 
Since the central rationale for resource efficiency is to conserve natural resources (as acknowledged 
in Section 5.4 of the consultation paper), it is noteworthy that the consultation paper does  not include 
a specific indicator measuring resource depletion.  A composite Resource Depletion Index (RDI) can 
be calculated in terms of: RDI = Σ(amount used/known reserves) x scaling factor x relative 
importance summed over the resources under consideration. The algorithm allows material, energy, 
water, biomass and even land depletion to be consolidated into one index, using appropriate scaling 
or equivalency factors.  2 - Waste generation Given its central role in resource efficiency and as a 
direct measure of inefficient resource use, we believe the metric of total waste generation, normalised 
on a per capita basis, should be  promoted to the dashboard.    3 - Environmental quality An 
Environmental Quality Index (EQI) would aggregate information on the state of the ecosystem 
compartments – air, water, soil, and biodiversity.  The Prescott-Allen Ecosystem Wellbeing Index or  
elements of Eco-indicator 99, among other frameworks, provide methodological options for deriving 
this type of index.  4 - Climate change We support the inclusion of GHG emissions as a dashboard 
indicator, though consideration should be given to whether total, absolute tonnage or a tonnage 
normalised per capita or by GDP is more  appropriate.  5 - Economic development We support the 
use of the eco-innovation index in the context of green growth, but recommend that it should be 
promoted to the dashboard. 

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three indicators 
proposed present some key weaknesses. • the definitions of the components are unclear; • carbon 
footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream aspects including 
use phase and recycling. • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it aggregates different 
resources and does not consider the way the water is used or whether water is scarce or not in a 
given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account.   • Water index and carbon 
footprint may not recognise the downstream aspects including use phase and recycling.    Hidden 
flows, use phase benefits and impacts and recycling should be reflected in these indicators.  Having 
the weaknesses in mind the dashboard indicators are for the moment best limited to communication 
tools rather than being used as drivers of policy.  Where indicators are already monitored and used 
for policy, e.g. GHG emissions or air emissions, there should be due consideration of these in any 
overall resource efficiency approach to avoid overlapping and maybe somewhat counter-productive 
policies.   

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

See answers 1) and 2a) 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

Land: In the current form, this indicator has very little meaning. This needs to be a quotient indicator 
(built-up area / total area). Carbon: This indicator is non-essential, since GHG targets are already set 
by other EU initiatives and do not need to be reiterated here. If GHG emissions are designed as an 
indicator for energy production from fossil sources, a better indicator would be the share of renewable 
energies of total energy production. In addition to the indicators listed in the dashboard, indicators 
covering the function of natural resources as emission sinks should be included. 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Macro-indicators on land use and carbon footprint are appropriate inclusions in the dashboard. 
However, the existing WEI (Water Exploitation Index defined by EEA) has its limitations as it does not 
take into account the nature of water use after abstraction. For example many times water is directly 
reentered to the source it was extracted from and such water is available for use once more but this is 
not captured in WEI. Therefore better alternatives should be explored here. 
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Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

We welcome the intention to use “Land”, ”Water” and “Carbon” indicators in the dashboard, and we 
think that “Material use” should be added to them with an equivalent status and with due regard to the 
hidden flows, as indicated in the previous point.  With respect to “Water” we question the interest of 
the proposed Water Exploitation Index which takes into account only the quantitative (volume) aspect 
of the abstracted water resource in a given area, with no regard to qualitative or stress criteria. We 
also particularly wonder on what territorial level such an index would be implemented, given the 
extremely local characteristics of the water resource scarcity or abundance; if the mesh is at macro 
level as indicated in the question (Member State?) we cannot see what benefit such an indicator 
could have.  Therefore rather than the Water Exploitation Index we recommend that the chosen index 
take into account the net abstracted volume (abstracted minus rejected), the quality of the affected 
water masses and the water stress of the concerned territory. An example of such an indicator is 
given in the “Growing Blue” methodology which was developed in North America 
(http://growingblue.com), which notably uses the “Water Impact Index” (Wiix). This open source 
index, which was unveiled by Veolia in 2009, provides a methodology for establishing positive and 
negative implications of how water resources are managed, thus enabling a comprehensive 
assessment of the impact of human activity on water resources. Its implementation to a city and to a 
mining plant, both in the USA (Milwaukee, Wisconsin and Consol, West Virginia) was presented in 
the EREP platform by Veolia in two brochures.   

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

If one assumes that “tier 2”-indicatoers highlight approach to planetary boundaries and since it is 
widely held as true that the planetary boundaries also relate to water, soil and GHGs, the parameters 
for which indicators are proposed (land, water and carbon) seem conceptually adequate. With regard 
to planetary boundaries a “tier 2”-indicator for material use is not appropriate and superfluous.  
Carbon should also be given a second thought, because there are already metrics from the UNFCCC 
and the ETS in place and in addition EU action in itself is not sufficient to reduce approaching the 
planetary boundaries because this is governed by global emissions.  Such indicators are rather 
complex to define and to calculate, because not only is it necessary to cover consumption within the 
system boundaries but also those outside but this information must also be weighted in line with 
regionally applying relations between consumption and sustainable resource availability. The 
Commission proposes to address the first of those two conditions  by differentiating “domestic 
resource use” and “global resource demand”. This is necessary but must always by enhanced by 
weighting with suitable regional relations between consumption and sustainable resource availability. 
Especially with regard to this second condition the indicators proposed for discussion are wanting.  
Within the framework of resource efficiency, all indicators should be kept on the level of the material 
flows and not be transformed into impact categories.  The latter would be a task for other policy 
initiatives. However, to the extent feasible, the resource efficiency policy indicators should be 
designed in a way which allows integration into impact assessments.  

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three indicators 
proposed present some key weaknesses. • the definitions of the components are unclear; • carbon 
footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream aspects including 
use phase and recycling. • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it aggregates different 
resources and does not consider the way the water is used or whether water is scarce or not in a 
given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account.   • Water index and carbon 
footprint may not recognise the downstream aspects including use phase and recycling.    Hidden 
flows, use phase benefits and impacts and recycling should be reflected in these indicators.  Having 
the weaknesses in mind the dashboard indicators are for the moment best limited to communication 
tools rather than being used as drivers of policy.  Where indicators are already monitored and used 
for policy, e.g. GHG emissions or air emissions, there should be due consideration of these in any 
overall resource efficiency approach to avoid overlapping and maybe somewhat counter-productive 
policies.   

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

The indicators included in the dashboard of macro-indicators focuse only on the environmental 
perspective. For instance, the Carbon footprint is a one-dimensional method that only follows an 
environmental approach.  Therefore we would propose to take the three pillars of sustainability 
(environment, economic and social) into account which allows a more holistic approach. 
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d) Consulancy / lobbying firms  
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
(DE) 

  

Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

Good start, but for land use indicators the available database is in my view sufficient to start already 
with the land footprint, so not just the artificial land. Para 3.2.2. is very important to follow up; also 
need measurement against sustainably available amounts, 'ecological footprint' type of approach but 
then disaggregated, See also reply under Q 1. 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

We think the dashboard indicators are appropriate.   It should be considered, if water couldn´t be 
integrated as a Material in the Lead Indicator. 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

The dashboard otherwise, generally goes into the right direction, however it stays well behind to what 
would be already possible. Life cycle based resource-efficiency indicators have been developed by 
the European Commission in a pilot study that next to land, water, carbon (i.e. climate change) also 
capture other impacts: acidification, particle emissions, summer smog, material and energy-resource 
scarcity, and so on. This work is only very briefly named in chapter 5.1.4, without clarifying that it 
meets all the key issues asked for in question 1. It is good to read in the consultation document that 
the work will be further developed for other countries next to Germany, but the information is missing 
that the indicator is already available for the EU27 as a whole; the draft report has been put online in 
2011. This approach should indeed be further developed to provide a suitable basket of indicators 
that can be presented and analysed individually or be combined to an index of overall environmental 
impact. Life cycle based indicators are largely existing; there is no need to reinvent the wheel, what is 
the impression given in the background document of this consultation. Also the table in chapter 3.2 
lists partly outdated indicators or where better alternatives already exist (e.g. on land use or on 
material consumption - e.g. the EMC is inferior to the Commission’s JRC-developed life cycle based 
indicator on resource scarcity). 

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

 In EMC human toxicity should have the same weighing factor as the environmental impact 
categories combined.  Missing is an indicator on the environmental impacts of hazardous metal 
emissions.  As an indicator on improving buildings also DMC or RMC of minerals per capita or per 
GDP should be considered. 

 
 

e) Industry organisation / associations  
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

A set of relevant macro-indicators addressing key resources can be acceptable but these indicators 
should be tested and monitored before setting targets. The current set of macro-indicators is 
incomplete as they fail to distinguish between renewable and non-renewable energy and materials.  
Macro-indicator on land: As the consultation document states rightly, the way how land is used is one 
of the principle drivers of environmental change. The indicator should not only account for what 
purpose the land is used but also distinguish how land is managed e.g. responsibly managed land, 
stewardship practices, etc.  Macro-indicator on water: In consistency with the indicator on land the 
indicator should in addition focus on accounting how available water resources are managed and 
used e.g. support water stewardship practices. Macro-indicator on carbon: This indicator should 
account renewable and non-renewable energy use. Carbon emissions are difficult to interpret in 
terms of resource efficiency.   

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 

See Annex III of the ACEA response to the consultation. 
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(EU) 
AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

  

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

A set of equal ranking indicators would be preferable to three macro indicators on a second hierarchy 
level. That being said, the actual design and application of the proposed macro-indicators should be 
further discussed to avoid misinterpretation. For example, it is not clear whether the indicators are to 
be used primarily for measuring progress in time (at EU-level) or for benchmarking member countries 
(for a given year/period or over time). For example, this has implications for the proposed water 
indicator, as a water exploitation index has no meaning at EU-level, and even at national level 
inadequately reflects local differences. Also, methodological questions raise questions concerns 
about the appropriateness of the proposed indicator on carbon: A per capita analysis only makes 
sense in a world-wide context, and when it focuses on actual consumption. A regional indicator that 
relates countries’ territory-related emissions to their population size methodologically doesn’t make 
sense 

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

A set of equal ranking indicators would be preferable to three macro indi-cators on a second 
hierarchy level. That being said, the actual design and application of the proposed macro-indicators 
should be further discussed to avoid misinterpretation. For example, it is not clear whether the 
indicators are to be used primarily for measuring progress in time (at EU-level) or for benchmarking 
member countries (for a given year/period or over time). This has implications for the proposed water 
indicator, as a water exploitation index has no meaning at EU-level, and even at national level 
inadequately reflects local differences. However, neither water use nor water exploitation are 
appropriate indicators, as they finally only indicate the water availability. From artificial point of view, it 
is only acceptable to evaluate the quality of any kind of effluent or emission to water and this only 
within an industrial sector. Also, methodological questions raise questions concerns about the 
appropriateness of the proposed indicator on carbon: A per capita analysis only makes sense in a 
world-wide context, and when it focuses on actual consumption. A regional indicator that relates 
countries’ territory-related emissions to their population size methodologically doesn’t make sense. 
Nevertheless, this value is part of other legal regulations, such as the emissions trading system, and 
therefore should not be used once more in the context of resource efficiency. 

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

If, for example, water use would be taken as a criterion, “water” shall be clearly defines i.e. use of 
potable water versus non use of natural water, the methodology to measure its use etc. Water 
shortage is too a large extent a regional challenge. Anyway, the indicators in the second tier focus on 
three major resources and emissions: land, water and carbon. They are all relevant. 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)  Die Einrichtung einer Diskussionsplattform mit dem Austausch "bester Praktiken" ist die bessere 
Alternative. 
 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 

Whether or not indicators are appropriate depends highly on their use later on: spur a debate, monitor 
progress to a more resource efficient Europe, lead towards political action, ….. In line with the 
suggestion made for question 2.a, Cefic suggests to add an indicator on social aspects and 
economics.  The last one could be interpreted in a broad sense and include a macro-indicator 



105 
 

Council) (EU) representative for Europe’s capability to innovate. The current indicators are directed towards 
consumption, and we understand this is mainly due to the fact that these are “readily” available.  
However, for the longer term, Cefic encourages the Commission to continue the work to develop 
impact indicators like e.g. the water footprint.  Further development for these indicators is required to 
link the impact with scarcity considerations on the resource.   Cefic recently prepared a brochure on 
“sustainability of products” informing the membership on approaches to make science-based choices 
in product development and assessment [http://www.cefic.org/Industry-support/Responsible-Care-
tools-SMEs/Product-stewardship/To-do-list-for-product-sustainability/].  We believe raising 
awareness, one of the aims of the initiative, is an important first step in moving towards a resource 
efficient Europe, and it could be explored how such sectorial initiatives can be further supported, or 
where synergies can be found. More in particular, on the indicators proposed, we believe that instead 
of the WEI, the WEI+ should be used, taking account of the return flows.  Further, the appropriate 
scale needs to be defined, EU-wide and even national scales are not appropriate.  

Celene (FR) The indicators that the Commission intends to use for the dashboard (Carbon, land and water) are, 
for sure, appropriate, but the relevance of the indicators depends on the method used to calculate 
each of them. However, the robustness of the current methods isn’t perfect. Above all, the waterfoot 
print method must be considered with precaution. For instance, according to that method the 
consumption of water per kg of beef meat ranges from 10 000 l to 21 000l (see 
http://www.waterfootprint.org/Reports/Mekonnen-Hoekstra-2012-
WaterFootprintFarmAnimalProducts.pdf) because it is considered that all the water felled on the 
grassland is devoted to the exclusive use of the beef: But this it is not true (ref. question 1).  

Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

The dashboard macro-indicators give general trends for many of the EU resources but it would be 
difficult to translate % improvement targets for the lead indicator into specific targets for the macro- 
indicators. 

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• A dashboard of limited number of relevant macro-indicators demonstrating resource use in key 
areas can be acceptable provisional indicators. However, quality scrutiny and expected delivery must 
be assessed before they are introduced on EU level.  • The dashboard of macro-indicators should 
represent driving forces (D) and pressure (P). If further improved by applying the life-cycle 
perspective and other aspects as outlined in the answer to question 1, material use, water use and 
land can be  well- fitted for the dashboard. The indicator on carbon emissions indirectly represents 
the use of fossil fuel; rather, the macro-indicator should be on fossil based energy use. • The material 
indicator should distinguish between renewable and non-renewable resources and consider to what 
extent the material loop has been closed. This can be measured through the cascading effect for use 
of wood, i.e. using the same resource in various loops of manufacturing extending several life-cycles, 
before its final use (normally energy recovery). • The so called cascading effect for biomass has been 
developed by Professor Udo Mantau.  CEPI will present a report on the cascading effect and 
effectiveness of closing the loop by the European forest based industries at the European Paper 
Week on 14 November 2012. • The table mapping the indicators (section 3.2 in the background paper 
for the consultation), already positions material use as one of the dashboard indicators, has two 
orientations – resource use and related environmental impacts – but a further split into domestic (EU) 
and a global production, consumption or resource demand.  • Here, several aspects can be 
considered:  o Measuring direct resource use on EU level is necessary background information for 
developing a meaningful resource efficiency indicator. However, it must be link with associated 
environmental impact in order to contribute to the decoupling objectives of the Resource Efficiency 
Flagship.  o Domestic (direct) resource use:  use of water and land is associated with local impact. 
Use of fossil energy has global consequences. Use of raw materials has no direct environmental 
impact per se but when extracted and processed.  o Global (indirect) resource demand: this is the 
same as above but on global level; data on export and import complement the domestic data. Note 
that ‘global footprint’ should be replaced with ‘consumption’; footprint is resource use and associated 
environmental impact; see PEF guides by JRC-IES. • Indicators on environmental impacts related to 
global resource use include trade and indirect environmental impact on resources. This equals the 
PEF guide providing a method for modelling environmental impacts of the flows of material/energy 
and the emissions and waste streams associated with a product throughout its life-cycle.     • The 
relationship between the proposed resource efficiency indicators and the Product Environmental 
Footprint (PEF) Guide must be developed.  Table 2 in the PEF guide provides default environmental 
footprint impact categories and assessment models; e.g. climate change, water and resource 
depletion, and land transformation    • The PEF guide for products will soon be tested and cannot yet 
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be used in policymaking. • CEPI consider a dashboard of a limited number of relevant macro-
indicators temporarily can be tested for the purpose of resource efficiency. Such indicator should give 
valuable information on driving forces and pressure, consider the global perspective and consider  the 
whole life-cycle of resource use and consumption, trade-offs and shifting the environmental impact 
from one phase to another.  

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

¾ Scarcity of resources according to a reference value  ¾ Compared availability of resources ¾ 
Environmental impacts due to the extraction  ¾ Environmental impacts due to the manufacture, 
transport and use of resources. ¾ Evaluation of the performance of the final products ¾ Use of Best 
Available Techniques (BAT)     

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

The indicators included in the dashboard of macro-indicators are purely focused on an environmental 
perspective. For instance, the Carbon footprint is a one-dimensional method that only follows an 
environmental approach. It is important that the three pillars of sustainability (environment, economic 
and social) should be considered in order to follow a more holistic approach. 

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

A set of relevant macro-indicators addressing key resources can be acceptable but these indicators 
should be tested and monitored before setting targets. The current set of macro-indicators is 
incomplete as they fail to distinguish between renewable and non-renewable energy and materials.  
Macro-indicator on land: As the consultation document states rightly, the way how land is used is one 
of the principle drivers of environmental change. The indicator should not only account for what 
purpose the land is used but also distinguish how land is managed e.g. responsibly managed land, 
stewardship practices, etc.  Macro-indicator on water: In consistency with the indicator on land the 
indicator should in addition focus on accounting how available water resources are managed and 
used e.g. support water stewardship practices. Macro-indicator on carbon: This indicator should 
account renewable and non-renewable energy use. Carbon emissions are difficult to interpret in 
terms of resource efficiency.  

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

If, for example, water use would be taken as a criterion, “water” shall be clearly defined i.e. use of 
potable water versus use of natural water , the methodology to measure its use etc.  Water shortage 
is too a large extent a regional challenge.  Anyway, the indicators in the second tier focus on three 
major resources and emissions: land, water and carbon. They are all relevant  

Confindustria 
(IT) 

The three major environmental macro-indicators should be defined as Air (instead of « Carbon »), 
Land and Water. The «Artificial land or built-up area» indicator, which should assess the efficient use 
of land, has a limit as it gives higher values to large but sparsely populated countries against densely 
populated regions. With regard to the GHG emissions macro-indicator, it is more appropriate to adopt 
an indicator that at macro level takes into account the country's economy rather than the population. 
It is therefore suggested to adopt a ton CO2 eq / GDP indicator. A dashboard of a limited number of 
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relevant macro-indicators demonstrating resource use in key areas can be acceptable provisional 
indicators. However, quality scrutiny and expected delivery must be assessed before they are 
introduced on EU level. Indicators on environmental impacts related to domestic resource use are 
important information for monitoring the state (S) and impact (I) on the environment or human health 
and for the identification on areas where EU (policy) measures are needed. Indicators on 
environmental impacts related to global resource use include trade and indirect environmental impact 
on resources. This equals the PEF guide providing a method for modelling environmental impacts of 
the flows of material/energy and the emissions and waste streams associated with a product 
throughout its life-cycle. The relationship between the proposed resource efficiency indicators and the 
Product Environmental Footprint (PEF) Guide must be developed.  Table 2 in the PEF guide provides 
default environmental footprint impact categories and assessment models; e.g. climate change, water 
and resource depletion, and land transformation. The PEF guide for products will soon be tested and 
cannot yet be used in policymaking.  

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

The current macro-economic indicators do not reflect the issues initially aimed for (availability, 
sustainability, substitution potentials, global perspective, growth and competitiveness implications), 
and they are not offering the compelling environmental and economic narrative that the Commission 
set out to develop.  The basic tenet that the indicators are presenting a guidance of resource 
efficiency does not necessarily model the concepts of Land use, Water and Carbon. Use of materials 
of any sort that are not recoverable at the end of life are lost to future generations and the reduction 
of these resources on a country level should meet the dashboard indicators. The efficiency of a 
country to manage and sustain its resources is – at least partly – an indication of how a country has 
the ability to recover (recycle) these materials. In the case of energy generation, electricity and fuel, 
these need to move to renewables and in the case of products these need to be linked with recycling 
infrastructure and the quality of that recycling offset against energy used to recycle (transportation 
and energy used at the site) the materials. DIGITALEUROPE recommends to: Reconsider the 
dashboard indicators and to replace them by indicators that cover the following four categories: 
economy, environment, technology, policy score. The dashboard should ideally consist out of four 
indicators along the following lines:  o Economy: an indicator measuring absolute growth in green 
economy o Environment: an indicator measuring environmental stress  o Technology: an indicator 
measuring technological progress/eco-innovation o Policy score: an indicator measuring the success 
of politics to achieve its set aims, such as implementation of environmental policy.  

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

Aus dem breiten Ansatz der Europäischen Kommission zur Berücksichtigung aller natürlichen Res-
sourcen, nicht nur der Rohstoffe, in der Ressourcenpolitik ergibt sich, dass diese auch in dem Indi-
katorensatz gleichermaßen Berücksichtigung finden. Wie in der Antwort zu Frage 2a. erläutert, soll-te 
die Rohstoff-/Materialeffizienz nicht Hauptindikator, sondern einer der Indikatoren des vorge-
schlagenen „dashboard“ sein.   Folgende Aspekte bleiben bei den Vorschlägen der Kommission 
unberücksichtigt. Sie sollten er-gänzt werden, um die Aussagekraft des „dashboards“ zu erhöhen:   • 
Neben Rohstoffproduktivität, Fläche, Wasser und Energie (gemessen über den CO2-Ausstoß als 
Indikator) sollte auch die Senkenfunktion von Ressourcen (Luft, Wasser, Bo-den) zur Absorption von 
Emissionen angemessen berücksichtigt werden. Die Einhaltung der Grenzwerte im geltenden Recht, 
wie z.B. Grundwasserrichtlinie, Oberflächenwasser-Richtlinie und IED können hierfür Referenzpunkt 
sein. • Um die richtigen Anreize zu setzen, sollte es sich auch bei dem Indikator für die Fläche um 
eine Flussgröße handeln, wie z. B. der Anteil der jährlich zusätzlich genutzten Fläche im Verhältnis 
zur Gesamtfläche. • Bei den unter 2.1.1 bis 2.1.4 aufgelisteten Indikatoren bleibt zum einen die 
abfallarme Pro-duktion unberücksichtigt. Zum zweiten wird bei der Verwertung von Abfall nicht 
zwischen stofflicher und thermischer Verwertung unterschieden. Recycling erbringt auch eine 
wichtige Entsorgungsleistung von Stoffen, die sonst deponiert werden müssten. Auch dieser Aspekt 
des Recyclings sollte sich in den Indikatoren niederschlagen.  Der vorgeschlagene Indikator „Water 
Exploitation Index“ lässt unterschiedliche Wasserquellen, die Art der Verwendung des Wassers, 
Qualität des Wassers nach der Verwendung und die lokalen Bedingungen der Verfügbarkeit von 
Wasser unberücksichtigt. Dies wird, zumal in einem wasserrei-chen Land wie Deutschland, zu 
Fehlanreizen führen. 

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three indicators 
proposed present some key weaknesses. They also have different dimensions in that two are use or 
consumption indicators and one an emission indicator. • the definitions of the components are 
unclear; • carbon footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream 
aspects including use phase and recycling. • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it 
aggregates different resources and does not consider the way the water is used or whether water is 
scarce or not in a given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account.   • Land use 
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does not say anything about how the land is used, i.e. is it productive/beneficial or not Hidden flows, 
use phase benefits and recyclability? should be reflected in these indicators.  Considering these 
weaknesses the dashboard indicators should not be used as drivers for policy-making.  Where 
indicators are already monitored and used for policy, e.g. GHG emissions or air emissions, there 
should be due consideration of these in any overall resource efficiency approach to avoid overlapping 
and maybe somewhat counter-productive policies.   

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

There is a clear need to balance the shortcomings of the lead indicator. The dashboard indicators 
could be a way to address these shortcomings. However, we want to point out that the indicators 
currently proposed (as indicated on page 11 of consultation background document) are either non-
existent or highly problematic to measure. We therefore stress the need for further research on this 
topic and for a proper impact assessment before any further steps are taken regarding the proposed 
indicators. In this process, we would like to stress that industry experience and initiatives should be 
taken into account in the Commission’s preparatory work, along with the input from third party 
organisations documented in the Commission’s mandated report on “Assessment of resource 
efficiency indicators and targets”. 

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three indicators 
proposed present some key weaknesses. • the definitions of the components are unclear; • carbon 
footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream aspects including 
use phase and recycling. • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it aggregates different 
resources and does not consider the way the water is used or whether water is scarce or not in a 
given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account.   • Water index and carbon 
footprint may not recognise the downstream aspects including use phase and recycling.    Hidden 
flows, use phase benefits and impacts and recycling should be reflected in these indicators.  Having 
the weaknesses in mind the dashboard indicators are for the moment best limited to communication 
tools rather than being used as drivers of policy.  Where indicators are already monitored and used 
for policy, e.g. GHG emissions or air emissions, there should be due consideration of these in any 
overall resource efficiency approach to avoid overlapping and maybe somewhat counter-productive 
policies.    

ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

BIOENERGY  ECN suggests that the Commission considers incorporating a bioenergy-related 
indicator into this category.  Much has been said in recent years about the potentially detrimental 
effects of biofuel manufacture through competition with food production and intensive production 
methods leading to a decline of soil fertility, whilst the potential for bioenergy generation of waste 
through anaerobic digestion (e.g. of food wastes) offers an environmentally promising alternative.  It 
is estimated that in 2007, manufacture of biogas was in the region of 5.9 M tonnes of oil equivalent 
(toe), with a theoretical potential of around 40 M toe by 2020 (source: European Biomass Association, 
2007).  We therefore suggest that the boundary between resources and bioenergy be explored 
further, with a view to developing a bioenergy-related target balanced with a target for organic carbon 
(humus) and nutrient recycling via composting (discussed below).  RECYCLING PLANT NUTRIENTS  
ECN also suggests that the Commission considers the possibility of developing an indicator that 
tracks the recycling of organic carbon into humus (compost) and plant nutrients (organic fertilisers).  
In particular, phosphorous is acknowledged to be a finite resource, with a Green Paper from the 
Commission expected later this year.  Organics recycling processes have a unique role to play in 
recycling nutrients such as phosphorous; therefore we recommend that a target addressing this issue 
be developed.  

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

The dashboard macro-indicators give general trends for many of the EU resources but it would be 
difficult to translate % improvement targets for the lead indicator into specific targets for the macro- 
indicators. 

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

The division into a territory perspective on the one hand and a global supply chain perspective on the 
other is essential. However, the production/consumption of land or water does not play a significant 
role everywhere. In the Nordic countries, there is no need to develop resource efficiency measures 
for these resources. We want to avoid unnecessary administrative burden or extra costs for 
enterprises in this context. The Commission's claim to have an obligation in charging for our water 
supply, even private ones, is not appropriate in our society. Measuring the GHG per capita gives a 
misleading picture when export plays a strong role and you need significantly energy for living 
because of climate.  Maybe, the OECD's approach to use "pressure - state - impact" is more relevant 
here. Scarcity of resources, compared availability of resources, recycling potential, use of Best 
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Available Techniques could be measured.   Also measuring the total productivity/performance of 
value chain, for example the productivity of producing one single product/amount (kg/ton, kWh/ton) is 
possible. When using a dashboard indicator, one must consider what for the information is used. The 
aim should be to promote sustainable development, to reward front runners, to create data which 
improves cost-efficiency in the production branches, and interlink macro and micro levels in the smart 
way.  The foot printing -instrument seems to be far too heavy to use even in the bigger companies, 
not to mention in SMEs. When data is aggregated, the special features of member countries are lost. 
A better way is to use more simple indicators. A global perspective is however needed.  

Emerson 
(UK) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency, 
which is why we propose an alternative model in 1 and 2a. 

Energy UK The choice of a dashboard of carbon, water and land seems reasonable and is aligned to current 
reporting that is undertaken (such as Resource Efficiency Physical Index (REPI) reporting in the UK).   
Comments on each of the dashboard items are given below:   Land – It is not clear whether this 
dashboard item will include waste and, if so, how it will be included.  The large proportion of waste 
still disposed of in landfills is likely to remain an issue for land use in the UK.   Water - The limitations 
on water use indices are mentioned in the consultation document and we strongly agree that 
measures such as a Water Exploitation Index (unlike carbon use) needs to reflect where and when 
the water use occurs (eg whether it is fresh or saline abstraction), as well as reporting both total and 
consumptive use.  In analysing trends in power station water use performance, the factors mentioned 
in the answer to Question 1 (iii) above must be taken into account.      Carbon -  Our experience for 
power stations is that carbon reporting data can be obtained from a number of reporting obligations 
and that such data is often different for each of these.  A decision will need to be made on which data 
source is used and then applied consistently. In addition, carbon reporting needs to recognise the 
impact of emissions trading and take account of emissions net of traded allowances. This could 
become increasingly important in future, if a number of different trading schemes worldwide become 
linked.  

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

ESA agrees with the overall approach to the second tier of indicators. 

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

The proposed alternative to the Dashboard gives a much better perspective than the previous one. 
Nevertheless, in order to be completed the “material use” should include recycled materials. Without 
this addition the resource and environmental impact would lead to biased conclusions.  

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

The proposed alternative to the Dashboard gives a much better perspective than the previous one. 
Nevertheless, in order to be completed the “material use” should include recycled materials. Without 
this addition the resource and environmental impact would lead to biased conclusions.  

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

On “Water”, EURELECTRIC would like to repeat the concerns we expressed during consultations for 
the Blueprint to protect Europe’s Waters. According to the EEA, almost half (45%) of all freshwater 
abstracted is used by the energy sector, mostly for cooling. However, the EEA also indicates that 
most of this water is returned to the environment – in contrast to only about 30% of the water used for 
agriculture. EURELECTRIC is concerned by a number of initiatives (e.g. the Water Exploitation Index 
(WEI); water accounts; the DG Environment Blueprint ad-hoc modelling group) where the terminology 
for describing water use is unclear and the distinction between an activity’s gross and net water use is 
not clearly and consistently established. Moreover, available data are limited, fragmented and 
inconsistent. Although the returned water may be altered, it still contributes to measurable flow and, 
when compliant with appropriate permit conditions on discharge quality, does not unduly affect the 
quality of the water body. Thus the returned water remains available for subsequent downstream use. 
Water can be and is ‘used’ many times over. Water indicators that inform policymaking (e.g. 
classification of water stress) must reflect this. We are concerned that the definition of WEI as ‘total 
freshwater abstraction’/’freshwater resource’ may not. We welcome the latest steps taken to improve 
the WEI (WEI +) and refine the definition of availability by incorporating returned water, referring to 
the volume of water that is returned and available for re-use in the catchments, which in the case of 
cooling water may be a significant volume. Similarly we have reservations on “water footprint” (and 
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potentially “embodied water”) as water issues are mainly local ones, contrarily to, for instance CO2 
emissions whose impact is global regardless of the location of the emission. There is no agreed 
international methodology on “water footprint” and the topic is not mature enough to be considered as 
a reliable indicator.  On “Land”, we would like to point out the inconsistencies between the 
production/territory perspective (“artificial land or built-up area”) and the thematic indicators (3.2.1. 
soil erosion by water and 3.2.2. gross nutrient balance) that address totally different issues. The 
thematic indicators relate to agriculture but no the dashboard perspective.   

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima believes that the dashboard is too simplistic and ignores many of the elements that we have 
underlined in the previous replies.   The table on page 11 of the Consultation document (“further 
developments”) is focusing much more on quantification (tons) and qualification (environmental 
impact), and in our opinion is much clearer, complete, and it takes a much longer time frame.   

EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

The dashboard should cover the three pillars of sustainability: Economic, Environmental and Social.  
Europe is highly imports dependent in primary raw materials although the potential of generating raw 
material is high. Although raw materials are vital for the emergence and the development of new 
technologies, the trend of EU policies is putting at risk the existence of EU industry producing raw 
materials, discouraging new investment and, through some policies, leading to plant closures (energy 
prices, ETS etc.).  Boosting the most advanced industrial processes cannot be sustainable without 
guaranteeing at the same time a certain degree of EU independency for those sectors on key raw 
materials.     The development of sound resource efficiency indicators, especially as linked to critical 
raw materials, is an essential requisite.   As indicated in the Commission Staff Working Paper - 
Analysis associated with the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe, Part I -” the aim of being more 
resource efficient is not to drive resource intensive sectors out of Europe. On the contrary, it is 
important to keep industry and its supply chain in Europe to maintain growth and jobs.”  In addition, 
the draft Commission Industrial Policy as released on 10.10.12 underlined a new objective for 
industry which is to “approach” 20% of GDP by 2020.  The dashboard should therefore comprise an 
Industrial performance indicator.  A resource efficiency policy for a more sustainable economy should 
not be set up to the detriment of other pillars of sustainability (social and economic). When the 
benefits of environmental regulation cannot justify the costs, the EU should avoid an excessive price 
to pay in term of losses of competition and jobs.  Social indicators like Poverty and social exclusion 
shall be taken into account.   The same could apply to a Health Indicator such as the Indicator on 
Data on Healthy Life Years (or "disability-free life expectancy") which indicates the number of years a 
person of a certain age can expect to live without disability. The Healthy Life Years (HLY) indicator is 
at the core set of the European Structural Indicators as its importance was recognized in the Lisbon 
Strategy.  GHG emissions are a global topic and the corresponding values have been developed in 
the framework of other dedicated regulations, such as the emissions trading system. Those values 
should therefore be used with caution in the context of resource efficiency as the objective is not the 
same.  

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

With regard to macro-indicators, measuring the simple amount of GHG emissions seems very 
impractical, since it does not consider a relocation of carbon emissions to third countries (carbon 
leakage). Climate Protection is a global issue. Therefore, carbon emissions should be measured by 
using an indicator taking into account the whole life cycle of products, including imported goods.  With 
regard to the ‘Water Exploitation Index’ different kinds of water sources and qualities (surface water, 
ground water, grey water etc.) and the different local levels of scarcity have to be considered.  

Eurofer (EU) The artificial land or built-up area is an ambiguous indicator not having a clear link to what 
environmental aspect it is supposed to measure. It would show better results for big countries with 
low population or great not used/not useable areas for whatever useful purpose. An alternative might 
be an indicator that evaluates industrial wastelands - abandoned areas that have been used 
industrially but are neither used any longer nor recultivated / renaturated. Water scarcity might be an 
appropriate indicator for some countries to indicate their priorities. GHG emissions are a global topic 
and not suitable to evaluate single regions or countries without taking into account the specific 
circumstances. Nevertheless, this value is part of other legal regulations, such as the emissions 
trading system, and therefore should not be used twice in the context of resource efficiency. 

Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

Another possibility to explore would be substituting DMC with a composite resource index taking into 
account the differences between resource use and its environmental impact. For example;Eco-
Efficiency = GDP/Overall Life-Cycle Impact Indicator  One strength of life cycle thinking is that it 
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allows decision makers to find lower level information to increase certainty about the consequences 
of their actions. However, such high levels of aggregation still come at the expense of transparency 
and significantly increase uncertainty. When highly uncertain data is combined, attention can be 
diverted to false priorities.  A lead indicator would have to measure improved economic performance 
and simultaneous reduction of pressure on natural resources; embody the whole of the 2050 Vision 
outlined in the Roadmap; and monitor progress towards that Vision. Having the above weaknesses in 
mind, none of the lead indicators available, with their attendant uncertainties, is up to such a task. A 
dashboard of particularly important high-level indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise 
for the public the necessary trade-offs that are required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe.  The 
dashboard must at least account for the EU’s global consumption of key natural resources and 
disclose potential unfavourable trends (e.g., improvements in domestic resource productivity, through 
use of less efficient processes outside the EU).  Eurogypsum believes the proposed dashboard is a 
promising start towards providing policy-makers with the more detailed signals they would prefer to 
have at their disposal. The choice of Carbon, Land and Water as impact categories is somewhat 
arbitrary and does not incorporate economic and social aspects of resource efficiency. GDP and % of 
total population at risk of poverty or social exclusion should be added to the dashboard to more 
completely reflect the concept of resource efficiency in the context of smart, sustainable and inclusive 
growth. The latter is already monitored for achievement of the agreed EU2020 targets.  The studied 
material-use indicators over-estimate the environmental impact of resource extraction and risk 
diverting attention away from the environmental impacts of dispersive use and release of natural 
resources. In contrast to the carbon, land and water footprints, and contrary to what is stated by BioIS 
(2012), the material use indicators currently being investigated rely on data about potential impacts – 
they contain no link to real data representing actual impacts. In practice, some LCAs using such 
techniques have prioritised “conservation” of abundant mineral resources over more pressing 
environmental concerns such as emissions of CO2, eutrophication and habitat fragmentation. Any 
addition of material-use indicators to the proposed dashboard would lead to the major environmental 
impacts of material-use being double-counted: - once in the carbon, water and land sections, and 
then once again in the materials sections. Eurogypsum therefore urges that the dashboard be limited 
to those indicators that together measure improved economic and social performance, GHG 
emissions, consumption of land and consumption of water.       These proposed dashboard indicators 
could provide a general picture or trend at EU and national levels, but they are not appropriate for 
application to individual sectors or enterprises. We insist that in the continued absence of fully 
developed indicators, the EU avoid trying to use overly aggregated ones for policy-making. The 
dashboard indicators should be used as communication tools and not become the sole basis for 
deciding policy measures and targets   

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

The aim of the dashboard indicators is to complement the lead indicator but the three indicators 
proposed present some key weaknesses. • the definitions of the components are unclear; • carbon 
footprint oversimplifies the overall impact and may not recognise the downstream aspects including 
use phase and recycling. • water exploitation index has serious limitations as it aggregates different 
resources and does not consider the way the water is used or whether water is scarce or not in a 
given country. Local conditions should clearly be taken into account.   • Water index and carbon 
footprint may not recognise the downstream aspects including use phase and recycling.    Hidden 
flows, use phase benefits and impacts and recycling should be reflected in these indicators.  Having 
the weaknesses in mind the dashboard indicators are for the moment best limited to communication 
tools rather than being used as drivers of policy.  Where indicators are already monitored and used 
for policy, e.g. GHG emissions or air emissions, there should be due consideration of these in any 
overall resource efficiency approach to avoid overlapping and maybe somewhat counter-productive 
policies.   

Euromilk 
(EU) 

Any indicator development is based on a certain extent of simplification of the reality. It is essential 
that this simplification is limited and well understood and communicated For example for water; there 
are various qualities of water; water availability differs strongly between locations; many forms of 
water usage does not result in water (quality) loss.  

Euromines 
(EU) 

The dashboard must at least account for the EU’s industrial performance and its global consumption 
of key natural resources. It should disclose potential unfavourable trends (e.g., improvements in 
domestic resource productivity, through use of less efficient processes outside the EU). From a 
production/territory perspective, we recall that the European Union does not take action unless it is 
more effective than action taken at national, regional or local level (the Subsidiarity Principle). It is 
within the competence of Member States to provide the administrative framework for the exploration 
and use of their natural resources. Rather than set EU indicators and targets, it would be more 
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appropriate to require Member States to prepare national resource efficiency plans adapted to their 
diverse environmental needs. For a consumption perspective, Euromines believes the work by the 
JRC to develop decoupling indicators and basket-of-products indicators is a promising start towards 
providing policy-makers with the more detailed signals they would prefer to have at their disposal. 
One strength of basing such indicators on life cycle data is that it allows decision makers to find lower 
level information to increase certainty about the consequences of their actions. In contrast, footprints 
will not be sufficient for determining the optimal outcomes of policy discussions because they provide 
no information on the environmental, social or economic implications of resource use. The JRC work 
on resource efficiency indicators should instead be taken into consideration and further discussed 
with the stakeholders.  The material-use indicators under study overestimate the environmental 
impact of resource extraction. They tend to prioritise conservation of abundant mineral resources over 
more pressing environmental concerns such as emissions of CO2, eutrophication and habitat 
fragmentation. In contrast to the carbon, land and water indicators, the considered material use 
indicators rely on data describing potential impacts – in practice, they contain no link to real data 
representing actual impacts. Any inclusion of material-use indicators in the dashboard would lead to 
the environmental impacts of material-use being highly exaggerated: - i.e. incorporated in the carbon, 
water and land sections, and then highlighted again in the materials sections. Euromines therefore 
does not support the use of separate materials-use indicators in the dashboard.  To allow comparison 
across Member States, the proposed land-use indicator should be expressed as “per capita 
percentage of national territory comprising artificial or built-up areas“. The suggested embodied land 
indicator, like the water footprint, will be incapable of informing how to source products more 
efficiently.  The water exploitation index has no meaning at EU-level, and even at national level 
inadequately reflects local differences. The water footprint is incapable of informing how to use water 
more efficiently.  Whilst GHG emissions have global impact, current EU data have been developed in 
the framework of other legal regulations, such as the emissions trading system. These values should 
therefore be used with caution in the context of resource efficiency as the policy objective is not the 
same.  GDP and % of total population at risk of poverty or social exclusion should be added to the 
dashboard to more completely reflect the concept of resource efficiency in the context of smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. The latter is already monitored for the agreed EU2020 targets. 
These proposed dashboard indicators could provide a general picture or trend at EU and national 
levels, but they are not appropriate for application to individual sectors or enterprises. We insist that, 
in the continued absence of multi-dimensional life-cycle indicators, the dashboard indicators only be 
used as communication tools and not become a basis for deciding policy measures and targets. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

Carbon, land and water are appropriate. 

EuSalt (EU) We acknowledge that resource efficiency throughout the economic chain cannot be measured with 
one single instrument. Still, with a view to limiting the additional costs imposed on producers and 
other economic players, the number of indicators should be limited in order to ensure clarity and 
avoid  confusion.  Thus and consistent to our previous answer, we would suggest the macro-
indicators proposed in the consultation paper being included into an environmental footprint that 
would encompass a life cycle approach of resource use.  

Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

FEDEREC agrees with the proposed  macro-indicator. 

Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 

Yes, seems appriate to me. 
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(BE) 
FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

It is appropriate to focus on land, water and carbon in the dashboard. There are some great 
methodological challenges associated with the measurement of direct and indirect land use change, 
as well as with water footprinting. FEFAC is committed to work towards harmonization of 
methodologies in order to increase consistency and develop mitigation options. This harmonization is 
a preliminary step before being able to use this type of indicator. Regarding carbon, emissions should 
be measured per unit of output. Although it is important to monitor the total emissions, it does not 
show the efforts to reduce emissions per unit of output.  

FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

A set of relevant macro-indicators addressing key resources can be acceptable but these indicators 
should be tested and monitored before setting targets. The current set of macro-indicators is 
incomplete as they fail to distinguish between renewable and non-renewable energy and materials.   

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

If, for example, water  use  would be taken as a criterion, “water” shall be clearly defined i.e. use  of 
potable water  versus use  of natural water  , the methodology to measure its use  etc. Water  
shortage is too a large  extent a regional challenge. Anyway, the indicators in the second tier focus  
on three  major resources and  emissions: land, water  and  carbon. They are  all relevant 

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

As stated in the background document the dashboard indicators should focus on stocks or flows of 
main resources: material, land, water and carbon. However, carbon is not a resource but instead it is 
related to the use of fossil resources e.g. in the energy production or using materials which sequester 
carbon e.g. wood in buildings. For this reason fossil and carbon neutral materials should be 
distinguished in the indicator/s representing material use.   GHG emissions could be one of the 
thematic indicators because climatic issues in relation to resource efficiency are more suitable in 
thematic indicators. GHG emission should not be presented per capita as that figure does not take 
into account the differences between member states. For natural reasons, in export driven economies 
and in cold climate per capita GHG emissions are larger than in warmer countries which rely on 
imports.  It is important that resource use is evaluated not only in territory scale but also global 
perspective is taken into account. A large amount of raw materials used in European manufacturing is 
imported so indicators covering only domestic resources would discriminate production based on 
local resources. However, footprints are too complicated and time-consuming ways to measure 
resource efficiency in supply chain perspective. Less complicated indicators including global 
perspective should be developed.  

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

Biodiversity should be extended under the ‘natural capital and ecosystem services’ theme to cover 
more areas than fish.   Energy efficiency could be included as an indicator even if it overlaps with 
greenhouse gas emissions. Many industrial improvements will not deliver significant GHG savings but 
will be able to improve  energy per unit of product thereby saving resources. 

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

Some of the indicators are not useful in all member states. In Sweden water availability and land use 
are no issues in priority as we have a lot at water of good quality and a lot of land compared to 
inhabitants.   Instead we will propose an indicator showing use of renewable resources. It is high on 
the agenda both globally and in EU. Another proposal is to add an indicator on carbon storage in 
products. It is in line with the new principles for carbon accounting within LULUCF (Kyoto Protocol 
Decision 2/CMP.7).  

Glass for 
Europe (EU) 
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IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

There is a risk that the dashboard as proposed creates a complex model for food production of 
metrics such as footprints that simply reflect differing systems of agriculture appropriate to the 
different regions of the EU.  The question of resource efficiency should not just be about usage which 
will be shown within the metrics proposed but on efficient usage where regions metrics will be 
essential to identity optimum food production systems in specific regions.   

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

It must be noted that the Parliament, in a draft motion for a European Parliament Resolution (8 May 
2012), already recommended not to make use of a resource productivity indicator, but rather to 
develop land, water, material and carbon footprints. Having a lead indicator on material use – while 
land, water and carbon are part of the complementary indicators – can be confusing and lead to 
misinterpretations.  The Resource Efficiency Roadmap foresees a “series of complementary 
indicators on key natural resources such as water, land, materials and carbon that will take account of 
the EU’s global consumption of these resources”. As suggested in the consultation document, the 
lead indicator GDP/DMC already covers the raw materials use. Therefore, there would partially be an 
overlap between “material” and “land” in the case of the extractive sector, as land is partly a proxy for 
material use.   With the exception of land use, the above mentioned indicators are addressed in the 
LCA methodology. Land use is not part of the LCA because of its complexity and different 
management practices in various countries and regions within EU. Only with the support of sound 
technical information these areas could be further refined in order to provide meaningful information.  
In the same way, when assessing the actual footprint based on LCA thinking, the outputs to be 
compared need to be carefully selected in order to avoid double counting on the one hand and to 
allow drawing sound conclusions on the other hand.   The LCA methodology also has, however, 
some limitations. A LCA does not cover the environmental footprint of imported and exported primary 
and secondary raw materials and/or final goods. It is unclear how Resource Efficiency should address 
these, especially in the case of critical raw materials, which are mainly coming from outside the EU 
borders. The JRC consultation on “Integration of resource efficiency and waste management criteria 
in European product policies” [http://lct.jrc.ec.europa.eu/assessment/newecodesign/] fails to address 
the extraction of critical raw materials. It only focuses on the use and recyclability of critical raw 
materials in various applications (such as LCD screens and washing machines) once in EU, while the 
data on the extraction and (pre)processing in the country of extraction – outside EU – are missing.  
Further discussions are needed in order to properly address this issue.     The complexity of a 
resource efficiency assessment needs to be stressed here again. It will be very challenging to limit 
RE indicators to a simple set of four arbitrary indicators, and even more complicated to draw 
conclusions on raw materials efficiency by only comparing these four indicators. In this sense, it 
needs to be ensured that all three pillars of sustainability – environmental, economic and social 
aspects – are addressed by these indicators.  The JRC should be commissioned the task to come up 
with solid proposals for discussion and testing, which are aligned with the different on-going projects 
on resource efficiency in order to have a coherent approach.  

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

The artificial land or built-up area is an ambiguous indicator not having a clear link to what 
environmental aspect it is suppose to measure. It would  show better results for big countries with low 
population or great not used/not useable areas for whatever useful purpose. An alternative might be 
an indicator that evaluates industrial wastelands - abandoned areas that have been used industrially 
but are neither used any longer nor recultivated / renaturated. Water scarcity might be an appropriate 
indicators for some countries to indicate their priorities. GHG emissions are a global topic and not 
suitable to evaluate single regions or countries without taking into account the specific circumstances. 
Nevertheless, this value is part of other legal regulations, such as the emissions trading system, and 
therefore should not be used twice in the context of resource efficiency.  

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) The headline indicators of land, water and carbon are all relevant, but nearly all of the indicators 
beneath these have limitations.  Many of these indicators do not really allow us to make judgements 
on resource efficiency or how efficiently we are using our resources.   In addition, the water footprint 
and embodied water indicators can indicate how much water is used, say for a particular product, but 
cannot tell us about the water availability in the country/ area of production of the product or what the 
environmental impact may be.    In terms of the proposal to use ‘carbon footprint’ as an indicator, 
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again this has limitations as it only measures one aspect of resource efficiency. If ‘GHG emissions’ 
are to be used as an indicator, our clear preference would be that this should be measured in terms 
of emissions emitted per kilogram (or litre) of a given product.  We believe that this is a better 
indicator to reflect the greater efficiency in agriculture in the coming years.  Finally, none of the 
indicators take all aspects of sustainability into account and the economic aspects have certainly not 
been addressed.  As we have stated previously, shortcomings or limitations in the indicators should 
be clearly communicated to any target audiences.  

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

We consider that it is appropriate to include an indicator of land use. Accounting for water use also 
makes sense, provided the indicator measures net water abstraction from rivers or underground 
aquifers, taking into account the quality of the water released after use.   The EU Joint Research 
Centre is developing a methodology for Product Environmental Footprints. Indeed, carbon footprint is 
not a stand-alone indicator but is only one among several others needed to assess the full 
environmental footprint of a product  

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

Ideally the future development of macro-indicators should enable appropriate evaluation of economic 
and social criteria alongside environmental aspects (sustainability assessment).  Carbon footprint: 
standards are currently being developed at international level to describe carbon footprint and the EU 
itself is also developing a methodology for both Product Environmental Footprints and Organisation 
Environmental Footprints. Indeed, carbon footprint is not a stand-alone indicator. Greenhouse gas 
emission figures alone are not enough to gauge a product’s environmental compatibility.  Water 
footprint: current methodologies available to measure water footprint need to be further developed.. 
Although a more sustainable use of water will undoubtedly have an impact on overall resource 
efficiency, geographical differences in the various EU Member States, as well as the availability of 
water, make a level-playing field difficult. The abundance of water, or lack thereof, also makes it hard 
to accurately characterise consumption. A high level of data inconsistency currently exists; thus 
making comparisons at national level difficult. A relevant water footprint should in any case measure 
net water abstraction from rivers or underground aquifers, taking into account the quality of the water 
released after use. Whatever the geographical conditions, plastics have a positive role to play: 
enabling the efficient storage and distribution of water over long distances; improving water 
conservation, owing to reduced leakage and preventing wastage in irrigation by facilitating drip-feed 
systems.       

Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

In comparing the EC’s choice of indicators with what is being looked at under the work of the WRAP 
Product Sustainability Forum for instance we are somewhat surprised that product waste has been 
omitted from the ‘dashboard’. 

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

The artificial land or built-up area is not suitable as it would advantage big countries with low 
population or great not used/not useable areas. An Alternative might be an indicator that evaluates 
industrial wastelands - abandoned areas that have been used industrially but are neither used any 
longer nor recultivated / renaturated. Neither water use nor water exploitation are appropriate 
indicators, as they finally only indicate the water availability. From artificial point of view, it is only 
acceptable to evaluate the quality of any kind of effluent or emission to water and this only within an 
industrial sector. GHG emissions are a global topic and not suitable to evaluate single regions or 
countries without taking into account the specific circumstances. Nevertheless, this value is part of 
other legal regulations, such as the emissions trading system, and therefore should not be used twice 
in the context of resource efficiency. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

Swedenergy is not clear of the term Water Exploitation Index and what it means to the power 
industry. All the water used for these purposes are returned to the environment without losses. The 
terminology for describing water use is unclear and the distinction between an activity´s gross and net 
use is not clearly and consistently established. This illustrates that the indicator must be further 
investigated before it could used as an indicator. Scarcity of water is not a problem in all member 
states. 

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• FFTI recommends to abandon the lead indicator, and to focus directly on the development of 
dashboard indicators instead, which should in particular include the following indicators: economy, 
environment, technology and policy score. 
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UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

For aggregates, the land footprint of quarries and pits in Europe is miniscule (less than 0.1% of total 
land area). Most quarries and pits have restoration plans, meaning that the land area is restored to 
agricultural or other use, in fact in many cases becoming biodiversity habitats and newly declared 
Natura 2000 areas (see the many case studies on the UEPG website at http://www.uepg.eu/key-
uepg-topics/case-studies/biodiversity). Most quarries and pits now recycle any water used, ensuring 
water resource efficiency, as demonstrated in many case studies on the UEPG website at 
http://www.uepg.eu/key-uepg-topics/case-studies/water-management. The extraction of aggregates 
has a very small carbon and energy footprint (less than 10 kg CO2/tonne and less than 10 kWh/tonne 
respectively). However, carbon emissions and energy use may increase if aggregates had to be 
transported a long distance to markets. Hence resource efficiency in the aggregates sector is all 
about having quarries and pits close to the markets. In other words, access to local resources is a 
vital issue for the industry, which is too often frustrated through lack of national/regional planning 
policies, inefficient permitting systems and inappropriate “NIMBY-ism”. See UEPG Position on 
Resource Efficiency: http://www.uepg.eu/positionpapers/download/8/attachement/uepg-position-
paper---towards-a-resource-efficient-europe.pdf  The dashboard indicators could be used as 
communication tools but not become the sole basis for deciding policy measures and targets. 

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

The division into a territory perspective on the one hand and a global supply chain perspective on the 
other is essential. However, the production/consumption of land or water does not play a significant 
role everywhere. In the Nordic countries, there is no need to develop resource efficiency measures 
for these resources. We want to avoid unnecessary administrative burden or extra costs for 
enterprises in this context. The Commission's claim to have an obligation in charging for our water 
supply, even private ones, is not appropriate in our society. Measuring the GHG per capita gives a 
misleading picture when export plays a strong role and you need significantly energy for living 
because of climate. Maybe, the OECD's approach to use "pressure - state - impact" is more relevant 
here. Scarcity of resources, compared availability of resources, recycling potential, use of Best 
Available Techniques could be measured. Also measuring the total productivity/performance of value 
chain, for example the productivity of producing one single product/amount (kg/ton, kWh/ton) is 
possible. When using a dashboard indicator, one must consider what for the information is used. The 
aim should be to promote sustainable development, to reward front runners, to create data which 
improves cost-efficiency in the production branches, and interlink macro and micro levels in the smart 
way. The foot printing -instrument seems to be far too heavy to use even in the bigger companies, not 
to mention in SMEs. When data is aggregated, the special features of member countries are lost. A 
better way is to use more simple indicators. A global perspective is however needed. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

As mentioned before, a set of equal ranking indicators would be preferable to three macro indicators 
on a second hierarchy level. That being said, the actual design and application of the proposed 
macro-indicators should be further discussed to avoid misinterpretation. For example, it is not clear 
whether the indicators are to be used primarily for measuring progress in time (at EU-level) or for 
benchmarking member countries (for a given year/period or over time). This has implications for the 
proposed water indicator, as a water exploitation index has no meaning at EU-level, and even at 
national level inadequately reflects local differences. Also, methodological questions raise concerns 
about the appropriateness of the proposed indicator on carbon: A per capita analysis only makes 
sense in a world-wide context, and when it focuses on actual consumption. A regional indicator that 
relates countries’ territory-related emissions to their population size methodologically doesn’t make 
sense.    

VDA (DE) In general, the use of such single indicators, as water footprint or land footprint, is misleading, 
because possible conflicts and linkages between those single indicators are completely dismissed. In 
detail,  Land: In the current form, this indicator has very little meaning. This needs to be a quotient 
indicator (built-up area / total area). Carbon: This indicator is non-essential, since GHG targets are 
already set by other EU initiatives and do not need to be reiterated here. If GHG emissions are 
designed as an indicator for energy production from fossil sources, a better indicator would be the 
share of renewable energies of total energy production. In addition to the indicators listed in the 
dashboard, indicators covering the function of natural resources as emission sinks should be 
included.  

VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 

What about the water consumption in the production processes? What about processes, which are 
able to prevent the release of CO2? 
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Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 
VinylPlus 
(EU) 

We consider that it is appropriate to include an indicator of land use. Accounting for water use also 
makes sense, provided the indicator measures net water abstraction from rivers or underground 
aquifers, taking into account the quality of the water released after use.   The EU Joint Research 
Centre is developing a methodology for Product Environmental Footprints. Indeed, carbon footprint is 
not a stand-alone indicator but is only one among several others needed to assess the full 
environmental footprint of a product  

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

The artificial land or built-up area is an ambiguous indicator not having a clear link to what 
environmental aspect it is supposed to measure. It would show better results for big countries with 
low population or great not used/not useable areas for whatever useful purpose. An alternative might 
be an indicator that evaluates industrial wastelands - abandoned areas that have been used 
industrially but are neither used any longer nor recultivated / renaturated. Water scarcity might be an 
appropriate indicator for some countries to indicate their priorities. GHG emissions are a global topic 
and not suitable to evaluate single regions or countries without taking into account the specific 
circumstances. Nevertheless, this value is part of other legal regulations, such as the emissions 
trading system, and therefore should not be used twice in the context of resource efficiency. The 
dashboard must at least account for the EU’s global consumption of key natural resources and 
disclose potential unfavourable trends (e.g. improvements in domestic resource productivity, through 
use of less efficient processes outside the EU).  The proposed dashboard indicators could provide a 
general picture or trend at EU and national levels, but they are not appropriate for application to 
individual sectors or enterprises. We insist that in the continued absence of fully developed indicators, 
the EU avoid trying to use overly aggregated ones for policy-making. The dashboard indicators 
should be used as communication tools and not become the sole basis for deciding policy measures 
and targets.  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

The question is, whether there is an added value of these indicators being reflected in the resource 
efficiency strategy in comparison to ongoing or concluded EU action:  Water as a resource very 
individual in Member States. Important question on the water indicator: Is the EU water blueprint 
included here? Not one size fits all – this is very relevant for water resource indicators. For example 
water scarcity is very different from MS to MS and therefore not to be handled by a uniform indicator. 
CO2 already reflected in existing policies. CO2 reduction has been (and is being) implemented into a 
rich regulatory framework in climate policy. Therefore the added value of making it a resource 
efficiency indicator is to be questioned. But if it is being considered here, we would need a relative 
approach: Referring to our remarks to question 1 (preference for relative versus absolute indicators) 
we would therefore prefer a GHG emissions indicator related to the GDP (f.e. tons of CO2 per 1 
million euro GDP) instead of absolute figures. This would better reflect the relation between GHG 
emissions and the added value of an economy.   

 
 

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 

The most important resource indicator from our perspective is energy consumption rather than CO2 
emissions. Gross inland energy consumption and direct and indirect (embedded in products) energy 
consumption by citizens per capita are of highest importance. A mix indicator for the efficiency of key 
processes could be developed. The analogous indicators for water consumption and artificial and 
built-up land use (change) need to be established. Again, we point to the high importance to take into 
account indirect water and land uses (embedded in products). GHG (or any other) emissions and 
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carbon footprint of products are not suitable resource indicators because: - resource indicators should 
focus on resource use rather than on impacts. If the aim is to measure impacts, we need to focus on 
all impacts of all resource uses, not just one.   - A reduction of energy consumption will always result 
in GHG savings but the opposite is not true. A GHG indicator may support installation of additional 
capacities of green electricity generation. However, an increasing energy production with renewables 
may be more cost intensive for consumers than implementing energy efficiency measures and may 
lead to energy wasting. A GHG indicator may also support the use of unsustainable low carbon 
sources such as nuclear energy.  Indicators for (municipal) waste generation should be foreseen in 
the dashboard. These indicators should also include waste embedded in products if possible.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

The dashboard macro-indicators should show direct human impact on the stock and quality of key 
environmental resources. Although exploitation, land-take and emissions are consequences of 
human  actions they do not provide for a connection that would allow to evaluate these actions impact 
on the stock of mentioned resources.  Furthermore, the macro indicator for raw materials is missing 
and we propose to include it into the dashboard. Macro indicator for land-use should be able to 
capture overall sustainability of its use. Additional indicators in the dashboard should explain 
individual types of using this “resource” efficiently and  sustainably. The currently proposed indicator 
“Artificial land or built-up area” in km2 does not serve this function as it fails to show the balance 
between individual land-use types. Comparison of land take by  artificial structures and construction 
to natural habitats and agricultural land should be provided with fixed ratio for sustainable use of land. 
LUCAS framework could be used to relate land use  practices to landscape changes. Footprint 
indicators (land, water, material, carbon) should be used instead and significant effort put to finish 
robust methodology and data collection and processing mechanisms. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

The most important resource indicator from our perspective is energy consumption rather than CO2 
emissions. Gross inland energy consumption and direct and indirect (embedded in products) energy 
consumption by citizens per capita are of highest importance. A mix indicator for the efficiency of key 
processes could be developed. The analogous indicators for water consumption and artificial and 
built-up land use (change) need to be established. Again, we point to the high importance to take into 
account indirect water and land uses (embedded in products). GHG (or any other) emissions and 
carbon footprint of products are not suitable resource indicators because: - Resource indicators 
should focus on resource use rather than on impacts. If the aim is to measure impacts, we need to 
focus on all impacts of all resource uses, not just one.   - A reduction of energy consumption will 
always result in GHG savings but the opposite is not true. A GHG indicator may support installation of 
additional capacities of green electricity generation. However, an increasing energy production with 
renewables may be more cost intensive for consumers than implementing energy efficiency 
measures and may lead to energy wasting. A GHG indicator may also support the use of 
unsustainable low carbon sources such as nuclear energy.  Indicators for (municipal) waste 
generation should be foreseen in the dashboard. These indicators should also include waste 
embedded in products if possible.  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators need  to 
be used. We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered if 
the Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used. We are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of  the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time. Note that we believe that Carbon 
Footprint (an impact indicator) is more useful than Energy Footprint, as it includes non-energy related 
global warming emissions such as methane and N2O. In addition, it is important that work on the 
environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in the 
delivery of the resource use footprint indicators.  We support the proposal of a dashboard of land, 
water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is important that initial estimates of these indicators 
are published rapidly, with data and  methodological improvements happening in tandem with 
publishing the results. 

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

The improved dashboard of indicators, presented in the consultation paper under section 3.2.2, 
contains a much more comprehensive and therefore preferable set of indicators than the original one 
under section 3.2.1. Although a number of these indicators are yet unavailable, as it is mentioned in 
the consultation paper, the introduction of this improved indicator basket with the already available 
indicators would be more welcomed.  

Compassion We agree that land, water and carbon are important indicators for inclusion in the dashboard.  
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in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

Regarding water footprint, it is important to distinguish green water (consumption of rainwater in so 
far as it does not become runoff), blue water (volume of surface and groundwater consumed) and  
grey water (the volume of freshwater that is required to assimilate the load of pollutants). Arguably it 
is the blue and grey footprints that are most important as water problems generally relate to blue  
water scarcity and water pollution and only to a lesser extent to competition over green water.  

COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

A general comment to the 19 proposed indicators is that many indicators tend to focus on the 
absolute use of a resource or absolute emissions rather than the resource efficiency. The 
development in absolute resource extraction is a relevant indicator on a global level, but could be 
misleading on a national or regional level.  However, we recognize the urgent need for a set of macro 
indicators based on existing data that could be implemented immediately. It must be emphasized 
though, that these indicators does only provide a few general hints to the overall development in 
resource efficiency. To encourage a more resource efficient production,  It is essential to complement  
these general indicators with sector-specific indicators .  Land, water and carbon are all relevant 
resources, but we do not support the statement that their stocks and flows can be easily understood, 
measured and communicated. Nearly all of the indicators mentioned have limitations. Many of these 
indicators do not really allow us to make judgements on resource efficiency or how efficiently we are 
using our resources.  In addition, the water footprint and embodied water indicators can indicate how 
much water is used, say for a particular product, but cannot tell us about the water availability in the 
country/ area of production of the product or what the environmental impact may be. In terms of the 
proposal to use ‘carbon footprint’ as an indicator, again this has limitations as it only measures one 
aspect of resource efficiency. If ‘GHG emissions’ are to be used as an indicator, our clear preference 
would be that this should be measured in terms of emissions emitted per kilogram (or litre) of a given 
product.  As regards agriculture the yields should also be taken into account in order to evaluate and 
take into consideration the efficiency of the production, which is linked to a sustainable use of natural 
resources. Part of appropriate indicators is included in the table of macro indicators, but the 
economic, social and non-monetary activities are not taken into account. It also lacks the level of 
environmental indicators addressing the issue of biodiversity.  

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

DNR supports a dashboard of the following indicators ● carbon footprint  ● water footprint ● land 
footprint  ● material footprint, if not yet introduced as lead indicator (TMC or at least RMC)  DNR 
considers it of utmost importance that the indicators assume a life-cycle perspective. Only if 
measuring the ecological rucksacks, the EU will get a complete view of their resource use and be 
able to adopt adequate measures. Otherwise, the EU risks exporting environmental pressures 
outside Europe. The EU might even adopt policies, which promote the “leakage” of resource intensive 
industry to other countries.  DNR is concerned that there is currently no clear timeline for adopting the 
footprint indicators. DNR therefore encourages the Commission to commit itself to life-cycle indicators 
and to establish a rapid timeline for their development and adoption.. Initial estimates of the footprints 
should be delivered simultaneously with data and method development aimed at improving data 
quality over time. It is important that initial estimates of these indicators are published rapidly, with 
data and methodological improvements happening in tandem with publishing the results. 

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

Water Exploitation Index, Water Footprint, Embodied Water, Global Water Consumption Index are all 
proposed. We feel that water accountancy as indicators fall short of a precise and detailed discussion 
regarding the assessment of water management performances. We must assess water use impacts 
locally – therefore a simple link between water volumes and water use impacts does not prevail as it 
may for carbon. An indicator MUST take into account overall water used as well as the surrounding 
natural environment for a true assessment of water use as the overall volume of water is not 
synonymous with overall impact. 

FERN (EU)   
Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

Prefer not to say 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators need  to 
be used. We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered if 
the Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used. We are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of  the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time. Note that we believe that Carbon 
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Footprint (an impact indicator) is more useful than Energy Footprint, as it includes non-energy related 
global warming emissions such as methane and N2O. In addition, it is important that work on the 
environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in the 
delivery of the resource use footprint indicators. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

I support the proposal of a dashboard of land, water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is 
important that initial estimates of these indicators are published rapidly, with data and methodological 
improvements happening in tandem with publishing the results. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

The Commission  is proposing to measure  the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators  need to 
be used.  We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered  
if the Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used. We  are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators  – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates  of the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time. Note that we believe that Carbon 
Footprint (an impact indicator) is more useful than Energy Footprint, as it includes non-energy related 
global warming emissions such as methane and N2O. In addition, it is important that work on the 
environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in the 
delivery of the resource use footprint indicators.We  support the proposal of a dashboard of land, 
water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is important that initial estimates of these indicators 
are published rapidly, with data and  methodological improvements happening in tandem with 
publishing the results. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators need to be 
used. We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered if the 
Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used. We are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time. Note that we believe that Carbon 
Footprint (an impact indicator) is more useful than Energy Footprint, as it includes non-energy related 
global warming emissions such as methane and N2O. In addition, it is important that work on the 
environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in the 
delivery of the resource use footprint indicators.  We support the proposal of a dashboard of land, 
water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is important that initial estimates of these indicators 
are published rapidly, with data and methodological improvements happening in tandem with 
publishing the results. 

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. Best 
would be to use carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators. In addition it 
would also be useful to use a material use indicator   

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators need to be 
used.  We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered if 
the Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used.   We are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time.  In addition, it is important that work 
on the environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in 
the delivery of the resource use footprint indicators.  We support the proposal of a dashboard of land, 
water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is important that initial estimates of these indicators 
are published rapidly, with data and methodological improvements happening in tandem with 
publishing the results.      

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 

We agree that carbon, land and water footprint need to be used but we would add also material use. 
Also a back to the boundary indicator -an indicator to measure the relative distance between the 
current unsustainable situation and a situation in which the EU would be sustainable – would help as 
a dashboard indicator to give  a perspective on the path to follow. This could be a second level 
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(GAIA) 
(global) 

indicator to the other dashboard indicators, which would have the disadvantage of using aggregated 
data but the advantage of showing the way to sustainability.   

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

It would be much more helpful if you declared: what are the most relevant and important questions we 
need to address? Indicators are always partial answers, but to what?  Obviously we would advocate 
for Ecological Footprint. It allows to track how much biocapacity we have compared to how much we 
use, how quickly trends are changing over time, and what the economic implications are. It combines 
all the aspects captured by DMC – but frames them from an ecological perspective.  

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese 
(IT) 

We agree to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. Our proposal is to use the 
footprint methodology and also to add the material  footprint. In addition, we strongly suggest to insert 
timelines for the adoption of such indicators. 

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

Please consider the Friends of the Earth Europe input 

Naturefriends 
International  

The Commission is proposing to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon used. To do 
that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint indicators need to be 
used. We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but this may be covered if the 
Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used.   We are concerned that there is currently no clear 
timeline for adopting the footprint indicators – in our view it is important to commit to a rapid adoption 
timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of the footprints should happen simultaneously with data and 
method development aimed at improving data quality over time.   Note that we believe that Carbon 
Footprint (an impact indicator) is more useful than Energy Footprint, as it includes non-energy related 
global warming emissions such as methane and N2O.   In addition, it is important that work on the 
environmental impact indicators that are also listed in the dashboard does not lead to delays in the 
delivery of the resource use footprint indicators.   To summarize: We support the proposal of a 
dashboard of land, water and carbon footprint indicators. However it is important that initial estimates 
of these indicators are published rapidly, with data and methodological improvements happening in 
tandem with publishing the results.  

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

- NABU considers the dashboard indicators from the consultation paper as inadequate for measuring 
resource consumption as they are completely lacking a life-cycle perspective. NABU considers the 
introduction of life-cycle oriented indicators for the categories of material, water, carbon and land as 
the most important aspect from an environmental perspective. For the indicator dashboard NABU 
favours the following indicators:  ● TMC or at least RMC, if not yet introduced as lead indicator ● 
carbon footprint ● water footprint ● land footprint   As stated in the Annex Report of BIO IS a coherent 
calculation method as well as a comprehensive data base for those indicators is under construction 
and will be available in the near future. As mentioned above NABU appreciates a schedule for the 
introduction of these indicators. The schedule should be integrated in a document accompanying the 
scoreboard.   - Furthermore the dashboard should include a comprehensive indicator on the state of 
circular economy. Here NABU promotes the indicator “Recycling input rate” ( = secondary input / 
[primary + secondary  input]), which is also suggested by BIO IS. This indicator would give important 
information about the extent of economic independence from primary extraction. From an ecological 
perspective this is important as primary extraction is related to a variety of ecological impacts.   

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

We support the Commission’s proposal to measure the overall amount of water, land and carbon 
used. To do that, we agree that the carbon footprint, the water footprint and the land footprint 
indicators need to be used.   We also think that it is important to measure overall material use, but 
this may be covered if the Raw Materials Consumption indicator is used.   We would urge the 
Commission to commit to a rapid adoption timeline. Delivery of the initial estimates of the footprints 
should happen simultaneously with data and method development aimed at improving data quality 
over time.  

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

We think the appropriate indicators are included in the dashboard of macro-indicators.  

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
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(UK) compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position.   
Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

Not, this kind of indicators don't reflect the reality with regarding the natural resource consume. 

WWF (EU) 1. Use footprint indicators for carbon, land, water and materials WWF supports the use of a family of 
footprint indicators including carbon, land, water and materials. At the high level of the dashboard, it is 
critical to put more emphasis on these indicators reflecting the real European  consumption than on 
those focused on national production – which fail to address the sensitive and crucial issue of 
importas and exports. This implies adding the material footprints to the dashboard (or to put Total 
Material Consumption -TMC- as the lead indicator).  2. Add Biodiversity as a key resource in the 
dashboard Biodiversity, as the web of life around us, constitutes the basic building blocks for resilient 
ecosystems. A good status of biodiversity is the basic condition for these ecosystems to provide the 
crucial services and benefits  for European citizens life, including clean air, clean water, protection 
against natural catastrophes, or a healthy environment to live in. This is therefore a fundamental 
element, and should be included in the scoreboard.  WWF proposes the following indicator, which is 
considered the most relevant for the level of the dashboard:  ○ Conservation Status of Habitats and 
Species of Community Importance As part of the implementation of the EU Habitats Directive, 
Member States together with the European Commission evaluate regularly the conservation status of 
the most important EU habitats and species. This information  is publicly available and easily 
accessible, and provides an overall status of the EU biodiversity as a whole. Data source: European 
Topic centre on Biological Diversity, European Environmental Agency.  

 
 

g) Public sector / administration  
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

• Apart from the fields of carbon, land and water, the dashboard should in any case also comprise the 
resource use in absolute figures, as increasing resource productivity is not necessarily linked to a 
reduction of resource consumption in absolute terms. As is illustrated on p. 11 in the alternative set of 
indicators, absolute consumption should in the form of the indicators DMC and RMC be included in 
the dashboard. • The indicator “Artificial land or built-up area” would have to be linked to the available 
area. Otherwise, it cannot be interpreted usefully. • WEI addresses the aspect of a “Pressure” to a 
resource rather than that of an “Impact”. • WEI+ (as developed in the Water Framework Directive CIS 
Expert Group on Water Scarcity and Droughts and endorsed by Water Directors in June 2012) should 
be preferably used instead of WEI. •  As regards the indicators under the title “Consumption/global 
supply chain perspective” the question arises whether they are to be given for individual products or 
for a country.  For products, standardisation would be extremely difficult. It is therefore next to 
impossible to achieve comparability. As to the “Water und Carbon Footprint“, we know that the 
methods applied for determination do not allow developing time series. They do not comply with the 
quality criteria for indicators. We are therefore very sceptical as regards these ‘indicators‘. Where they 
are available already, they should be used with utmost care. • Municipal waste and hazardous waste 
could be looked at separately. The indicators listed under “further developments” raise many 
questions. • The definition of “Actual Land Demand (Land Footprint)”, “Global Water Consumption 
Index” and LEAC is not clear. • We would like to highlight the general, methodical problems of highly 
aggregated indicators for abstracting terms. • As regards the indicators, it would be of utmost 
importance to pay attention to their communicability. Where there are very complex models behind an 
indicator, the latter suffers in most cases, so the high expenditure for the calculation is 
disproportionate to the benefit.  

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

a materials indicator for both biological and mineral materials is lacking in the first dashboard on p.9 
(but though mentioned on p.11). 

BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 

We fear that the indicators selected for the dashboard are too limited to cover the key issues of 
Resource Efficiency.  Therefore there is a risk that the indicators do not reflect the real situation which 
may lead to wrong conclusions and/or actions. This is especially the case for the Biodiversity topic 
which isn’t covered by the indicators of the dashboard.  Ecological footprint of consumption should 
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and the 
Environment 

also be considered as complement to the future lead indicator. For emissions, which use our planet 
as a resource that can absorb and assimilate, similar principles apply as for material resources. 
Embedded emissions embodied in imported and exported resources, (semi-)finished products, 
products and services should be taken into account. Domestic production and per capita consumption 
should be used in conjunction. Further developments as exposed in the consultation paper are 
needed.  

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

In this proposed dashboard on p. 9 there lacks an indicator concerning the field of materials. On p. 
11, however, this is included. This should be cleared out.  

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

We think indicators that tell something about efficient material use are lacking. EU Regulation 
691/2011 imposes the MS to report on economy-wide Material Flow Accounts (MFA) for different 
streams (biomass, fossil fuels, iron ores, non-metallic minerals) We propose to use 1 or more 
economy-wide MFAindicator(s) as dashboardindicator.  

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

  

BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

• Please decouple production/consumption from the territory/global perspective since production is 
not strictly related to territories and consumption not to the global supply chain. • Specify indicators: 
land use, water use, carbon release. • The Water Footprint calculated at a global scale differs from 
the WF calculated for a product. Global WFs methodology is similar to other global water indices. • 
Embodied water is used as synonym for embedded and virtual water and virtual water is calculated 
as a water footprint (see Water Footprint Manual Assessment 2011). The Virtual Water Flows 
calculated for several countries (e.g. 103 billion m³ water for Germany) has little value for policy-
making as it provides no impact indication. • At this stage it is clear that comparison between Water 
Use indicators is needed, in particular on the objective, terminology and methodology (algorithms). 
The Water Footprint Index compares to the WEI and other indices, but it has the disadvantage 
developing a parallel nomenclature. The document is struggling with this kind of confusing 
terminology too: compare Water Footprint or Embodied Water (p; 9) with embodied (p. 10) and Water 
footprint (p. 11) when considering global resource demand.  • In general, there is an increasing 
criticism on the basic assumptions and the algorithms used by the WF. Since the Water footprint 
calculates water use and not the environmental impact, the WF results are of little value for policy-
making. • WEI: as is mentioned in the consultation paper, this indicator is being thoroughly revised. 
This might have a major effect on the results, so perhaps it is better to wait for the revised indicator. • 
GHG-emissions/capita: As the indicators are supposed to give an indication of resource efficiency, it 
might be more appropriate to express GHG-emissions relative to GDP (i.e. the same as for DMC). • 
Environmental taxes: The amount of environmental taxes (figure 2.3.1 in the consultation paper), is 
the product of a tax rate and a quantity (pollution). It would be better to express the environmental 
taxes (related to energy, transport, and pollution and resources) relative to the corresponding 
(environmentally harmful) activity. That way, the indicator will not be influenced by the quantity 
(pollution) (as was the case for Bulgaria). Another alternative indicator is  the implicit tax rate. This 
indicator expresses how much taxes (in euros) are being imposed for example per ton oil-equivalent 
final energy consumption. The advantage of this indicator is that it also isn’t influenced by the quantity 
(pollution), but only by the tax rate. The downside is the fact that it has only been developed for 
energy taxes.  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

We highly suggest including the materials indicator into the dashboard and communicating not a 
single lead indicator. From our point of view a comprehensive per capita indicator for materials is 
stringent and should be preferred to the productivity index. We highly recommend using RMC/cap in 
the short run and Total Material Consumption per capita in the long run. In case the wish is still to use 
raw material productivity (GDP/DMC), then a coherent dashboard should also comprise efficiency 
indicators for other resources on the production perspective, e.g. energy efficiency, carbon intensity 
or water intensity. Domestic land take and domestic artificial land use seems to be an appropriate 
indicator covering the production perspective as well as consumers demand. Therefore, this indicator 
should be complemented by domestic land take per capita for the sake of artificial areas and 
domestic (artificial and non artificial) land use per capita. Global indirect land use as indictor for the 
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consumption perspective may be extended to actual land demand per capita (incl. embodied land) or 
land footprint as proposed by bio IS. In the longer term it should be evaluated if approaches, which 
reflect ecosystem impact by land use, can replace the rather simple land footprint indicators (e.g. 
eHANPP). The water exploitation index, especially when used in regional resolution, will be a 
sufficient indicator to describe the water use in Europe, but will allow conclusions on efficient water 
use only indirect over time. This means that, if the WEI decreases it can be assumed that water use 
and water efficiency are improved. Furthermore, another approach currently under discussion in 
Germany is water intensity. Water intensity is defined as water abstraction related to gross value 
added for various industrial sectors. Such approaches could be further developed as an indicator for 
water efficiency. The water footprint or virtual water seems not to be suitable as it does not take into 
account regional differences especially on the available water resources. In addition to the WEI the 
Global Water Consumption Index can be more appropriate for the global chain perspective. The 
proposed indicators on carbon represent in our opinion a logical break in the dashboard. As the other 
indictors address resources under the definition of the EU, the carbon indicator does not. Moreover 
the measurement of GHG emissions is already an impact-oriented approach. Even so it is somehow 
vague if carbon is intended to be a proxy for the atmosphere as a resource (absorption of emissions) 
or if it will be used as a deputy for environmental impacts. We propose to use it as a proxy for 
environmental impacts, which also will be a link between the European climate and resource policy. 
In this case it should be renamed to “GHG emission” and should cover all GHG emissions and 
removals as under the Kyoto Protocol in territorial and, as far as possible, global perspective 
(embodied emissions in traded goods). If carbon will be used as an environmental impact proxy 
covering all GHG emissions, we propose to include indicators on energy use, as energy is also 
recognized as a resource in the understanding of the EU commission. In a domestic perspective 
Gross Inland Energy Consumption would be an appropriate indicator, which could also be interpreted 
as energy productivity related to GDP. In a global perspective the energy footprint seems to be 
suitable. We are aware, that the dashboard should be as succinct as possible to be easily 
understandable and communicable, especially when not using a lead indicator. But the variety of 
issues covered by the European resource policy requires indicators at least for the main resources 
and one major environmental impact of our consumption and production system. Additionally, we 
highly recommend the further investigation and development of indicators on biodiversity and 
ecosystem services, as these resources are currently not covered by the dashboard 

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

Indicators for land, water and carbon are obvious and good candidates for the second tier dashboard 
of complementary indicators as land, water and carbon are key natural resources with strong links to 
the use of most other  natural resources (i.e. minerals and biological resources) and its use have 
clear and obvious environmental effects and implications.  In many contexts, it is also necessary to 
have a global perspective on resource efficiency, and include the effects of imports, exports and 
global supply chains. Life Cycle Assess¬ments and other ways of calculating the total  “footprints” of 
resource con¬sump¬tion, and production, may here give useful information of environmental impacts 
and overall resource efficiency, including impacts in other countries.  We fully acknowledge that the 
methodology of “footprinting” needs to be improved and that “footprinting” for environmental 
resources, such as water and land, is difficult as basic data on such apparently elementary  
environmental data (e.g. waste, water use, and land use) still have serious data gaps and data quality 
issues – especially outside OECD countries. However, we find that global implications of national 
resource use are highly  important and it would in the future – when data availability improves and 
methodologies become more solid – be relevant to include these as either lead indicators or in the 
second tier dashboard indicators.   

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

We have some doubts about the need of this intermediate level of macro-indicators. Selection of only 
some specific thematic issues gives them a non justified prominence. But an increase of these 
indicators could lead to duplication with the third level indicators. In any case, it is necessary to 
include: · Water footprint, not only by domestic consumption but also including the virtual-water 
import. Indicators of the Water Framework Directive are needed to measure water deterioration. · 
Marine environment and coastal waters. Indicators of Marine Strategy Framework Directive should be 
taken into account. · The assessment of status and trends of European ecosystem services from the 
approach set out in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. · The ecological footprint and ecological 
debt as parameters to include in this level, as the indicators of the impacts generated by the 
economic model on the use of resources. · The environment impacts indicators must include the 
inter-linkages and trade-offs among ecosystem services. · Include also the impact of natural hazards 
and environmental causes on well-being (not only socio-economic). Environmental degradation 
affects some aspects of human development (disease burden from air pollution, impacts on goods 
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and behaviors resulting from environmental degradation and climate change ...).  
ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

The topics included in the dashboard of indicators to monitor the resource efficiency issues could be 
improved and complete. It is necessary to include the energy sector. We can not offer an overall 
scheme about efficiency in the use of resources without information on energy efficiency. For 
example, the share of renewable electricity could be an interesting indicator.   For a correct evaluation 
of the indicators, t'is necessary to set up its exact definition. This information is not included in the 
dashboard indicators.  We shouldn’t forget that we are working on a framework on resource efficiency 
and we should not use absolute indicators. We have develop indicators based on the relationships 
between the information and economic growth, population, and country surface so as to compare 
countries. Trends in GHG are more useful by population or by GDP, than in its absolute value for 
example.  

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

While the overall headings for macro-indicators seem appropriate we can offer the  following 
comments:-  Land – in relation to “built-up” area, perhaps a more appropriate and meaningful 
measure would be “built up” area per capita.   Water -  This indicator has limitations. The warning 
threshold is too general as water exploitation needs to reflect catchment characteristics (geology, 
hydrogeology, hydrology) and the sensitivity of aquatic and relevant terrestrial ecosystems.  It is 
unlikely that one simple statistic will be suitable.    It is our understanding that the Commission is 
exploring alternatives.  Carbon - GHG Emissions 2010 – this is a standard indicator for which data is 
available and it is agreed that CO2  per capita is the preferred measure.    

NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

We support the use of production and consumption based indicators in the dashboard of macro-
indicators for resource efficiency.  Materials, land, water and carbon are important resources used in 
economies. We do however want to stress the importance of  biodiversity and related ecosystem 
services as being of equal importance.   It is unclear from the document which indicators will be used 
directly, and which indicators will be developed. Comparison of the tables on pages 9, 11 and 13 
leaves some room for interpretation. We would favor the use of the table on page 11 to be the basic 
blueprint design of the dashboard, while recognizing that some of the matrix cells will need further 
work before they can be properly covered by an indicator. We would , again, propose to add a row in 
the table on page 11 for biodiversity and related ecosystem services that also serve as inputs, thus 
adding four cells to be addressed.   Considering the indicators mentioned it will be possible to come 
up with information on the Dutch footprint for land and carbon in the nearby future. Work is in 
progress by Statistics Netherlands and PBL (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency) to 
come up with time series for the carbon en land footprints. Furthermore, it is possible to come up with 
a footprint on biodiversity.   We have some observations on the indicators for water. As the 
Commission mentions, the Water Exploitation Index has several limitations. The Commission 
concludes that awaiting improvements WEI will continue to be in use. It would be best to link 
waterstress and withdrawals, which requires improving spatial and temporal resolution of the data. 
This also applies to the water footprint. Our most important concern is the weak relation between the 
water footprint metric and the impacts of water use and wastewater discharge. Crops that have a 
large virtual-water content, do not necessarily have real environmental impact if they are grown in a 
water-abundant environment; also, crops with lower virtual-water content may well have significant 
environmental impacts should they consume scarce fresh water supplies.  We also need to measure 
criticality of certain materials beyond their geologic availability. There are issues with scarcity. This 
stresses the need to develop a tool to measure this. This could, potentially, consider issues 
concerning reserve to production ratio’s, political stability of the country, urban mine potentials, 
company concentration, and other paramaters. This needs to be developed, and could be captured 
using an indicator approach.  

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 
Environment 

Generally yes – the choice is appropriate. The choice of domains (Land, Water, Carbon) seems 
covering the most important environmental issues. However, we are missing biodiversity and possibly 
air. Moreover, it is highly valuable to include both the Production and Consumption perspective.   
Several of the proposed indicators sound very promising and we think that work should be intensified 
on their development  • “Life-Cycle Resource Indicator” (mentioned under "further developments" 
only) • Carbon Footprint • Global Water Consumption Index (which potentially can reflect local water 
scarcity which the Water Footprint does not) • Indirect land use / embodied land  resp. eHANPP, 
LEAC and other indicators on ecosystem quality  The following indicators could be added (to be 
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developed): • An indicator on air pollution from a consumption perspective (“air pollution footprint”) • 
Net consumption of environmentally relevant materials (e.g. metals) • Consumption / production of 
non-renewable energy See: 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/resource_efficiency/pdf/report.pdf 

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

As noted earlier, we agree the usefulness of the broad framework for the indicators set out in the 
Dashboard.  We do, however, have a number of technical concerns. Energy use and climate.  The 
indicators of ‘Gross Inland Energy Consumption’ and ‘Territorial GHG Emissions’ are well-established 
and consistently produced. The ‘Energy Footprint’ and ‘Carbon Footprint’ must be standardised with a 
consistent set of data sources before we can support them.  Work is on-going in this area and it 
should be possible to standardise the approach taken within a reasonable time-frame. Material use.  
As noted above, DMC is a consumption measure.  The proper equivalent of domestic water 
abstraction and domestic land demand is Domestic Extraction (DE), which is already well-
established.  We agree that Raw Material Consumption is the appropriate consumption measure, 
although further work is needed to ensure that the raw material equivalence factors used in the 
calculation are robust and fit-for-purpose.  As noted above, for both these measures it makes sense 
to exclude fossil fuel energy use and treat construction materials separately. As far as the 
environmental impacts of material use are concerned, both the domestic and the global impact 
indicators require much further work.  The consultation paper proposes the use of Environmentally-
adjusted Material Consumption as a short term proxy for the life-cycle resource indicator (LCRI).  We 
are concerned about the use of standardised subjective weights of different environmental impacts 
across the EU which may not apply to individual Member States.  The work on updating EMC and 
developing robust datasets for LCRI needs to be completed before the reliability and relevance of 
weighted indicators can be tested and assessed.  Water use.  We agree that water abstraction is a 
good first proxy for water consumption.  However, we view the water footprint consumption measure 
as a data-hungry ideal for which reliable data is unlikely to be available within a reasonable time-
frame.  On the environmental impact side, the WEI is feasible but the targets proposed are arbitrary; 
whilst the Global Water Consumption Index is even wider in scope than the water footprint and is 
unlikely to be feasible within a suitable time-frame.  The cost implications of developing robust 
indicators in this area also need to be considered carefully. Land use.  As proposed these are 
especially problematic indicators from a methodological viewpoint.  The indicators do not measure 
how productively we are managing the land we have, while the environmental impact indicators do 
not measure our impact on biodiversity effectively.  The emphasis in the UK is on ensuring that the 
biodiversity of farmlands and woodlands is maintained and if possible enhanced whilst at the same 
time improving the productivity of the land use. This suggests that in the short term a measure of the 
net change from undeveloped to developed land would be the most appropriate indicator.  In the 
longer term an indicator of the benefits received from ecosystem services, including non-provisioning 
services, would cover the issues more fully. In summary, the Dashboard includes too many 
indicators, many of which are unlikely be based on robust datasets within a realistic timeframe.  A 
better alternative is to identify the best indicators for each resource type.  In our view these are: 
domestic carbon emissions and carbon footprint for Energy/Climate Change; raw material 
consumption (non-construction and construction, excluding fossils fuels) for Materials; domestic water 
abstraction (to be replaced by WEI in due course) for Water; and net changes from undeveloped to 
developed land for Land.  

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

The dashboard indicators include a measure covering greenhouse gas emissions which we strongly 
support. The land and water indicators are also supported  as they can help to demonstrate, for 
example, the positive impact of food waste prevention on reducing demand for land and water supply. 
The dashboard  should be reviewed as and when there are any improvements to the resource 
productivity indicator to ensure full coverage of resource issues. The  alternatives suggested in the 
paper are of interest and with regards to material use need to reflect both consumption and 
environmental impact in order to  address waste prevention, development of the circular economy 
and reduction in GHG emissions from waste management and waste sent to landfill. Product  design 
and manufacture are key aspects of the sustainable consumption and production agenda which can 
reduce the impact of material use. 

UK – Scotish 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

The alternative to the dashboard proposed in section 3.2.2 includes indicators for resource use in the 
territorial and global context as well as environmental impact in both the territorial and global context 
for material use, energy use, water use and land use. Therefore, the alternative set is more 
comprehensive and representative of resource efficiency. SEPA recognises that more data would be 
needed to implement these indicators but we support pursuing this approach in order to effectively 
monitor resource efficiency.  SEPA fully supports the development of indicators to monitor the global 
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consumption, for example, embedded water, embedded carbon and upstream environmental impact. 
This would provide a true picture of the resource use associated with the consumption. We realise 
this would require standardised methodologies to measure the embedded aspects to ensure that the 
figures are meaningful.   An important omission from both second tier sets is air quality, which is also 
a valuable resource and environmental medium.    The land indicator in the proposed dashboard 
does not provide an indication of the proportion of land that is artificial or built-up.  Also, in terms of 
the consumption perspective, a land indicator should include land used for, and contaminated by 
extractive industries, not just agriculture and forestry.   

 
 

h) Statistical offices  
 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

EU Regulation 691/2011 imposes the MS to report on economy-wide Material Flow Accounts (MFA) 
for different streams (biomass, fossil fuels, iron ores, non-metallic minerals)  Moreover, embedded 
flows should be included (TMR = total material requirement)  A materials indicator for both biological 
and mineral materials is lacking in the first dashboard on p.9 (but though mentioned on p.11).  

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

OK. Surface indicators are not appropriated (should be weighted by productivity or primary production 
=> biocapacity) Consider adding ecological footprint of consumption. Consider adding any kind of 
standard biodiversity index both in territory and later as footprint of consumption Consider adding 
nitrogen footprint of consumption, or anthropogenic nitrogen fixation (syntetic fetilizer use + N 
emissions by combustion) 

 
 

i) Other  
 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

Many important indicators are missing, as hinted at under 1. DMC would penalise high-tonnage waste 
streams such as barren rock or stable foundry slags while failing to identify environmentally much 
more worrying material flows. One tonne of arsenic or of Cr6+ or of atrazine are environmentally of 
much greater importance, by several orders of magnitude, than a ton of gravel. It could be very wise 
to look at the indicator framework developed by the Global Reporting Initiative, which has been 
developed with UNEP, and is widely supported by a diversity of stakeholders, including leading 
industrial players, in view of improving it where appropriate, rather than to build a new framework. 
Data available from GRI reporting companies, some reporting since several years, provides a 
valuable insight on several important environmental dimensions. Applying the WEI as indicator for the 
efficient use of water means to focus solely on water abstraction, without taking into account that 
there are a) other uses of water than just abstraction (i.e. use of water as a sink for pollutants) and 
that b) the environmental impact of water abstraction differs significantly from one river basin to the 
other given very different hydrological conditions. If the vision put forward by the flagship initiative on 
resource initiative is to respect planetary boundaries and to come to a sustainable management of 
water resources, an indicator based on water abstraction is insufficient. In many European regions it 
is not water abstraction, but pollution beyond the assimilative capacity of aquatic ecosystems which 
constitutes the major threat to sustainable management of water resources, while at the same time 
given water abstraction levels in water abundant regions do not constitute an ecological problem. This 
should be reflected in the choice of indicators. As a first step the Commission should base its 
resource efficiency strategy on the work which is done in the framework of the preparation of the 
Blueprint strategy and should replace the WEI by the WEI+. In the medium term, one should consider 
“water bodies in a good ecological state” as the main indicator, since the ecological state in the sense 
of the water framework directive comprises quantitative and qualitative as well as physical, biological 
and chemical aspects of human water use. This could be a valuable foundation to build on. 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-

CIWM broadly supports the proposed dashboard indicators. 
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ment) (UK) 
Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

As mentioned before it must allways a balance between all indicators. 
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Question 2-c: Are the appropriate indicators included in the 
third tier of thematic indicators? Are there any other 
indicators that should be considered? 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

The limitations of the WEI have already been highlighted: there is a need for distinguishing water 
consumption and water withdrawal. The quantity of water supplied to the water cycle is not taken into 
consideration (e.g. EEA indicators – 45% of the water abstracted by the energy sector is used for 
cooling and therefore is rapidly returning to the natural cycle). More and more often, water is used 
several times. The proposal doesn’t reflect the existing situation and will not help better decision 
making and policy evolution. As already mentioned such indicator should be based on a regional 
approach to take into consideration local conditions and needs. Finally research and development are 
needed for elaborating a shared and mature definition.  For waste, the additional targets should be 
adapted to the related sector needs and situation (cf. more effort needed for metals / minerals – rare 
earth elements). Landfilling should not be the solution, but will remain necessary for the upcoming 
years (for some waste flows, for some geographic areas). Therefore the indicator should measure the 
effort to limit negative effects to a sustainable level. Such indicator will also allow to revise the general 
objectives when feasible (integrating more innovative technologies, new financial tools).  For 
contaminated sites, the proposed indicator, if any, should focus on the progress for reducing risks for 
relevant targets (e.g. populations in urban areas, ecosystems, agriculture production …). Currently, 
Member States are acting on these sites under national regulations which take into consideration 
pieces of EU legislation for part of the requested needs (e.g. waste, industrial emissions for closing 
industrial sites, environmental liability for new pollution, or groundwater directive when this resource is 
impacted). In this context, the limitations of the EEA CIS15 indicator are known (based on activities 
list and not risk, static inventory) and discussions around common definition of the different types of 
sites have started. Without common shared approach based on existing experiences and 
development at regional/national scales, the indicator will not be reliable. Most of the themes in the 
proposal are (or should be) adaptative frameworks with long-term objectives. There are needs for 
developing new knowledge, improving its sharing and its integration in policies. The indicators should 
also be adaptative. The whole initiative requires MUCH additional work, involving outside expertise. 
Poorly designed indicator frameworks can lead to wrong policy decisions; burden shifting, 
deindustrialisation in the EU, unemployment and deepening of the crisis. These unwanted 
consequences need to be avoided. It could provide wrong signals on the progress made towards 
decoupling growth. Some simple set of indicator (again, look at GRI) should be developed linking 
GDP to: - Water abstraction (making a difference between renewable and non-renewable water 
resources) AND water quality degradation, - Loss of biodiversity - Soil loss and soil functionality loss 
(erosion, salination, compaction, sealing, contamination, loss of organic matter) - REAL resource 
consumption and related energy and water uses, related emissions considering their environmental 
impacts (e.g.: palm oil use and its dramatic impact on ecosystems in Indonesia; soybean and maize 
imports for EU meat production and its consequences elsewhere….).  However, at the same time, 
some current initiatives are not properly taken into consideration or not sufficiently highlighted, e.g.:  - 
Progress of recycling of individual elements at End of Life (the current status is depicted in the 
International Resource Panel report titled “Recycling rates of metals”. An indicator should document 
the recycling rate of electronic waste, as this is rich in rare metals. - The EU dependence on metal 
imports should also be documented as this is a reasonable proxy to an important component of 
burden shifting 

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
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(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

ECN (NL) Considering the consultation paper, table 3 on pp. 11-12:  • Key sectors>Ensuring efficient mobility è 
Ensuring resource efficient mobility and human settlement patterns • We suggest to add: Social 
inclusion of low-income strata and minorities > Employment; Access to higher eductation; Above the 
poverty line; etc. (all as % of total target “vulnerable population” and as a ratio between % of 
vulnerable population and % of total population)  

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

Biocapacity is more significant than land. For example: Germany's hectares are on average 20 times 
more productive than the planet's surface hectare. or about 5 times more productive than biologically 
productive  hectares in the world. Not each hectare is the same. 

IEEP (UK) IEEP supports the monitoring and reporting on the Roadmap’s different sections using dedicated, 
thematic indicators. We limit our response to potential additional or replacement indicators for a 
number of the Roadmap sections.  ‘Transforming the economy’: we support the inclusion of total 
waste generation (thereby removing the primary focus on municipal/household waste which still 
represents less than 10 per cent of total waste generation). If possible, total recycling and landfill 
rates should also be presented, although we appreciate that reporting responsibilities lie mainly with 
public authorities which are responsible for municipal waste management. Nonetheless, future 
corporate reporting should include such information and could therefore be added to the national data 
(even if these are not reported by local authorities).  We accept that this will take time but would be a 
significant step towards the circular economy. Unfortunately, the rate of recycling does not identify 
whether and where the materials collected are used (used domestically or in a neighbouring country, 
therefore in proximity to the EU, or shipped to China). We would hope that the forthcoming EU waste 
policy fitness check will promote updating of reporting requirements, including truer reflections of what 
is recycled (rather than collected for recycling) and also what is used in domestic production as 
secondary raw materials. It is in the reintroduction of the materials collected that recycling truly 
occurs. ‘Getting the prices right’: It is not clear from the proposed indicators, but we suggest that 
levies be clearly included alongside environmental ‘taxes’. ‘Metals and minerals’: We propose that 
these indicators be split, to provide results on metals alongside minerals rather than aggregating the 
two. ‘Safeguarding clean air’: PM10 should be supplemented with the other key pollutants addressed 
by EU air quality policy.  ‘Ensuring efficient mobility’: We propose adding ‘total kilometres travelled’ 
and broken down by transportation mode, as this provides a better reflection of modal shifts and 
trends in distances travelled. Also, it is not clear why ‘freight transport (billion tkm) by road/rail/ships’ 
was not included as it relates to important EU objectives. including to achieve a modal shift from road 
to rail for freight shipments over longer distances. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

  

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

No I think that green jobs created, waste streams diverted and eco system services should be 
considered at this level, to promote new behaviour 

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

There is not enough information provided. 

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

  

Technische Considering the loss of biodiversity and the other environmental impacts only on third tier is not 
sending the right message. These environmental impacts are very important for sustainable 
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Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

development and should not be on third place. Again the lead indicator needs to have more validity 
than GDP/DMC  is able to express. Including environmental impacts on first tier is necessary. The 
lead indicators as well as the indicators on second tier are measuring the impacts of direct material 
consumption. On third tier some indicators (like “boosting efficient production”) which are used to 
monitor the progress of the roadmap are included too. This does not seem to be practical. Even  
though the indicators for transforming the economy are somehow related to resource consumption, 
not all of them (like “changing consumption patterns”) are able to measure the impacts of resource 
consumption; they are more capable of expressing the success of strategies to make resource  
consumption more sustainable. So the indicator for resource consumption should be used to measure 
the success of the strategies of transforming the economy, not the other way around. This applies to 
the key sectors as well. It might be practical for some applications to monitor e. g. the  consumption of 
meat products per capita and year but this indicator is not feasible to measure resource efficiency. It 
is not really clear why marine resources are lists separately since they are a part of ecosystem 
services and biodiversity. Since soil quality is considered, water quality should be considered too. 
This is not only important for ensuring a balanced biodiversity level but also as part of ecosystem 
services.   

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

Add: ‘Minimising use of scarce resources.’  

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

  

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

We would add to key sectors also production for export industry, because at least in Finland a lot of 
our emissions are generated by export industry.  

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

The key areas covered are by and large ok. Further development of detailed indicators should be 
done on the basis of further studies.   The further development of RERM indicators should give 
priority to the dashboard indicators (as described under 2b) in order to provide adequate overview, 
and to further specify those  indicators for the economic sectors of production and consumption (e.g. 
by input-output and decompostion analysis) in order to monitor the resource productivity of branches 
and product  groups and the effects of changing production and consumption patterns.  

  
 

b) Citizens 
  

Citizen  (AT)   

Citizen  (BE)   

Citizen (UK)   
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c) Companies  
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

Any thematic indicators must measure progress towards the specific thematic objectives; and guide 
public and private decisions on policy and investment. To be true indicators of efficiency, they should 
encompass resource costs and the benefits accruing from resource use. Of the proposed  indicators 
in the scoreboard, almost none appear to measure the real benefits of resource use. In keeping with 
the agreed EU2020 targets, GDP should be included in the dashboard and employment and social 
cohesion should be included as additional sub-themes under “Transforming the Economy”. 
Demographics, combined with thermodynamics dictate that even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, 
there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary production. Increasing mineral exploration and 
self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create European jobs. Nurturing a geological services 
industry for export will create growth opportunities beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s 
global footprint. While GDP is the most appropriate indicator for overall economic activity, it does not 
have an immediate link to resource use or industrial production. A Resource Efficient Europe should 
therefore include investment in sustainable mineral supply and the set of indicators within the theme 
“Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services” should reflect this.  

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency, 
which is why we propose an alternative model in 1 and 2a. 

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

Yes, subject to the comments above. 

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 
UK) 

Only some of the proposed indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
deleted until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits. Raw materials – 
Rio Tinto recommends looking at indicators developed by the EU Raw Materials Supply Group to add 
a sound indicator on raw materials.    Environmental taxes – Rio Tinto believes that the index of 
environmental taxes (amount of state revenues collected through environmental taxes) only reflects 
the monetary incentive to use fewer resources.  

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

Under the schema that we have proposed in our response to Question 2(b), third tier indicators would 
support the themes making up the dashboard indicators.  The following are candidates for  third tier 
indicators, grouped under the five dashboard indicators:  Resource depletion - Land: proportion of 
new builds on undeveloped land (including transport infrastructure) - Land: proportion of agricultural 
land lost to other development - Water: water exploitation index, water abstractions - Materials: 
GDP/DMC - Terrestrial ecosystem: change in land use?? - Terrestrial ecosystem: use intensity of 
agricultural land and of forest reserves - Marine ecosystem: Fish catches from stocks outside the safe 
biological limits - Energy:  primary energy efficiency - Energy: share of renewables in primary energy 
consumption  Waste generation - Municipal and commercial/industrial waste generation - Waste 
landfilled - Recycling rate (total) - Recycling rate (tracking key secondary resource flows)  - Energy 
recovery rate - Food waste generation  Environmental quality - Air: PM concentrations (total) - Air: PM 
concentrations from transport - Air: VOC, SO2 and NOx emissions from specified sectors (power, 
transport, etc) - Air: population in areas exceeding PM daily limit values - Water: percentage of inland 
waters with a chemical quality classed as “poor” - Soil: topsoil loss, erosion by water,  - Soil: 
percentage of contaminated/brownfield land brought back into economic use - Biodiversity: species 
abundance, percentage of protected areas  Climate change - GHG emissions from electricity 
production - GHG emissions from key energy-intensive industrial sectors (steel, cement, etc) - GHG 
emissions from the built environment - GHG emissions from transport  Economic development - 
Manufacturing gross added-value (total, and by key sectors) in the green economy - Net job creation 
in the green economy - Value of distorting taxes and subsidies removed - Import/export balances of 
key material flows - Key indicators from the eco-innovation index  In relation to our reference to “key 
sectors”, we point to our response to Question 2(d). Indicators measuring decoupling from economic 
growth need to be normalised or graphed, generally against GDP. Some environmental indicators 
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might overlap with or be duplicated in other  indicator schemes.   
Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

Only some of the proposed  indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
deleted until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits. Recycling:  
Aggregated data do not provide any meaningful indication of rates, progress and needed policy focus.  
The indication of material recycled of the municipal waste is an interesting indicator although it does 
not tell how much is not reaching the municipal waste treatment facilities.   Targets should not be set 
on weight only but rather on the proportion of material recycled to avoid discouraging the recycling of 
low weight materials which sometimes contain valuable materials.   Recycling leads automatically to 
the prevention of extraction waste, and to reducing landfill or incineration, but does not lead to 
prevention of pre- or postconsumer waste.  Therefore, Umicore recommends using the total waste 
generation indicator as an indicator of how MS manage their waste and reduce waste, and to use 
policy measures related to ecodesign to enhance design for recycling and extend the durability of 
products.  However, in parallel to this, recycling indicators per stream should be monitored and 
ambitious targets should be set (e.g. packaging or WEEE) so as to promote recycling per se.    The 
inclusion of secondary waste (waste from recycling and recovery facilities) in the TWG indicator 
implies a double counting of such waste, as it is counted both before and after the recycling/recovery 
operations.  It also leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in recycling activity would lead to 
an increase in Total Waste Generation.  To avoid double accounting of waste “secondary waste” 
should be excluded from the TWG indicator.     Umicore supports a ban of post-consumers goods 
landfilling so as to promote recycling of these products.  Umicore warns against a ban of industrial 
landfilling due to the technical impossibility to come down to zero waste. Umicore opposes an 
increased tax on industrial landfills for the same reason.  Raw materials Umicore recommends 
looking at indicators developed by the Raw Materials Supply Group to add a sound indicator on raw 
materials.     Environmental taxes Umicore strongly believes that the index of environmental taxes 
(amount of state revenues collected through environmental taxes) only reflects the monetary 
incentive to use less resources.  The high cost of materials (and certainly metals) already incentivises 
companies to do so.    

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

See answers 1) and 2a) 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

See answer to question 1. 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Yes, the thematic indicators are appropriate. However, due care should be taken in making indicators 
comparable over time and across regions for example for indicators such as energy consumption per 
sq. meter space heating. 

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

With respect to the “Turning waste into a resource” indicators, we think that the recycling rate and 
landfill rate proposed for measuring waste should not be restricted to the municipal waste, which only 
represent a small fraction of the whole waste generation (sometimes estimated to be roughly 10%, 
although the definition of municipal waste is not harmonized within the EU).   The following indicators 
could also be considered: - Total landfilled waste (inert, non hazardous and hazardous) / Total waste 
generation. - (Non inert and non hazardous waste) landfilled waste / (non inert and non hazardous) 
waste generation. Indeed the non hazardous and non inert waste category is subject to treatments in 
the same kind of installations (non hazardous waste landfills, incinerators, mechanical-biological 
treatment, recycling). - Energy recovered from waste (kWh) / non inert waste generation. - Waste with 
energy recovery (tonnes) / non inert waste generation.  As regards the “Natural capital and 
ecosystem services” indicators, although we appreciate that no exhaustive evaluation of the 
degradation of ecosystems can be carried out, we think that additional indicators should be 
considered besides those proposed in the consultation, particularly in the following fields: - Aquatic 
and terrestrial eco-toxicity. - Aquatic and terrestrial acidification. - Aquatic eutrophication.   

voestalpine The “thematic indicators” could be introduced with the intention to quantify parameters which  provide 
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(50-249 
empl., AT) 

a good indication on progress on a very specific and narrowly defined issue. This should make them 
relatively more simple to construct and operate.  However, due to this limitation in scope they can in 
themselves not be used to decide, if the EU is generally on track or not. But due to their narrow focus 
in principle they could be used to define EU-targets (which is not the case for “tier 1” and “tier 2” 
indicators). To the extent that thes following parameters apply, a tier 3-indicator must always take into 
account resource capacity, life cycle effects, value chain effects, service periods and recyclability and 
prior to target assignation have to undergo a competitiveness proofing in line with the 
„Communication on an Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Era“ COM(2010)614.  
“environmental taxes” (the same applies to any resource taxation) is not a suitable “tier 3”-indicator, 
because it bears no relation at all with resource efficiency. To the contrary, applied to resource-
intensive and not-resource-intensive systems in the same way, environmental taxes will even be 
harmful. Instead, an indicator could display the extent to which life cycle approaches is rooted in 
product related legislation.  The indicator 2.1.1 Total Waste Generation is insufficient in terms of its 
useful information and should be substituted by “Recycling Rate of Total Waste” and “Landfill Rate of 
total Waste”  The indicator 2.1.2 is superfluous and well represented by the indicators 2.1.3 and 2.1.4.  
The indicator 3.1.1 does infringe the concept of “resource capacity” and should be removed. in this 
respect the following indicator 3.1.2 is more appropriate.  All such indicators need in depth-discussion 
with affected parties and must be checked against life cycle effects and value chain effects  

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

Only some of the proposed  indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
deleted until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits.  Recycling:  
Aggregated data do not provide any meaningful indication of rates, progress and needed policy focus.  
The indication of material recycled of the municipal waste is an interesting indicator although it does 
not tell how much is not reaching the municipal waste treatment facilities.   Targets should not be set 
on weight only but rather on the proportion of material recycled to avoid discouraging the recycling of 
low weight materials which sometimes contain valuable materials.   Recycling leads automatically to 
the prevention of extraction waste, and to reducing landfill or incineration, but does not lead to 
prevention of pre- or postconsumer waste.  Therefore, the Wieland-Werke AG recommends using the 
total waste generation indicator as an indicator of how MS manage their waste and reduce waste, 
and to use policy measures related to ecodesign to enhance design for recycling and extend the 
durability of products.  However, in parallel to this, recycling indicators per stream should be 
monitored and ambitious targets should be set (e.g. packaging or WEEE) so as to promote recycling 
per se.    The inclusion of secondary waste (waste from recycling and recovery facilities) in the TWG 
indicator implies a double counting of such waste, as it is counted both before and after the 
recycling/recovery operations.  It also leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in recycling 
activity would lead to an increase in Total Waste Generation.  To avoid double accounting of waste 
“secondary waste” should be excluded from the TWG indicator.     The Wieland-Werke AG supports a 
ban of post-consumers goods landfilling so as to promote recycling of these products.  We warn 
against a ban of industrial landfilling due to the technical impossibility to come down to zero waste.  
We oppose an increased tax on industrial landfills for the same reason.   Environmental taxes The 
Wieland-Werke AG strongly believes that the index of environmental taxes (amount of state revenues 
collected through environmental taxes) only reflects the monetary incentive to use less resources.  
The high cost of materials (and certainly metals) already incentivises companies to do so.    

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

Human toxicity and eco-toxicity should be taken into account too. 

 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms 
  

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 

Proposal  of an indicator for better recycling process   The European Commission is currently 
consulting on what indicators to use as part of the Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe.  
Recycling is one of the most important strategies on producing raw materials. Recovering of raw 
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(DE) materials from products/waste by recycling processes is possible in an easier way than by mining 
techniques. There is also less impact on environment.  It is important  to improve the efficiency of 
recycling processes. In order to compare different recycling techniques and to prove if the recycling 
techniques to be compared are on the same level of efficiency it is necessary to generate a special 
indicator: The ratio of recovering.  “Ratio of recovering” means that first the content of different 
materials (i.e. precious metals, rare earth and other critical raw materials such as molybdenium, 
Tantal or Indium) has to be determined in product/waste. Then the quantity of recycled elements has 
to be divided by the content (whole quantity in product/waste). The quotient is called “Ratio of 
recovering”.    This Indicator is able to evaluate different recycling techniques. There are different 
techniques in the moment with low efficiency in most cases.   Contact  Dr. Spoo Umwelt-Consulting 
(SUG) Oststr. 13 D. - 52222 Stolberg Phone: 0049 (0) 2402 997 5959 Fax 0049 (0) 2402 997 5960 E-
Mail: info@drspoo-consult.de  

Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

I miss especially:  EMC Land use (total, see Q1 and 2b) Biodiversity 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

The indicator "boosting efficient production" should  be called ""boosting efficient production and 
products" 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

Some of the thematic indicators provide useful further information (e.g. on air quality, on fish catch 
outside sustainable limits, and on environmental taxes), others are overlapping and weaker than 
impact-related indicators (e.g. emissions from transport, energy-consumption per m2 from house 
heating) and should be left out to avoid conflicting messages: Note that the named life cycle based 
indicators, broken down by main e.g. emission sources, provide a large range of consistent(!) and 
more complete and differentiated thematic indicators including e.g. the impact profile of different 
transport modes and of private housing.  

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

  

 
 

e) Industry organisation / associations  
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

Turning waste into a resource General comment: the indicators must be defined in a harmonised way 
so that the Member States collect comparable data.   Total waste generation: ACE supports this 
approach as long as municipal solid waste generation is continued to be measured separately. 
Municipal waste: The name of this indicator should be made clearer to indicate (i) that it refers to non-
hazardous municipal solid waste (i.e. excluding liquid wastes such as wastewater) and (ii) that it 
refers to waste generation (and treatment), e.g. ‘municipal solid waste generation and treatment (non-
hazardous)’ Recycling rate (of municipal waste): It should be clearly specified. This indicator should 
refer to the amount of waste collected for recycling and reported under the previous indicator 
(municipal solid waste). Landfill rate (of municipal waste): Same comment as for ‘recycling rate’. 
Material-specific waste indicators: We suggest breaking down the municipal waste figures per 
material, i.e. indicators for generation, recycling and landfilling of paper/cardboard waste, metal 
waste, plastic waste, glass waste, wood waste. This would allow measures to be targeted per 
material. ACE also suggests an additional indicator “recycling of municipal waste inside the EU” to 
support recycling of waste in the EU and to provide secondary raw materials for the EU materials 
industry.   Getting the prices right Environmental taxes: Economic instruments can be useful in 
achieving environmental goals provided that they are non-discriminatory in application, linked to 
environmental improvement, proportionate to the objective and that the EU examines compliance with 
the above. Currently the EU encourages the use of economic instruments as a means to achieve 
environmental objectives. There is however no EU wide system and the MS are free to implement 
taxes following their own interests. This can lead to trade barriers and unequal competition. Therefore 
this indicator should be used only then when there is an EU wide system fulfilling the above 
mentioned criteria.    Key sectors, addressing food Consumption of meat and dairy products: Health 
benefits of replacing animal protein with vegetable protein must be thoroughly assessed before going 
for such an indicator. ACE believes that the setting of one indicator on meat and dairy consumption is 



136 
 

a very simplistic approach to address resource efficiency in the food sector.     
ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

  

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

  

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

As sustainability should be the guiding principle for measuring resource efficiency, an addition of 
thematic indicators measuring economic and social prosperity should be considered, as the thematic 
indicators proposed only relate to environmental aspects.   - Waste generation : Indicators on waste 
are appropriate for measuring resource efficiency at a certain stage of the life cycle (end of life). 
However, when products show the biggest resources savings during the use phase, such an indicator 
can be misleading. Industrial and societal activity in an individual country should be considered 
appropriately as countries with a high share of industrial production have necessarily a higher level of 
waste generation per capita than service-oriented economies. Otherwise, such an indicator would 
give a wrong guidance.   - Eco-innovation index : Innovation is crucial to improving resource efficiency 
along the entire value chain, and especially to develop innovative products that save resources in 
their life-cycle. In this context, it is inappropriate that the proposed eco-innovation index is based on a 
very narrow definition of “eco-industry”, covering only a small number of industry (sub)sectors. The 
Commission defines “eco-innovation” as any innovation that reduces the use of natural resources and 
decreases the release of harmful substances across the whole life-cycle. Therefore, the indexes used 
for eco-innovation should be the same as for assessing existing processes and products. In any case, 
there should be no discrimination, or favoring, of technologies built in in indexes for eco-innovation.   - 
Share of environmental taxes : While the share of environmental taxes could be seen an appropriate 
indicator to measure progress of the roadmap’s political aim to increase this share, it is certainly not 
an appropriate indicator for measuring actual resource efficiency. Environmental taxes should be 
applied globally. When applied only regionally, they impair industry’s international competitiveness. 
Therefore, a benchmarking of EU member states is not appropriate; it could only be meaningful when 
taking into account the global context.   Bundesverband Baustoffe - Steine und Erden is opposed to 
the introduction of additional charges and taxes on the use of ecosystem services.    - Energy 
consumption per m² for space heating : This is an appropriate indicator, and as potential for improving 
energy efficiency is greatest in the building sectors, this indicator is well suited to measure progress in 
energy efficiency. Furthermore, it illustrates the significance of the use phase with the highest savings 
potential over the requirement to consume material resources for (better) insulation. This underlines 
the importance of choosing indicators truly measuring efficiency, including the contribution of 
industrial products to resource efficient consumption instead of measuring resource use in absolute 
terms.   

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

As sustainability should be the guiding principle for measuring resource efficiency, an addition of 
thematic indicators measuring economic and social prosperity should be considered, as the thematic 
indicators proposed only relate to environmental aspects. In any case, if (thematic) indicators are to 
be developed, we propose to conduct balanced impact assessments in all affected fields.   
Comments on some selective proposed thematic indicators:   - Waste generation    Indicators on 
waste are appropriate for measuring resource efficiency at a certain stage of the life cycle (end of 
life). However, when products show the biggest resources savings during the use phase, such an 
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indicator can be misleading. Industrial and societal activity in an individual country should be 
considered appropriately as countries with a high share of industrial production have necessarily a 
higher level of waste generation per capita than service-oriented economies. Otherwise, such an 
indicator would give a wrong guidance.   An indicator to measure the recycling rate of municipal 
waste - including the reused and composted waste – is a necessary instrument to measure the 
improvement in all Member States in this field. It will show the progress in line with the "waste 
hierarchy" within every Member State as well as the contribution to improve resource and material 
efficiency.   But this excludes that there is and will be always certain waste, which is not suitable for 
recycling and therefore has to be dealt with in another way. In this case energetic recovery is a good 
solution to make use of the energy of the waste for heat and electricity production and on the other 
hand to eliminate contained pollutants. Thus energetic recovery is, since combustible material from 
primary sources is substituted, a resource efficient treatment option, which should be measured with 
an extra indicator. Although, it is in terms of resource efficiency not as efficient as recycling.   - Eco-
innovation index   Innovation is crucial to improving resource efficiency along the entire value chain, 
and especially to develop innovative products that save  resources in their life-cycle. In this context, it 
is inappropriate that the proposed eco-innovation index is based on a very narrow definition of “eco-
industry”, covering only a small number of industry (sub)sectors. The Commission defines “eco-
innovation” as any innovation that reduces the use of natural resources and decreases the release of 
harmful substances across the whole life-cycle. Therefore, the indexes used for eco-innovation 
should be the same as for assessing existing processes and products. In any case, there should be 
no discrimination, or favoring, of technologies built in in indexes for eco-innovation.   - Share of 
environmental taxes   While the share of environmental taxes could be seen an appropriate indicator 
to measure progress of the roadmap’s political aim to increase this share, it is certainly not an 
appropriate indicator for measuring actual  resource efficiency. Environmental taxes should be 
applied globally. When applied only regionally, they impair industry’s international competitiveness. 
Therefore, a benchmarking of EU member states is not  appropriate; it could only be meaningful 
when taking into account the global context.   BDI is opposed to the introduction of additional charges 
and taxes on the use of ecosystem services, which would unduly impair the international 
competitiveness of Industry.   - Gross nutrition balance (N, P) in kg/ha   While being an adequate 
indicator for measuring environmental impacts of agriculture, the gross nutrition balance is not a 
sufficient indicator to measure resource efficiency of agricultural production. As an efficient land use 
is key to resource efficient agriculture, an efficiency indicator measuring yield in relation to land use 
should be added. This additional indicator could be defined as land use per unit of yield (for example: 
m² necessary to produce  

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

- open reply -  Yes, but this list is far from being complete. Indeed under the heading “key sectors” the 
European Commission shall include the production of industrial commodities for example the 
production of cars, of electronic equipment, of coal, iron and steal, the entire transport sector. When 
transforming the economy, BVDF strongly recommends to replace “Changing consumption patterns” 
by “changing general behaviour patterns” as a person’s daily behaviour shall be entirely taken into 
account when assessing his or her environmental impact. As regards 4.1.1 (Consumption of meat 
and meat products), we stress the point that the consumption of meat (and dairy) products is not a 
suitable resource efficiency indicator. It will provide no information on the actual use of resource in the 
production of food and it will not encourage to a more resource efficient livestock and food production. 
In a world with a growing population and a growing demand for meat, it is important to ensure, that 
the production continuously is improving in resource efficiency, and this is what should be measured. 
In this respect, protein composition of European food seems rather irrelevant. The concerns 
expressed in the second paragraph on page 22 about health risk related to the intake of animal 
protein are both erroneous and out of place, since the discussion about human health in relation to 
the intake of animal protein is much more complex and has no connection to resource efficiency. It is 
very complicated to identify one major indicator that is relevant for the agriculture and food sector. 
The two indicators for land and soil (soil erosion by water and gross nutrient balance of nitrogen and 
phosphorous) are closely related to the agriculture and food production and are more direct measures 
of the resource-footprint of the food production and consumption. 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)   
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CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

An addition of thematic indicators measuring economic and social prosperity is desired. - Waste 
generation  Indicators on waste are appropriate for measuring resource efficiency at a certain stage 
of the life cycle (end of life). However, when products show the biggest resources savings during the 
use phase, such an indicator can be misleading.  On the indicators proposed, the relevant ones for 
industry would be the “2.1.1. Total waste generation”.  We recommend the Commission to explore the 
possibilities of indicators being collected through the EPRTR: waste disposed and waste recovered.  
Tonnes of waste disposed/tonne product produced or Tonnes of waste recovered (including energy 
recovery)/tonne of product produced seem to be appropriate indicators.  Both material recovery (= 
recycling) and energy recovery are important means for calorific wastes, depending on the quality 
characteristics of the respective waste stream. - Eco-innovation  Caveat: Innovation is crucial to 
improving resource efficiency along the entire value chain, and especially to develop innovative 
products that save resources in their life-cycle. In this context, it is inappropriate that a proposed eco-
innovation index would be based on a very narrow definition of “eco-industry”, covering only a small 
number of industry (sub)sectors. There should be no discrimination, or favoring, of technologies built 
in in indexes for eco-innovation. The indicators as proposed by the Eco-Innovation scoreboard seem 
to go in the right direction [http://www.eco-
innovation.eu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2&Itemid=34]; the most important one 
with a resource efficiency perspective probably being indicator “2.1 Firms having implemented 
innovation activities at a reduction of material input per unit output (% of total firms)". Another source 
of indicators can be the “Spire Roadmap – Consultation Document” 
[http://www.spire2030.eu/uploads/Modules/Documents/spire---roadmap_final_pbp_web_ok.pdf], page 
82 and 83  - Environmental taxes  While the share of environmental taxes could be seen an 
appropriate indicator to measure progress of the roadmap’s political aim to increase this share, it is 
certainly not an appropriate indicator for measuring actual resource efficiency. Environmental taxes 
should be applied globally. When applied only regionally, they impair industry’s international 
competitiveness and fulfill following three key pre-conditions, cost-effectiveness, eco-efficiency and 
tax neutrality.  Therefore, a benchmarking of EU member states is not appropriate; it could only be 
meaningful when taking into account the global context. - Energy consumption per m²  for space 
heating  This is an appropriate indicator, and as potential for improving energy efficiency is greatest in 
the building sectors, this indicator is well suited to measure progress in energy efficiency. 
Furthermore, it illustrates the significance of the use phase with the highest savings potential over the 
requirement to consume material resources for (better) insulation. This underlines the importance of 
choosing indicators truly measuring efficiency, including the contribution of industrial products to 
resource efficient consumption instead of measuring resource use in absolute terms.  

Celene (FR) Treating food as any other good may not be appropriate. From a food chain perspective, the table 
seems to be an attempt to summarize theoretical models when we are dealing with real-world and 
concrete cases that should deserve dedicated indicators. As regards 4.1.1 (Consumption of meat and 
diary products) Celene stresses the point that the consumption of meat (and diairy) products is not a 
suitable resource efficiency indicator. It will not provide information on the current use of resources for 
the production of food and it will not encourage to a more resource efficient livestock and food 
production. In a world with a growing population and a growing demand for meat, it is important to 
ensure, that the production continuously is improving in resource efficiency, and this is what should 
be measured. Moreover the sustainability of agriculture cannot includes usually animal production. It’s 
not possible to claim on the one side (DG agri, PAC policy) that livestock is important for environment 
(through the grassland maintenance or the input of organic matter) and on the other side to promote 
anti animal products policies. By the way, the concerns expressed in page 22 of Annex 2 (EU draft 
Scoreboard on Resource Efficiency) about health risk related to the intake of animal protein are both 
erroneous and out of place, since the discussion about human health in relation to the intake of 
animal protein is much more complex and has no connection to resource efficiency.  

Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

Minimising the use of scarce raw materials. 

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 

• Some of the proposed thematic indicators are relevant for resource efficiency, especially the 
indicators for turning waste into a resource (2.1.1 total waste generation, 2.1.2 municipal waste, 2.1.3 
recycling rate of municipal waste, and 2.1.4 landfill rate of municipal waste) as they represent either 
the Driving force or the Pressure categories (or can be adjusted/developed to fulfil these 
requirements). • The thematic indicators proposed on eco-innovation index and environmental taxes 
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Industries) 
(EU) 

are both (policy) Response indicators and cannot be used for measuring resource efficiency. They 
depend on political interventions. In the case of environmental taxes, they aim to correct the price 
mechanism while considering the environmental impact.  • A renewable resources indicator should be 
introduced that distinguish renewable and non-renewable resources. Fish catch (3.3.1) is probably a 
correct driving force (D) indicator. Similarly, all material resources that are renewable should apply 
the same structure, e.g. forest. • The key sector indicators for food/buildings/mobility specify, on 
product system level, some of the suggested dashboard indicators. Similarly, indicators can be 
developed for other product systems and/or developed for other type of sectors, e.g. industry sector. 

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

Key sectors: improving buildings should clarify that refers to existing and new buildings. 

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

In the opinion of Cerame-Unie, human toxicity and eco-toxicity are also two relevant thematic 
indicators that should be taken into account. 

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

Turning waste into a resource General comment: the indicators must be defined in a harmonised way 
so that the Member States collect comparable data.   Total waste generation: CITPA supports this 
approach as long as municipal solid waste generation is continued to be measured separately. 
Municipal waste: The name of this indicator should be made clearer to indicate (i) that it refers to non-
hazardous municipal solid waste (i.e. excluding liquid wastes such as wastewater) and (ii) that it 
refers to waste generation (and treatment), e.g. ‘municipal solid waste generation and treatment (non-
hazardous)’ Recycling rate (of municipal waste): It should be clearly specified. This indicator should 
refer to the amount of waste collected for recycling and reported under the previous indicator 
(municipal solid waste). Landfill rate (of municipal waste): Same comment as for ‘recycling rate’. 
Material-specific waste indicators: We suggest breaking down the municipal waste figures per 
material, i.e. indicators for generation, recycling and landfilling of paper/cardboard waste, metal 
waste, plastic waste, glass waste, wood waste. This would allow measures to be targeted per 
material. CITPA also suggests an additional indicator “recycling of municipal waste inside the EU” to 
support recycling of waste in the EU and to provide secondary raw materials for the EU materials 
industry.   Getting the prices right Environmental taxes: Economic instruments can be useful in 
achieving environmental goals provided that they are non-discriminatory in application, linked to 
environmental improvement, proportionate to the objective and that the EU examines compliance with 
the above. Currently the EU encourages the use of economic instruments as a means to achieve 
environmental objectives. There is however no EU wide system and the MS are free to implement 
taxes following their own interests. This can lead to trade barriers and unequal competition. Therefore 
this indicator should be used only then when there is an EU wide system fulfilling the above 
mentioned criteria.    Key sectors, addressing food Consumption of meat and dairy products: Health 
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benefits of replacing animal protein with vegetable protein must be thoroughly assessed before going 
for such an indicator. CITPA believes that the setting of one indicator on meat and dairy consumption 
is a very simplistic approach to address resource efficiency in the food sector.     

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

Yes but this list is far from being complete. Indeed under the heading “key sectors” the European 
Commission shall include the production of industrial commodities for example the production of cars, 
of electronic equipment, of coal , iron and steal, the entire transport sector .  When transforming the 
economy, CLITRAVI strongly recommends to replace “Changing consumption patterns” by “changing 
general behavior patterns” as a person’s daily behavior shall be entirely taken into account when 
assessing his or her environmental impact.    As regards 4.1.1. (Concumption of meat and meat 
products), CLITRAVI stresses the point that the consumption of meat (and dairy) products is not a 
suitable resource efficiency indicator. It will provide no information on the actual use of resource in the 
production of food and it will not encourage to a more resource efficient livestock and food production. 
In a world with a growing population and a growing demand for meat, it is important to ensure, that 
the production continuously is improving in resource efficiency, and this is what should be measured. 
In this respect, protein composition of European food seems rather irrelevant. The concerns 
expressed in the second paragraph on page 22 about health risk related to the intake of animal 
protein are both erroneous and out of place, since the discussion about human health in relation to 
the intake of animal protein is much more complex and has no connection to resource efficiency.  It is 
very complicated to identify one major indicator that is relevant for the agriculture and food sector. 
The two indictors for land and soil (soil erosion by water and gross nutrient balance of nitrogen and 
phosphorous) are closely related to the agriculture and food production, and are more direct 
measures of the resource-footprint of the food production and consumption.   

Confindustria 
(IT) 

It is noticed the absence of thematic indicators related to the efficient management of water, 
agroforestry systems, energy intensity and of the share of energy from renewable sources. In 
addition, it is necessary to define precise indicators, with particular reference to industrial processes, 
able to measure the savings and the efficient use of resources obtained through the recyclability, the 
durability, the recycled material content of products and the enhancement of byproducts. With regard 
to the energy sector, given the efforts made (in economic terms) in the main European countries, it 
would be appropriate to introduce cost-effectiveness indicators, both for renewable sources and 
energy efficiency. These indicators, in addition to the informations obtained from the carbon market, 
would be able to identify more accurately the effective cost of « avoided CO2 » and the effectiveness 
in primary energy savings. Some of the proposed thematic indicators are relevant for resource 
efficiency, especially the indicators for turning waste into a resource (2.1.1 total waste generation, 
2.1.2 municipal waste, 2.1.3 recycling rate of municipal waste, and 2.1.4 landfill rate of municipal 
waste) as they represent either the Driving force or the Pressure categories (or can be 
adjusted/developed to fulfil these requirements). It is therefore suggested the introduction of the 
following potential thematic indicators:  1. TRASFORMING THE ECONOMY In order to achieve the 
objective of efficient use of resources, aiming at protecting the environment and improving the ability 
to compete in the international market, where the EU is characterized by scarcity of raw materials, it 
is important to identify an appropriate indicator (even at single production chain level), capable to 
enhance within the EU the use of waste, secondary materials and by-products, generated in Europe, 
avoiding at the same time the risk of a growing flow of these resources to other countries. The 
recovered waste, secondary materials, by-products, etc. deriving from production cycles and 
consumer goods are an inexhaustible mine and source of supply worth protecting. § Turning waste 
into a resource Indicator 2.1.1 Total waste generation (per capita) is suitable for municipal waste, but 
not for total waste, which also includes special waste produced by national industrial activities not 
directly related to the size of the population. In addition, it is noticed that there is no indication on the 
destination of the total waste. Taking into account these remarks, it is proposed to: - Replace the 
indicator 2.1.1 Total waste generation (per capita) with the indicator Total waste generation, to be 
calculated as Total waste produced / GDP; - Add the indicator Total waste recovered, to be 
calculated as Total waste recovered / Total waste produced; - Evaluate whether to add the indicator 
Special waste disposed, expressed as Special waste disposed / Special waste produced in order to 
obtain an indication on the industrial waste management. 2. NATURAL CAPITAL AND ECOSISTEM 
SERVICE § Water It is proposed the introduction of indicators representing the efficiency of the use of 
water resources compared to the macro areas of use. Given the difficulties due to the inefficiencies in 
the distribution, it is therefore suggested the introduction of a specific indicator, taking into account 
the following parameters: -% of losses of the network; - Water billed per capita; - Water used for 
agricultural purposes by utilized agricultural area (UAA); - Water used for industrial purposes by 
revenue. § Land and Soil  Given that an adequate forest management allows the maintenance and 
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improvement of the economic, ecological and social stock of the territory, it is suggested to introduce 
an indicator related to Agroforesty: - Amount of net uptake of CO2 from agro-forestry system / area of 
the country (tCO2/ha).  3. KEY SECTORS §§ Improving buildings   

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

DIGITALEUROPE has two sets of comments on the scoreboard: Firstly, some general considerations 
and technical comments on the proposed indicators and secondly, the proposal for an alternative 
structure along the lines outlined under 2b).  General and technical comments: • European progress 
in becoming resource efficient needs to be viewed from a global perspective of where Europe is 
positioned for raw material extraction, energy production, manufacturing, ‘use life’ of materials and 
final destination of products for waste or recycling. A Europe-centric view invites policies that fall short 
of our ambitions. After all, 70 to 85% of resource efficiency potentials are to be found outside of 
Europe and will be overlooked with inward-looking indicators.  • Any water stress and scarcity 
indicators are heavily dependent on local conditions. Whereas water footprint is a powerful tool for 
local sustainable water management, it is doubtful as to how useful it is to compare or even set 
targets on water use in, for example, Finland and Greece. • It is questionable that “land 
transformation” is a suitable indicator to describe resource efficiency. Land transformation is directly 
linked to the size of the population and the corresponding infrastructure, but it is not informative with 
respect to more or less efficient use of land. • Any material use indicators have limited value if not 
differentiated. • Issues with the accuracy of carbon indicators aside, they are, methodologically 
speaking nowadays more a measure of the effectiveness of regulation than anything else.  • Any 
endeavor to use PEF/OEF for indicators of this sort are futile: they cannot be reliably aggregated to 
sector and/or member state levels with accuracy and low costs.  • It would make more sense if 
recycled and composted materials were separated (2.1.2). • If recycling rates are used, careful 
consideration is necessary. Common recycling rates include recycling of production waste and can be 
high even if the specific raw material cannot be recycled from end-of-life products at present. 
Therefore, both general and end-of-life recycling rates have to be considered. Furthermore, key 
indicators for recycling should focus on the difference between renewable and non-renewable 
resources. For instance, the recycling rate figure (2.1.3) is a mix of recycled and composted 
materials. This figure needs to be separated to give a clearer indication of the value of materials 
returned to the market or substituting virgin raw materials (closing the loop). In general, it would be 
helpful to separate renewable from non renewable materials and the level of recycling - not just the 
fact that it has been recycled. • The eco-innovation index and environmental taxes are not indicators 
or resource efficiency per se, but indicators of programmes designed to reduce resource use. The 
section on eco innovation and environmental taxes (2.2) would be more appropriately used to identify 
if there was a correlation between the Countries that achieve a high score and low energy use/ waste 
generation (per capita). This would then inform policy makers of appropriate schemes to meet 
resource efficiency or identify that there is no correlation and lead to other research into influencing 
resource efficiency. Alternative proposal:  • Structure the scoreboard along the four categories 
economy, environment, technology, policy to balance the currently existing bias towards 
environmental indicators out. Our proposal for potentially new indicators can be found in the position 
paper annexed to this response.  

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

  

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

Only some of the proposed  indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
abandoned until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits.  Recycling:  
Aggregated data do not provide any meaningful indication of rates, progress and needed policy focus.  
The indication of material recycled of the municipal waste is an interesting indicator although it does 
not tell how much volume is not reaching the municipal waste treatment facilities.   Targets should not 
be set on weight only but rather on the proportion of material recycled to avoid discouraging the 
recycling of low weight materials which sometimes contain valuable materials.   Recycling leads 
automatically to the prevention of extraction waste, and to reducing landfill or incineration, but does 
not lead to prevention of pre- or postconsumer waste.  Therefore, EAA recommends using the total 
waste generation indicator as an indicator of how MS manage their waste and reduce waste, and to 
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use policy measures related to ecodesign to enhance design for recycling and extend the durability of 
products.  However, in parallel to this, recycling indicators per stream should be monitored and 
ambitious targets should be set (e.g. packaging or WEEE) so as to promote recycling per se.    The 
inclusion of secondary waste (waste from recycling and recovery facilities) in the TWG indicator 
implies a double counting of such waste, as it is counted both before and after the recycling/recovery 
operations.  It also leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in recycling activity would lead to 
an increase in Total Waste Generation.  To avoid double accounting of waste “secondary waste” 
should be excluded from the TWG indicator.     Environmental taxes EAA strongly believes that 
environmental taxes (amount of state revenues collected through environmental taxes) is not a 
suitable indicator for resource efficiency as it depends entirely on how the individual MS structures 
their tax collection system and has nothing to do with resource efficiency. The definition of what may 
be an environmental tax is not consistent between MS.    Natural capital and ecosystem services. 
Concentration of particulate matter is no doubt an important indicator for environmental impacts, but 
is this really an indicator for resource efficiency?. Similarly EAA questions whether Soil erosion by 
water is an resource efficiency indicator.  Key sectors. An indicator on consumption of meat and dairy 
products per capita per year does not seem to be a meaningful resource efficiency indicator, if 
anything this should be related to the resources needed to produce the meat and dairy products   

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

Annex 6 of the roadmap proposes using the overall recycling rate as an indicator for turning waste 
into a resource. EAACA supports this indicator and the ambitious target of 70% for 
reuse/recycling/recovery of construction and demolition waste by 2020, which was set in the Waste 
Framework Directive. We would like to stress that increasing our industry’s effective recycling rates 
has been a major focus for our efforts over the past years. We endorse the 70% target set out in the 
directive but would warn against over-ambitious targets above 70%, which the background paper 
envisages for 2014. A careful impact assessment would be needed in order not to discourage a very 
committed sector from achieving already ambitious goals.  The Commission is also considering an 
indicator for Resource productivity of minerals and metals (GDP/DMC minerals & metals) together 
with a milestone target. EAACA supports introducing a separate indicator on mineral productivity as a 
first step to increase the efficiency of mineral use in the construction sector. We would just like to 
underline that any such targets should be carefully thought through in close consultation with the 
industry.  

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

Only some of the proposed  indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
deleted until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits. Recycling:  
Aggregated data do not provide any meaningful indication of rates, progress and needed policy focus.  
The indication of material recycled of the municipal waste is an interesting indicator although it does 
not tell how much is not reaching the municipal waste treatment facilities.   Targets should not be set 
on weight only but rather on the proportion of material recycled to avoid discouraging the recycling of 
low weight materials which sometimes contain valuable materials.   Recycling leads automatically to 
the prevention of extraction waste, and to reducing landfill or incineration, but does not lead to 
prevention of pre- or postconsumer waste.  Therefore, Eurometaux recommends using the total 
waste generation indicator as an indicator of how MS manage their waste and reduce waste, and to 
use policy measures related to ecodesign to enhance design for recycling and extend the durability of 
products.  However, in parallel to this, recycling indicators per stream should be monitored and 
ambitious targets should be set (e.g. packaging or WEEE) so as to promote recycling per se.    The 
inclusion of secondary waste (waste from recycling and recovery facilities) in the TWG indicator 
implies a double counting of such waste, as it is counted both before and after the recycling/recovery 
operations.  It also leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in recycling activity would lead to 
an increase in Total Waste Generation.  To avoid double accounting of waste “secondary waste” 
should be excluded from the TWG indicator.     Eurometaux supports a ban of post-consumers goods 
landfilling so as to promote recycling of these products.  EM warns against a ban of industrial 
landfilling due to the technical impossibility to come down to zero waste.  Eurometaux opposes an 
increased tax on industrial landfills for the same reason.   Raw materials Eurometaux recommends 
looking at indicators developed by the Raw Materials Supply Group to add a sound indicator on raw 
materials.     Environmental taxes Eurometaux strongly believes that the index of environmental taxes 
(amount of state revenues collected through environmental taxes) only reflects the monetary 
incentive to use less resources.  The high cost of materials (and certainly metals) already incentivises 
companies to do so.    
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ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

ECN believes that an additional target should be included under the section “Turning Waste into a 
Resource”, namely “Composting and Anaerobic Digestion Rate (of municipal waste)”.  This could 
form a new indicator 2.1.5.  We agree that municipal waste offers the best data source.  Data are 
publicly available on the extent of composting and anaerobic digestion (combined activities) of 
municipal waste from Eurostat.  By establishing this new indicator, it would provide a useful 
benchmark to consider potential impacts on soil, greenhouse gas emissions, nutrient recycling, 
biodiversity and bioenergy, in addition to resource recycling.  It therefore has potential to be a multi-
faceted target, due to its impact on a number of resource policy areas.  

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

Minimising the use of scarce raw materials. 

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

The thematic indicators are fairly fine but not all are needed in each member state. Soil erosion is one 
example. Data should be based on existing environmental statistics. Some indicators are quite 
detailed, others very general. Here we also have to consider what the exact purpose is: are we 
advancing local development to improve efficiency or just collecting general information on the 
European level? In our opinion, the set of indicators implemented should be decided at the national 
level. Indicators should measure the development not existing structures, like environmental taxes. 

Emerson 
(UK) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency, 
which is why we propose an alternative model in 1 and 2a.  

Energy UK i)  As mentioned in the answer to Question 1, it is not clear how some of these thematic indicators will 
be derived and presented.  For instance, Ecosystems Services is a developing field which does not 
lend itself easily to ‘bottom up’ reporting.  Care should be taken when deciding which indicators are 
used for such measures and how they are derived.  ii) Our experience of reporting data relating to the 
‘Turning waste into a resource’ thematic indicator is that the distinction between what is waste and 
what is a by-product is often blurred and can result in inconsistent reporting.   However, while the 
document refers to total waste generation and municipal waste, it only refers to municipal waste 
recycling and landfilling rates, so it is not clear if there will be an opportunity to demonstrate 
increasing conversion of industrial ‘waste’ to useful products.  This would be desirable, provided that 
clear definitions of waste and by-products are implemented.          

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

ESA agrees with the overall approach to the third tier of indicators. 

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

The third tier of thematic indicators is well covering the various aspects that must to be monitored. 

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

The third tier of thematic indicators is well covering the various aspects that must to be monitored. 

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

  

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima very much welcomes the recognition of “improving buildings” as one of the key sectors 
identified in the third tier. Indeed, Eurima believes that Resource efficiency is very much linked to the 
reduction of energy consumption in buildings. In this respect, the recently adopted Directive on 
Energy Efficiency establishes the obligation for Member States to draw up, by 30 April 2014, national 
long-term strategies for mobilising investments in the refurbishment of their building stock. The 
reduction of energy consumption should be a key resource efficiency indicator, since it contributes to 
save significant amounts of GHG emissions coming from fosil fuels that are not used, and it also goes 
in line with other related EU and national policies.   In addition to this, we think that durability of 
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materials used in buildings should be taken as a key indicator, since the ability of resources to be fully 
operational for the entire lifetime of the building is a key element of their contribution to the 
environmental (energy savings, reduction of GHG emissions), economic (lower energy imports) and 
social (improvement of occupants well-being and comfort, safe and healthy living environments) 
aspects of sustainability.  

EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

As thematic indicators, economic incentive for EU manufacturing along the entire supply chain with 
EU standards should be considered. In order to avoid moving away of the European know-how and 
as a consequence the scarcity of skilled workforce, a key thematic area should be maintaining  the 
know-how in Europe.  Environment taxes will affect even more the competitiveness of the European 
manufacturing industry without providing relevant or reliable information on resource efficiency. In 
addition, this would again target intensive industrial sectors like primary industry.  

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

  

Eurofer (EU) Total waste generation is an indicator also highly affected by industrial structure and geographical 
conditions and therefore is not an unambiguous value. Recycling rate for municipal waste may be 
relevant to monitor effects of waste policies. The indicator 2.1.2 is superfluous and well represented 
by the indicators 2.1.3 and 2.1.4. Recycling rate on other kind of waste or material is difficult to 
calculate and does not give useful results for policy making. “Environmental taxes” (the same applies 
to any resource taxation) is not a suitable indicator, because it bears no relation at all with resource 
efficiency. The indicator 3.1.1 does infringe the concept of “resource capacity” and should be 
removed. In this respect the following indicator 3.1.2 is more appropriate. Any indicator for the key 
sectors identified in the Roadmap has to be LCA based with an integrated approach. Recyclability 
without loss of its inherence material properties are important characteristics for a resource efficient 
society. Finally, all such indicators need in depth-discussion with affected parties and must be 
checked against life cycle effects and value chain effects. 

Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

Any thematic indicators must measure progress towards the specific thematic objectives; and guide 
public and private decisions on policy and investment.  Demographics, combined with 
thermodynamics dictate that even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, there will be a need to fill supply 
gaps through primary production. Increasing mineral exploration and self-sufficiency in mineral 
resources will create European jobs. Nurturing a geological services industry for export will create 
growth opportunities beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s global footprint. A Resource 
Efficient Europe should therefore include investment in sustainable mineral supply and the set of 
indicators within the theme “Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services” should reflect this.  Of the other 
proposed  indicators in the scoreboard, almost none appear to measure the real benefits of resource 
use. In keeping with the agreed EU2020 targets, GDP should be included in the dashboard and 
employment and social cohesion should be included as additional sub-themes under “Transforming 
the Economy”.  

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

Only some of the proposed  indicators in the scoreboard can be categorized as real “efficiency 
indicators” in the sense of putting environmental costs (input) and benefits (output) into a relationship. 
Several indicators measure just absolute consumption quantities (in many cases just divided through 
population) without considering the real benefits of the resource use.  Those “indicators” should be 
deleted until they are further developed to consider equivalent resource use benefits.  Recycling:  
Aggregated data do not provide any meaningful indication of rates, progress and needed policy focus.  
The indication of material recycled of the municipal waste is an interesting indicator although it does 
not tell how much is not reaching the municipal waste treatment facilities.   Targets should not be set 
on weight only but rather on the proportion of material recycled to avoid discouraging the recycling of 
low weight materials which sometimes contain valuable materials.   Recycling leads automatically to 
the prevention of extraction waste, and to reducing landfill or incineration, but does not lead to 
prevention of pre- or postconsumer waste.  Therefore, Eurometaux recommends using the total 
waste generation indicator as an indicator of how MS manage their waste and reduce waste, and to 
use policy measures related to ecodesign to enhance design for recycling and extend the durability of 
products.  However, in parallel to this, recycling indicators per stream should be monitored and 
ambitious targets should be set (e.g. packaging or WEEE) so as to promote recycling per se.    The 
inclusion of secondary waste (waste from recycling and recovery facilities) in the TWG indicator 
implies a double counting of such waste, as it is counted both before and after the recycling/recovery 
operations.  It also leads to the paradoxical result that an increase in recycling activity would lead to 
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an increase in Total Waste Generation.  To avoid double accounting of waste “secondary waste” 
should be excluded from the TWG indicator.     Eurometaux supports a ban of post-consumers goods 
landfilling so as to promote recycling of these products.  EM warns against a ban of industrial 
landfilling due to the technical impossibility to come down to zero waste.  Eurometaux opposes an 
increased tax on industrial landfills for the same reason.   Raw materials Eurometaux recommends 
looking at indicators developed by the Raw Materials Supply Group to add a sound indicator on raw 
materials.     Environmental taxes Eurometaux strongly believes that the index of environmental taxes 
(amount of state revenues collected through environmental taxes) only reflects the monetary 
incentive to use less resources.  The high cost of materials (and certainly metals) already incentivises 
companies to do so.    

Euromilk 
(EU) 

In the third tier 3 categories are included: “Transforming the economy”, “Natural capital and 
ecosystem services” and “Key Sectors”. Each of the three needs a different evaluation: - ‘The natural 
capital and ecosystem services’ reflects the extent of use of series of resources; this is certainly a 
good basis for resource efficiency indicators. It is not easy to say to which the given list is adequate; a 
main aspect; biodiversity, is missing. - ‘Transforming the economy’ reflects activities that may improve 
the resource activity, but this certainly does not hold for all procedure mentioned (eg environmental 
taxes). - ‘Key Sectors’ reflects the situation in three main areas of human activity. Here it is essential 
that resource use is linked with the relevant delivery, as mentioned under question 1.  

Euromines 
(EU) 

Any thematic indicators must measure progress towards the specific thematic objectives; and guide 
public and private decisions on policy and investment. To be true indicators of efficiency, they should 
encompass resource costs and the benefits accruing from resource use. Of the proposed  indicators 
in the scoreboard, almost none appear to measure the real benefits of resource use. In keeping with 
the agreed EU2020 targets, GDP should be included in the dashboard and employment and social 
cohesion should be included as additional sub-themes under “Transforming the Economy”. 
Demographics, combined with thermodynamics dictate that even with 100% recycling at end-of-life, 
there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary production. Increasing mineral exploration and 
self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create European jobs. Nurturing a geological services 
industry for export will create growth opportunities beyond our borders. Both will reduce the EU’s 
global footprint. While GDP is the most appropriate indicator for overall economic activity, it does not 
have an immediate link to resource use or industrial production. A Resource Efficient Europe should 
therefore include investment in sustainable mineral supply and the set of indicators within the theme 
“Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services” should reflect this. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

The third Tier indicators are appropriate.   

EuSalt (EU) With regard to thematic indicators and as part of industry, we would support the phasing out of 
inefficient subsidies. From an economic point of view, it would be unfair to only limit requirements and 
incentives to certain sectors, while others benefit from subsidies and do not concede the same  
efforts towards better resource efficiency. Moreover, when it comes to taxation we doubt the 
effectiveness of such an instrument in achieving resource efficiency. Creating an environmental tax 
would not necessarily encourage businesses to optimise their use of materials upfront. It could be 
even more counter-productive insofar as it would  add to production costs, which would increase 
market distortion. Rising total costs of materials will undoubtedly discourage investments and 
innovation within the EU and transfer them to other locations outside Europe. Also this risk has been 
acknowledged in the framework of carbon taxation and  would be even stronger in the case of 
resource taxation. Such a scenario would threaten EU competitiveness on the global market as well 
as job creation and economic growth.  Finally, resource taxation seems particularly irrelevant if we 
consider that most mineral resources are not likely to be scarce in the short or the long term. For 
instance, salt is very abundant on Earth.   

Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

 We believe that on EU level some specific indicators have to be taken into account. FEDEREC 
proposes the following indicators to be added to the thematic indicators (Turning watse into a 
resource) already defined. On  the SCOREBOARD on resource efficiency, at table 1  , on thematic 
indicators part it appears that the INDUSTRIAL WASTE is not considered as well as the recycling 
rate of the industrial waste is not determined. On the other side the construction and renovation in 
waste is not accounted as well, but in Europe we are facing a tense period on construction waste is 
expected.   
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Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

Yes, seems appriate to me. 

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

FEFAC is the European Federation of Feed Manufacturers and therefore is more concerned by 
indicators linked with food production and especially animal products. In that regard it is appropriate 
to monitor the use of natural resources and to address food. The foreseen increasing global demand 
for food products and especially animal products will trigger the need to be more resource efficient 
when it comes to food production. 

FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

Turning waste into a resource General comment: the indicators must be defined in a harmonised way 
so that the Member States collect comparable data.    

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

Yes but this list is far from being  complete. Indeed under the heading “key sectors” the European 
Commission shall include  the production of industrial  commodities for example the production of 
cars, of electronic equipment, of coal , iron and  steal, the entire  transport sector . When  
transforming the economy, FENAVIAN strongly  recommends to replace “Changing consumption 
patterns” by “changing general behavior patterns” as a person’s daily behavior shall be entirely taken 
into account when  assessing his or her environmental impact.  As regards 4.1.1.  (Consumption of 
meat and  meat products), FENAVIAN stresses the point that the consumption of meat (and  dairy) 
products is not a suitable resource efficiency indicator. It will provide  no information  on the actual 
use  of resource in the production of food and  it will not encourage to a more  resource efficient 
livestock  and  food production. In a world with a growing population and  a growing demand for meat, 
it is important to ensure, that the production continuously is improving in resource efficiency,  and  this 
is what should be measured. In this respect, protein  composition of European food seems rather 
irrelevant. The concerns expressed in the second paragraph on page 22 about health risk related to 
the intake  of animal  protein  are  both erroneous and  out of place, since the discussion about 
human health in relation  to the intake  of animal  protein  is much  more  complex and  has  no 
connection to resource efficiency.  It is very complicated to identify one  major indicator  that is 
relevant for the agriculture and  food sector. The two indictors  for land and  soil (soil erosion by water  
and  gross nutrient  balance of nitrogen and  phosphorous) are  closely  related to the agriculture and  
food production, and  are  more  direct measures of the resource-footprint of the food production and  
consumption.  

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

Indicators to support Parliament's view on the role of renewable resources such as forests in 
resource efficiency should be included in the thematic indicators. They could be e.g. - wood 
harvested from forests in relation to the growth of forests, this would show the sustainable use of 
forest in the same way as water exploitation index in the dashboard indicators and fish catches in the 
thematic indicators - the recycling rate of used products - the amount of wood and other renewable 
materials used for building purposes  

FoodDrink- Meat and dairy consumption per person is not a valid indicator of resource efficiency. It only 
measures the amount of consumption, which says nothing about how resource efficient the 
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Europe (EU) production of  those products was. Instead more emphasis should be put on research that compares 
impacts against the nutritional value of food and drink products. Moreover, food waste could be 
considered as an  indicator. 

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

Some of the indicators proposed are not relevant in all member states.  A material consumption 
indicator should consider recycling and waste as a resource. “Total waste generation” and “Municipal 
waste” say nothing about resource efficiency. “Landfill rate” is however a relevant indicator.  Energy 
use in buildings is only relevant to use internally in a member state but can never be an appropriate 
indicator for benchmarking between countries as the natural conditions are so various throughout 
Europe.  The thematic indicators proposed on eco-innovation and environmental taxes are policy 
response indicators and cannot be used for measuring resource efficiency.   

Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

To Glass for Europe’s view, the relevant headings have been considered, and the most important is 
to improve thematic indicators in the sections “turning waste into a resource” and “improving 
buildings”. Please see response to question 2-d. 

IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

The thematic areas are appropriate but must be linked to regional variance to ensure sustainable 
food production is supported and efficiency gains remain as the priority outcome.  

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

From the information available so far, it is hard to envisage the purpose, objective and future use of 
the thematic indicators. There is a need for clarifying the way these indicators may be developed and 
used – this could be potentially be made by JRC as a follow up of its work in the development of a 
basket of indicators.  While it is important to favour eco-innovation, it remains unclear how this 
indicator will be counted for. In the same way, the meaning of the environmental taxes indicator 
seems confusing: Does a high score imply that a country has developed the appropriate resource 
efficiency strategy or just that the consumers are paying green taxes? This does not necessarily 
mean that more resource efficient goods are being consumed instead.   Also, the degradation of 
natural capital and ecosystem services as well as air quality cannot just be linked to a resource 
efficient management. It is uncertain how these indicators would be related to other relevant factors.  
For this reason, IMA-Europe favours an assessment based on comparative LCA data.   

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

Total waste generation is an indicator also highly affected by industrial structure and geographical 
conditions and therefore is not an unambiguous value. Municipal waste is a more relevant indicator. 
Recycling rate for municipal waste may be relevant to monitor effects of waste policies. Recycling 
rate on other kind of waste or material is difficult to calculate and does not give useful results for 
policy making. For materials the important property is recyclability and conservation of inherent 
material properties but this cannot be accounted for by these kind of indicators.   

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) The list of key areas to be covered by the thematic indictors is fine, but low on the social dimension.  
Other thematic indicators that could be included could relate say, to number of people employed (in a 
particular sector). 

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

We support taking into consideration “Boosting efficient production”, “Turing waste into a resource”, 
“Supporting research and innovation”.   We also support the focus on “improving buildings” as one of 
the three key sectors. “Buildings” should be defined in the widest possible sense to include all 
buildings, i.e. industrial, commercial, public as well as private homes. “improving” should entail not 
only energy consumption but also consumption of other resources such as water. As far as energy is 
concerned, we agree that “Energy consumption per m2 for space heating” is meaningful.   

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

Although the appropriate environmental indicators are included in the third tier of thematic indicators; 
they do not take economic and social aspects into account. Therefore, these indicators reflect 
selected environmental impacts, rather than being appropriate to describe a resource-efficient society 
in line with sustainable development. Nevertheless, we particularly support: • Research and 
development into efficient products and processes;  • Financing resource efficient innovations and 
investment; • Food preservation; • Improvement in the efficiency of buildings*; • Efficient mobility 
initiatives; and • The conversion of waste into a resource;  *“Buildings” should be defined in the widest 
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possible sense to include all buildings, i.e. industrial, commercial, public as well as private homes.  
Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

Nothing has been included on biodiversity under the ‘natural capital and ecosystem services’ theme.   
We strongly recommend replacing “Changing consumption patterns” by “changing general behavior 
patterns” as a person’s daily behavior shall be entirely taken into account when assessing his or her 
environmental impact.  Energy Efficiency - A resource efficiency indicator for the energy efficiency of 
utility systems and energy intensive industries should also be sought as many of these will not deliver 
significant carbon savings but will be able to show improved energy per unit of product.  

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

It is evident that the recyclability of a material without loss of its inherence properties is the most 
important indicator for iron and steel and other materials that can and are recycled in our modern 
world. Additionally it should be recognised that the availability of recycling material as a secondary 
raw material is limited. In Europe, the collection and recycling processes of steel scrap are well 
organised and optimised.  Recyclability and conservation of inherence material properties thus would 
be appropriate indicators for the thematic indicators. A recycling rate can only be used in the meaning 
of recyclability and recycled material. It can not be used as recycling content or ratio between primary 
and secondary material because this would not charge the still growing demand on some materials. 
What really counts is that the materials are recycled into high quality products. In Europe, the 
collection and recycling processes of steel scrap are well organised and optimised. Nevertheless, it 
has to be taken into account that the availability of recycling material like scrap in total is limited. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

Swedenergy suggests that the Scoreboard is complemented with an indicator which shows GHG 
emissions, in the Member State and abroad, caused by consumption. Swedenergy further suggests 
that there should be a waste indicator constructed as “Total municipal waste generation/GDP”, as an 
indicator for total waste or total municipal waste says more about the size and structure of an 
economy than about resource efficiency. The amount of waste generated in industrial activities 
depends on the countries´industrial structure. 

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• We invite the Commission to reconsider its present approach of “Europe-intern” indicators, as this 
approach does not take into account that 70-85% of the resource efficiency potentials are outside 
Europe. 

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

In the context of aggregates, the most relevant indicators have been mentioned in the previous 
boxes, i.e. resource/energy efficiency of the product, transport efficiency, planning/permitting 
efficiency. 

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

The thematic indicators are fairly fine but not all are needed in each member state. Soil erosion is one 
example. Data should be based on existing environmental statistics. Some indicators are quite 
detailed, others very general. Here we also have to consider what the exact purpose is: are we 
advancing local development to improve efficiency or just collecting general information on the 
European level? In our opinion, the set of indicators implemented should be decided at the national 
level. Indicators should measure the development not existing structures, like environmental taxes. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

As sustainability should be the guiding principle for measuring resource efficiency, an addition of 
thematic indicators measuring economic and social prosperity should be considered, as the thematic 
indicators proposed only relate to environmental aspects. Comments on the proposed thematic 
indicators:  - Waste generation  Indicators on waste are appropriate for measuring resource efficiency 
at a certain stage of the life cycle (end of life). However, when products show the biggest resources 
savings during the use phase, such an indicator can be misleading. Industrial and societal activity in 
an individual country should be considered appropriately as countries with a high share of industrial 
production have necessarily a higher level of waste generation per capita than service-oriented 
economies. Otherwise, such an indicator would give a wrong guidance. . As for recovery of waste, an 
indicator on recycling is not appropriate, as it does not take into account energy recovery of calorific 
wastes.  Both material recovery (=recycling) and energy recovery are important means for calorific 
wastes, depending on the quality characteristics of the respective waste stream.  - Eco-innovation 
index  Innovation is crucial to improving resource efficiency along the entire value chain, and 
especially to develop innovative products that save resources in their life-cycle. In this context, it is 
inappropriate that the proposed eco-innovation index is based on a very narrow definition of “eco-
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industry”, covering only a small number of industry (sub)sectors. The Commission defines “eco-
innovation” as any innovation that reduces the use of natural resources and decreases the release of 
harmful substances across the whole life-cycle. Therefore, the indexes used for eco-innovation 
should be the same as for assessing existing processes and products. In any case, there should be 
no discrimination, or favoring, of technologies built in in indexes for eco-innovation. - Share of 
environmental taxes  While the share of environmental taxes could be seen an appropriate indicator 
to measure progress of the roadmap’s political aim to increase this share, it is certainly not an 
appropriate indicator for measuring actual resource efficiency. Environmental taxes should be applied 
globally. When applied only regionally, they impair industry’s international competitiveness. 
Therefore, a benchmarking of EU member states is not appropriate; it could only be meaningful when 
taking into account the global context.  The German chemical industry is opposed to the introduction 
of additional charges and taxes on the use of ecosystem services, which would unduly impair the 
international competitiveness of the chemical and biotechnology industry. Payments from a user for 
using ecosystem services should flow directly to the providing ecosystem. - Gross nutrition balance 
(N, P) in kg/ha  While being an adequate indicator for measuring environmental impacts of 
agriculture, the gross nutrition balance is not a sufficient indicator to measure resource efficiency of 
agricultural production. As an efficient land use is key to resource efficient agriculture, an efficiency 
indicator measuring yield in relation to land use should be added. This additional indicator could be 
defined as land use per unit of yield (for example: m² necessary to produce one ton of wheat).   - 
Energy consumption per m² for space heating This is an appropriate indicator, and as potential for 
improving energy efficiency is greatest in the building sectors, this indicator is well suited to measure 
progress in energy efficiency. Furthermore, it illustrates the significance of the use phase with the 
highest savings potential over the requirement to consume material resources for (better) insulation. 
This underlines the importance of choosing indicators truly measuring efficiency, including the 
contribution of industrial products to resource efficient consumption instead of measuring resource 
use i 

VDA (DE) No comment 
VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 

- Waste to resource Be carefully, because a production society has more waste and also necessarily 
a higher level of waste generation, than a service society. Because of this, such an indicator can be 
misleading. - Research and innovation The indexes used for eco-innovation should be the same as 
for assessing existing processes and products. It is absolutely necessary to avoid any discrimination, 
or favouring, of technologies, which are built in the indexes of eco-innovation. - Getting prices 
right/Internalization of external costs Environmental taxes must be applied globally, otherwise, they 
regionally impairs industry’s competitiveness. - Improving buildings This is an appropriate indicator for 
energy efficiency in the building sectors - Efficient production What about the use and the 
consumption of material (i. e. metals, water, efficient mobility)? - What about financing? 

VinylPlus 
(EU) 

We support taking into consideration “Boosting efficient production”, “Turing waste into a resource”, 
“Supporting research and innovation”.   We also support the focus on “improving buildings” as one of 
the three key sectors. “Buildings” should be defined in the widest possible sense to include all 
buildings, i.e. industrial, commercial, public as well as private homes. “improving” should entail not 
only energy consumption but also consumption of other resources such as water. As far as energy is 
concerned, we agree that “Energy consumption per m2 for space heating” is meaningful.   

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

2.1.1 Total waste generation is an indicator also highly affected by industrial structure and especially 
by the – still existing - different legal determination of the legal term “waste” in the different Member 
States and thus is not an unambiguous value. Therefore it should not be taken into account. 
Recycling rate for municipal waste may be relevant to monitor effects of waste policies. The indicator 
2.1.2 is superfluous and well represented by the indicators 2.1.3 and 2.1.4. Recycling rate on other 
kind of waste or material is difficult to calculate and does not give useful results for policy making. 
“Environmental taxes” (the same applies to any resource taxation) is not a suitable indicator, because 
it bears no relation at all with resource efficiency. The indicator 3.1.1 Concentration of particulate 
matters bears no relation at all with resource efficiency (not taking into account “resource capacity”) 
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and should be removed. In this respect the following indicator 3.1.2 is at least more appropriate and 
could be used taking into account health aspects. Any sector indicator has to be LCA based with an 
integrated approach. Recyclability without loss of its inherence material properties are important 
characteristics for a resource efficient society. Finally, all such indicators need in depth-discussion 
with affected parties and must be checked against life cycle effects and value chain effects. But even 
with 100% recycling at end-of-life, there will be a need to fill supply gaps through primary production. 
Increasing mineral exploration and self-sufficiency in mineral resources will create European jobs and 
reduce the EU’s global footprint. A Resource Efficient Europe should therefore include investment in 
sustainable mineral supply and the set of indicators within the theme “Natural Capital and Ecosystem 
Services” should reflect this. 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

Generally waste has to be defined as a resource and therefore we think, that end-of-waste criteria 
have to be supported on EU level to get materials out of the waste regime and back in material 
circulation. Total waste generation is an indicator also highly affected by industrial structure and 
especially by the different legal definitions of “waste” in the Member States. Therefore it should not be 
taken into account. Municipal waste is related here to “per capita”. We think that an indicator such as 
“municipal waste per 1000 euro GDP” would much better express the context of economic activity 
and waste generation.  “Environmental taxes” is a rather unclear definition and therefore fairly 
differently treated in the Member States as well as its context to resource efficiency. Why should the 
share of these taxes related to the overall tax revenue of a MS be relevant for resource efficiency?  
Air emission indicators are being dealt with many EU policies (such as CAFE, NEC, EURO standards 
for vehicles, Industry Emissions directive etc. etc.). The future revision of the air policy to be expected 
next year should not be anticipated by these indicators. We cannot see a sufficiently strong 
connection of air policy and resource efficiency. Especially PM emissions are of course highly 
relevant for human health, but what is their effect on resource efficiency? The same goes for the 
other indicator on population exposed to PM.  ‘Energy consumption per square meter’ is very much 
connected to the weather and its extremes in the single Member States. These are very different in 
the EU area. Therefore this indicator is to be substituted by the ‘annual energy performance of a 
building’ (see recital 9 in the buildings efficiency directive) which includes not just heating but the 
general energy efficiency. The thermal insulation rate for buildings as described in paragraph 3 
(below) could better show the dynamics of improving the buildings’ efficiency.   

 
 

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 

Question 2c seems to overlap with question 2-d. We provide some specific answers below. As 
regards table 3 of the consultation paper we reiterate the comment above (2-b) on GHG or any other 
emissions:  resource indicators should focus on resource use rather than on impacts (biodiversity, 
clean air, etc.). If we look at impacts, we have to look at all impacts of all resource uses.  We would 
certainly appreciate a broadening of the indicator debate addressing all kinds of environmental 
/sustainability issues with indicators. However, it needs to be two sets of indicators to be developed 
subsequently, not an arbitrary mix. We support the idea to establish indicators for key sectors. Food, 
buildings and mobility are certainly good sectors to start with, but other industrial sectors should also 
be covered; for example an indicator on ‘share of public transport’ should be considered both for 
goods and people.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

In NATURAL CAPITAL AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES section, Land is not explained well as a 
resource and its individual functions and relations between them are not explained. It is therefore not 
possible  to measure the balance between individual uses of this resource, nor the sustainability of 
individual uses of this resources whether it is agriculture, industry and construction or natural habitats  
providing ecosystem services. Air pollution is a result of human activities but not a resource. It cannot 
explain whether we use air efficiently. If we consider air a resource than its quality (defined by 
standards) should be viewed as  the basic stock. Any worsening of quality should be viewed as 
diminishing the stock. Otherwise it is not possible to include air into the dashboard. Water, raw 
materials and carbon are not included into natural capital and ecosystem services section so there is 
no link between macro indicators and thematic dashboard indicators. Thematic indicators in the KEY 
SECTORS section should be bound to sectors and explain their efficiency. Current proposal covering 
improving buildings and sustainable mobility does not reflect  sectoral structure of economic activities. 
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BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

Question 2c seems to overlap with question 2-d. We provide some specific answers below. As 
regards table 3 of the consultation paper we reiterate the comment above (2-b) on GHG or any other 
emissions:  resource indicators should focus on resource use rather than on impacts (biodiversity, 
clean air, etc.). If we look at impacts, we have to look at all impacts of all resource uses.  We would 
certainly appreciate a broadening of the indicator debate addressing all kinds of environmental 
/sustainability issues with indicators. However, it needs to be two sets of indicators to be developed 
subsequently, not an arbitrary mix. We support the idea to establish indicators for key sectors. 
Buildings and mobility are certainly good sectors to start with, but other industrial sectors should also 
be covered; for example an indicator on ‘share of public transport’ should be considered both for 
goods and people.  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

l An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in waste and resource 
management, renewable energy etc. l The top-level waste indicator should be residual waste, 
echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency roadmap l Under 
Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the number of species 
and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies in good  status. 
Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA. 

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

  

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

We are content with the indicators included in the third tier of thematic indicators. 

COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

The list of key areas to be covered by the thematic indictors is fine, but low on the social dimension.  
The social dimension is not well considered (people fed) and could be supplemented by other 
indicators such as the number of people employed (e.g. in a particular sector). The inclusion of non-
monetary activities could be done by using as indicator the number of eco-volunteers.  Four of the 
thematic indicators could be linked to activities in the agriculture and food sector and therefore are 
analysed more in more detail ( exposure to particulate matter (3.1.2.), soil erosion by water (3.2.1), 
gross nutrient balances (3.2.2.) and consumption of meat and dairy products (4.1.1.)). It should be 
acknowledged that it is very complicated to identify one major indicator that is relevant for the 
agriculture and food sector. The two indictors for land and soil (soil erosion by water and gross 
nutrient balance of nitrogen and phosphorous) are closely related to the agriculture and food 
production, but agriculture is not the sole activity leading to erosion nor the sole activity making use of 
N and P (e.g. gardening, detergents). But the great heterogeneity across the EU as regards the 
natural conditions (in particular soil, water) makes it difficult to find indicators providing key 
information on resource efficiency.  Exposure to PM10: The concentration of particulate matter is 
relevant, since clean air is regarded as a fundamental resource itself. However, it must be 
emphasized that PM as a health risk is only relevant to urban population and not to the population in 
rural areas, since exposure to PM in rural areas is low. Therefore, it is important to note that the 
indicator is expressed as an percentage of the urban population exposed to different levels of PM10. 
Soil erosion by water:  Soil erosion by water is a crude measure of resource efficiency.  It seems that 
it could tell us about the ‘potential’ for soil to erode but would take little account of the management 
practices put in place by farmers to address any risks of erosion and tells us little about the actual 
environmental impact of any loss.  The limitations of this measure need to be explained. (Gross) 
nutrient balances: Nutrient balances of N and P could be regarded as an acceptable overall indicator 
for nutrient efficiency , but it is a fairly crude measure of resource efficiency. However, the challenge 
differs  greatly between N and P, since N is abundant (around 80 percentage of the air is N), whereas 
the P-resource is limited (although the life-time estimates of the global P stock vary from 50 to 400 
years). It is important to note that gross nutrient balance of N and P does not give any information of 
the environmental impact of these substances, since, the relationship between a surplus of N and P 
and, for example, loses to the aquatic environment is very complex and highly depending on type of 
soil, rainfall, cultivating techniques etc..    4.1.1. Consumption of meat and dairy products: The 
consumption of meat and dairy products is not a suitable resource efficiency indicator. It will provide 
no information on the actual use of resource in the production of food and it will not encourage to a 
more resource efficient livestock and food production. In a world with a growing population and a 
growing demand for meat, it is important to ensure, that the production continuously is improving in 
resource efficiency, and this is what should be measured. In this respect, protein composition of 
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European food seems rather irrelevant. The concerns expressed in the second paragraph on page 22 
about health risk related to the intake of animal protein are both erroneous and out of place, since the 
discussion about human health in relation to the intake of animal protein is much more complex and 
has no connection to resource efficiency.  We do not agree that the aim of resource efficiency 
indicators should be to foster changes in consumption patterns.  

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

DNR supports the indicators suggested by the Commission and recommends adding  the following 
indicators as suggested by NABU and EEB/FoEE: - TMC sectorial indicators e.g. for • building and 
construction  • nutrition, feed and beverages  • metals and half-finished metal products • energy 
(electricity and gas) and energy services  - Recycling and Reuse Rate of e.g.  • A comprehensive 
indicator on the state of the circular flow economy, giving information about the economic 
independence from primary extractionas Recycling input rate (= secondary input / [primary ¬+ 
secondary  input]), which is also suggested by BIO IS.  • WEEE (waste of electric and electronic 
equipment);  o Annual collection rate (mass of collected equipment in comparison to the average 
weight of EEE placed on the market in the three preceding years) [in accordance withthe recast 
WEEE-Directive] o non-ferrous metals from secondary sources in comparison to total non-ferrous 
material (non-FE Recycling Input Rate) • an indicator for measuring the recycling rate of plastics 
should be developed.  • building and construction materials, measured by the indicator “secondary 
construction minerals / total construction material”  - Waste generation, e.g. • The top-level waste 
indicator should be residual waste, echoing the commitment to achieve “residual waste close to zero” 
in the resource efficiency roadmap • Industrial waste  • Municipal solid waste (absolute, per 
household and per capita) • Generation of hazardous waste  - Land and soil • Net-growth of soil 
sealing as suggested by the BIO IS report  - Biodiversity:  • Abundance and distribution of selected 
species • Red List Index for European Species  • Number of species and habitats in a favourable 
conservation status  • Number of water bodies in good environmental status.   - Jobs in green sectors, 
e.g. • jobs in waste and resource management  • jobs renewable energy  

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

  

FERN (EU) see FERN paper "Why the Resource Efficiency Initiative needs to include indicators on forest and 
forest products" 

Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

We suggest to add the indicator "resource extension" , developed by ÖkoSoMa UG, into the “third tier 
of thematic indicators” with respect to the following aspects: “boosting efficient production” and 
“turning waste into a resource”. The indicater is explained in detail in the attached document. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

Key points on the third tier: l An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in 
waste and resource management, renewable energy etc. l The top-level waste indicator should be 
residual waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency 
roadmap l Under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the 
number of species and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies 
in good  status. Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

Key points on the third tier: - An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added. - The top-level 
waste indicator should be residual waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the 
resource efficiency roadmap - Under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators 
should be added, the number of species and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the 
number of water bodies in good status. Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

Key points on the third tier:  - An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in 
waste and resource management, renewable energy etc. - The top-level waste indicator should be 
residual waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency 
roadmap - Under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the 
number of species and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies 
in good  status.  Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

Key points on the third tier: - An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in 
waste and resource management, renewable energy etc. - The top-level waste indicator should be 
residual waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency 
roadmap - Under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the 
number of species and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies 



153 
 

in good status. Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA. 
Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

Best would be to add an indicator of jobs created in green sectors related to the issue  – e.g. jobs in 
waste and resource management, renewable energy etc. The top level waste indicator should be 
residual waste. Furthermore,  under the Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, additional 
indicators about species and habitat conservation as well as water bodies status should be added. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in waste and resource management, 
renewable energy etc. The top-level waste indicator should be residual waste, echoing the desire for 
“residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency roadmap  Under Natural Capital and 
Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the number of species and habitats in a 
favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies in good status. Relevant data for 
these indicators are held by the EEA.  

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 
(GAIA) 
(global) 

When it comes to waste indicators “residual waste” –i.e. total municipal waste generation minus 
municipal waste recycling- is more useful as top indicator because it gives the most fair idea of the 
environmental & economic impact of municipal waste in the country. In fact “residual waste” –as 
expressed in the roadmap- and waste generation are more useful than the current 3 proposed 
indicators measuring generation, recycling &landfill rate. In the section getting the prices right it is as 
important to focus on environmental taxation as it is to remove harmful and contradictory incentives. 
E.g. currently there are premiums for the energy produced from burning waste such as paper but 
there are no reward for the energy saved for recycling it. Sometimes removing a harmful subdisy and 
creating a level-playing field can save the hassle of implementing an additional environmental tax. 
Also, in the effort to move from labour taxation to resource taxation it would be useful to set a 
comparative indicator for the purpose of assuring that the burden shift of the tax really takes place 
and it doesn’t become an excuse to reduce the price of labour at the expense of the environment and 
the welfare state. E.g. (Change in environmental taxation)/(Change in labour taxation) ≥ 0. An 
indicator on green job creation under Key Sectors would also shed some light on social implications 
of green policies.  

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

Maybe you want to split up some issues – for instance water, food, energy, CO2 etc. By segregating 
them out, one may be tempted to resolve one issue on the back of another. They are interrelated. 
Biocapacity may be a useful framework to explore their links.  We would put land-footprint at a lower 
tier. Land in itself is not that useful of a comparison because the productivity differences are quite 
significant. For instance Germany per hectare is twenty times more productive per hectare than a 
world average hectare of planetary surface. Twenty times more than average, not twenty times more 
than the worst. In other words, equating one m2 of Sahara with one m2 of tropical rain forest may not 
be that useful. That’s why we use as unit productivity adjusted hectares.  

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese 
(IT) 

An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added and the top-level waste indicator should be 
residual waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close  to zero” in the resource efficiency 
roadmap. 

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

Please consider the Friends of the Earth Europe input 

Naturefriends 
International  

Several additional indicators are needed to reflect better on some of the thematic sections: - Two new 
indicators should be added under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services: The number of species 
and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies in good status. 
Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA. - Use of sustainable transport (rail and public 
road transport) as a share of the total modal split in passenger transport should be measured. - An 
indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in waste and resource management, 
renewable energy etc.  - The top-level waste indicator should be residual waste, echoing the desire 
for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency roadmap. Also, waste recycling indicators 
should reflect all sectors, i.e. Commercial and Industrial waste, Construction waste, Residual waste. - 
An effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well as leasing.  

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 

- Material consumption: As mentioned above NABU considers TMC as appropriate lead indicator. 
The thematic indicators should include sectoral TMC data which possess a highly informative and 
concrete character. In particular, sectoral TMC data allow for setting targets for specific economic 
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(NABU) (DE) sectors to reduce their resource consumption to a fixed level. Hence sectoral TMC data would form 
an operational basis from which the scope of political and economic measures – regarding each 
single sector – could be derived from. Sectoral TMC data already exist at Wuppertal Institute and 
should be provided in the dashboard for the most resource intensive sectors. i.e.:  • building and 
construction  • nutrition, feed and beverages  • metals and half-finished metal products • energy 
(electricity and gas) and energy services  - Circular Economy: Furthermore NABU considers the 
introduction of thematic indicators on circular economy as crucial. Here indicators are needed to 
depict the recycling rate of • building and construction materials, measured by the indicator 
“secondary construction minerals / total construction material” • WEEE (waste of electric and 
electronic equipment); WEEE has a special importance because of its ability to act as secondary raw 
material of critical metals and minerals. NABU proposes two indicators on WEEE: o 1st Indicator: 
Annual collection rate (mass of collected equipment in comparison to the average weight of EEE 
placed on the market in the three preceding years) [is according to the recasted WEEE-Directive] o 
2nd Indicator: non-ferrous metals from secondary sources in comparison to total non-ferrous material 
(non-FE Recycling Input Rate)  • In the mid-term, an indicator for measuring the recycling rate of 
plastics should be developed. This indicator would give information on how an important part of the 
recycling system is developing throughout Europe  Apart from recycling indicators the scoreboard 
should include absolute indicators on waste generation, i.e. • Industrial waste  • Municipal solid waste 
(absolute, per household and per capita) • Generation of hazardous waste The latter indicators are 
easy to include into the scoreboard as data already exist at national and European level.  - Getting 
the prices right: NABU promotes the scoreboard indicator “Environmental taxes”   - Land an Soil: With 
regard to indicators on land use, NABU considers the indicator „Net-growth of Soil Sealing” as 
important which is also suggested by the BIO IS report.  NABU supports the proposed scoreboard 
indicators “Soil Erosion by Water” and “Gross Nutrient Balance (Nitrogen and Phosphorus)”  - 
Biodiversity: Although the protection of biodiversity is an important cornerstone of the Resource 
Efficiency Roadmap, no biodiversity indicator is included in the scoreboard. NABU supports the 
inclusion of the indicators “Abundance and Distribution of Selected Species” and “Red List Index for 
European Species” into the scoreboard.   - Marine Resources: NABU rejects the scoreboard indicator 
“Fish Catches from Stocks Outside the Safe Biological Limits” as this indicator is not sufficiently 
describing sustainable threshold of fishery. Instead NABU favors the indicator Maximum Sustainable 
Yield (MSY).  MSY is, theoretically, the largest yield (or catch) that can be taken from a species’ stock 
over an indefinite period without reducing overall abundance. Since 2010 the Commission bases its 
proposals for annual TACs and quotas on scientific advice and on achieving MSY by 2015. The 
propsal for new Common Fishery Policy conformed the MSY-target 2015 again. However, the MSY-
concept has been subject to harsh criticism from the scientific community since it puts populations at 
too much risk. NGOs, such as NABU therefore view MSY only as an intermediate target to achieving 
healthy fish stocks. Longer-term fisheries management objectives must be developed that are more 
precautionary in nature.   

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

The New Economics Foundation agrees with the recommendation made by Friends of the Earth 
Europe and the EEB that: • An indicator of jobs in green sectors should be added – e.g. jobs in waste 
and resource management, renewable energy etc.  • The top-level waste indicator should be residual 
waste, echoing the desire for “residual waste close to zero” in the resource efficiency roadmap  • 
Under Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services, two new indicators should be added, the number of 
species and habitats in a favourable conservation status and the number of water bodies in good 
status. Relevant data for these indicators are held by the EEA.   

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

We propose a thematic indicator for ‘Turning waste into resource’ the Waste Minimization Indicator 
(WMI). This indicator is the ratio between DMC/amount of residual waste in tonne. Residual waste is 
that waste that is either incinerated or landfilled. These are the classic disposal options that are 
registered and reported in all EU member states. Incineration and landfill take materials out of the 
economic cycle. A higher DMC/amount of residual waste represents a better material metabolism. 
True reuse and recycling results will influence the lead indicator directly by lowering the net amount of 
DMC. Downcycling, recovery en sham recovery will not reduce DMC to the same extent.  WMI is 
influencing the dashboard indicators Carbon (Air) and Land. WMI can be considered an indicator of 
the effectiveness of the solid waste management system.  

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 
(UK) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position 
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Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

There are but the police-maker must accept these indicators. 

WWF (EU) 1. Transforming the economy  o Add an indicator on the number of green jobs The economic 
efficiency of a society is not limited to its production of goods and services, it should be inclusive. 
Employment is key to the health of a society. In this respect, a new thematic indicator measuring the 
green  jobs creation should be added. Data source: European Commission.  • Include well-being The 
economy must contribute to well being. In this regards, WWF would advocate for a space dedicated 
toindicators developed by Eurostat in the “Core sets of Well Being Drivers”.  • Replace the heading 
“phasing out inefficient subsidies” by “phasing out environmental harmful subsidies”.  Efficiency could 
be interpresed as the concept of Return on Investment and could produce counterproductive 
incentives.   2. Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services  Biodiversity and human pressure on habitats 
are critical elements missing in the Scoreboard. WWF invites the Commission and the Resource 
Efficiency Platform to review the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on  Biological Diversity, 
11th Meeting, Agenda item 3.3 “Further development of tools and guidance for monitoring 
implementation, including the use of indicators. On this basis, WWF recommends what follows:   o 
Include a “Biodiversity” section  o Biodiversity: Add the indicator ‘Living Planet Index by 2015 The 
Living Planet Index reflects changes in the health of the planet’s ecosystem by tracking population 
trends over 2500 vertebrate species. Much as a stock maket index track, the value of a set of share, 
the LPI calculates  the annual average rate of change for species population from 1970 to 2008, the 
latest date for which sufficient data is available. Further discussions are taking place about the 
methodology. The methodology should be  robust by 2015.   o Biodiversity: Add the indicator ‘IUCN 
European Red List’ This indicator measures the state of biodiversity. The International Union for 
Conservation of the Nature (IUCN) and the European Commission have been working together on an 
initiative to assess around 6,000 European  species according to IUCN regional Red Listing 
Guidelines. To date, European regional assessments have been completed for all mammals, reptiles, 
amphibians, butterflies and others, and further assessments are currently  being completed. This 
information is publicly available and easily accessible online. Data source: IUCN red List, European 
Commission.  o Biodiversity: Add the indicator ‘Biocapacity and ecosystems services’ This indicator 
measures benefits to people of ecosystems and biodiversity: the biological productivity of the 
biosphere. In terms of ecosystem services, biocapacity measures the capacity of natural and 
managed ecosystems  to produce the biomass which people use, either to consume as food, timber 
or fibre, or to absorb carbon. Using the standard classification of ecosystem services, biocapacity is a 
measure of "provisioning services".  Biocapacity has the advantage of bundling a group of different 
types of provisioning services into one indicator. Data are available for all countries and regions of the 
world as time-series data going back to 1961. Global  biocapacity has grown steadily since the 1960s 
as productivity of agricultural land has increased, but biocapacity per capita has declined because 
biological productivity has not increased as fast as population growth. It can  be be broken down into 
agricultural, forestry and fishery products. Data source: Global Footprint Network.  o Biodiversity: Add 
the indicator ‘Protected Area coverage’ The area of land and of sea (in total and as a percentage of a 
national or global territory) that is protected for biodiversity conservation is the best-established 
indicator of governmental efforts to alleviate pressure on  biodiversity and ecosystems. The 
international Convention for Biodiversity (CBD) has targets for both terrestrial and marine protected 
areas. Where relevant the indicator can be broken d 

 
 

g) Public sector / administration  
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

Section 3.3 does not propose any indicator. Only key areas which should be covered by indicators 
are mentioned. Resource Efficiency Indicators should address the consumption of the resources 
mentioned, not their quality; see also comments on the proposed scoreboard. • Indicators addressing 
water theme of the roadmap are missing. • Indicators desired addressing: 1) water losses in urban 
water management 2) water use for agricultural production 

BE – 
Environment 
Department 

the areas under transforming the economy such as changing of consumption patterns, phasing out 
inefficient subsidies and getting the prices right are important. Indicators on green jobs, green public 
procurement, waste prevention such as "service product systems", and resilience of cities should be 
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Brussels 
Government 

added. Also the consumption side of the 3 key sectors (food, housing, mobility) is crucial. 

BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

See also indicators developed by EEA à SEBI ‘Streamlining European Biodiversity Indicators’. 

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

(See in addition answer 2-d) Concerning ‘transforming the economy’ there is a need for an indicator 
that can encompass the composition of the job market (the level (%) of green jobs, amongst other 
things).  

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

-In the theme 'waste into resources' 4 indicators are proposed: Total waste generation, municipal 
waste, recycling rate (of municipal waste) and landfill rate (of municipal waste).  This set of indicators 
is complete inadequate to tell something about the sustainable use of materials. It should also not be 
restricted to household waste only. On short time-limit, it is logical to use these well developed 
indicators. But we just want the COM to develop useful indicators for the future!   -The COM should 
integrate some indicators who give information on the closing of loops and high-grade substitution 
from primary materials by secundary materials.  We can't have information on the proportion 
secundary/primary with this proposal of indicators.  We understand that it isn't simple to develop such 
an indicator. In Flanders, we tried to map the substitution from primary by secundary minerals in our 
region. This Flemish exercise can be taken as an example by the COM. It takes an investment in 
time, but the acquired data can be used to develop relevant indicators.   -Recycling rates don't tell so 
much about resource efficiency because downcycling is also taken into account as 'recycling'. To 
have a better view on real efficient materialuse, we need to have insight in materialchains and 
recycleprocesses (upcycling – downcycling). Whenever the recycling of materials occurs, we should 
check which raw material has been replaced.    This idea is very important because several material 
streams (like critical metals) will need a very high-grade recycling to reuse them. It is our opinion that 
next to some very common materials/waste indicators, we need also very detailed indicators that 
focus on the quality of recycling. Why -for example- is there no indicator on WEEE on the list? MS 
have to report yearly on WEEE to Eurostat, so we can use this figures!   -The indicators on 
materialuse are lacking. EU Regulation 691/2011 imposes the MS to report on economy-wide 
Material Flow Accounts (MFA) for different streams (biomass, fossil fuels, iron ores, non-metallic 
minerals). We propose to include economy-wide MFA-indicators for the most important 
materialstreams. These are neede to compile indicators on material efficiency of the economy.  For 
example: in stead of looking at the landfillrate (landfilled waste/total waste production) you can focus 
on how much of material x has been landfilled or incinerated in relation to the amount of the material 
that is needed in the econmoy (Domestic Material Input for a certain product)  

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

  

BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

Since reference is made to the Roadmap (annex 1), the indicators related to the milestone are 
sufficient (e.g. environmental status for water). However, this kind of indicators are not one-to-one 
related to resource efficiency. It therefore remains unclear how Roadmap indicators relate and 
contribute to Resource efficiency indicators. 

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

The questionnaire refers to section 3.3 in the consultation document. As there aren’t any indicators 
for the third tier described, but a link to Annex 6 of the Roadmap is given, we commented on several 
indicators as proposed there. Due to limited space in the questionnaire we summarize some main 
points here, but point to the detailed annotation attached. Improving products/Changing consumption 
patterns: We support the work of the EC to further investigate options for the most relevant indicators 
(or a specific framework of key indicators) which provides a substantial picture of RE developments in 
the field of products and consumption demands. We fully agree that due to methodological difficulties, 
the absence of robust data, and the complexity of the issue we currently cannot build on a common 
agreed set of indicators to be used within the European Union. Here, we see a strong need that the 
EC should clearly indicate further steps for the development of common agreed indicators related to 
products and consumption patterns, based on the proposals made in the part II document of the 
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Roadmap. Boosting efficient production: As the key area Boosting efficient production is an intrinsic 
efficiency matter, the suggested indicators should be called into question. All of them only fulfill a 
descriptive function in representing a single variable over time. At best, they allow for a consistency 
view at the general resource efficiency framework whereas the actual effectiveness should be 
monitored as first priority. We would welcome to address the area by genuine productivity indicators 
that can provide insight into the changing efficiency of production by sector since the innovations 
system for resource efficiency sets a multitude of impetuses. In relating the economic output to 
relevant pressures, efficiency performance could be monitored which is focused at the effectiveness 
of boosting measures. Ecosystem services: There is no specified indicator mentioned or described in 
the third tier of indicators for this topic. The description of the indicators under 4.2.1 “Ecosystem 
services” in Annex 6 to the roadmap only contains the announcement that indicators will be 
developed for 4.2.3.1 and 4.2.3.2 by mid of 2012. These indicators need to be specified before their 
suitability for the purpose of the roadmap can be assessed. As a first step: an indicator showing 
whether ecosystem accounting has been started in the specific countries and if so to which degree 
(e.g. not started – started – implemented). Minerals and metals: Decomposing highly aggregated 
MFA-Indicators is essential to the understanding and management of resource flows. The roadmap 
spreads the view on adverse effects long the value chain. Nevertheless, the suggested indicator does 
not meet these demands. DMC does not include upstream material requirements of traded goods and 
thus cannot adequately capture burden shifting. Especially for metals outsourcing of material-
intensive production is a recognizable trend which has to be taken into account. Generally, it is 
questionable whether a productivity indicator should be applied with respect to the area natural 
capital base.  Land and soils: “Soil organic matter” is an important indicator but organic matter 
concentration is not useful for an assessment of soil quality. In place of concentration organic carbon 
stock should be used as an indicator. Improving buildings: The proposed indicator, which solely 
regards the specific energy for space heating, should be replaced with an indicator for the total 
energy performance of buildings, as defined in Article 2 of the Directive 2010/31/EU of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 19 May 2010 on the energy performance of buildings (EPBD): 
"energy performance of a building" means the calculated or measured amount of energy needed to 
meet the energy demand associated with a typical use of the building, which includes, inter alia, 
energy used for heating, cooling, ventilation 

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

Of the third-tier thematic indicators, most of the proposed choices are very relevant and good 
indicators, even if some of them may be problematic and require further development. We would like 
to offer the following  comments on some of the suggested thematic indicators:   On indicators for 
waste, recycling rates and landfill rates for municipal and household should now be complemented 
with looking at the total waste amounts and recycling rates. Resource efficiency for the whole 
economy  definitely require better data and policy goals/targets for the whole waste stream, including 
waste from business and the public sector, and perhaps most usefully for separate waste fractions 
and/or materials.    The suggested indicators on environmental taxes as well as on meat and dairy 
consumption are in our view good choices of indicators.  The following additional operational 
indicators should be considered for inclusion in the Scoreboard: o Energy dependency – i.e. 
dependency on imports. This is share of imports in total gross energy consumption. o Material 
dependency – same as for energy. This is share of imports in material use split by material – 
biomass, fossil fuels and metals.   

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

In general, the indicators are very comprehensive to address each of the objectives, except for the 
issues not included yet: ecosystem services and biodiversity. Some of the given indicators, by the 
novelty, will require a major effort to collect and standardize information, for example, about the 
inefficient subsidies. Regarding the proposal for economic valuation of ecosystems and integration 
into the accounting and reporting systems, we would like to point out that some of these ecosystem 
services should be not quantified as an economic valuation. They are services relating to supply, 
regulating and with cultural aspects linked to the access to basic material for a decent life, freedom in 
action and choice, health of people, good social relations, and security life; basic dimensions of 
human welfare that must be satisfied with equality in the whole European Union.  

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

First of all: it would be necessary to include a fact sheet for each indicator in order to understand 
them correctly.   Secondly, there are  some key thematic indicators that could be replaced by others 
that are easier to estimate. For example: we can use a sectoral water indicator: as the “domestic 
water per inhabitant” or “Change in the use of domestic water per inhabitant” to give a more 
comprehensive view of the Country.  Related to the land indicator proposed we think that it should be 
completed in order to better reflect the reality. For example, in Spain, the share on Land cover 
Changes 2000-2006 on artificial surfaces were 4,77% (very high in comparision with other European 
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countries), but in 2006, the Spain overall of artificial surfaces was only 3,55% of the complete country.  
Regarding GHG, same comments that in the last paragraph of 2.b  Futhermore, in order to measure 
the natural capital asset it would be necessary to take into account indicators such as "protected 
areas under Natura 2000 networks" and "wildlife". 

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

The following comments are made on the third tier of indicators:-  Turning Waste into a resource – the 
indicators based on the undefined term “municipal waste” have limitations as the scope is open to 
interpretation and may make comparisons between Member States difficult.  Municipal waste (which 
is a mix of household, cleansing, retail, commercial, etc) will not yield a useful indication of resource 
efficient behaviour in many parts of the productive economy as it excludes, for example 
manufacturing, primary production, transport sectors.  An indicator – to be useful should address a 
statistically valid cluster in the appropriate  policy context.    ‘Household waste’ data may represent a 
better indication of consumption behaviour for households. Useful indicators could be built around 
waste produced and total or disposable household income.   Other possible indicators for 
‘Transforming the Economy’ and ‘Turning waste into a Resource’, such as ‘Industrial manufacturing 
Hazardous Waste Generation’ would give a really useful indication of  progress towards cleaner 
production in industry (when productivity is factored in).  It is a good proxy for the condition of 
industrial manufacturing.    A series of indicators built on sectorial industrial waste would be equally 
valuable (e.g. food waste in NACE Sector C.10 and Sector I; organic waste from NACE Sector C.11;), 
the indicators would have to be careful selected to avoid unbounded terms such as ‘municipal’, 
‘commercial’ and ‘industrial’ waste which can lead to errors, double counting and poor MS 
comparison.  It is preferable to establish indicators around selected ‘slices’ of the NACE sectoral 
divisions.  Such indicators may better identify consumption and production inefficiencies, wasteful 
NACE sectors and ones that would lend themselves to specific actions.   The selected manufacturing 
indicators could be built around waste produced as a proportion of materials consumed or as a 
function of productivity or output.  These indicators do have weaknesses but are nevertheless useful.   
NACE slicing would also allow fine tuning to eliminate any sectors that would skew MS data.  For 
example in Irelands case though we have a small low density population we have the largest zinc 
mines in Europe as well as the largest bauxite processing plant (with the associated mining waste).  
So any index built on industrial processing waste per-capita would yield a less informative national 
picture.    However, if the mineral industrial waste index used a ratio of waste to unit production, 
rather than population, then this would not disadvantage Member States with low density populations. 
This is true of all manufacturing output indices – they should not be built on population ratios.  For a 
high exporting country or those with less mechanisation of production such an index would not be 
representative of national internal consumption behaviours.   Indicators need to also differentiate 
between Recycling and Recovery.  Safeguarding Clean Air:  Particulate matter is an especially 
important indicator as it takes account of  potential adverse effects of “fuel switching”, which may 
appear to be more resource efficient when judged from other indicators.  Improving Buildings – The 
proposed indicator on energy consumption per m2 for space hearting should take account of the 
climate of the country in question – i.e. northern countries will have a higher space heating 
requirement than Mediterranean countries.  Ireland would currently have difficulty producing reliable 
estimates for heated floor area for households and services to calculate the energy consumption per 
m2 for space heating.  Some estimates of floor area have been used for Odyssee Mure but have not 
been validated by surveys.  However this data may be available in future.    Ensuring efficient 
mobility: Average CO2 emissions per capita could be an indicator to take account of the different 
vehicle travel patterns across EU-27?   

NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

Looking at the third tier thematic indicators for resource efficiency most keys areas are covered in the 
consultation paper. We strongly support to monitor natural capital and ecosystem services, as well as 
the process of transforming the economy and key sectors.   What seems to be missing however 
within key area ‘transforming the economy’ are indicators that provide information on the economic 
benefits of resource efficiency. What is the contribution of resource efficiency in the total economy in 
terms of investments, added value, green jobs, etc.? Although it is hard to come up now with good 
and meaningful figures on the amount of green jobs and added value (for example because of sector 
division problems), in our opinion this should be an area of further work, so that indicators are 
developed.   

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – The key areas mentioned for the thematic indicators (chapter 3.3) are relevant and well-chosen. 
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(Federal 
Office for the 
Environment 

However, the list of thematic indicators mentioned in the scoreboard (chapter 4) does not follow the 
same structure and there is no indicator specifically on energy consumption. 

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

Please see our response to question 2-d first, which deals with the thematic indicators included in the 
Scoreboard.  Our response to this question simply deals with the elements missing from the 
Scoreboard. Our views on thematic indicators already included in the Scoreboard are given below.  In 
this section we comment on thematic indicators listed in the Roadmap Annex but not in the 
Scoreboard and indicators for Roadmap commitments which are not well covered either in the 
Roadmap annex or in the Scoreboard.  The Roadmap Annex proposes a large number of indicators 
which need further development work.  Important ones in our view are: Green Public Procurement; 
Green investment (as well as investment in infrastructure supporting transition to a Green Economy), 
separately distinguished from the Eco-innovation index; and the average annual land-take of 
undeveloped to developed land. In terms of Roadmap commitments not well covered by the tier 3 
indicators, we would like to see further work on measuring the use and re-use of strategic materials 
and on incorporating the value of ecosystems and ecosystem services into decision-making, 
accounting and reporting.  Although we think food waste is a priority area we recognise that data 
collection in this area is likely to be costly.  We would also like to see further work on measuring and 
evaluating the impact of changes in consumer and company behaviours.  

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

We are pleased to see that ‘Transforming the economy’ theme groups four waste indicators together 
under the sub-theme of ‘Turning waste into a  resource’ as listed below • total waste generation • 
municipal waste • recycling rate (of municipal waste) • landfill rate (of municipal waste)  This linkage 
between waste, resources and economy helps to place waste management at the centre of EU 
resource policy by giving it a key role in  reshaping the economy and aiding the economic recovery 
which Europe so urgently needs.   ‘Total waste generation’ per capita is supported as it measures 
waste prevention and covers all wastes from the economy, not just household or municipal.  The 
remaining 3 indicators are all limited to municipal waste, which may be a consequence of incomplete 
data on ‘all wastes’. Nonetheless, this means that  some areas of economic activity including industry 
and manufacturing are not addressed. We encourage the EC to develop suitable indicators as soon 
as  possible to account for waste management in these sectors.   ‘Municipal waste’ captures waste 
arisings from households and similar sources and is useful in monitoring progress towards waste 
prevention and the impact  of behavioural change initiatives, such as the UK ‘Love Food Hate Waste’ 
food waste prevention programme. As this waste stream mainly relates to  household waste it would 
be useful for the indicator to measure arisings per household rather than  per capita, if EU wide data 
is available.  ‘Recycling rate (of municipal waste)’ intends to show how much municipal waste is 
recycled and used as a resource in the economic cycle. The definition  of recycling was published in 
the revised Waste Framework Directive 2008 and should include materials such as incinerator bottom 
ash from municipal waste  incineration that is recycled in construction projects for example, since the 
material is being returned as a recycled product to the economic cycle. This  indicator will be useful in 
demonstrating growth of the circular economy. The indicator is tonnage based and should be kept 
under review as carbon  metrics become available to better reflect the environmental impact of the 
waste management system. Carbon based performance reporting will begin in  England later in 2012, 
alongside the conventional tonnage basis.  ‘Landfill rate (of municipal waste)’ is useful in measuring 
(alongside waste arisings data) the amount of resources that have returned to beneficial use in the  
economy through diversion from landfill, ie. the circular economy. The landfill rate also gives a simple 
indication of the impact of non-sustainable resource  use on the environment.   

UK – Scotish 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

It is unclear from the consultation document whether the indicators in the third tier are yet to be 
decided or whether they are those listed in the proposed scoreboard. Table 3 of the consultation 
document gives the key areas that need to be covered by the thematic indicators, and where SEPA 
agrees with these areas, the indicators themselves are not provided, so it is difficult to comment on 
this question.  Only 9 of the 17 ‘key areas’ have then been included in the scoreboard - there needs 
to be an explanation of why some are not included, and how the gaps will be addressed.   

 
 

h) Statistical offices  
BE 
(institution 

Consumption side of the 3 key sectors (food, housing, mobility) is crucial (footprint type indicators or 
even direct physical value per capita)  -In the theme 'waste into resources' 4 indicators are proposed: 
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not specified) Total waste generation, municipal waste, recycling rate (of municipal waste) and landfill rate (of 
municipal waste).  This set of indicators is complete inadequate to tell something about the 
sustainable use of materials. It should also not be restricted to household waste only. On short time-
limit, it is logical to use these well developed indicators. But we just want the COM to develop useful 
indicators for the future!   -The COM should integrate some indicators who give information on the 
closing of loops and high-grade substitution from primary materials by secundary materials.  We can't 
have information on the proportion secundary/primary with this proposal of indicators.  -Recycling 
rates don't tell so much about resource efficiency because downcycling is also taken into account as 
'recycling'. To have a better view on real efficient materialuse, we need to have insight in 
materialchains and recycleprocesses (upcycling – downcycling). Whenever the recycling of materials 
occurs, we should check which raw material has been replaced.    This idea is very important 
because several material streams (like critical metals) will need a very high-grade recycling to reuse 
them. It is our opinion that next to some very common materials/waste indicators, we need also very 
detailed indicators that focus on the quality of recycling. Why -for example- is there no indicator on 
WEEE on the list? MS have to report yearly on WEEE to Eurostat, so we can use this figures!   -The 
indicators on materialuse are lacking. EU Regulation 691/2011 imposes the MS to report on 
economy-wide Material Flow Accounts (MFA) for different streams (biomass, fossil fuels, iron ores, 
non-metallic minerals). We propose to include economy-wide MFA-indicators for the most important 
material treams. Embedded flows should be included in order to be able to calculate TMR. 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

nitrogen footprint of consumption, or anthropogenic nitrogen fixation (syntetic fetilizer use + N 
emissions by combustion) 

 
 

i) Other  
 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

For some of the associated thematic indicators, we would like to repeat some of the concerns 
previously expressed during other public consultations or bilateral discussions: The limitations of the 
Water Exploitation Index have already been highlighted: there is a need for distinguishing water 
consumption and water withdrawal. The quantity of water supplied to the water cycle is not taken into 
consideration (e.g. EEA indicators – 45% of the water abstracted by the energy sector is used for 
cooling and therefore is rapidly returning to the natural cycle). More and more often, water is used 
several times. The current proposal doesn’t reflect the existing situation and will not help better 
decision making and policy evolution. As already mentioned such indicator should be based on a 
regional approach to take into consideration local conditions and needs. Finally research and 
development are needed for elaborating a shared and mature definition. For waste, as already 
expressed the additional targets should be adapted to the related sector needs and situation (cf. more 
effort needed for metals / minerals – rare earth elements). Landfilling should not be the solution, but 
will remain necessary for the upcoming years (for some waste flows, for some geographic areas). 
Therefore the indicator should measure the effort to limit negative effects to a sustainable level. Such 
indicator will also allow to revise the general objectives when feasible (integrating more innovative 
technologies, new financial tools). For contaminated sites, the proposed indicator, if any, should focus 
on the progress for reducing risks for relevant targets (e.g. populations in urban areas, ecosystems, 
agriculture production …). Currently, Member States are acting on these sites under national 
regulations which take into consideration pieces of EU legislation for part of the requested needs (e.g. 
waste, industrial emissions for closing industrial sites, environmental liability for new pollution, or 
groundwater directive when this resource is impacted). In this context, the limitations of the EEA 
CIS15 indicator are known (based on activities list and not risk, static inventory) and discussions 
around common definition of the different types of sites have started. Without common shared 
approach based on existing experiences and development at regional/national scales, the indicator 
will not be reliable. Most of the themes covered by the proposition are (or should be) adaptative 
frameworks with long-term objectives. There are needs for developing new knowledge, improving its 
sharing and its integration in policies. The indicators should also be adaptative. The whole initiative 
requires MUCH additional work, involving outside expertise. Poorly designed indicator frameworks 
can lead to wrong policy decisions; burden shifting, deindustrialisation in the EU, unemployment and 
deepening of the crisis. These unwanted consequences need to be avoided. It could provide wrong 
signals on the progress made towards decoupling growth. Some simple set of indicator (again, look at 
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GRI) should be developed linking GDP to: - Water abstraction (making a difference between 
renewable and non-renewable water resources) AND water quality degradation, - Loss of biodiversity 
- Soil loss and soil functionality loss (erosion, salination, compaction, sealing, contamination, loss of 
organic matter) - REAL resource consumption and related energy and water uses, related emissions 
considering their environmental impacts (e.g.: palm oil use and its dramatic impact on ecosystems in 
Indonesia; soybean and maize imports for EU meat production and its consequences elsewhere….). 
However, at the same time, some current initiatives are not properly taken into consideration or not 
sufficiently highlighted, e.g.: - Progress of recycling of individual elements at End of Life (the current 
status is depicted in the International Resource Panel report titled “Recycling rates of metals”. 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

CIWM broadly supports the proposed dashboard indicators. 

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

As sustainability should be the guiding principle for measuring resource efficiency, an addition of 
thematic indicators measuring economic and social prosperity should be considered, as the thematic 
indicators proposed only relate to environmental aspects. 
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Question 2-d: Are the appropriate indicators included in the 
Scoreboard? Are there any other indicators that should be 
considered? 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

One of the key initiatives associated to the Resource Efficiency Roadmap is related to building 
efficiency. The current proposal is limited to energy and water consumption. One of the key 
challenges for this sector is missing: recycling the demolition and construction wastes. 

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

  

ECN (NL) See our comments under 2a and 2c. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

i am not convinced that the appropriate indicators are included. I do not believe these indicators could 
answer what the key risks are to European economies when operating in a resource constrained 
world.  One set of indicators that should be included is: Ecological Footprint and biocapacity 

IEEP (UK) On the Scoreboard indicators, beyond our previous comments on not using DMC as the lead 
indicator denominator and the need to present materials results in equal measure as the dashboard 
of indicators, we make comments on some specific indicators. Most of the indicators are of value but 
they do not necessarily capture the whole issue or the principal issue satisfactorily.  We confine 
ourselves to repeating some selected comments from Question 2c.: • Transforming the economy: we 
support the inclusion of total waste generation (thereby removing the primary focus on 
municipal/household waste which still represents less than 10 per cent of total waste generation). If 
possible, total recycling and landfill rates should also be presented, although we appreciate that 
reporting responsibilities lie mainly with public authorities which are responsible for municipal waste 
management. Nonetheless, future corporate reporting should include such information and could 
therefore be added to the national data (even if these are not reported by local authorities).  We 
accept that this will take time but would be a significant step towards the circular economy. • 
Unfortunately, the rate of recycling does not identify whether and where the materials collected are 
used (used domestically or in a neighbouring country, therefore in proximity to the EU, or shipped to 
China). We would hope that the forthcoming EU waste policy fitness check will promote updating of 
reporting requirements, including truer reflections of what is recycled (rather than collected for 
recycling) and also what is used in domestic production as secondary raw materials. It is in the 
reintroduction of the materials collected that recycling truly occurs. • Getting the prices right: In the 
medium-term, the objective should be to have indicators and targets for a set of selected EHS types, 
fossil fuel subsidies are important and relatively straightforward.  Other areas of particular relevance 
include subsidies for inappropriate agriculture and inappropriate fishing. • Land and soils: We 
welcome the inclusion of gross nutrient balance (nitrogen and phosphorus) particularly for its 
relevance to exceeding planetary boundaries.  • Ensuring efficient mobility: As well as average C02 
emissions/km for new passenger cars, we propose total kms travelled, as this is a better reflection of 
actual fuel consumption. • As regards the indicators suggested for the key sectors, the question 
arises why the indicator ‘freight transport (billion tkm) by road/rail/ships’ was not included as it relates 
to important objectives. The EU objective remains to achieve a modal shift from road to rail for freight 
shipments over longer distances (cf white paper on Transport COM(2011) 144 final).  • Under the 
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category ‘-key sectors’, ‘addressing food’, the indicator included is ‘consumption of meat and dairy 
products per capita per year’. This would only address one dimension of the consumption behaviour 
over which consumers have control. It might be worthwhile investigating, in particular for specific 
types of agricultural commodities such as fresh fruit, vegetables, meat and dairy products, the 
possibility of developing and using an indicator that would account for the environmental footprint of 
the foodstuff consumed, including their carbon and water intensity and biodiversity profile.  Land use 
constraints need to be taken into account progressively in future, on a global as well as European 
scale.  There is a link here to issues of seasonality and locality. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

  

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

I prefer Carbon footprint rather than energy footprint because it includes other damaging gases such 
as methane in the calculation. 

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

Relating to resource use, the indicator is again material consumption which has the drawbacks 
explained in section 2-a. Concerning emissions, it includes a life cycle resource indicator. However, 
the latter does not take into account the problem of abiotic resource depletion.  The alternative to be 
considered is explained later in section 3. And in the attached paper: Alicia Valero and Antonio Valero 
(2012a). What is the cost of losing irreversibly the mineral capital on Earth? 25th Internatonal 
Symposium ECOS 2012. 26-29 June, Perugia, Italy 

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

  

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

Please see comments on the lead indicator and indicators on second tier. For the issue of 
safeguarding clean air sulfur- and nitrogen emissions should be considered as well since smog is still 
a problem in many areas.  

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

The Eco-innovation index appears to be very subjective and a measure of the ‘noise’ being made 
about resource efficiency and not a measure of real achievement. We believe that this should be 
replaced with the percentage of production covered by third party audited environmental 
management systems. This is a ‘grass-root’ measure of how seriously environmental issues are 
being taken by industry. The energy consumption per m2 for space heating is a mis-leading indicator. 
It should be no surprise that hot countries use less energy in heating than cold countries. We accept 
that the total figure is useful, but we have concerns about the value of this indicator at the national 
level. For example the houses in Finland may be insulated to a very high level but due to the long 
cold winter may not have much scope for being more energy efficient (there will be some 
improvements that are possible). On the other hand, Portugal that has the lowest value could have 
considerable scope for improving the insulation of their homes. A measure of the thermal insulation of 
buildings would help balance the energy use values. We hope the term ‘energy consumption per m3 
for space heating includes the energy used to cool buildings in summer. It would be helpful if this was 
made clear.  

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

  

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

  

Unknown Land: not only building areas, it should include also agriculture and forest etc. areas. We propose a 
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organisation 
(FI) 

new indicator of chemical pollution of fish (content of POP compounds) and soil organic carbon 
(SOC).  Food: embodied land use. 

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

The current scoreboard indicators are providing useful information. However, important key indicators 
are still missing. See suggestions for the dashboard (2b).  Statistical services should be requested 
and supported to regularly provide the data basis for the dashboard indicators outlined under 2b.  

 
 

b) Citizens  
 

Citizen  (AT)   

Citizen  (BE)   

Citizen (UK)   

 
 

c) Companies  
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

The EU27 has adopted several indicators of progress towards the five EU2020 targets, some of 
which lend themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The 
following should be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Transforming the Economy”: 
Employment 2.4.1 Employment rates (% of the population aged 20-64). Social Cohesion 2.5.1 People 
living in households with very low work intensity (%) 2.5.2 People at risk of poverty after social 
transfers (%) 2.5.3 Severely materially deprived people (%) One of the areas identified in the 
Resource Efficiency Roadmap that need to be addressed is “Minerals and metals” under the category 
Natural capital and ecosystems services. In that respect, we recommend to check the work done by 
DG ENTR Raw Materials Supply Group (RMSG) on the development of indicators that cover land use 
planning, authorisation, permitting and related environmental issues and to involve the RMSG in the 
development of indicators related to this topic. Two such indicators, which may lend themselves to 
inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency are the following: Sustainable Mineral 
Supply 3.4.1 The quantity of mineral resources and reserves within the EU (using a standardised 
statistical and classification code such as PERC, UNFC or JORC). 3.4.2 Percentage of Member 
States with Mineral Acts covering all minerals (metallic, industrial, construction) identified in 3.4.1. In 
further developing and refining the Scoreboard, life cycle thinking should be applied. Only complete 
product LCAs can begin to account for benefits in use (e.g., conductivity, malleability, strength, 
durability, re-usability, recyclability etc.). Therefore, LCAs of raw materials (“cradle-to-gate”) should 
only ever be considered in combination with the products in which they are used (“gate-to-cradle”), 
such that a “cradle-to- cradle” scope is constructed.  

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency, 
which is why we propose an alternative model in 1 and 2a. 

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

Waste generation should include ALL wastes, including all categories of industrial waste- tonnes/ 
GDP Eco innovation index- of doubtful value Gross nutrient helpful but not attention catching GHG 
emissions per capita AND per unit GDP Recycling, landfill and incineration rates for ALL wastes. Fish 
catches- OK  

Rio Tinto (>   
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500 empl., 
UK) 

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

We have proposed several new or alternative indicators in our responses above.   We question the 
“key sectors” identified in the consultation paper under the thematic indicators.  In terms of resource 
efficiency, the food (consumption), the built environment and transport  sectors are clearly important, 
but so are the agricultural, energy, manufacturing and water sectors.  None of the latter are included 
in the proposed indicators.   In our proposed schema, these missing sectors would be included in the 
various second and third tier indicators.  

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

  

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

See answers 1) and 2a) 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

With regard to the requirements mentioned under 1), several indicators are superfluous, e.g.: - 2.3.1 
(environmental taxes): This indicator has no bearing on resource efficiency, as tax incentives do not 
necessarily lead to a more resource-efficient behaviour. - 4.3.1 (average CO2 emissions/km for new 
passenger cars): This is already covered by other EU initiatives/regulations. On the other hand, for 
three thematic indicators under Transforming the economy and three thematic indicators under 
Natural capital and ecosystem services, no scoreboard indicators are mentioned. Here, appropriate 
scoreboard indicators need to be developed; otherwise the inclusion of these thematic indicators is 
pointless. 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Yes, the scorecard indicators are appropriate, same response applies here too as in 2-c. 

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

See responses in 2b and 2c above. 

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

This question is covered by the other sub-questions under Question 2. 

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

  

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

Environmental tax: This indicator does not measure the efficiency consumption of resources because 
the criteria adopted to charge the tax can have other goals.  Energy consumption per m2 for space 
heating: This is not an appropriate Scoreboard indicator. Therefore we propose a similar approach as 
in Directive 2010/31/EU of 19 May 2010 on the energy performance of building, article 2.4 “energy 
performance of a building means the calculated or measured amount of energy needed to meet the 
energy demand associated with a typical use of the building, which includes, inter alia, energy used 
for heating, cooling, ventilation, hot water and lighting”. According to the point 9.3 (a) of this Directive, 
the unit is “numerical indicator of primary energy use expressed in kWh/m2 per year”. We would 
suggest the following Scoreboard indicator: Primary energy used in kWh/m2 per year required to 
meet the energy demand associated with a typical use of the building.   

 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms  
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
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(DE) 
Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

The Scoreboard is very disappointing as it contains many old style detailed environmental indicators 
under broad issues. This  'pars pro toto' approach is not acceptable anymore after so many years of 
debate and indicator development. They give the wrong signal to policymakers and stakeholders. 
For example: 3.2.1. soil erosion by water: a better indicator would be: area of fertile land, and then 
loss of fertile land split up by causes:  erosion or sealing or other. The scoreboard should answer the 
wuestion: what are vital resources for our welfare and wellbeing and protection of the earths 
natural systems? What is their current quality and quantity, and what is the trend? 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

The scoreboard as a  whole seems to be somehow unbalanced and incomplete. Especially the 
thematic Areas Supporting research and innovation & Getting the prices right need more Indicators ( 
Environmental taxes should be accompanied by  indicators for market-based instruments)  in the 
NATURAL CAPITAL AND ECOSYSTEM SERVICES area Biodiversity should be included. 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

The scoreboard does not consider the named new developments including those at the European 
Commission. Therefore it is not reflecting what good policy needs and what has been announced in 
the Resource-efficiency flagship initiative and the Agenda 2020. Other indicators were named in 
reply to the preceding questions. 

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

  

 
 

e) Industry organisation / associations 
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

The promotion of resource efficiency can only be considered if the ‘cascading approach’ is being 
applied, a principle that aims at promoting the most efficient use of resources with a view to optimize 
creation of value.  

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

See Annex IV of the ACEA response to the consultation. 

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

  

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

The European Commission states that it intends to add an indicator on natural ecological capital and 
an indicator on environmental impacts of resource use to the scoreboard of indicators as soon as 
possible.   Biodiversity is a part of the natural ecological capital. Biodiversity is not a static entity – it is 
affected by a wide range of factors which must all be considered when deciding future policy. A 
careful balance must be struck which allows for continued industrial and agricultural development and 
sufficient production, whilst maintaining biodiversity.One should be well-aware of the fact that 
biodiversity cannot be measured directly. This applies in particular to its dimension “variety of 
ecosystems”, because there are simply too many types of habitats, organisms and their forms of 
association. The aspects of productivity, economic viability and growth in different industry sectors will 
also need to be considered by indicators that address natural capital and eco-system services 
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BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

The European Commission states that it intends to add an indicator on natural ecological capital and 
an indicator on environmental impacts of resource use to the scoreboard of indicators as soon as 
possible.   Biodiversity, as part of the natural ecological capital, is the basis for economic activities 
and innovations, with which especially the chemical and biotechnology industry opens up new 
resources and uses existing biological resources (renewable resources, genetic and biological 
resources) more efficiently.   Biodiversity is not a static entity – it is affected by a wide range of factors 
which must all be considered when deciding future policy. A careful balance must be struck which 
allows for continued industrial and agricultural development and sufficient production, whilst 
maintaining bio- diversity.   In the search for suitable biodiversity indicators, one should be well-aware 
of the fact that biodiversity cannot be measured directly. This applies in particular to its dimension 
“variety of ecosystems”, because there are simply too many types of habitats, organisms and their 
forms of association. The aspects of productivity, economic viability and growth in different industry 
sectors will also need to be considered by indicators that address natural capital and eco-system 
services.   

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

No: Meat and Dairy consumption is not an indicator (see answer to question 1) as on how efficient 
you are using a resource (see 2c). 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)   
 
 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

As already mentioned in our reply to question 2.b, the Commission should be encouraged to further 
develop indicators, that are impact oriented and in priority aiming toward scarce resources.  It is also 
recommended to further develop indicators on the other two pillars of sustainability that is people and 
profit. We would also strongly support a further indicator to address food, namely one on food waste. 
Indeed, whereas the current “Consumption of meat and dairy products per capita per year” indicator 
responds to one of the Commission’s milestones for addressing food set out in the Resource 
Efficiency Roadmap, it does not address the second milestone in this area, namely that by 2020, 
‘disposal of edible food waste should have been halved in the EU’, (an action for the Commission 
which was also included in the European Parliament Resolution of 24 May 2012).  Some data already 
exist related to this milestone, including the Biols study of October 2010 commissioned by the 
European Commission as well as the German BMELV study , February 2012.  The production and 
consumption of food generates 20-30% of all EU environmental impacts, and in Europe, as much as 
90 million tonnes of food are wasted each year.  Furthermore, food waste is expected to grow by over 
35% by 2020. Most of the food is wasted at household level (between 40 to 60%), and is usually 
avoidable. Fruit, vegetables and bakery products in particular, account for nearly half of the avoidable 
food waste.  There not only needs to be a change in behaviour, but modern society needs to be made 
aware of the huge amount of resources which has gone into the production of a food product, and 
that food therefore needs to be protected and stored appropriately. The chemical industry, through 
innovative packaging materials, can help contribute to important reductions in food waste.   

Celene (FR) Generally speaking, the scoreboard is using non appropriate indicators as regard the management of 
resource efficiency in the food chain. Meat and Dairy consumption is not an indicator on how efficient 
you are using a resource (especially because animal production may use by-products, lands and 
resources that are not otherwise usable). 

Cembureau “Energy consumption per m2 for space heating” in buildings is not the right parameter – this should 
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(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

instead be “energy consumption per m2”, which would include cooling and other energy used in  the 
use phase of the building. The indicator on the sustainable use of natural resources being developed 
by the University of Dundee (http://www.snr-project.org/) could also be a useful indicator as it 
incorporates the scarcity of  resources. It is being developed primarily for the case of life cycle 
analysis of construction works. It fulfils the requirements of being relevant, easy to compute, and 
unambiguous and easy to interpret  for non-experts. Energy recovery from waste, (including industrial 
waste) should also be accounted for and linked to the reduction in GHG Emissions.  

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• The scoreboard indicators are the sum of the above. • Response indicators monitoring progress of 
the milestones of the Resource Efficiency Roadmap are useful for Member State authorities but 
should be kept separate from the scoreboard but developed in a separate process.  • Increased 
competitiveness of European industry, the creation of more values from resources would, leading to 
growth and investments, be one expected outcome of the resource efficiency policy. Like for labour 
productivity, resource productivity can contribute significantly to competitiveness and profitability and 
therefore re-industrialisation of Europe. These policy goals should be considered when designing 
indicators of the resource efficiency scorecard.  • In that respect, the competitiveness of the EU 
forest-based industries in the global competition needs to be strengthened assuring the availability of 
wood as a renewable raw material and the promotion and encouragement of sustainable 
consumption patterns of wood and wood-based products and measure potential trade-offs and 
substitution effects in using alternative resources. 

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

The list includes the indicator: ¾ “Environmental taxes” does not measure the efficiency use of 
resources, as far as the criteria used to charge the tax can have different goals. ¾ “Energy 
consumption per m2 for space heating” should be “Energy consumption per m2 in buildings”. In some 
countries buildings require energy not only for heating but for cooling or for modifying the parameters 
of indoor air. Consider LCA indicators (as defined in EN 15804) or a composed indicator of them: ¾ 
Global Warming Potential (GWP) ¾ Ozone Depletion Potential (ODP) ¾ Acidification potential (AP) ¾ 
Eutrophication potential (EP) ¾ Formation potential of tropospheric ozone (POCP) ¾ Abiotic 
depletion potential for non-fossil resources (ADP-elements) ¾ Abiotic depletion potential for fossil 
resources (ADP-fossil fuels) ¾ Use of renewable primary energy excluding renewable primary energy 
resources used as raw materials ¾ Use of renewable primary energy resources used as raw 
materials ¾ Total use of renewable primary energy resources (primary energy and primary energy 
resources used as raw materials) ¾ Use of non-renewable primary energy excluding non-renewable 
primary energy resources used as raw materials ¾ Use of non-renewable primary energy resources 
used as raw materials ¾ Total use of non-renewable primary energy resources (primary energy and 
primary energy resources used as raw materials) ¾ Use of secondary material ¾ Use of renewable 
secondary fuels ¾ Use of non-renewable secondary fuels ¾ Use of net fresh water ¾ Hazardous 
waste disposed ¾ Non-hazardous waste disposed ¾ Radioactive waste disposed ¾ Components for 
re-use ¾ Materials for recycling ¾ Materials for energy recovery ¾ Exported energy   

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

In the section 'Ensuring efficient mobility', it is important to stress that data on pollutant emissions 
should be given for each individual transport mode in addition to an overall figure for transport as a 
whole, to take account of  the different levels of resource efficiency between modes. While 
improvements in resource efficiency for each individual mode are to be welcomed, one way of 
achieving greater resource efficiency in transport as a whole  without increasing the efficiency of any 
individual transport mode, is simply to shift traffic from those modes that are relatively resource-
intensive (such as road) towards those that are less intensive (such as rail). Such an  approach is in 
keeping with Commission policy to promote combined transport for freight traffic (mixing different 
modes during a journey according to their relative strengths) and shifting medium and long-distance 
road freight  away from road towards rail and inland waterways.  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

The “Environmental taxes” indicator does not measure the efficiency consumption of resources 
because the criteria adopted to charge the tax can have other goals. “Energy consumption per m2 for 
space heating” is not an appropriate Scoreboard indicator. Cerame-Unie proposes a similar approach 
as in the Directive 2010/31/EU of 19 May 2010 on the energy performance of building, article 2.4 
“energy performance of a building means the calculated or measured amount of energy needed to 
meet the energy demand associated with a typical use of the building, which includes, inter alia, 
energy used for heating, cooling, ventilation, hot water and lighting”. According to the point 9.3 (a) of 
this Directive, the unit is “numerical indicator of primary energy use expressed in kWh/m2 per year”. 
Given that, Cerame-Unie suggests the following Scoreboard indicator: Primary energy used in 
kWh/m2 per year required to meet the energy demand associated with a typical use of the building. 

CEWEP As it turns waste into resources, waste recovery should be mentioned and particularly energy 
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(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

recovery (heat and electricity). This is because it gives value to residual waste. Currently only the  
following aspects are covered: total waste generation, municipal waste, recycling rate (of municipal 
waste), landfill rate (of municipal waste). Efficient use of the energy content of waste not suitable  for 
(high quality) recycling is an important aspect. To avoid misleading strategies on recycling, quality 
indicators should also be established. Another interesting indicator worth considering for overall 
impact is “abatement costs for environmental impacts” (in German it is “Umweltvermeidungskosten”).  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

The promotion of resource efficiency can only be considered if the ‘cascading approach’ is being 
applied, a principle that aims at promoting the most efficient use of resources with a view to optimize 
creation of value 

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

No: Meat and Dairy consumption is not an indicator as (see answer to question 1) as Meat and Dairy 
consumption is not an indicator on how efficient you are using a resource (see 2C).   

Confindustria 
(IT) 

In addition to the indicators proposed above, it is suggested to generally revise the Scoreboard of 
indicators from the structural point of view. Indeed it is noticed a certain inconsistency and a lack of 
consequentiality between the three levels of indicators. A tree structure, for example, would be more 
immediate and easy to understand.   

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

Please refer to the answer provided in section c.  

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

Das von der Europäischen Kommission vorgeschlagene Scoreboard umfasst eine umfassende 
Anzahl an Indikatoren. Einige der Indikatoren sind mit erheblichen Schwierigkeiten für die Bewer-tung 
der Ressourceneffizienz behaftet. Dazu zählt z. B. der Index für Umweltsteuern (2.3.1), d. h. die Höhe 
der Staatseinnahmen, die über Umweltsteuern eingenommen werden. Damit kann, wenn überhaupt, 
nur eine Aussage über den (monetären) Anreiz zum effizienten Umgang mit Ressourcen getroffen 
werden. Dieser Anreiz kann aber in einem Staat auch durch andere Maßnahmen, wie gesetzliche 
Auflagen oder freiwillige Vereinbarungen, gesetzt sein. 

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

  

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

EAACA strongly supports the introduction of an indicator on energy consumption per m² for space 
heating since this will allow constructors and building owners to better assess their energy 
consumption and raise awareness for energy savings in buildings. Since buildings have one of the 
highest potential for improving resource efficiency, specific indicators are needed to realise it. 
Furthermore, EAACA would like the following indicators to be included in the scoreboard in order to 
create a more holistic and realistic assessment of resource efficiency in the mineral industry. All 
indicators have already been developed in the OECD Sustainable Manufacturing Toolkit Start-up 
Guide: Seven steps to environmental excellence, 2011. • Recycled/reused content of input materials • 
Recycled/reused content of products • Recyclability of products Given the specificities of construction 
products as intermediate products in a building (the final product), EAACA believes that indicators for 
our sector should be holistic and measure the building performance as a whole, instead of targeting 
specific materials on their own. A material-only approach would lead to distorted results, since the 
performance of a given construction product very much depends on its particular installation in the 
building works. Just as the resource efficiency of a new fridge can only be assessed at the level of the 
entire product, not its individual components the same approach should be applied to buildings. In 
order to provide legal certainty to the whole industry and enable it to readjust production processes 
adequately, it will be crucial to agree on a given set of indicators and refrain from adding further 
indicators afterwards.  
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ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

  

ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

A target for “Composting and Anaerobic Digestion Rate (of municipal waste)” as discussed above in 2 
(c). 

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

• “Energy consumption per m2 for space heating” in buildings is not the right parameter – this should 
instead be “energy consumption per m2”, which would include cooling and other energy used  in the 
use phase of the building. • The indicator on the sustainable use of natural resources being 
developed by the University of Dundee  could also be a useful indicator as it incorporates the scarcity 
of resources. It is being  developed primarily for the case of life cycle analysis of construction works. It 
fulfils the requirements of being relevant, easy to compute, and unambiguous and easy to interpret for 
non-experts. • Energy recovery from waste, (including industrial waste) should also be accounted for 
and linked to the reduction in GHG Emissions.   

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

The thematic indicators are fairly fine but not all are needed in each member state. Soil erosion is one 
example. Data should be based on existing environment statistics. Some indicators are quite detailed, 
others very general. Here we also have to consider what the exact purpose is: are we advancing local 
development to improve efficiency or just collecting general information on the European level? In our 
opinion, the set of indicators implemented should be decided at the national level. Indicators should 
measure the development not existing structures, like environmental taxes. 

Emerson 
(UK) 

We do not consider that EU wide indicators and targets will help to promote resource efficiency, 
which is why we propose an alternative model in 1 and 2a. 

Energy UK See previous comments. 
ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

ESA notes that the indicators relating to waste in the scoreboard now focus on municipal waste, 
rather than the recycling and landfilling of total waste. The resource efficiency agenda  should include 
the use of all resources and not only those related to households. Commercial and industrial waste 
streams contain large amounts of materials which far outweigh those  present in the municipal waste 
stream. These should be included in the scoreboard. 

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

The indicators regarding waste are not appropriate. Municipal waste only represents a fraction (+/-
10% of the total waste generated in Europe) and is in many cases the most advances waste stream 
in terms of end-of-life treatment. Therefore, focusing on household will not give a realistic analysis of 
how Europe’s turns its waste into a resource. Additionally, reporting recycling rate is also not 
trustworthy. The data is reflecting the waste collected for recycling rather than the waste actually 
recycled in Europe. For instance, more than half of the yearly collected plastics are exported outside 
the EU. A more appropriate measure would be the quantity of recycled material put on the EU market 
for the production of new products. Furthermore, the lost materials outside a circular flow should be 
monitored by measuring and targeting a reduction in residual waste (waste that is currently landfilled 
or incinerated).  

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

The indicators regarding waste are not appropriate. Municipal waste only represents a fraction (+/-
10% of the total waste generated in Europe) and is in many cases the most advances waste stream 
in terms of end-of-life treatment. Therefore, focusing on  household will not give a realistic analysis of 
how Europe’s turns its waste into a resource. Additionally, reporting recycling rate is also not 
trustworthy. The data is reflecting the waste collected for recycling rather than the waste actually 
recycled in Europe. For instance, more than half of the yearly collected plastics are exported outside 
the EU. A  more appropriate measure would be the quantity of recycled material put on the EU 
market for the production of new products. Furthermore, the lost materials outside a circular flow 
should be monitored by measuring and targeting a reduction in residual waste (waste that is currently 
landfilled or incinerated).  

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

2.1.2-2.1.3-2.1.4 show only the quantities of waste generated and treated. However, waste treatment 
only distinguishes between recycling/composting, incineration and landfill. It does not consider energy 
recovery, which seems to be regarded as “incineration”. The proposed indicators fail therefore to 
display the range of resource efficient waste treatments. Although recycling is regarded as prior to 
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energy recovery in the waste framework directive (WFD), energy recovery is acknowledged as a form 
of recovery. It has to be distinguished from waste incineration as a form of waste disposal. According 
to the requirements in Annex II of the WFD, only energy efficient waste is used for energy recovery. 
Energy recovery generates energy and substitutes fossil fuels. There are wastes, which can only be 
recycled with high energy input. In such cases, energy recovery is the more energy efficient and 
sustainable way of waste recovery. If the resource efficiency indicators are to display the waste 
streams and recovery rates, they should not confound energy recovery and waste incineration. Such 
an approach is not consistent with the WFD. If the resource efficiency indicators do not consider 
energy recovery, they could have a discouraging effect on energy recovery and foster simple waste 
incineration instead. Another aspect which is not adequately considered in the drafted indicators on 
“turning waste into a resource” is the stream of industrial waste. Indicator 2.1.1 displays the total 
waste generation in the member states, e.g. including industrial wastes. The further indicators on 
treatment and recycling only regard municipal wastes. The explanation in annex 4 of the draft, which 
refers to low comparability between the member states, is not convincing, as it is apparently possible 
to distinguish municipal and industrial waste streams in the proposed indicators on waste. As a result, 
the draft features the amounts of waste of industrial origin, but does not take into account the 
important contribution of industrial wastes to resource efficiency. This approach is at least incomplete, 
when it comes to monitor the waste and recycling streams. Concerning the electricity sector, fly ash 
from coal combustion is used in important quantities for the production of concrete and cement and 
substitutes natural resources. It fulfils the requirements in art. 5 of the WFD and should be considered 
as a by-product. However, neither the Commission, nor the majority of the member states officially 
acknowledge its by-products-status. For this reason, the executing authorities are sometimes 
reluctant to accept coal fly ash as a by-product and thus regard it de facto as waste.  2.2.1. The 
currently available version (2011) of the eco-innovation scoreboard includes environmental outcomes. 
We are not convinced that the “environmental outcomes” indicators in the scoreboard belong to a 
lead indicator that aims at assessing support for research and innovation.  2.3.1. We question 
whether the indicator is suitable for the milestone as the objective of milestone appears twofold, 
“getting the price right” and “reorienting the burden of taxation”.  This needs to be clarified as there 
may be a contradiction in terms.  3.1.1.-3.1.2. It should not focus on PM only, but include NOx as 
another priority pollutant.  3.3.1. On “safe biological limits”, what are the scenarios taking into account 
the state of marine waters and how is the indicator computed.  4.2.1. Would this follow the evolution 
of energy consumption and/or the emissions of GHG? We support a combined approach whereby the 
evolution of energy consumption and GHG emissions are monitored together, keeping in mind the 
medium and long term decarbonisation objectives. Besides, while the key objective is the 
improvement of buildings we wonder why only energy consumption is being considered while other 
material aspects are being ignored (e.g.: recycling rate of construction and demolition waste).   

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima believes that the indicator used in the scoreboard for “improving buildings” (energy 
consumption per m2 for space heating) could be appropriate for some EU’s Member States 
(especially the northern ones, clearly identified in the Consultation document as the ones consuming 
more energy on heating), but –in order to reflect sufficiently the energy use per household in all EU 
Member States- it should also include energy consumption for space cooling.  

EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

The EU Raw Materials Supply Group has proposed indicators of progress in implementing the Raw 
Materials Initiative; this should be considered in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. 
The proposed indicators should be included in the scoreboard subject to the agreement of the Raw 
Materials Supply Group.  

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

The suggested scoreboard includes a number of indicators that only allow a very indirect 
interpretation on the progress towards resource efficiency. The index on environmental taxes (2.3.1) 
calculates the proportion of environmental tax revenues. This indicator could, at best, only measure 
the political incentive, not its impact.  Within the group of waste indicators (2.1.1 to 2.1.4) production 
forms that produce low waste are not reflected. The indicators do not, moreover, distinguish between 
waste used for incineration and waste used for material recycling.  The indicator on ‘Energy 
consumption per square meter’ seems inappropriate since it is very much connected to the different 
types of climatic conditions in Europe. Therefore, the ‘annual energy performance of buildings’, as 
mentioned in the directive 2010/31 on the Energy Performance of Buildings (recital 9), would be a 
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suitable substitute for this indicator.   
Eurofer (EU) We refer to answers 2.b and 2.c. 
Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

The EU27 has adopted several indicators of progress towards the five EU2020 targets, some of 
which lend themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The 
following should be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Transforming the Economy”:  
Employment 2.4.1 Employment rates (% of the population aged 20-64). Social Cohesion 2.5.1 People 
living in households with very low work intensity (%) 2.5.2 People at risk of poverty after social 
transfers (%) 2.5.3 Severely materially deprived people (%)  The EU Raw Materials Supply Group 
has proposed two indicators of progress in implementing the Raw Materials Initiative, which lend 
themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The following should 
be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services”:  Sustainable 
Mineral Supply 3.4.1 The quantity and importance of mineral resources within the EU (using a 
common terminology and statistical approach to be developed by the EU Raw Materials Supply 
Group).  3.4.2 Percentage of Member States with Mineral Acts covering all minerals identified in 3.4.1 
and guaranteeing legal and planning certainty.  In further developing and refining the Scoreboard, life 
cycle thinking should be applied. Only complete product LCAs can begin to account for benefits in 
use (e.g., conductivity, malleability, strength, durability, re-usability, recyclability etc.). Therefore, 
LCAs of raw materials (“cradle-to-gate”) should only ever be considered in combination with the 
products in which they are used (“gate-to-cradle”), such that a “cradle-to- cradle” scope is 
constructed.   

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

  

Euromilk 
(EU) 

No, the proposed sole indicator for food is definitely not an appropriate measure of resource 
efficiency as it does not fulfill the criteria for indicators described with the answer of the previous 
question. This indicator may lead to the conclusion that the goal for EU member states is to minimize 
consumption of meat and dairy. This is contrary to many of the member state national food 
recommendations that include both meat and dairy as part of a balanced and healthy diet. The 
indicator totally ignores the positive health effects that dairy products have, and only focus on the 
related environmental impact. Overconsumption of all types of food generates negative effects on 
health as well as on the environment.   The proposed indicator implies that dairy products are 
resource inefficient. That is problematic for several reasons. It is not relevant, acceptable, credible or 
suitable for policy making.  Relevance: Milk production is a very resource efficient way of transforming 
resources humans cannot eat to high quality food. When comparing different animal foods, milk is the 
most efficient way of refining inedible protein to edible protein (Wilkingson, J. M. 2011. Re-defining 
efficiency of feed used by livestock. Animal 5:7 pp 1014-1022..)   Dairy products include many of the 
essential micro- and macro nutrients in addition to its protein content. For example, the Swedish Food 
Administration has recommendations for 22 nutrients and 18 of these are found in milk. Milk has a 
very high nutrient density in relation to its climate impact, higher than vegetable drinks such as juice 
and soy drink, and must therefore be regarded as a resource efficient food type (Smedman et al. 
2010. Nutrient density of beverages in relation to climate impact Food & Nutrition Research 54: 
5170).   It is too simplistic to use the term animal proteins when discussing negative health effects of 
meat and dairy consumption and it can lead to erroneous conclusions. There are different proteins in 
different animal products and their effects on health also differ. Science(1) shows that milk, when part 
of a balanced diet, has a positive effect on several of the health problems mentioned in the report, 
e.g. obesity, diabetes and cardiovascular disease.  (1)   Gibson et al 2009. The effect of dairy foods 
on CHD: a systematic review of prospective cohort studies. British Journal of Nutrition.  Tholstrup, T. 
2006. Dairy products and cardiovascular disease. Current opinion in lipidology, 17, 1–10. etc.   
Acceptability: The indicator of food resource efficiency is not acceptable to the EU dairy industry, for 
the reasons mentioned above. In addition, milk produced in the EU has a substantially lower climate 
impact than milk produced in many other regions of the world (FAO, 2010 (2)). The indicator provides 
no incentive to improve production methods and could even discourage the ambitious work already in 
progress to further reduce the environmental impact of the EU dairy industry.  (2) FAO 2010. 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Dairy Sector A Life Cycle Assessment. Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, Animal Production and Health Division.  Suitable for policy 
making: The indicator is not suitable for policy making since a reduced consumption of dairy risks 
leading to malnourishment of groups in society already at risk for inadequate intake of e.g. calcium, 
vitamin D and vitamin B12. An indicator potentially leading to malnourishment must be regarded as 
unsuitable for wise policy making.   It would be more appropriate to have a resource efficiency 
indicator for food that focused on the consumption of “empty calories”. Such foods have no nutritional 
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benefits and may contribute substantially to obesity and related welfare diseases, as those mentioned 
in the report.   Any other indicators for food consumption, preferably of both animal and vegetable 
origin, must be related to a desirable consumption, e.g. national recommendations for healthy and 
balan 

Euromines 
(EU) 

The EU27 has adopted several indicators of progress towards the five EU2020 targets, some of 
which lend themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The 
following should be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Transforming the Economy”: 
Employment 2.4.1 Employment rates (% of the population aged 20-64). Social Cohesion 2.5.1 People 
living in households with very low work intensity (%) 2.5.2 People at risk of poverty after social 
transfers (%) 2.5.3 Severely materially deprived people (%) One of the areas identified in the 
Resource Efficiency Roadmap that need to be addressed is “Minerals and metals” under the category 
Natural capital and ecosystems services. In that respect, we recommend to check the work done by 
DG ENTR Raw Materials Supply Group (RMSG) on the development of indicators that cover land use 
planning, authorisation, permitting and related environmental issues and to involve the RMSG in the 
development of indicators related to this topic. Two such indicators, which may lend themselves to 
inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency are the following: Sustainable Mineral 
Supply 3.4.1 The quantity of mineral resources and reserves within the EU (using a standardised 
statistical and classification code such as PERC, UNFC or JORC). 3.4.2 Percentage of Member 
States with Mineral Acts covering all minerals (metallic, industrial, construction) identified in 3.4.1. In 
further developing and refining the Scoreboard, life cycle thinking should be applied. Only complete 
product LCAs can begin to account for benefits in use (e.g., conductivity, malleability, strength, 
durability, re-usability, recyclability etc.). Therefore, LCAs of raw materials (“cradle-to-gate”) should 
only ever be considered in combination with the products in which they are used (“gate-to-cradle”), 
such that a “cradle-to- cradle” scope is constructed. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

We propose to: Edit - 2.1.2. should read: "Municipal waste generation" Add - 2.1.5. "Incineration with 
energy recovery (of municipal waste)" 

EuSalt (EU)   
Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

We believe that on EU level some specific indicators have to be taken into account. FEDEREC 
proposes the following indicators to be added to the thematic indicators (Turning watse into a 
resource) already defined. On  the SCOREBOARD on resource efficiency, at table 1  , on thematic 
indicators part it appears that the INDUSTRIAL WASTE is not considered as well as the recycling 
rate of the industrial waste is not determined. On the other side the construction and renovation in 
waste is not accounted as well, but in Europe we are facing a tense period on construction waste is 
expected.   

Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

Yes, seems appriate to me. 

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

FEFAC acknowledges the need to monitor progress regarding resource efficiency for food production. 
FEFAC however believes that the proposed indicator “consumption of meat and dairy products per 
capita per year” is not appropriate for that purpose. The overall consumption does not show how 
resource efficient the production of food is. For example, feeding animals with resource that humans 
cannot consume is a resource-effiencient way of production. Equating low meat and dairy 
consumption with high resource efficiency is too simplistic. In addition, the indicator seems also to be 
intended for public health purposes which could create confusion.  

FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 

The promotion of resource efficiency can only be considered if the ‘cascading approach’ is being 
applied, a principle that aims at promoting the most efficient use of resources with a view to optimize 
creation of value 
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Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 
Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

No: Meat and  Dairy consumption is not an indicator  as (see answer to question 1) as Meat and  
Dairy consumption is not an indicator  on how efficient you are  using  a resource (see 2C). 

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

We propose to include:  -  Recycling of products made in a circular economy;  -  Marine particulate 
concentrations (pollutants);  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

- Per capita figures should not be used as the natural conditions and industrial structure in each 
member state vary. E.g. if economy is export driven, GHG emissions per capita can be proportionally 
high although in reality country doesn’t only produce to its own citizens but also to many others who 
consume the products or energy exported. - Total waste generation does not represent resource 
efficiency as many wastes and by-products are reused. The indicator should separate the waste put 
on landfill from the waste recycled or utilized. - Environmental taxes in relation to total taxes do not 
represent resource efficiency. Indicators should measure the development not existing structures, like 
environmental taxes.  

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

When it comes to waste, material streams should be distinguished. A general recycling rate is not 
very illustrative. Environmental taxes should be deleted from the Scoreboard. This is not an efficiency  
indicator, but merely one of the possible policy measures or an indicator for state income. Whether or 
not an environmental tax is used in a certain country says nothing about whether or not  resources 
are used efficiently.  

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

See above. Many of the proposed indicators must be developed further and selected for each 
member state. The indicators should be easily coupled to an environmental impact to get a broad 
consencus and a willingness to adapt and act in the industry as well as in the society. 

Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

From the list of indicators proposed to be part of a scoreboard of indicators on resource efficiency, 
Glass for Europe is of the opinion that the ones proposed on “turning waste into a resource” and 
“improving buildings” deserve further reflection.   1. With regards to the indicators proposed in the 
section “turning waste into a resource”, to Glass for Europe’s view, the indicators should be extended 
to cover more waste streams, recognised of importance, such as construction and demolition waste.  
A differentiation and separate monitoring of certain types of waste coming from construction and 
demolition sources should complement the indicators on municipal waste. Monitoring of recycling and 
landfill rates of sector specific waste, including building end-of-life glass, allow for more meaningful 
information on the potential to reducing the use of (scarce) resources.  Moreover, more consistent 
and harmonized data should be made available, based on the Commission Decision of 18 November 
2011, establishing rules and calculation methods for verifying compliance with the targets set in 
Article 11(2) of Directive 2008/98/EC (Waste Framework Directive), allowing for more sound 
comparison and benchmarks amongst Member States.  2. In the section “improving buildings”, the 
proposed indicator (4.2.1. Energy consumption per m2 of space heating) should more accurately be 
defined as Energy consumption per m2 for heating/ cooling. Energy used in building can be either to 
heating or cooling the building, depending on the climate zone where the building is located. Most 
importantly, an additional indicator, defined as Energy consumption per m2 for artificial lighting should 
complement the previous one. As buildings become more energy efficient, the energy consumption 
dedicated to heating/ cooling decreases and consequently the proportional importance of lighting 
increases. This reality is already been accommodated in diverse national schemes and standards.  
Artificial lighting is consistently part of the requirements of energy performance of buildings in most 
EU Member States.   

IDIA (Irish The scoreboard on resource efficiency has important metrics, many of which are included in the 
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Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

standard IPPC licensing system. However to include elements such as the consumption of particular 
food stuffs into this will devalue the resource scoreboard as it brings unscientific and emotive 
elements into a system that must retain focus on resource efficiency.  Many elements within the 
scoreboard remain within the competency of national policy such as taxation on environmental 
activities. Similarly nutritional guidance remains at national level and opinion on this element is not 
appropriate to the skills required for addressing resource efficiency.   

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

One of the areas identified in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap that need to be addressed is 
“Minerals and metals” under the category Natural capital and ecosystems services. So far, aspect has 
not been covered in the dashboard or in the scoreboard.   In this sense, we would like to refer to the 
work done by DG ENTR’s Raw Materials Supply Group (RMSG) on the development of indicators 
that cover land use planning, authorisation, permitting and related environmental issues. While these 
indicators will be discussed in the next RMSG meeting in November 2012 and may still need some 
further refining, IMA-Europe would – subject to the agreement of the RMSG – suggest including the 
following indicators in the RE scoreboard:  - Legal framework indicators, which would cover a 
sustainable supply of raw materials and long-term legal certainty in EU Member States:             * 
Mineral Acts: is there a national Mineral Act which covers all the relevant types of minerals that are 
known or likely to occur in the country?             * Ensuring access to mineral reserves and to mineral 
resources: do you have an adequate long term land use planning legal framework in order to 
safeguard them for future generations?  - Information framework indicator, which would cover the 
economic value of certain raw materials in Member States:            * Availability of reliable and 
relevant statistics on raw materials supply and demand: Economic importance of the extraction sector 

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

  

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) A number of the proposed indicators are directly relevant to agriculture. Our biggest concern about 
the suite of indicators proposed by the Commission is that these are too crude to capture changes in 
farming practices and impacts on resource efficiency and particularly in environmental impact.  One 
of the biggest challenges facing farmers and growers in Europe in the near future will be their part in 
meeting the expected global demands to produce more food, but also to have less of an impact on 
the environment. By 2050 it is expected that the global population will be approaching nine billion. 
Agriculture in the UK, and Europe, should be well-positioned to play a key role in meeting food needs 
not just in this country but also contributing to global food demands.  However, at the same time, the 
NFU also recognises that farmers and growers carry a unique responsibility for managing the 
countryside and will play a crucial role in any future activities. We will need to produce food 
production but also impact less on the environment.  The suite of indicators are not refined enough to 
capture the ‘impacting less’ part of our challenge.  We would not want our contributions to the 
resource efficiency debate to be overlooked or unaccounted for.  We do not agree with the proposal 
for an ‘Environmental taxes’ indicator (2.3.1).  We do not think that it is appropriate. This assumes 
that each Member State policy is to introduce or use more environmental taxes.  However, we believe 
that environmental taxes should only be implemented to address particular issues / redress particular 
problems.  So, we would be extremely worried if these indicators were to be used to help drive a 
change in policy / or stance on the use of environmental taxes.  The Soil erosion by water (3.2.1) 
indicator could tell us about the ‘potential’ for soil to erode but would take little account of the 
management practices put in place by farmers to address any risks of erosion and tells us little about 
the actual environmental impact of any loss.  So the limitations of this measure would need to be 
explained.  The Gross nutrient balance (nitrogen and phosphorus) (3.2.2) indicator may be able to 
reflect reductions in the use of material but not reductions in the environmental impact.  We would 
need a measure to capture the efficiency of use, including the impact on the environment.  For 
example, greater efficiency in the use of fertilisers may mean a reduction in use of material, but 
because of technological advances and greater application of R&D, it is as likely to mean that farmers 
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using the same amount of fertilisers in a more targeted way.  This indicator would not be able to 
capture these subtle, yet very important changes in efficiency.  So any indicators need to be 
responsive – these need to be able to reflect improvements and changes in behaviours that are 
made.  Consumption of meat and dairy products (4.1.1).  We disagree wholeheartedly with this 
proposed indicator.  This is not a suitable indicator for resource efficiency.  This provides no 
information on the actual use of resource in the production of food and it will not encourage more 
efficiency in the production of meat and dairy products.  As we have outlined above, one of the 
biggest challenges facing farmers and growers in Europe in the near future will be their part in 
meeting the expected global demands to produce more food. What is important is that this production 
is improving in resource efficiency – and this is what should be measured.   In this respect, the protein 
consumption of food appears to be irrelevant.   

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

A recycling indicator limited to municipal waste is too narrow. Recycling waste from the construction 
and demolition sector for example should also be considered and encouraged.  The same comment 
relates to landfill rate. Landfilling of recyclable materials from any waste stream should be 
discouraged.   We have some doubts that a meaningful metric of “eco innovation” can be devised and 
calculated in a robust and consistent way.   We regret the absence of indicators assessing the 
economic and social benefits of resource efficiency, which would allow a more holistic sustainability 
approach.   

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

The scoreboard represents a first step in building a more resource-efficient society. However, this 
indicator set can only provide a partial picture. As a matter of principle, resource efficiency needs to 
be measured by a set of indicators which take into account the complex interrelations between 
resource use and its consequential environmental, economic, and social impacts across the whole life 
cycle.  We would, however, have the following remarks and suggestions with regards to the 
Scoreboard’s 19 draft indicators: 1. First and foremost, while there are reservations around a focus on 
waste which may divert attention from significant resource savings during the use phase; the plastics 
industry fully supports the goal of turning waste into a resource, and indicators on waste generation 
(including municipal waste) and landfilled waste will be the main drivers.   There is a perception that 
recycling is the most desirable (and ecologically preferable) means of dealing with materials at the 
end of their useful service life. However, in reality this is not the case for all types of products, which 
are often complex and sophisticated; indeed the focus should rather be on quality recycling based 
upon eco-efficiency considerations, under prevailing market conditions, and taking local 
infrastructures into account.   Some materials present in waste streams have a high calorific content, 
enabling them to replace primary fuel in an efficient manner. Since it is a competitive resource-
efficient European society, rather than purely a recycling society which we should be striving towards, 
when it comes to dealing with waste, both material recycling and efficient energy recovery should be 
acknowledged as helping towards this overall goal.   2. Secondly, we believe that there ought to be 
an additional indicator to address food.  Indeed, whereas the “Consumption of meat and dairy 
products per capita per year” responds to one of the Commission’s milestones for addressing food 
set out in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap, it does not address the second milestone in this area, 
namely that by 2020, ‘disposal of edible food waste should have been halved in the EU’, (an action 
for the Commission which was also included in the European Parliament Resolution of 24 May 2012).  
The production and consumption of food generates 20-30% of all EU environmental impacts, and in 
Europe, as much as 90 million tonnes of food are wasted each year.  Furthermore, food waste is 
expected to grow by over 35% by 2020. Most of the food is wasted at household level (between 40 to 
60%), and is usually avoidable. Fruit, vegetables and bakery products in particular, account for nearly 
half of the avoidable food waste.  There not only needs to be a change in behaviour, but modern 
society needs to be made aware of the huge amount of resources which have gone into the 
production of a food product, and that food therefore needs to be protected and stored appropriately. 
3. Finally, these indicators do not reflect sector-specific activities such as those of the plastics 
industry.  The development of a resource efficiency indicator set should take into account standards 
that are already established. For example, EPDs in the building and construction sector already have 
an indicator that measures resource consumption, Abiotic Depletion Potential (ADP), which aims to 
capture the decreasing availability of non-renewable resources as a result of their extraction and 
underlying scarcity. There are several different versions of abiotic depletion covering either all non-
renewable resources or more particular resources such as scarce elements/ores or non-renewable 
fuels.  ADP can be a useful indicator of progress in managing resource consumption. Furthermore it 
will be necessary to set out the appropriate conditions under which any of these indicators should be 
applied.  

Polski When it comes to waste, material streams should be distinguished. A general recycling rate is not 
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Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

very illustrative. Environmental taxes should be deleted from Scoreboard. This is not an efficiency 
indicator, but merely one of the possible policy measures or an indicator for state income. Whether or 
not an environmental tax is used in a certain country says nothing about whether or not resources are 
used efficiently. 

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

Regarding GHG we refer to answer 2.b, regarding the recycling rate to answer 2.c. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

The proposed indicators are applicable based on the data that is available today. The list of indicators 
needs however to be developed and in time to be replaced. The process of finding Resource 
efficiency indicators has to include room for a learning and analyzing process within the different 
Member states. Swedenergy finds that the indicator for Improving Buildings should be complemented 
with energy consumption for cooling.  

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• We refer to points b) and c). 

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

The list includes the indicator “Environmental taxes”, which does not measure the efficiency use of 
resources. 

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

The thematic indicators are fairly fine but not all are needed in each member state. Soil erosion is one 
example. Data should be based on existing environment statistics. Some indicators are quite detailed, 
others very general. Here we also have to consider what the exact purpose is: are we advancing local 
development to improve efficiency or just collecting general information on the European level? In our 
opinion, the set of indicators implemented should be decided at the national level. Indicators should 
measure the development not existing structures, like environmental taxes. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

The European Commission states that it intends to add an indicator on natural ecological capital and 
an indicator on environmental impacts of resource use to the scoreboard of indicators as soon as 
possible.  Biodiversity, as part of the natural ecological capital, is the basis for economic activities and 
innovations, with which the chemical and biotechnology industry opens up new resources and uses 
existing biological resources (renewable resources, genetic and biological resources) more efficiently. 
Biodiversity is not a static entity – it is affected by a wide range of factors which must all be 
considered when deciding future policy. A careful balance must be struck which allows for continued 
industrial and agricultural development and sufficient production, whilst maintaining biodiversity.  In 
the search for suitable biodiversity indicators, one should be well-aware of the fact that biodiversity 
cannot be measured directly. This applies in particular to its dimension “variety of ecosystems”, 
because there are simply too many types of habitats, organisms and their forms of association. The 
aspects of productivity, economic viability and growth in different industry sectors will also need to be 
considered by indicators that address natural capital and eco-system services.  

VDA (DE) With regard to the requirements mentioned under 1), several indicators are superfluous, e.g.: - 2.3.1 
(environmental taxes): This indicator has no bearing on resource efficiency, as tax incentives do not 
necessarily lead to a more resource-efficient behaviour. - 4.3.1 (average CO2 emissions/km for new 
passenger cars): This is already covered by other EU initiatives/regulations. On the other hand, for 
three thematic indicators under Transforming the economy and three thematic indicators under 
Natural capital and ecosystem services, no scoreboard indicators are mentioned. Here, appropriate 
scoreboard indicators need to be developed; otherwise the inclusion of the thematic indicators is 
pointless.   

VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
Anlagenbau - 

What about the water consumption during the production process? What about processes, which are 
able to prevent the release of CO2? What about the distinction between production waste and 
household rubbish? 
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German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 
VinylPlus 
(EU) 

A recycling indicator limited to municipal waste is too narrow. Recycling waste from the construction 
and demolition sector for example should also be considered and encouraged.  The same comment 
relates to landfill rate. Landfilling of recyclable materials from any waste stream should be 
discouraged.   We have some doubts that a meaningful metric of “eco innovation” can be devised and 
calculated in a robust and consistent way.   We regret the absence of indicators assessing the 
economic and social benefits of resource efficiency, which would allow a more holistic sustainability 
approach.   

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

Primarily, we refer to answers 2.b and 2.c. Furthermore the EU Raw Materials Supply Group has 
proposed two indicators of progress in implementing the Raw Materials Initiative, which lend 
themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The following should 
be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services”:  Sustainable 
Mineral Supply 3.4.1 The quantity and importance of mineral resources within the EU (using a 
common terminology and statistical approach to be developed by the EU Raw Materials Supply 
Group). 3.4.2 Percentage of Member States with Mineral Acts covering all minerals identified in 3.4.1 
and guaranteeing legal and planning certainty.  In further developing and refining the Scoreboard, it 
has to be mentioned again, that life cycle thinking should be applied. Only complete product LCAs 
can begin to account for benefits in use (e.g. conductivity,  malleability, strength, durability, re-
usability, recyclability etc.). Therefore, LCAs of raw materials (“cradle-to-gate”) should only ever be 
considered in combination with the products in which they are used (“gate-to-cradle”), such that a 
“cradle-to- cradle” scope is constructed. 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

See our comments to a), b) and c) as well as next paragraph 3). A Resource Efficient Europe should 
include investment in sustainable mineral supply and the set of indicators within the theme “Natural 
Capital and Ecosystem Services” should reflect this. Furthermore Europe should enable continuing 
mineral exploration creating and keeping jobs in Europe.  Furthermore the EU Raw Materials Supply 
Group has proposed two indicators of progress in implementing the Raw Materials Initiative, which 
lend themselves to inclusion in the set of thematic indicators of resource efficiency. The following 
should be added to the Scoreboard under the theme “Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services”: New 
indicators on sustainable mineral supply 3.4.1 The quantity and importance of mineral resources 
within the EU (using a common terminology and statistical approach to be developed by the EU Raw 
Materials Supply Group). 3.4.2 Percentage of Member States with Mineral Acts covering all minerals 
identified in 3.4.1 and guaranteeing legal and planning certainty.  

 
  

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 

We doubt the usefulness of indicators such as the Eco-innovation index which are highly complex, 
intransparent, based on questionable components (such as material productivity as defined above or 
ISO 14001 certification) and weighting and which have not necessarily to do with resource 
consumption. It is hardly suitable for target setting. The same applies for life cycle resource indicators 
(Environmentally weighted material consumption) suggested by BIO IS which we do not support. 
Likewise, the level of environmental taxes as such is not an indicator for good environmental 
performance. If the tax is effective, the tax yield will diminish over time. Thus, a low level of 
environmental tax revenue could mean that either the policy instrument has been well implemented or 
that no ecological taxes have been introduced in a country. Further, environmental taxes are not 
necessarily resource related and therefore hardly usable for benchmarking and target setting. 
Concentrations of particulate matters, EU population in areas with PM concentrations exceeding daily 
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limit values, Gross nutrient balance (nitrogen and phosphorus) are undoubtedly important - but we 
wonder whether they should be covered under the heading "resource efficiency". We support the 
proposed waste indicators (food waste should be clearly added). Fish catches from stocks outside the 
safe biological limits, and consumption of meat and dairy products per capita per year are important. 
Energy consumption per square meter for space heating should be measured as total (primary and 
final) energy consumption per square meter.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

Proposals for modifications and additions to the table 1 are in the attachment to this questionnaire. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

We doubt the usefulness of indicators such as the Eco-innovation index which are highly complex, 
intransparent, based on questionable components (such as material productivity as defined above or 
ISO 14001 certification) and weighting and which have not necessarily to do with resource 
consumption. It is hardly suitable for target setting. The same applies for life cycle resource indicators 
(Environmentally weighted material consumption) suggested by BIO IS which we do not support. 
Likewise, the level of environmental taxes as such is not an indicator for good environmental 
performance. If the tax is effective, the tax yield will diminish over time. Thus, a low level of 
environmental tax revenue could mean that either the policy instrument has been well implemented or 
that no ecological taxes have been introduced in a country. Further, environmental taxes are not 
necessarily resource related and therefore hardly usable for benchmarking and target setting. 
Concentrations of particulate matters, EU population in areas with PM concentrations exceeding daily 
limit values, Gross nutrient balance (nitrogen and phosphorus) are undoubtedly important - but we 
wonder whether they should be covered under the heading "resource efficiency". We support the 
proposed waste indicators. Fish catches from stocks outside the safe biological limits are important to 
measure. Energy consumption per square meter for space heating should be measured as total 
(primary and final) energy consumption per square meter.  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

Under the waste section, we suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that there is a 
complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: l Recycling rate of Commercial and Industrial 
waste l Recycling rate of construction waste l Residual waste These three indicators are collected by 
Eurostat. Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well 
as leasing. 

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

The Scoreboard in its current form contains no indicators related to ecosystems or biodiversity, which 
should get more focus in a sustainable resource policy. Therefore the 19 indicators included in the 
first draft Scoreboard must be complemented by indicator(s) that could monitor these aspects of 
resource use as well. This could be done based on the methodology and findings of the first Mapping 
and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services in Europe programme.  

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

Further thought needs to be given to the indicator for ‘Getting the prices right’. The indicator 
measures the amount of environmental taxes as a percentage of total taxes.  This only goes part way  
to internalising the negative externalities of production. It does not, for example, take into account the 
contribution of excessive meat consumption to the incidence of heart disease, obesity and  certain 
cancers.  A new Cambridge University study concludes that reduced consumption of red and 
processed meat would bring multiple benefits to health as well as to the environment. Nor does  the 
indicator show if the costs that result from foodborne disease and the antibiotic resistance that is 
caused by regular use of antibiotics in intensive farming are being reflected in prices.  An indicator 
needs to be developed that shows if prices reflect the full cost of meat consumption. The UK 
Foresight report has said that “the food system today is not sustainable because of its  negative 
externalities. These are not included in the cost of food and hence there are relatively few market 
incentives to reduce them”.  Proposed new indicator: “percentage of EU cereals used as animal feed”  
Much of the adverse environmental impact of intensive livestock production flows from the use of 
cereals.  Because much of cereals’ food value is lost as they are converted from plant to animal  
matter, the use of human-edible cereals as animal feed is an inefficient use of these crops and leads 
to more land, water and energy being needed to produce food than if animals were fed on a  diet in 
which cereals were only a minor component. Animals could instead be primarily fed on pasture, crop 
residues and unavoidable waste food.    Accordingly we propose that another indicator should be 
added to the theme 'Addressing food'.  This indicator would be “the percentage of EU cereals used as 
animal feed”.  This figure is available  from the Cereals Balance Sheet produced annually by DG Agri 
- http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cereals/presentations/cereals-oilseeds/forecasts_en.pdf    Currently 
this percentage is 60%.  A  target could be established to monitor progress in reducing the 
percentage of EU cereals used as animal feed.  Proposed new indicator: “levels of soil organic 
matter”  The inclusion of soil erosion in the Scoreboard is welcome.  We are also very pleased that 
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Gross Nutrient Balances have been added to the Scoreboard  It would also be helpful to add a new 
indicator “levels of soil organic matter”.  The European Environment Agency (EEA) has highlighted 
the extent of low levels of soil organic matter saying “45 % of the mineral soils in Europe have low or 
very low organic matter content (0 to 2  % organic carbon) and 45 % have a medium content (2 to 6 
% organic carbon) and soil organic matter in Europe is currently diminishing”.  Soil Organic Matter is 
an important contributor to soil structure, health and productivity.  It is beneficial in that it acts as a 
nutrient supply, improves water-holding capacity and reduces erosion.    

COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

Our biggest concern about the suite of indicators proposed is that these are too crude to well capture 
changes in practices and the resulting improvements in resource efficiency and particularly the 
reduction of environmental impacts. We can support the intention of the Commission to use the 
artificial land or built up area as a proxy indicator, but what matters the agricultural sector is that prime 
agricultural land is lost forever.  One of the biggest challenges farmers are facing in Europe in the 
near future will be in meeting the expected global demands to produce more food, while impacting 
less the environment. The suite of indicators are not refined enough to capture the ‘impacting less’ 
part.  Not the total amount of resources used is key for the agricultural sector, but the questions how 
and when. For the farming sector it is essential that its contributions to the resource efficiency debate 
accounted for.  We do not agree with the proposal for an ‘Environmental taxes’ indicator (2.3.1).  This 
is an example for an indicator directly influenced by political decisions and should therefore be 
excluded. This assumes that each Member State is to introduce or use more environmental taxes. 
However, environmental taxes should only be implemented to address particular issues / redress 
particular problems. So, we would be extremely worried if these indicators were to be used to help 
drive a change in policy / or stance on the use of environmental taxes.  We disagree wholeheartedly 
with the proposed indicator “consumption of meat and dairy products”.  This is not a suitable indicator 
for resource efficiency.  This provides no information on the actual use of resource in the production 
of food and it will not encourage more efficiency in the production of meat and dairy products.  What 
is important is that the production is improving in resource efficiency – and this is what should be 
measured.   In this respect, the protein consumption of food appears to be irrelevant. The macro 
indicator on carbon (1.4.) measures total Kyoto GHG per capita in tones CO2 equivalent. But 
export/import has to be included when measuring emissions per capita in each member state.  It 
should also be noted that a very high percentage of the food produced is wasted, We would suggest 
to use the amount of household bio waste recycled as biogas, compost, etc. to be used as an 
indicator.   

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

DNR supports EEB’s position to introduce, under the waste section, the addition of the following 
indicators to ensure that there is a complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector (collected by 
Eurostat):  • Recycling rate of commercial and industrial waste  • Recycling rate of construction waste  
• Residual waste   Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse 
practices as well as leasing. 

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

  

FERN (EU)   
Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

Prefer not to say 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

Under the waste section, we suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that there is a 
complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: l Recycling rate of Commercial and Industrial 
waste l Recycling rate of construction waste l Residual waste These three indicators are collected by 
Eurostat. Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well 
as leasing. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

Under the waste section, I suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that there is a 
complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: - Recycling rate of Commercial and Industrial 
waste - Recycling rate of construction waste - Residual waste These three indicators are collected by 
Eurostat. Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well 
as leasing. 

Friends of Under the waste section, we suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that  there is  a 
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the Earth 
(ES) 

complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: - Recycling rate of  Commercial and Industrial 
waste l Recycling rate of construction waste l Residual waste These three indicators are collected by 
Eurostat. Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well 
as leasing.  

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

Under the waste section, we suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that there is a 
complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: - Recycling rate of Commercial and Industrial 
waste - Recycling rate of construction waste - Residual waste These three indicators are collected by 
Eurostat. Also, an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well 
as leasing. 

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

Additional indicators about recycling rate of Commercial and Industrial waste, as well as recycling 
rate of construction and residual waste as elaborated by EUROSTAT should be added to the 
scoreboard 

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

Under the waste section, we suggest the addition of the following indicators to ensure that there is a 
complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector:  +) Recycling rate Industrial waste +)  Recycling 
rate of construction waste +)  Residual waste  These three indicators are collected by Eurostat. Also, 
an effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well as leasing.    

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 
(GAIA) 
(global) 

We suggest the addition of residual waste, recycling rates of commercial and industrial waste and of 
construction waste ad well as an indicator on the transfer from labour taxation to environmental 
taxation. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

Scoreboards are dangerous because they obfuscate thinking. Rather focus your efforts on clarifying 
with others: what do you need to know??? This does not come out clearly out of your document. The 
document reads more like a botanical collection of indicators. Not explaining why you would to know 
something (relevance).  Rather than listing indicators, or when listing indicators, one column needs to 
state clearly: what is the question they answer? This is barely done in EU documents.  

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese 
(IT) 

We suggest to add the following indicators already collected by Eurostat: • Recycling rate of  
Commercial and Industrial waste • Recycling rate of construction waste • Residual waste Also, an 
effort should be made to capture reuse and preparation for reuse practices as well as leasing.   

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

Please consider the Friends of the Earth Europe input 

Naturefriends 
International  

See answers to the last three questions. 

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

NABU misses several indicators which are proposed under questions 2a to 2c. 

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

The New Economics Foundation agrees with the recommendation made by Friends of the Earth 
Europe and the EEB that, under the waste section, the following indicators are added to ensure that 
there is a complete picture of waste recycling rates per sector: • Recycling rate of Commercial and 
Industrial waste  • Recycling rate of construction waste  • Residual waste   These three indicators are 
collected by Eurostat.  

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

We are not sure if the European definition of municipal waste is used/applied consistently all over 
Europe. This influences comparison of these indicators between nations negatively. This should be 
looked into.  

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
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Network’s) 
(UK) 

especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position 

Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

  

WWF (EU) 1. Include all the indicators proposed by the Commission It is unclear whether all indicators 
mentioned in the consultation paper will be integrated in the scoreboard.  Regarding thematic 
indicators, the indicator ‘Inefficient subsidies’ (i.e “environmental harmful subsidies”) present in table 3 
p11, does not appear in the scoreboard. It is an important indicator that measures both the state  of 
harmful subsidies and the efforts of governments to address them.   2. Detail key categories of 
materials We recommend that the specific indocators related to the 55 categories of materials 
analysed in the Material Flow Accounting (MFA) methodology are released They will be necessary to 
design targeted policies for specific  categories of materials.  3. Integrate the resource efficiency 
indicators (and targets) of the Scoreboard in all EU policies The progressive integration of resource 
indicators and targets in the decision making processes is the only way to make them useful and 
effective. It implies that all major EU policy reviews should include this issue.  Otherwise, the 
Scoreboard risk remaining irrelevant and just becoming an administrative burden withtout any 
practical use. The Commission should clarify how it intends to concretely use the Scoreboard in the 
coming years.  4. Ensure transparency for the next steps The Commission should clarify how it 
intends to make the scoreboard evolve with time. A regular review should be decided to ensure that 
relevant improvements in data can be taken into account to provide the best  possible indicators. 
Additionally, regular reports will be required to analyse what the trends and changes shown by the 
scoreboard mean in reality, and how these trends should be reflected in policies.   

 
 

g) Public sector / administration  
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

Introduction of an indicator for the absolute resource consumption, see remarks 2-b.   WEI+ should 
be preferably used instead of WEI (see remarks 2-b). Water use and water consumption per Value 
Added per Industry (NACE Division) should be included. In general: Disaggregation of indicators per 
industry (i.e. economic sectors) and households important rather than presenting it as aggregate for 
the entire economy. Policy targets for different industries and households might be different. Refer 
explicitly to System of Environmental Economic Accounting.  Thematic indicators – Transforming the 
economy: o Section “Turning waste into a resource” could consider an indicator addressing the reuse 
of treated waste water.  Thematic indicators – Natural Capital and ecosystem services: As resource 
efficiency is to be determined, abstraction, consumption, emissions, and quantities of agents emitted 
have to be recorded. It is not useful to record the quality of air, water, soil, or the ecosystems, as they 
are certainly not linked to consumption only. o A section on freshwater resources is missing with an 
appropriate indicator as far as other environmental topics air, land, marine waters are already 
addressed. o “Safeguarding clean air”: Indicators on air quality should be an exemption, as air quality 
is influenced by several factors. Emission data are more appropriate as resource indicators. o Soil 
erosion by water:  Soil erosion is given in t/ha/year. These data are partly derived from model 
calculations and thus include some uncertainties. Moreover, the indicator does not offer any 
possibility to take account of the specific features of individual regions (e.g. risk of erosion in the 
Alpine area, conditions for erosion in Mediterranean regions, etc.). o Gross nutrient balance (nitrogen 
and phosphorus) The gross nutrient balance is based on the application of nitrogen (N) and 
phosphorus (P) on agricultural soils. Technically, however, one would have to look at the relation 
between “Input” and “Output” to determine efficiency. Furthermore, the recovery rate of phosphorus 
would be a possibility to illustrate resource efficiency.  Thematic indicators – Key sectors: o Section 
“Addressing food” should include also indicator “water use for agricultural production”, as in some 
countries irrigation is a major water consumer.  

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

indicators that address the issues mentioned in the answer to the first question: changing of 
consumption patterns, phasing out inefficient subsidies, getting the prices right + % of green public 
procurement + food waste + waste prevention indicators such as % product service systems + local 
food production + % of green jobs  
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BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

Regarding food : indicator related to local goods consumption, food waste, use of chemicals should at 
least be also considered. Regarding buildings : Considering energy is absolutely not enough. Water 
and other material should also be considered. Regarding mobility : modal sharing and modal shift 
(passengers and freight) should also be considered as well as pollutant emissions from maritime 
transport.  

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

There is an important remark concerning the interpretation of the level of environmental taxes. There 
is a risk that environmental taxes will become a goal in itself. This implies that how higher the taxed, 
the better the performance. This could very well not be the case; the relevant question is the level of 
internalized costs in the amount that the marginal social cost is achieved. There needs to be a better 
indicator to measure the progress on this field (getting the prices right and phasing out 
environmentally harmful subsidies). Concerning ensuring efficient mobility there should be given 
attention to the non-citizen transportation i.e. transportation of goods (more efficient loading, less kms 
…). In addition to the subject on ‘addressing food’ there is the aspect of food waste which is of 
increasing importance. 

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

We have the impression that in this task, existing indicators on waste are used and relabeled as 
'materialindicator'. We just switched over from a waste to a materialpolicy so we need to develop new 
indicators to measure our policy.  The set of indicators that is proposed now will show the evolution of 
MS individually, but will not compare different MS. It will not indicate that a MS is acting great, 
because it's high on the ranking. For example: the resource productivity from country x is very high. 
This is not because the country is very material efficient, but because this is a small country with a 
service-economy (where the Domestic Material Consumption is very low). One indicator cannot tell us 
the status of R.E. in a MS. Combining different indicators could reach more.   For example: taxes on 
landfill combined with the amount of landfilled waste. Information on the taxes only doesn't give much 
information. In some MS, the taxes are dropped for different reasons, and that doesn't tell us how 
materialefficient these MS are. The combination with the amount of landfilled waste gives us a better 
perspective.  We would ask the COM to introduce streamspecific indicators, in stead of the global 
indicator 'recycling rate'. MS have already to report in the frame of several directives (WEEE, end of 
life vehicles, packaging, animal byproducts, batteries). For example: the reporting under the WEEE 
directive can give us information on collected and recycled critical metals. Interesting indicator: the 
amount selective collected WEEE compared with the amount EEE that is put on the market. The 
selective collection is after al THE condition to the recycling!   -The COM should establish 
minimumstandards for recycling or recycled content for at least some materials and productgroups. 
We can link indicators on this. -We also have to decide on the use of the indicators. Indicators for a 
sustainable materialpolicy  can be used for several goals: they can indicate the state of the 
environment/the economy, they can indicate the pressure on the environment/ the economy or they 
can measure the effects of policy instruments If we want to measure the state of the environment, we 
need indicators that focus on the stocklimits of our raw materials to make us aware of the limits of 
materialuse.  A good indicator could then be: -available amount of a raw material/ worldpopulation   
The available amount of a raw material = (amount of the material that can be obtained at an 
acceptable ecological&economical cost) + (amount of the material that is present in the technosphere 
and can be recycled at an acceptable ecological & economical cost).  Next to that indicator, we need 
a pressure-indicator: -amount of the use of a raw material in a MS/ number of consumers in that MS  
The amount of the use of a raw material in a MS = amount of of this material in used products, hidden 
streams inclusive  For example: Let's say there is 50 gr platina available for each human in the world, 
but the avarage use of platina in a MS is 500gr/inhabitant. You immediately see there is a problem in 
that MS with the materialefficiency of platina.  

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

The consultation paper (Section 2.1 “The Roadmap's mandate”, page 5), stated that: "in particular, 
the Commission intends to continue state called Work on indicators, Including the quality of the data, 
(...)." In this regard, focusing only on municipal waste in terms of recycling and landfilling (table I - 
scoreboard) is puzzling. Reports prepared by Eurostat on the basis of data provided by Member 
States repeatedly show that it is extremely difficult to compare data concerning municipal waste. 
Indeed, although this notion seems to be basic, it can cover extremely disparate realities at European 
Union level. Also, it is important to keep in mind that municipal waste is only a fraction of all type of 
wastes and that is not necessarily a good "proxy" to use a term used by the Commission in waste 
policy. We believe therefore that despite obvious difficulties which cannot be ignored or minimized, it 
is necessary to complete these indicators with  indicators on the recycling and disposal of all other 
types of waste and initiate or intensify, within Eurostat, efforts to collect representative and reliable 
data on the matter, if necessary through a fundamental change in Regulation 2150/2002.  
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BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

In our opinion, the scoreboard should reflect all identified thematic areas and should indicate the 
relevant sub-topics in each thematic area. Therefore we suggest some indicators which should be 
considered in the scoreboard. Due to limited space in the questionnaire we summarize some main 
points here, but point to the detailed annotation attached.  Boosting efficient production The proposed 
indicator is in part reflected by the provisional lead indicator but should be complemented by an 
output oriented index and it has to be detailed for key sectors. In terms of resource productivity it is 
not of minor importance to relate GDP (respectively gross value added for sector specific delineation) 
to further factors, preferably a composite environmental index or GHG-emission as representative. 
Preparatory studies were published by the ETC-SCP (“Towards a Set of Indicators on Sustainable 
Consumption and Production (SCP) for EEA reporting”) which proposes a similar approach (cf. multi-
variable indicators based on Eurostat NAMEA). Turning waste into a resource: The waste related 
bundle of indicators in the scoreboard is closely linked to the traditional municipal waste management 
and allows for a monitoring along the waste hierarchy for this particular waste stream. It’s approved 
that the approach is due to the fact that reporting and targets for reuse and recycling are already in 
place for certain streams under the Waste Framework Directive and related directives (ELV, WEEE 
etc.). Waste indicators and targets as proposed are typically defined by the amount generated or the 
amount processed by a certain waste management which is largely inappropriate to monitor the 
performance in establishing a circular economy (cf. 2c).We propose to include the following indicators 
in the scoreboard: “Net recycling quota per type of material” and “Proportion of secondary raw 
material to primary raw material per type of material”. The availability of data for EU 27 has to be 
assessed by EUROSTAT. Ecosystem services and biodiversity: Currently no indicator in the 
scoreboard is reflecting ecosystem services or biodiversity. Therefore we propose two indicators for 
this thematic key sector. The exceedance of critical loads for N and critical levels of tropospheric 
ozone – data are available for Europe under CLRTAP and from the SEBI indicator 009 – could be 
additional indicators. Both are related to quantifiable risks to biodiversity and ecosystem services on 
the effects side, and emissions caused by consumption of fuels, fertilizers and use of other materials 
or meat production on the emissions side.  Safeguarding clear air: The proposed indicator is 
appropriate, but we suggest to implement another one as well. As an indicator for PM2.5 the Average 
Exposure Indicator (AEI) as defined in Annex XIV A. of Directive 2008/50/EC should be added. In 
addition an indicator for the effects of air pollution on ecosystems should be added, e.g. the critical 
load exceedance. Ensuring efficient mobility: The total CO2 emissions would be more informative 
about the impact on the climate than the specific value (and indicate also the energy consumption). 
Further, total emissions may be easily connected to specific target already defined.  The White paper 
requires from the transport sector a reduction of at least 60 % GHGs by 2050 with respect to 1990. 
There is also a target for the average CO2 emissions /km for new passenger cars in 2020: 95 
gCO2/km (European Commission).  

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

It is important that the scoreboard is considered a dynamic one that can be improved over time and 
there should be an intention to, when developed, include the above mentioned indicators in the 
dashboard indicators. Taking  into consideration current limitations regarding data availability and 
methodological maturity, we do not have suggestions for additional indicators at this stage. However, 
we do see a need to flag more clearly the long-term aim  to include consumption-based indicators 
such as water footprint and land footprint and thus the need to work towards developing these 
indicators further.  

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

Indicators are insufficient, especially for lack of information in the area of economic transformation, 
flows of ecosystem services and biodiversity, as well as consumption patterns and human wellbeing 
linked to the EU economic model. 

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

See comments in 2.b 

IE – 
Government 
Department 

Perhaps an indicator in greenhouse gas emissions intensity (GHG/GDP) or energy intensity (TFC/ 
GDP) would provide interesting comparisons across Member States.  Sector specific indicators could 
perhaps provide valuable information by indicating the resource efficiency associated with the use of 
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for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

resources (e.g agriculture - value added per level of CO2 emitted/ water usage/ land use) or the 
production of outputs (e.g. meat/ milk per level of CO2 emitted/ water usage/ land use).  

NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

As noted before, there seem to be discrepancies between the different tables in the document (pages 
9, 11 and 13), that should be clarified. It would make sense if the scorecard would eventually cover 
both the dashboard of lead indicators (as suggested above, under 2a en 2b) and the thematic 
indicators. Currently some themes are missing.  Some themes may be covered indirectly; in that case 
we would suggest to make that clear. For example for food it is proposed to look at the consumption 
of meat and dairy products per capita per year, which might also provide insight into a changing 
consumption pattern. In other cases however this is less evident. Therefore we suggest to add 
indicators for themes that are not really covered in the score card like various materials (metals, 
recycling of packaging and e-waste)  and biodiversity (species or mean species abundance?).  
Turning waste into a resource is an important resource efficiency theme. However 4 indicators for this 
theme may be overdone, especially in comparison with other themes. It might be worthwhile to 
restrict the number of indicators. This seems possible; as total municipal solid waste remains difficult 
to compare between countries, that indicator might be dropped, and focus could be on the recycling 
and landfill rate of the total waste production (with exclusion of mineral waste).   We strongly support 
including the eco-innovation index and environmental taxes in the scoreboard. Getting the prices right 
is an important element of the policy mix working towards a more resource efficient economy.   
Regarding safeguarding clean air, land and soils, and marine resources we support the proposed 
indicators. It might be considered to add an indicator for soil biodiversity, following up on work done 
by JRC or the Dutch Soil Biodiversity indicator developed by RIVM.   Considering water, the water 
quality index seems however to be missing.   Thinking from a Europe that is less dependent from 
other countries for its energy supply, it might be considered to add the extraction of oil and gas stocks 
or the percentage of imported energy from outside the EU.  The number of indicators for the key 
sectors might need to be enlarged. E.g. for food, the amount of food waste could be an additional 
item to monitor. For buildings it might be useful to add the material use to the energy performance. 
More concretely, we suggest to take into account the percentage of recycled material in buildings. For 
mobility it seems worthwhile to look at the average CO2 emission of the total passenger cars instead 
of  new cars only.   

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 
Environment 

In the work of developing targets, we have not advanced further than the discussions in Bio-
Intelligence’s (2012) report commissioned by DG Environment (p. 10 ff). However, in general we 
propose the same environmental areas, for target setting as the report: • GHG emissions • Energy 
consumption  • land use • water use Plus, the following, for which we would consider it appropriate to 
develop targets on  • biodiversity • air In general, we find it important that targets include the 
consumption perspective (global supply chain).  

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

In general the thematic indicators included in the Scoreboard are better related to the ambitions of the 
Roadmap than the Tier 2 indicators and many of these are based upon currently available reliable 
data. Indicators 1.1 to 1.4.  These are the Lead and Dashboard indicators - please see comments 
above. Indicators 2.1.1 to 2.1.4.  Total Waste Generation, Municipal Waste Generation and Recycling 
Rate are all well established indicators and the UK Government supports their inclusion, although we 
do note that Recycling Rate is more of a response than an outcome indicator.  The last two suffer 
from covering only a rather limited part of total waste.  The Landfill Rate indicator is not so useful 
because inter-country comparisons may be misleading since countries which incinerate their waste 
would score well on this indicator. Indicators 2.2.1 and 2.3.1.  The Eco-Innovation Index is a 
promising indicator, however, in its current state it is not fit for purpose.  It is a composite indicator, 
using equal weighting with a number of overlapping components which are not always closely related 
to eco-innovation.   We suggest that that the index is broken up into two or three indicators 
specifically related to eco-innovation, as the environmental outcomes are in any case covered by the 
Dashboard.  Furthermore, the index produces a score relative to the EU average, which makes it 
impossible to measure EU-wide progress over time.   Indicators 3.1.1 and 3.1.2.  ‘Population in urban 
areas with PM concentrations’  and ‘Concentration of particulate matters at urban locations’ are both 
acceptable for monitoring although we suggest that for the latter, it would be beneficial to extend this 
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to PM2.5 as this maps better to the requirements of the Directive. Indicators 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.  For ‘Soil 
Erosion by Water’, the UK Government would like to see this model validated against UK field data 
and to assess how responsive the indicator is to changes in management practices. The ‘Gross 
Nutrient Balance’ indicator is a useful indicator of potential environmental risk. It is calculated using 
an internationally recognised methodology (OECD), however it draws together a wide range of survey 
data and coefficients and is therefore subject to a significant level of uncertainty. Indicator 3.3.1.  The 
UK government believes that ‘Fish catches from stocks outside the safe biological limits’ is not 
acceptable as an indicator as it does not reliably show the extent to which management measures 
are improving the status of stocks.  A state based indicator (i.e. Fish stocks harvested sustainably 
and at full reproductive capacity) would be more appropriate. Indicators 4.1.1 to 4.3.2.  ‘Consumption 
of meat and dairy products per capita’: this indicator does not recognise that meat and dairy products 
at appropriate levels are an important part of a healthy diet. It does not capture differences in 
environmental impacts across types of meat and dairy, for which a breakdown by type of meat is 
needed. ‘Energy consumption per m2 for space heating’:  with this indicator it is not possible to know 
the area the heat used is to cover, be it one room or the whole house. Therefore, providing estimates 
by m2 would be misleading. The UK currently uses the ‘Standard Assessment Procedure’ which rates 
all new buildings on energy efficiency and we believe an aggregated version of this would provide a 
better means of monitoring progress.   ‘Average CO2 emission/km for new passenger cars’:  this 
indicator does not show the uptake of these new cars or take into account the proportion of new cars 
on the road.   ‘Pollutant emissions from transport’: disaggregated indicators by mode of transport 
would serve this area better considering the differential trends in road and aviation impacts.   

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

The Scoreboard is a useful start for tracking progress along the resource efficiency roadmap, and as 
the paper indicates it is based on data that already  exists. The paper also acknowledges that further 
indicators and refinements will need to follow. We have indicated in our response to Q.1 some of the 
issues  that need to be addressed by suitable indicators and our responses to Q.2 a-c suggest 
changes that are required to the proposed indicators. At this time it  may be useful to see how the 
Scoreboard works in practice with real data and identify how easy it is to draw conclusions from it on 
progress towards  resource efficiency and the areas that require most attention to maintain progress 
along the roadmap. 

UK – Scotish 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

A limitation of the scoreboard is that it only includes territorial / production indicators.  This means that 
any environmental impacts or upstream resource consumption resulting from European demand is 
not counted.  This does not provide a holistic picture of resource use in a global economy.  To 
remedy this, a corresponding set of global / consumption indicators should be included in the 
scoreboard, similar to the alternative proposal for the second tier indicators but in more detail for the 
scoreboard.   Some specific comments on particular components of the scoreboard are: • total waste 
generation - it is appropriate here to compare this indicator with GDP to understand its relationship. 
Annex 2 of the consultation document states that the goal is to decouple waste generation from 
economic growth - it would therefore be useful to understand how total waste generation varies with 
growth and also the contribution it makes to growth.  Although waste is a negative externality of 
economic activity it can make a positive contribution to GDP.  • environmental taxes - the proportion 
of a country's taxes that are 'environmental' does not indicate whether we are 'getting the prices right'.  
Getting the prices right means a fiscal context which drives good environmental practice and can only 
be indicated by assessing the levels of the desired behaviours.  • land and soils - it is unclear why 
wind erosion has not been counted; the loss of soil carbon stocks could also be considered.  • 4.3.1 
average CO2 emissions for new passenger cars - it would be better to consider the average 
emissions of all passenger cars as this would give an indication of whether and how fast we are 
making the transition to a more efficient 'national fleet' rather than simply an indicator of what is being 
produced.  It should also be noted that per capita indicators generally show how efficient something 
is, whereas totals tell us more about absolute impacts.  The selection of per capita or absolute should 
be appropriate to the policy requirement.  

 
 

h) Statistical offices  
 

BE 
(institution 

Add  food waste.  The set of indicators that is proposed now will show the evolution of MS 
individually, but will not compare different MS. It will not indicate that a MS is acting great, because 
it's high on the ranking. For example: the resource productivity from country x is very high. This is not 
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not specified) because the country is very material efficient, but because this is a small country with a service-
economy (where the DMC is very low). One indicator cannot tell us the status of R.E. in a MS. 
Combining different indicators could reach more.   For example: taxes on landfill combined with the 
amount of landfilled waste. Information on the taxes only doesn't give much information. In some MS, 
the taxes are dropped for different reasons, and that doesn't tell us how materialefficient these MS 
are. The combination with the amount of landfilled waste gives us a better perspective.  We would 
ask the COM to introduce streamspecific indicators, in stead of the global indicator 'recycling rate'. 
MS have already to report in the frame of several directives (WEEE, end of life vehicles, packaging, 
animal byproducts, batteries). For example: the reporting under the WEEE directive can give us 
information on collected and recycled critical metals. Interesting indicator: the amount selective 
collected WEEE compared with the amount EEE that is put on the market. The selective collection is 
after al THE condition to the recycling!   -The COM should establish minimumstandards for recycling 
or recycled content for at least some materials and productgroups. We can link indicators on this.   -
We also have to decide on the use of the indicators. Indicators for a sustainable materialpolicy  can 
be used for several goals: they can indicate the state of the environment/the economy, they can 
indicate the pressure on the environment/ the economy or they can measure the effects of policy 
instruments If we want to measure the state of the environment, we need indicators that focus on the 
stocklimits of our raw materials to make us aware of the limits of materialuse.  A good indicator could 
then be: -available amount of a raw material/ worldpopulation   The available amount of a raw 
material = (amount of the material that can be obtained at an acceptable ecological&economical cost) 
+ (amount of the material that is present in the technosphere and can be recycled at an acceptable 
ecological & economical cost).  Next to that indicator, we need a pressure-indicator: -amount of the 
use of a raw material in a MS/ number of consumers in that MS  The amount of the use of a raw 
material in a MS = amount of of this material in used products, hidden streams inclusive  For 
example: Let's say there is 50 gr platina available for each human in the world, but the avarage use of 
platina in a MS is 500gr/inhabitant. You immediately see there is a problem in that MS with the 
materialefficiency of platina. 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

  

 
 

i) Other  
 

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

Biodiversity, as part of the natural ecological capital, is the basis for economic activities and 
innovations, with which the industry opens up new resources and uses existing biological resources 
more efficiently. 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

2-c. CONTINUATION An indicator should document the recycling rate of electronic waste, as this is 
rich in rare metals. - The EU dependence on metal imports should also be documented as this is a 
reasonable proxy to an important component of burden shifting.  2-d. One of the key initiatives 
associated to the Resource Efficiency Roadmap is related to building efficiency. The current proposal 
is limited to energy and water consumption. One of the key challenges for this sector is missing: 
recycling the demolition and construction wastes. 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

CIWM believes that the waste section of the Scoreboard needs to be expanded beyond municipal 
waste to consider all waste streams. There continues to be a huge potential for greater resource 
efficiency in the commercial and industrial and construction sectors, and these waste streams 
therefore ought to be included in the Scoreboard. In addition, indicators reflecting the whole of the 
waste hierarchy ought to be included – most obviously, indicators of reuse and preparation for reuse, 
and indicators for residual waste. 
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Question 3: Which indicators would be best suited for 
potentially setting targets, by 2013 and for the future? 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

First of all, before setting targets the European Commission should assess whether the European 
level is the right one to set the target in question. For some aspects like water or biomass production 
this is definitely not the case. Furthermore, there are good reasons why member states have different 
priorities: a resource which is very scarce or highly needed in one place, might be abundantly 
available or simply not needed in another. Therefore, member states should have room for pursuing 
their own priorities.  Secondly, it is important that new targets are coherent with already existing 
targets. There are targets in European law which might compromise potential targets of the resource 
efficiency flagship initiative, i.e. targets on biofuels and biomass have serious consequences for the 
water use and nutrient balance. Before setting new targets, the adverse effects of existing targets 
should be reconsidered.  A lot of efforts have been done by different stakeholders for fulfilling these 
targets and timeframes in due time and any additional effort could be counterproductive if not fully 
integrated. Example: The public sector at municipality level started to integrate efforts to limit impacts, 
with measures like heat production by incinerators used in public buildings, reuse of treated 
wastewater, biogas from waste management used for public transport, …). Any new initiative must be 
integrated in the existing holistic scheme and there is a need of using synergies to be better cost-
efficient.  Any new target setting should be justified by the adequate impact assessment, in particular 
in terms of necessary investments. Please remind that in these areas necessary changes in 
practices/behaviors will need important (huge) investments with a long-term return ratio.  Finally, the 
European Commission can rely on experience of member states with resource efficiency targets. I.e. 
some member states have already set targets for the nutrients balance, so that this could be a first 
candidate for a European target. Furthermore, such a target could be coherent with the nitrates 
directive, which is not specific enough.    

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

  

ECN (NL) In our view 2013 is most probably too early to conclude the process we recommend to identify the 
agreed suitable composite index, among others for that purpose. Resource efficiency being a flagship 
initiative of very much importance and in support of industrial competitiveness as well as economic, 
environemnetal and social sustainability, the Commission should consider introduction of (at least 
indicative) targets for resource efficiency in the envisaged environment and energy package for the 
period 2020-2030. At present – mainly because of the financial crisis - there is much resistance 
against multiple targets beyond 2020. Yet, dedicated attention for resource efficiency by European 
policymakers transmits important signals to civil society, both to the business sector and to citizens. 
This will help to render Europe more economically, environmentally and socially sustainable. What is 
more, it can be instrumental to render Europe much more resilient against crises such as the one 
Europe endures to date and potential crises brought about by future resource crunches. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

Level of biocapacity deficit (Footprint minus biocapacity) Europe wants to run. 

IEEP (UK) The best indicators to use are those proposed in the dashboard (with materials, captured via  TMR as 
soon as possible, presented equally alongside land, carbon and water), to avoid too confusing a 
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situation between indicators for targets and indicators for general resource efficiency measurement. 
The dashboard will also expose shifts between resources from hidden or known trade-offs, as is 
potentially the case given the historical dominating position of climate change action over other 
important, interlinked yet often ‘hidden’ or apparently less urgent environmental issues. The 
presentation of results against total resource used as well as environmental impact will also help 
reveal formally ‘hidden’ realities. Their presentation in absolute quantities rather than as consumption 
in relation to GDP would also help to inspire efforts to reduce both levels of resource used and related 
environmental impacts. We presume that these would also be disaggregated to sectoral level, 
providing explicit insight into the resource intensity of different sectors and thereby providing the 
evidence to incentivise improved resource efficiency and adding further pressure on efforts to get the 
prices right (linking to phasing out of environmentally harmful subsidies). 

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

They should be quite concrete, not so abstract. For instance 4.1.1, 4.2.1 and 4.3.2. In our opinion it 
would be appropriate to proportion the targets to the level existing in the countries. The same 
percentage to all countries does not take account the previous progress or special circumstancies of 
the countries. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 

  

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

No comment. 

Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

Do not use aggregated targets..  The EU should use Land, water, materials and energy.  Targets 
should be set for upcycling of waste streams, increasing biodiversity and conserving  water and 
reducing energy separately. 

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

  

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

Since there is no “perfect and ready to go” indicator for resource consumption available, the focus 
should be on developing a good indicator or set of indicators to measure resource efficiency. Until 
then the GDP/EMS indicator could function as a placeholder, paired with other indicators of the  
scoreboard as well as additional ones. Indicators for land use, biodiversity, climate change, ozone 
layer depletion, human- and ecotoxicity need to be included as well. Also considering the whole life 
cycle is of major importance. 

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

  

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

  

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 

In order to overcome the deficiencies (or some of them) expressed above, I propose to assess the 
dispersion of materials through replacement energy costs. The latter represent the energy that would 
be required to re-concentrate and re-compose the minerals from the most dispersed state (the 
bedrock) to the original conditions (of composition and concentration in the mineral deposits if we are 
talking about mineral resources). The same applies for water, land, air, etc. This has the advantage 
that with the same units (energy units), we can assess any substance (hence, we are not comparing 
apples with oranges). Dispersing a scarce mineral such as gold or cobalt has a much higher 
replacement cost than that of iron and in the final accounting, the first minerals have a greater weight. 
Consequently both factors (tonnage produced and dispersion degree) are considered in the proposed 
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(ES) index. Furthermore, the index would lead to enhance policies that reduce the consumption of scarce 
materials with high replacement costs.  Replacement energy costs (GJ/ton) of a list of minerals have 
been calculated on a thermodynamic basis and are shown in Table 1. The procedure would then be 
easy to calculate: (DMD)gold=replacement energy unit cost for gold (GJ/ton)*(Extraction+Import-
Export-Recycling)gold (ton) But the latter index (which could be eventually combined with GDP as in 
the proposed lead indicator) is not enough. Even if it can be used as an overall indicator, it is 
important to group certain materials into different categories. The categories to be used should be 
related to the different critical aspects identified for resources such as those with a supply risk or 
environmental country risk with the different sub-categories. For instance, fertilizers, commonly used 
metals in ICT´s, building materials, steel alloying metals, rare earth metals, fossil fuels, commonly 
used scarce metals in renewable energies, etc. The regrouping criteria are open to discussion.    

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

A target could be to double resource productivity (GDP/TMR) between 2010 and 2030.  Addressing 
such a target will require a comprehensive physical indicator in order to enhance feasibility. If such a 
target were to be defined on GDP/DMC basis, it might not be reachable  because bigger resource 
flows and thus their potentials for reduction would be excluded. It should also be based on an 
indicator which comprises all material resource groups (besides  water and air) in order to allow for 
compensation between different primary resources; e.g. a decline of domestic lignite mining could 
(over)compensate a slight increase of foreign  resource extraction for metal ores used for 
manufacturing industries in the EU.  The setting of a material resource target should also reflect the 
need to minimize shifts of burden to regions outside the EU, which would be done by using 
GDP/TMR.  A long-term target for absolute resource consumption could be 10 t/cap TMCabiot in 
2050 (requiring a reduction of current levels of about two thirds).  Rationale for this target given in: 
Bringezu, S. (2011). “Key elements for economy-wide sustainable resource management.” Special 
Edition: "Une croissance verte? Responsabilite &  Environnement, (61), 78–87.  A target for global 
use of cropland for domestic consumption of agricultural goods could be 0.20 ha/cap for 2030 
(requiring minus one third based on current levels). Rationale for this target given in: Bringezu, S., 
O´Brien, M. and Schütz, H. (2012): Beyond Biofuels: Assessing global land use for domestic 
consumption of biomass. A conceptual and  empirical contribution to sustainable management of 
global resources. Land Use Policy 29, p. 24-232.  

 
 

b) Citizens  
 

Citizen (UK) I strongly support the setting of targets.  I'd suggest using 4 indicators: greenhouse gas emissions, 
land, water and materials. 

Citizen  (AT)   

Citizen  (BE)   

 
 

c) Companies  
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

No single lead indicator should be accepted for target setting. A dashboard of particularly important 
high-level indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-
offs that are required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe. A dashboard, consisting of; 1.1 per 
capita % of national territory comprising artificial or built-up areas 1.2 National Water Exploitation 
Index 1.3 National GHG emissions 1.4 National GDP 1.5 % of national population at risk of poverty or 
social exclusion, could be used to set political targets at national levels, but they are not appropriate 
for application to individual sectors or enterprises. A more life-cycle based approach is needed for 
policy development, taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   
Specific actions to improve framework conditions and support innovation will need to be tailored for 
each industry sector. Target setting has to be done after deep individual analyses and in close 
collaboration with each sector. Targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is 
available and if such indicators are not available it would be wrong to adopt targets. Whilst it is 
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technically feasible to set targets for the remainder of the indicators listed in the proposed 
Scoreboard, it is not politically appropriate to do so. For example, the “environmental taxes” indicator 
lacks a direct link to real efficiency gains and is likely to be discriminatory given the variation in 
Member States’ revenue-structures. Euromines believes that environmental taxes will only create a 
monetary incentive to produce less – which would be in clear contradiction to the EU’s stated 
industrial policy (COM(2012) 582 /3) and innovation agenda. Similarly, an EU target for “Consumption 
of meat and dairy products” is not politically tenable, as it raises unresolved issues related to 
individual human rights. Some serious methodological issues remain to be resolved before indicators 
of land use, biodiversity ecosystem accounting, water consumption, resource depletion etc. can be 
used to reliably measure real environmental impacts of resource use and to set legally binding 
resource efficiency targets. LCA and the proposed Environmental Footprint will often not be sufficient 
on their own. Other life cycle thinking approaches will also be required (e.g., for best management of 
water resources). Finalisation of sufficiently high quality data and robust indicators by the end of 2013 
will be extremely difficult. The work should continue beyond 2013. The EU must never accept the 
view that an incorrect result under time pressure is better than no result at all. In any case, a series of 
pilot exercises should be undertaken to quantify the proposed indicators for at least the years 2001 
and 2010, to understand their workability, their added value, and how to ensure they successfully 
feed into a structured decision making process at EU level beyond what can be achieved at the level 
of Member States.  

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

Subjecting industry to a basket of specific and quantitative targets will be counterproductive and could 
ultimately result in a damaging cap on European growth and production. There is the danger that the 
targets will contradict each other and not lead to an overall improvement in the EU’s resource 
efficiency and industrial leadership.  For instance, the shift to green energy technologies will increase 
the demand for and use of metals. Restricting metal use would then also restrict the transformation of 
the energy system  as required in the context of the resource efficiency policy. Rather than  meeting 
targets, industries should be encouraged to optimise their resource use and strive for continuous 
technological improvement. Technological advance (adapted to the specificities of each sector) is the 
best way to ensure that Europe’s resource base is used in the most efficient way and that Europe 
retains its position as a global leader in technological innovation and environmental protection. 
Finally, the EU resource efficiency policy should also emphasize  a strong coupling to  research and 
innovation.  Citing . Henry Ford (1863-1947):  If you always do what you've always done, you'll 
always get what you've always got."   The Horizon 2020 programme would offer unique opportunities 
to research and innovate drastic improvements in resource efficiency, although there will be a time 
horizon of 10 years before such findings  would be implemented in practice and at large.   

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

GHG linked emissions for industry. 

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

The consumption of resources can be assessed by a Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), which is a 
worldwide recognized scientific approach. Furthermore, targets should also focus on social and 
economic impacts of resources use. Targets should be based on the three pillars of sustainability 
(environment, economic and social) through the LCA methodology, economic behaviour and social 
impacts or a composed index of them. 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

See answers 1) and 2a) 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

See answer to question 1. 

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 

The macro-economic indicators (possibly lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means 
serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a 
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UK) yearly overall trend for a given member state. Rio Tinto supports a more life-cycle based approach for 
policy development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   Targets 
should only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available. If such indicators are not available 
Rio Tinto strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt targets.  

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

Some indicators are already subject to targets under EU Directives (municipal biowaste diversion 
from landfill; recycling targets; air, water and soil quality standards).  Others are embedded within  
industry standards and codes (building energy efficiency, low carbon homes, CO2 emissions from 
road transport, GHG emission reduction under the EU ETS). Under the scheme presented in the 
consultation paper, a target should be set for the lead indicator, GDP/DMC. Under our proposed 
scheme, targets should be set for the lead indicator (GDP/TMR)  and for the dashboard indicators (for 
example: reduction in total waste generation, reduction in Water Exploitation Index, land use targets).  

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

The macro-economic indicators (possibly lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means 
serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a 
yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of 
policies need to be more refined!  Umicore supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy 
development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   Targets can 
only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available and if such indicators are not available 
Umicore strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt targets.  

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Recycling rate of municipal waste (where appropriate) is a good indicator to set a target against. 

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

On material consumption: raw material consumption (taking into account embodied contents of 
resources in products, including imported contents).  On waste: total waste generation, recycling rate 
and landfill rate provided these rates are applied to total generated waste.  On water: indicator 
applied at local level, integrating net abstracted volume, quality and local water stress.  

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

Targets should never be set simply in the form of indicator values of what is called “tier 1” and “tier 2” 
(see question 1). Such targets would have to come together with boundary conditions on the desired 
characteristics of the underlying drivers of these indicators. Since it will be very tempting to 
disconnect for communication purposes the former from the latter it is not advisable to define such 
“tier 1”-targets or “tier 2”-targets at all.  

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

The macro-economic indicators (possibly lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means 
serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a 
yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of 
policies need to be more refined!  The Wieland-Werke AG supports a more life-cycle based approach 
for policy development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   
Targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available and if such indicators are not 
available The Wieland-Werke AG strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt targets.  

 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms  
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
(DE) 

  

Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

The indicators as mentioned under Q 1; especially targets should be set to respect natural 
boundaries, aimed at the vital resources as described there and under Q 2d. 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

Indicators adressing  Growth and competitiveness could be a driver for progress 

Maki 
Consulting 

Targets must reflect what is relevant: reducing the environmental impact of European Production and 
Consumption. This means that targets could already be derived from the insights and data of the life 
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(DE) cycle based EU27 resource-efficiency indicators of the named pilot study of the JRC or similar efforts. 
If the announced further work by the Commission takes place, the targets can be (slightly, 
consistently) adjusted and further differentiated for individual member states as soon that that work 
has been completed. 

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

Median of the standard of living /DMC 

 

e) Industry organisation / associations  
 

Celene (FR) The scope of the targets is unclear. When setting targets for the specific indicators, it is essential to 
ensure that the targets are in compliance with emission and consumption targets defined in other EU 
regulation. The NEC Directive (2007/81/EC), for example, defines national emission ceilings for SO2, 
NOx, VOC and NH3, so for these substances the targets are set in a directive. At this time, we have 
no suggestions to indicators setting targets for the near future.  

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

ACEA would be happy to discuss with the Commission alternative indicators. 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

ACE does not support the setting of resource efficiency targets before a thorough assessment and 
monitoring of the data on the indicators is made. Targets set at this point may lead to market 
distortions and might cause adverse effects as the interdependencies between the indicators are yet 
not well understood.  

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

  

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

please see attached file 

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

If any targets are to be set, these should be based on reliable and robust indicators allowing clear and 
transparent comparability between Member States, which is not the case for the moment being.  
Potential resource efficiency indicators should not  • to be set in isolation from other policy areas, EU 
regulations (e.g. the Ecodesign Directive, WEEE Directive) and possible other targets, such as an 
increase of the industrial policy target of the value created by manufacturing industry, which we 
widely support.  • lead to conflicting aims between regulatory issues.  Finally, as long as there are no 
robust and transparent indicators derived from representative data and methodologies, it is in our 
view inappropriate to progress with the setting of targets.  To conclude, the key issue that needs to be 
addressed by indicators to support resource efficiency policy is mainly to strive for a balance between 
environmental impacts and economic aspects, which is not the case in the suggested consultation 
document.   

BBS 
(Bundes-

Indicators supporting the aim of monitoring and increasing resource efficiency need to fulfill several 
requirements:  1. They need to be meaningful, i.e. it is necessary to ensure that an improvement 
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verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

measured by an indicator really is an improvement in terms of resource efficiency (as opposed to 
being an “improvement” by other sources).  2. Accordingly, indicators need to be able to serve as 
management instruments, i.e. for a given indicator it must be possible to derive recommended 
procedures that lead to an improvement of said  indicator.  3. The measurement of the indicator has 
to be practical, definite and cost efficient.  4. A scaling of the chosen indicators from the 
macroeconomic level to the industry level needs to be possible in order to be able to improve (and not 
just monitor) resource efficiency based on these indicators.  5. Indicators need to take into account 
potential trade-offs between different resource efficiency targets.  6. Any indicator measuring 
resource efficiency on a macroeconomic level must show the “resource baggage” of imported goods 
and semi-components, otherwise countries with manufacturing-intensive economies will always have 
a lower resource efficiency than economies without much industry.  Unfortunately, most of the 
indicators proposed in the current Consultation Paper do not fulfill these requirements and thus do not 
serve the goal of fostering resource efficiency. Moreover, the three levels of lead indicator, dashboard 
indicators and thematic indicators are not interconnected, rendering the distinction between levels 
unnecessary.  

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

- open reply - 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Wir lehnen Indikatoren und verbindliche Zielvorgaben ab. Siehe gesonderte Begründung unter Punkt 
4)   
 
 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

Cefic is of the opinion that targets can have some merit in identifying a political, EU wide vision and 
ambition, and in the alignment of those ambitions between different stakeholders over Europe; good 
examples of this use of targets are abundantly available in the chemical industry at company level 
and sub-sectorial level. However, Cefic is of the opinion that targets, especially on resource 
efficiency, should not be used in a binding way, because there is a high risk that the objective of a 
resource efficient EU will not be met, or not in a most efficient way.   This because we consider the 
knowledge base for setting targets in different policy fields at the same time is rather small.  Resource 
efficiency issues are highly complex, organized through different policy fields, which can have 
opposite effects if each of them are chasing their political target. In target setting, following elements 
should be considered: - Should be based on science, accurate data, but keep a certain logic and 
common sense;  an impact assessment of their implementation is necessary; - A proper prioritization 
is needed first to agree on EU or regional ‘hot spots’ and efficiency potentials, accounting also for 
past achievements; - No conflicting targets in different EU policies; - Should be expressed as relating 
to efficiency, not to absolute values since these could constitute growth barriers where efficiency 
potentials are close to the theoretical limit (manufacturing leakage risk). - Should be non-
discriminatory between industries; - Should encourage creativity, entrepreneurship and innovation; - 
Should consider the appropriate scale (geographical, sectoral, …); - Should be based on already 
established standards; - Should be placed into the right context, setting out the conditions under 
which they are to be applied. - Should aim at increased competitiveness and stimulate innovation; - 
Should be set through an active involvement of stakeholders, and in particular the enabling sectors, 
striving for consensus. - It is important to plan during the implementation phase feedback loops at 
regular time steps, to update underlying models to reality, and adjust the targets. A good example 
was the study reviewing the assumptions taken for the Thematic Strategy on Air Pollution around the 
baseline, back in 2005, in view of the current revision of the Air Quality policy. If the objective of the 
targets is to benchmark member states or sectors, then: - investigate, compare and discuss in a 
transparent manner diverse performances and effects - detect dependencies,  - derive potentials for 
less efficient players - derive recommendations / pilots, - check effectiveness, correct measures if 
necessary.  

Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
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Association) 
(EU) 
CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• Resource efficiency targets should not be set, not even on macro level.  • There are several reasons 
for this position: Several related efficiency targets have already been introduced during the past 
decade, e.g. related to energy and climate change. The resource efficiency indicators, on which 
targets must be based, are not yet developed and further research and development needed. A target 
on macro-level, thereby too aggregated and of no policy relevance.  Finally, characteristics as well as 
future challenges are different for EU member states as well as for industry sectors. • Any introduction 
of additional efficiency policy targets on EU level must rely on robust and accepted resource 
efficiency indicators before they can be introduced. • Shortcomings identified on proposed indicators 
well described e.g. by Eurostat must be taken seriously before advancing on setting any targets on 
resource efficiency.  

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

The most recognized scientific approach to optimise use of resources is through using the Life Cycle 
Assessment (LCA) – the methodology ensures that the resource use concerns are not shifted in 
different life cycle stages of the products in consideration. This methodology to assess the use of  
resources is used worldwide. Targets should consider also the economic and the social impact of the 
use of resources.  Targets should be based in LCA, economic behaviour and social impacts or a 
composed index of them.   

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

The Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) is a scientific approach recognized worldwide that assesses the 
consumption of resources. Additionally, targets should also focus on social and economic impacts of 
resources use. Targets should be based on the three pillars of sustainability (environment, economic 
and social) through the LCA methodology, economic behaviour and social impacts or a composed 
index of them. 

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

CITPA does not support the setting of resource efficiency targets before a thorough assessment and 
monitoring of the data on the indicators is made. Targets set at this point may lead to market 
distortions and might cause adverse effects as the interdependencies between the indicators are yet 
not well understood.  

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

  

Confindustria 
(IT) 

The idea of setting a target (starting already by 2013) needs to be assessed carefully, given that the 
discussion on indicators (i.e. the issue of GDP/DMC indicator) is ongoing and should be aimed at 
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reaching the widest possible consensus. Only after a wide agreement on effective indicators capable 
of measuring the improvements in terms of efficient resources is reached, this could then be regarded 
as the basis for assessing the possibility of setting future targets.    Against this background, in order 
to identify appropriate indicators able to define the objectives of the EU policy of efficient use of 
resources, an specific  analysis of each production chain is required. This should be carried out with 
the direct involvement of stakeholders. Therefore, the proposed indicators if not accompanied by an 
appropriate assessment at sectoral level are not suitable for the definition of targets Furthermore, we 
support the development of resource efficiency indicators that combine environmental impact with 
economic activity and monetary added value.  At the end, in order to set resource efficiency 
indicators, the EU Commission should consider the opportunity to develop, as in the climate change 
policy, specific sector indicators.  

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

Indicators that serve an informational purpose require a different level of accuracy as those that are 
intended for target-setting. Before targets are being set, a number of pre-conditions need to be 
fulfilled in order to ensure the acceptability and credibility of the targets: o The indicators underlying a 
given target need to be well-defined and serve a real purpose; o Targets need to be realistic and also 
take into account the differences between different Member States; o Targets should only be set if 
and when the indicators and databases have achieved reliability, robustness and suitability for policy-
making. In the meanwhile, DIGITALEUROPE recommends focusing on the following key actions: o 
Implementation and measurement of the targets set in existing EU legislation. o Implementation of 
the milestones as defined in the Roadmap for a Resource Efficient Europe. o Development of 
indicators and databases, as well as on ensuring the availability of data. During the economic crisis, 
most of the EU’s Member States have drastically reduced the capacity of their national statistical 
offices to measure environmental trends. Once methodologies are standardized and data sources are 
reliable, the Commission may start the process of further political target-setting on the basis of 
indicators.    

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

  

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

There should not be binding EU-level targets based on these indicators. There is a great variety 
among member states and their respective economic structures. The main indicator contradicts with 
many policy objectives within the EU, for example using renewable energy or promoting growth in the 
mining industry. The overall target should be to improve productivity but it should not be a numerical 
one. More detailed target setting should be made in member states. 

Emerson 
(UK) 

Subjecting industry to a basket of specific and quantitative targets will be counterproductive to 
promoting green growth and the international competiveness of Europe’s industry. There is the 
danger that the targets will contradict each other and not lead to an overall improvement in the EU’s 
resource efficiency. Instead, industries should be encouraged to optimise their resource use based on 
cost analysis and strive for continuous technological improvement. Best practice adjusted to each 
individual sector must be promoted by EU LCA processes that allows comparability. 

Energy UK Using indicators to set targets can be inappropriate unless links between indicators and 
environmental impacts have been clearly demonstrated. Most of the indicators suggested in this 
strategy have been taken from existing reporting requirements and have not necessarily been 
proposed in the context of setting targets. 

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

As above, ESA believes that targets should relate to resource use, rather than resource productivity. 
Resource targets should also focus on the use of primary resources and exclude  recycling from their 
scope.  Indicators related to waste and recycling are of course separately already subject to a range 
of targets. The Commission has already committed to reviewing in 2013 the targets for  landfill 
diversion, household recycling rates, and packaging recycling. This process should feed in to the 
resource efficiency roadmap and associated EU policy.  

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

  



198 
 

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

  

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

While indicators may be useful to illustrate different objectives they are not necessarily suitable for 
setting targets. Besides, there are already targets, indicative or compulsory, in the EU legislation 
(e.g.: climate, renewables, energy efficiency, air quality, water, biodiversity, waste) and we question 
the usefulness of setting additional targets which would worsen the problems of potentially conflicting 
policy goals. 2013 is not a suitable date for new targets and there are already many targets for 2020. 
We would oppose the addition of new targets.   

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

Eurima believes that the most recognized scientific approach to the use of resources is the Life Cycle 
Assessment (LCA). This methodology to assess the use of resources is used worldwide.  Targets 
should consider also the economic and the social impact of the use of resources. Targets should be 
based in LCA, economic behaviour and social impacts or a composed index of them.  

EURO-
ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

The objectives of the resource efficiency indicators should be better clearly defined as well as the way 
the thematic indicators will be used before considering them for setting targets, especially in a short 
time frame. 

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

Basically, EUROCHAMBRES prefers voluntary benchmarks and incentives to rigid targets, since they 
could lead to a competitive disadvantage of European products on the global market.   However, in 
those areas where targets appear useful and necessary, in the interest of legal and planning 
certainty, it must be made unequivocally clear that any provisional targets can only arise from a long 
and intensive discussion process, involving all relevant stakeholders. Moreover, potential targets 
have to focus on the current technical opportunities, carefully assessed through feasibility studies.   

Eurofer (EU) We believe that target setting is not an appropriate way of making use of a set of indicators which are 
each non-perfect. Any potential target setting would need to undergo a thorough assessment 
including a competitiveness proofing in line with the „Communication on an Integrated Industrial 
Policy for the Globalisation Era“ COM(2010)614. 

Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

No single lead indicator should be accepted for target setting. A dashboard of particularly important 
high-level indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-
offs that are required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe. A dashboard, consisting of;  1.1 
Artificial land or built-up area 1.2 Water Exploitation Index 1.3 GHG emissions 1.4 GDP 1.5 % of total 
population at risk of poverty or social exclusion,  could be used to set political targets at EU and 
national levels, but they are not appropriate for application to individual sectors or enterprises.  Whilst 
it is technically feasible to set targets for the remainder of the indicators listed in the proposed 
Scoreboard, it is not politically appropriate to do so. For example, the “environmental taxes” indicator 
lacks a direct link to real efficiency gains and is likely to be discriminatory given the variation in 
Member States’ revenue-structure; an EU target for “Consumption of meat and dairy products” raises 
unresolved issues related to individual human rights; and to avoid perverse outcomes, the “Energy 
consumption per m2 for space heating” indicator requires linking to an agreed standard of minimum 
required space heating for human health and well-being.  Some serious methodological issues 
remain to be resolved before indicators of land use, biodiversity ecosystem accounting, water 
consumption, resource depletion etc. can be used to reliably measure real environmental impacts of 
resource use and to set legally binding resource efficiency targets. LCA and the proposed 
Environmental Footprint will often not be sufficient on their own. Other life cycle thinking approaches 
will also be required (e.g., for best management of water resources). Finalisation of sufficiently high 
quality data and robust indicators by the end of 2013 will be extremely difficult. The work should 
continue beyond 2013. The EU must never accept the view that an incorrect result under time 
pressure is better than no result at all.  In any case, a series of pilot exercises should be undertaken 
to quantify the proposed indicators for at least the years 2001 and 2010, to understand their 
workability, their added value, and how to ensure they successfully feed into a structured decision 
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making process at EU level beyond what can be achieved at the level of Member States.  
Eurometaux 
(EU) 

The macro-economic indicators (possibly lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means 
serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a 
yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of 
policies need to be more refined!  Eurometaux supports a more life-cycle based approach for policy 
development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   Targets can 
only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available and if such indicators are not available 
Eurometaux strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt targets.  

Euromilk 
(EU) 

No comments on "3. Which indicators would be best suited for potentially setting targets, by 2013 and 
for the future?" 

Euromines 
(EU) 

No single lead indicator should be accepted for target setting. A dashboard of particularly important 
high-level indicators is more appropriate and will better visualise for the public the necessary trade-
offs that are required to achieve a Resource Efficient Europe. A dashboard, consisting of; 1.1 per 
capita % of national territory comprising artificial or built-up areas 1.2 National Water Exploitation 
Index 1.3 National GHG emissions 1.4 National GDP 1.5 % of national population at risk of poverty or 
social exclusion, could be used to set political targets at national levels, but they are not appropriate 
for application to individual sectors or enterprises. A more life-cycle based approach is needed for 
policy development, taking account of the challenges identified for the different value chains.   
Specific actions to improve framework conditions and support innovation will need to be tailored for 
each industry sector. Target setting has to be done after deep individual analyses and in close 
collaboration with each sector. Targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is 
available and if such indicators are not available it would be wrong to adopt targets. Whilst it is 
technically feasible to set targets for the remainder of the indicators listed in the proposed 
Scoreboard, it is not politically appropriate to do so. For example, the “environmental taxes” indicator 
lacks a direct link to real efficiency gains and is likely to be discriminatory given the variation in 
Member States’ revenue-structures. Euromines believes that environmental taxes will only create a 
monetary incentive to produce less – which would be in clear contradiction to the EU’s stated 
industrial policy (COM(2012) 582 /3) and innovation agenda. Similarly, an EU target for “Consumption 
of meat and dairy products” is not politically tenable, as it raises unresolved issues related to 
individual human rights. Some serious methodological issues remain to be resolved before indicators 
of land use, biodiversity ecosystem accounting, water consumption, resource depletion etc. can be 
used to reliably measure real environmental impacts of resource use and to set legally binding 
resource efficiency targets. LCA and the proposed Environmental Footprint will often not be sufficient 
on their own. Other life cycle thinking approaches will also be required (e.g., for best management of 
water resources). Finalisation of sufficiently high quality data and robust indicators by the end of 2013 
will be extremely difficult. The work should continue beyond 2013. The EU must never accept the 
view that an incorrect result under time pressure is better than no result at all. In any case, a series of 
pilot exercises should be undertaken to quantify the proposed indicators for at least the years 2001 
and 2010, to understand their workability, their added value, and how to ensure they successfully 
feed into a structured decision making process at EU level beyond what can be achieved at the level 
of Member States. 

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

The macro-economic indicators (lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means serve as a 
basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a yearly overall 
trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of policies need 
to be more refined.  EAA warmly welcomed the EU Resource efficiency Roadmap in its support to a 
life-cycle based approach for policy development and taking account of the challenges identified for 
the different value chains.  However, targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is 
available. If not, EAA strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt targets. Resource efficiency has 
always been the priority for our sector as a forward-looking industry and resource efficiency and 
innovation are key for being competitive in a global context. EAA therefore keeps at the disposal of 
policy-makers to further provide inputs on the above priorities and contribute to the objective of a 
more resource efficient Europe.   

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 

We cannot make any recommendations on specific indicators. We would, however, like to point out 
that any indicators and especially any connected targets must take into account regional differences 
and provide enough flexibility for the industry to achieve the targets.  More importantly, imposing too 
rigid rules could risk undermining the overall objective of resource efficiency, as a simple example 
from our industry can illustrate: While we can already today recycle our products to a very high 
percentage, the economic and environmental viability of recycling is also determined by the distance 
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(EU) and mode of transport of the material. In the case of an AAC factory located several hundreds of 
kilometres from a given demolition site, it may well be more environmental friendly and sustainable to 
use the recycled AAC demolition waste as a raw material in another production process, than in our 
own industry.  

ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

Data on municipal waste arisings and its treatment (recycling and disposal) are well established and 
provided by member states annually.  However, we wish to point out that the definition of municipal 
solid waste does differ between different member states.  This is an issue that requires resolution at 
some stage in the future.  Notwithstanding, as Eurostat data exist, ECN therefore recommends that 
the proposed targets “Turning Waste into a Resource”, including a new indicator on composting and 
anaerobic digestion, be considered for the 2013 targets.  ECN firmly believes that European bio-
waste recycling targets, as suggested in the 2008 Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC), need to 
be established so that the environmental and economic benefits described elsewhere in this response 
are realised.  We strongly urge the Commission to establish a bio-waste recycling target for 
separately collected biowaste, in line with Article 22 of the Waste Framework Directive by 2013.  

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

  

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

 The macro-economic indicators (possibly lead indicator and dashboard indicators) can in no means 
serve as a basis for policy development as they are so much aggregated that they simply show a 
yearly overall trend for a given MS.  Policy development in mature economies equipped with plenty of 
policies need to be more refined!  ECI, together with Eurometaux,  supports a more life-cycle based 
approach for policy development taking account of the challenges identified for the different value 
chains.   Targets can only be adopted once a robust set of indicators is available and if such 
indicators are not available ECI, together with Eurometaux,  strongly feels it would be wrong to adopt 
targets.   

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

The following commonly agreed definition for recycling may be considered as:   "EOL Recycling 
Efficiency Rate (EOL RER)"  This EOL Recycling Efficiency Rate indicates the efficiency with which 
EOL scrap from obsolete products is recycled. However, for the purposes of Resource Efficiency the 
EOL Recycling Efficiency Rate (EOL RER) should not be considered alone but alongside economic 
aspects because materials dispersed in use or used in minute quantities in products may simply not 
be economically viable respectively to either collect or to recycle. 

EuSalt (EU) As EuSalt, we do not believe that setting targets by 2013 is a realistic approach. Efforts towards 
better resource efficiency need to be planned carefully and in the long term. For this purpose, we 
need to evaluate the different parameters that need to be assessed as well as ensure that the 
required  data are available. Each indicator has a certain proportion of uncertainties that should be 
evaluated in order to determinate the best suited, relevant indicators. 

Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
(FR) 

FEDEREC emphasizes the strong need of a harmonized approach on implementation of EU waste 
policies throughout the EU.  

Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

Artificial land use. GHG emissions. Recycling rate of municipal waste and other waste streams. 
Environmental taxes (integration of environmental costs in product pricing mechanism). Gross 
nutrient balance. 

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 

Regarding food production, the nature of the resources used plays also a big role. The know-how of 
the feed industry enables to produce feed using raw materials that are not suitable for human 
consumption, e.g. co-products from the food and biofuel industries. This is another aspect of resource 
efficiency which should be taken into account.   
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Federation) 
(EU) 
FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

FEFCO does not support the setting of resource efficiency targets before a thorough assessment and 
monitoring of the data on the indicators is made. Targets set at this point may lead to market 
distortions and might cause adverse effects as the interdependencies between the indicators are yet 
not well understood.  

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

  

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

EU should not set targets based on the resource efficiency indicators because: - member states vary 
in their resources, characteristics and challenges related to resource efficiency. Target setting should 
be made in member states where local conditions can be taken into account. - challenges related to 
resource efficiency are not fully understood and the ways to measure them are still in the 
development stage. Further research and development are still needed. E.g. in many cases resource 
use has positive effects which should not be forgotten. - there are already set targets and policies 
related to different aspects of resource efficiency (e.g. climate change, land use change), new targets 
can easily be contradictory to targets set already. E.g. EU energy policy leads to increasing use of 
bioenergy. However, in tons, much more resources need to be used when energy is produced  from 
biomass compared to fossil energy production  

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

For the moment, the scope of the targets is unclear as is who would own the targets and who would 
be asked to meet them.  

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

Resource efficiency targets should not be set on any level because there is no harmonized way for 
measuring, the indicators proposed are not yet fully developed and further research is needed.  We 
will oppose the ideas presented in the background document on environmental indices, highly 
aggregated indicators based on LCA. Such indicators are complicated and not transparent and 
therefore definitely not suitable to measure resource efficiency.   

Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

A target of 70% recycling (more precisely, preparing for re-use, recycling and other material recovery) 
of non hazardous construction and demolition waste, to be achieved by 2020, already exists. At this 
stage, what is needed is not additional targets, but clear indicators to assess progress towards this 
target. That is why indicators on collection and recycling of construction and demolition waste have 
been proposed. Similarly, the Energy Efficiency targets for new buildings and major renovations exist 
already. To support its achievements, data is needed on energy consumption per m2 for heating/ 
cooling and artificial lighting.   

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

The above discussed indicators and especially the lead indicator cannot be used for setting targets. 
Their relevance and representativeness remain unclear. At their best, they only aim at indicating 
trends in resource productivity of a society/Member State as a whole and are therefore in no case 
suitable for setting targets in general or at sectoral level.   Comparative LCAs are an essential tool in 
the assessment of the environmental impact of raw materials. While we acknowledge the relevance 
and urgency of the topic, a comprehensive study and appropriate testing on the suitability of a set of 
indicators is absolutely needed before setting any targets. In addition, it would be dangerous setting 
up targets in absence of an economic consideration on the market demands and the access to raw 
materials. The industrial performance and functionality of resources should also be taken into 
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account. The JRC work on resource efficiency indicators should be taken into consideration and 
further discussed with the stakeholders. In the same way, the RMSG should be involved when 
discussing specific sectoral indicators related to metals and minerals. 

IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

Societal awareness must be to the forefront of addressing resource efficiency. Targets established at 
regional level are appropriate to avoid the mistakes encountered with the setting of national GHG 
reduction targets 

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

We believe that target setting is not an appropriate way of making use of a set of indicators which are 
each non-perfect. Member state may for their own development appoint targets on their priority areas. 

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) We do not think that it is appropriate for targets to be set for 2013 – this is far too soon after the close 
of this consultation paper.   Only once indicators have been carefully considered and debated, and 
the consultation responses analysed, should targets then be discussed by the Commission. And we 
firmly believe that any proposals for the setting targets for the future should be subject to a separate 
and fully transparency consultation exercise – again involving stakeholders as well as Member 
States.  

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

There should not be binding EU-level targets based on these indicators. There is a great variety 
among member states and their respective economic structures. The main indicator contradicts with 
many policy objectives within the EU, for example using renewable energy or promoting growth in the 
mining industry. The overall target should be to improve productivity but it should not be a numerical 
one. More detailed target setting should be made in member states. 

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

The absolute amount, or relative proportion, of landfilled waste could be an easy to monitor and 
meaningful indicator 

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

Indicators are not suitable, per se, for setting targets, but are needed in order to measure human 
resource use; to monitor progress and identify the requirement for further intervention and 
improvement. Needless to say that it is difficult to manage that which is not measured. For European 
plastics producers, the most important indicators for improving resource efficiency would be: a) 
energy efficiency of buildings as a result of insulation as well as energy efficiency in the mobility 
sector as a result of weight reduction; b) food preservation as a result of effective packaging which 
reduces spoilage and extends the shelf-life of perishable goods, e.g. the shelf-life of beef can be 
extended by 5-10 days thanks to plastic packaging, or cucumber keeps fresh for up to 14 days thanks 
to plastic wrapping.  c) at the end-of-life stage, the use of plastic waste for recycling and energy 
recovery as a result of landfill restrictions.  If policy-makers want to use targets and related indicators, 
they should always refer to efficiency in resource use relative to a given output and not to absolute 
values. Caps on the EU´s resource consumption limits EU growth and may export economic 
production to other regions. 

Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

Scope of the targets is unclear as is who would own the targets and who would be asked to meet 
them. 

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

As mentioned above, none of the proposed indicators seems to be appropriate for any target setting. 
Target setting has to be done after deep individual analyses and in close collaboration with each 
sector. 

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

As long as there is no harmonised way of measuring a resource efficient society it will be 
inappropriate to set targets. There already exist many targets for 2020. Some of them are already in 
conflict with each other. There is a risk that additional targets may lead to even more conflicting policy 



203 
 

goals. 
Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• We strongly recommend that if any targets are to be set, they should be based on reliable and 
robust indicators allowing clear and transparent information, especially if target is to compare  
Member States. • Moreover, resource efficiency indicators should not to be set in isolation from other 
policy areas and possible other targets.   

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

The most appropriate indicators for the aggregate sector would be: (a) Whether each country has a 
national aggregates policy for the next 20-25 years, taking into account the imperative of facilitating 
extraction from geologically-suitable locations close to the market (the main urban areas)  (b) 
Whether there is an efficient permitting system that allows fair and timely determination of the best 
locations of quarries and pits to give the optimal resource efficiency in aggregates production and 
transport to market. (c) Whether recycling of construction and demolition materials is incentivised 
through removal of permitting “red-tape” and establishment of practicable “End-of-Waste” criteria. 
Above proposed indicators could be used to set political targets at EU and national levels, but they 
are not appropriate for application to individual sectors or enterprises. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

To bring forward resource efficiency, the European Commission should stimulate innovation along the 
value chain, while ensuring long-term competitiveness of industrial production in Europe. It seems 
doubtful, whether this objective can be achieved by a system of quantitative resource and other 
targets. Such a system would be based on a belief in societal planning that is deemed to fail, and 
could reduce creativity, flexibility, societal liberties and wealth. It might also lead to disappointment if 
targets cannot be reached.  Nevertheless if targets and related indicators are to be used, they would 
need to fulfill the following conditions (not exhaustive): • They should be achievable without injuring 
other EU policy goals. • They should always relate to efficiency (resource use in relation to relevant 
output) and not to absolute values. • They need to be non-discriminatory with regard to industrial 
activity. • They should not restrict creativity, entrepreneurship and the ability to innovate. • They 
should be pursued with the most cost-efficient measures.  • They should be adaptable to local 
differences. • When relating to consumption, targets should be focused on efficiency, rather than 
sufficiency, and allow for individual lifestyle choices in order to enable society’s social well-being.  

VDA (DE) No comment 
VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 

  

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

VinylPlus 
(EU) 

The absolute amount, or relative proportion, of landfilled waste could be an easy to monitor and 
meaningful indicator 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

We believe that target setting is not an appropriate way of making use of a set of indicators which are 
each non-perfect. Any potential target setting would need to undergo deep individual analyses, in 
close collaboration with sectors and a competitiveness proofing in line with the „Communication on an 
Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Era“ COM(2010)614. For example, the 
“environmental taxes” indicator lacks a direct link to real efficiency gains and is likely to be 
discriminatory given the variation in Member States’ revenue-structure; and to avoid perverse 
outcomes, the “Energy consumption per m2 for space heating” indicator requires linking to an agreed 
standard of minimum required space heating for human health and well-being.  Some serious 
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methodological issues remain to be resolved before indicators of land use, biodiversity ecosystem 
accounting, water consumption, resource depletion etc. can be used to reliably measure real 
environmental impacts of resource use and to set legally binding resource efficiency targets. LCA and 
the proposed Environmental Footprint will often not be sufficient on their own. Other life cycle thinking 
approaches will also be required (e.g., for best management of water resources). Finalisation of 
sufficiently high quality data and robust indicators by the end of 2013 will be extremely difficult. The 
work should continue beyond 2013. The EU must never accept the view that an incorrect result under 
time pressure is better than no result at all. In any case, a series of pilot exercises should be 
undertaken to quantify the proposed indicators for at least the years 2001 and 2010, to understand 
their workability, their added value, and how to ensure they successfully feed into a structured 
decision making process at EU level beyond what can be achieved at the level of Member States. 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

We believe that target setting is not an appropriate way of making use of a set of indicators which are 
each non-perfect. In any case, a series of pilot exercises should be undertaken to quantify the 
proposed indicators for at least the years 2001 and 2010, to understand their workability, their added 
value, and how to ensure they successfully feed into a structured decision making process at EU 
level beyond what can be achieved at the level of Member States. Energy efficiency of buildings – 
thermal insulation rate. As stated above: Measures are better than targets. Measures to encourage 
thermal insulation of buildings could be: subsidies on national as well as on EU level, release of 
obligations or options for credits (ETS certificates, release of certain obligations f.e. related to IED, 
energy efficiency directive etc.). The subsequent indicator would be the energy efficiency of buildings 
and its yearly rate of refurbishment. A 3% rate as a target for all buildings (a target of 3% for buildings 
of central governments has been decided recently in the energy efficiency directive in the EP vote of 
September 11, 2012) would be an ambitious rate which f.e. has been decided to be achieved in 
Austria by 2020 in its Energy Strategy based on the 20/20/20 targets.  

 
 

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 

it would be good if compulsory targets of a reduction of the overall energy consumption by 20% by 
2020 were introduced to achieve significant energy savings while making sure that investments are 
done in the most cost-effective way and thoroughly analysing the impact on prices for consumers, 
ensuring that all energy consumers and in particular vulnerable consumers are protected. We support 
making a reduction of the overall energy consumption by 20% by 2020 compulsory. It should be 
accompanied by specific and interim energy saving targets (e.g. for buildings, transport, industrial 
facilities, etc.). Also a target for 2050 should be established (e.g. 40-50%). Targets for material 
consumption should be set for specific materials (e.g. rare earths) and processes based on feasibility 
studies. Targets for water use and artificial and built-up land use (change) should be established. As 
quickly as possible indicators for direct AND indirect (embedded in products) consumption by citizens 
of energy, water, relevant materials and land (use change) per capita should be agreed upon as a 
prerequisite to fix targets  Waste generation reduction targets including for food waste should be set. 
Fuel efficiency targets (or CO2 emission targets) for all kinds of vehicles should be set using test 
procedures which are more in line with real life than the current ones. Targets for the energy 
consumption of the building stock or renovation targets should be established not only for public 
buildings Targets for (the reduction of) meat consumption should be established.  

Bankwatch 
(EU) 

No aggregated indicators should be used in order to avoid deformation. Methodologies enabling 
capturing the overall impact of resource use should be applied. We recommend footprint indicators 
for  headline macro indicators (land, water, carbon, material). Furthermore, clear sectoral indicators 
enabling monitoring of individual types of human activities should be used. All flows must be included,  
whole life-cycles taken into account. Clear connection of the Resource Efficiency Road Map and its 
indicator set and of all EU policies should be made in order to achieve real changes in their 
implementation. Indicators on resource  efficiency must become a compulsory part of all policy 
evaluation mechanisms so that EU is able to steer its budget spending. This condition must be made 
explicit. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 

It would be good if compulsory targets of a reduction of the overall energy consumption by 20% by 
2020 were introduced to achieve significant energy savings while making sure that investments are 
done in the most cost-effective way and thoroughly analysing the impact on prices for consumers, 
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Organisation) 
(EU) 

ensuring that all energy consumers and in particular vulnerable consumers are protected. We support 
making a reduction of the overall energy consumption by 20% by 2020 compulsory. It should be 
accompanied by specific and interim energy saving targets (e.g. for buildings, transport, industrial 
facilities, etc.). Also a target for 2050 should be established (e.g. 40-50%). Targets for material 
consumption should be set for specific materials (e.g. rare earths) and processes based on feasibility 
studies. Targets for water use and artificial and built-up land use (change) should be established. As 
quickly as possible indicators for direct AND indirect (embedded in products) consumption by citizens 
of energy, water, relevant materials and land (use change) per capita should be agreed upon as a 
prerequisite to fix targets  Waste generation reduction targets should be set and recycling targets 
should be increased. Fuel efficiency targets (or CO2 emission targets) for all kinds of vehicles should 
be set using test procedures which are more in line with real life than the current ones. Targets for the 
energy consumption of the building stock or renovation targets should be established not only for 
public buildings.   

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource. For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion  of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. For example, a resource productivity target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will  require an increase in the use of land and 
water.  The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard: l Water 
footprint (in litres); l Land footprint (in hectares); l Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent); and l 
Material footprint (in tonnes). These indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and 
setting targets for resource use, not only at the country level, but also at the organisation level and for 
individual products. The dashboard of indicators will allow decision-makers to have transparent data 
from which analysis is easy to draw. Also, the rebound effect can be avoided since the overall use of 
all resource  categories will be equally monitored. Furthermore, a well-designed strategy for better 
resource use needs to have the water, carbon, land and material footprints integrated into all EU 
policies so that the EU can move to an absolute  decoupling of resources. l The four indicators should 
be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a proper analysis of whether any new policy 
will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper resource  measurement system already been 
in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in the Renewable Energy Directive would have 
highlighted the massive increase in land and water use  created by these targets. l The indicators 
should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators used in the Commission’s Annual Growth 
Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states about the link between  resource 
efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social success of the EU. l The indicators 
should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. so that the right economic tools 
promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as promoting  investment in innovative 
solutions and new business models. 

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

The targets set for the future should aim for an absolute reduction in resource use therefore the best 
indicators for setting targets would be absolute quantities to be reduced in the years to come. For 
material consumption, DMC, being an absolute quantity, could be one of the potential candidates. 
Furthermore, energy demand and energy consumption should be indicated.   In some cases these 
indicators could be complemented by relative quantities that provide more detailed information on 
resource use patterns. For material consumption, the ratio of recycled resources to all resources (in 
case of DMC, recycled-DMC/DMC) as inputs in the economy could be used as an indicator of how 
sustainable our resource use is. The higher the ratio the less resource was freshly extracted, thus the 
less harmful impact it had on the environment, which makes this ratio also a potential candidate for 
setting targets.  For energy resource use, the absolute energy demand being satisfied indicates that 
efficiency gains are being eaten up by growing energy resource use unless an absolute limit on 
resource use is set.    

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

In our view the indicator on consumption of meat and dairy products per capita per year is well suited 
for setting targets as it will show whether consumers are reducing their consumption of those  
components of the diet that are most resource intensive as well as having an adverse impact on the 
environment and human health.  A gradual move away from excessive consumption of meat and 
dairy  products would have benefits for resource efficiency, the environment and health.   In order to 
monitor the key sector 'Addressing Food' more fully it would be helpful to also include the new 
indicator that we have proposed "Percentage of EU cereals used as animal feed”.  This would  
complement the consumption indicator (referred to in the previous paragraph) with a production 
indicator that monitors whether there is any reduction in the current high level of cereals used as  
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animal feed as this is an inefficient use of nutritional resources.  
COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

Only once indicators have been carefully considered and debated, and the consultation responses 
analysed, should targets then be discussed by the Commission. And we firmly believe that any 
proposals for the setting targets for the future should be subject to a separate and fully transparency 
consultation exercise – again involving stakeholders as well as Member States. Concerning the 
timeline we do not think that it is appropriate for targets to be set for 2013 – this is far too soon after 
the close of this consultation paper. In particular as there is the need for further work on resource 
efficiency indicators in order to make them robust.  One example for the weakness of indicators is the 
WEI index. There is currently a group of experts (together with JRC and EEA) working on it to further 
develop it into WEI+ in order to allow this indicator to better reflect real water stress (currently 
Belgium is amongst the most water stressed countries --- just because of water abstraction for 
cooling). There is one exception: The NEC Directive (2007/81/EC), for example, defines national 
emission ceilings for SO2, NOx , VOC and NH3, so for these substances the targets are set in a 
directive.  The long perspective goal could be something like “not exceed the planet's limits 2050".   

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

DNR considers indicators that measure savings along the whole life-cycle as indicators best suited for 
setting targets. This is as to ensure a decrease in resource use within Europe. Aggregated indicators 
on efficiency or productivity gains are not suitable, as they risk Europe’s economy suffering from 
rebound effects and do not rule out an increase in resource use.  Targets should at least be set for all 
indicators of the dashboard:  • Material footprint (in tonnes)/ TMC,  if appropriate split by sector;  • 
Water footprint (in litres);  • Land footprint (in hectares);  • Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent)   
Another target should be set for biodiversity, as e.g. zero biodiversity loss.  DNR considers it 
extremely important to integrate the indicators into the Europe 2020 headline indicators in the 
Commission’s Annual Growth Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states concerning 
the link between resource efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social success of 
the EU.   They should also be part of all EU impact assessments, which would then provide a proper 
analysis of the question, whether any new policy will result in an increase in resource use. Had a 
proper resource measurement system already been in place, the impact assessment of the biofuels 
targets in the Renewable Energy Directive would have highlighted the massive increase in land and 
water use, created by these targets.   The indicators should underpin any decisions on subsidies, 
VAT reductions, etc., so that the right economic tools promote a real reduction in resource use, at the 
same time as promoting investment in innovative solutions and new business models.  

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

In order to help implement RBMP, which has been established as a target in the documents and 
achieve good water status, another priority, mere water accountancy and attention to abstraction is 
insufficient, particularly when it comes to water use and water management. Although the analysis of 
our “water footprint” is a valuable tool, it is not enough to determine our overall impact on the water 
supply let alone an environmental impact.” 

FERN (EU) see FERN paper "Why the Resource Efficiency Initiative needs to include indicators on forest and 
forest products" 

Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

Prefer not to say 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource. For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion  of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. For example, a resource productivity target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will  require an increase in the use of land and 
water. The best-suited indicators for setting targets are : l Water footprint (in litres); l Land footprint (in 
hectares); l Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent); and l Material footprint (in tonnes). These 
indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and setting targets for resource use, not 
only at the country level, but also at the organisation level and for individual products.  l The four 
indicators should be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a proper analysis of 
whether any new policy will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper resource  
measurement system already been in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in the 
Renewable Energy Directive would have highlighted the massive increase in land and water use  
created by these targets. l The indicators should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators used 
in the Commission’s Annual Growth Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states 
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about the link between  resource efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social 
success of the EU. l The indicators should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. 
so that the right economic tools promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as 
promoting  investment in innovative solutions and new business models. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource. For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. The Commission needs to use the land, water, carbon and material footprints to set 
EU-wide targets. These also need to be used in impact assessments, Europe 2020 and other high-
level policies. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource.  For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion  of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land.  For example, a resource productivity  target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will  require an increase in the use of land and 
water.The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard: - Water 
footprint (in litres);  - Land footprint (in hectares); - Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent); and  - 
Material footprint (in tonnes). These indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and 
setting targets for  resource use, not only at the country level, but also at  the organisation level and 
for individual products.  The  dashboard of indicators will allow decisionmakers to have transparent 
data from which analysis is easy to draw. Also, the rebound effect can be avoided since the overall 
use of all resource  categories will be equally monitored.  Furthermore, a well-designed strategy for 
better resource use needs to have the water, carbon, land and material footprints integrated into all 
EU policies so that the EU can move to an absolute  decoupling of resources.    - The four indicators 
should be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a proper analysis of whether any new 
policy will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper resource  measurement system already 
been in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in the Renewable Energy Directive would 
have highlighted the massive increase in land and water use  created by these targets.  - The 
indicators should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators used in the Commission’s Annual 
Growth Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states  about the link between  resource 
efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social success of the EU. - The indicators 
should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. so that the right economic tools 
promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as promoting  investment in innovative 
solutions and new business models.The Commission needs to use the land, water, carbon and 
material footprints to  set EU-wide targets. These  also  need to be used in  impact assessments, 
Europe 2020 and other high-level policies. 

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource. For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. For example, a resource productivity target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will require an increase in the use of land and 
water. The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard: - Water 
footprint (in litres); - Land footprint (in hectares); - Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent); and - 
Material footprint (in tonnes). These indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and 
setting targets for resource use, not only at the country level, but also at the organisation level and for 
individual products. The dashboard of indicators will allow decision-makers to have transparent data 
from which analysis is easy to draw. Also, the rebound effect can be avoided since the overall use of 
all resource categories will be equally monitored. Furthermore, a well-designed strategy for better 
resource use needs to have the water, carbon, land and material footprints integrated into all EU 
policies so that the EU can move to an absolute decoupling of resources. - The four indicators should 
be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a proper analysis of whether any new policy 
will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper resource measurement system already been 
in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in the Renewable Energy Directive would have 
highlighted the massive increase in land and water use created by these targets. - The indicators 
should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators used in the Commission’s Annual Growth 
Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states about the link between resource 
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efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social success of the EU. - The indicators 
should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. so that the right economic tools 
promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as promoting investment in innovative 
solutions and new business models.  The Commission needs to use the land, water, carbon and 
material footprints to set EU-wide targets. These also need to be used in impact assessments, 
Europe 2020 and other high-level policies. 

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

Indicators based on footprint methodology and specifically Land footprint, Water footprint, Material 
footprint and Carbon footprint should be used as an effective method of monitoring and setting targets 
for resource use at the country level as well as at the organizations level and for individual products. 
Furthermore, a well designed strategy for resource use would integrate the use of the four proposed 
indicators in all EU policies  related to the issue.  

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource.  For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. For example, a resource productivity target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will require an increase in the use of land and 
water.  The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard:  +) 
Water footprint (in litres); +) Land footprint (in hectares); +) Carbon footprint equivalent); and +) 
Material footprint (in tonnes).  These indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and 
setting targets for resource use, not only at the country level, but also at the organisation level and for 
individual products. The dashboard of indicators will allow decisionmakers to have transparent data 
from which analysis is easy to draw. Also, the rebound effect can be avoided since the overall use of 
all resource categories will be equally monitored. Furthermore, a well-designed strategy for better 
resource use needs to have the water, carbon, land and material footprints integrated into all EU 
policies so that the EU can move to an absolute decoupling of resources.  The four indicators should 
be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a proper analysis of whether any new policy 
will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper resource measurement system already been 
in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in the Renewable Energy Directive would have 
highlighted the massive increase in land and water use created by these targets.  The indicators 
should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators used in the Commission’s Annual Growth  
Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states about the link between resource 
efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social success of the EU.  The indicators 
should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. so that the right economic tools 
promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as promoting investment in innovative 
solutions and new business models.              

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 
(GAIA) 
(global) 

If the aim is to make the EU sustainable in the use of its resources the indicator/s needs to be able to 
help build the path between the current status and the desired situation. In this sense the indicators in 
water footprint, land footprint, carbon footprint and material footprint are very good indicators to set 
targets upon.  It would also help to set targets on "residual waste minimisation" to drive a progressive 
increase in recycling rates coupled with a decrease in waste generation. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

We would frame the question differently. What does the European Union need to know in order to 
operate safely? It is not a moral obligation to monitor the “right indicators”  -but rather an obligation to 
make sure you understand all the relevant parameters. And even if some of the parameters are not 
exactly measurable, but if they are highly relevant, excluding them is a risk to the European Union.  
Are resource constraints a true driver of economic performance or not? How do you know whether it 
is or not? Do your indicators tell you enough about this?  How many Europes does it take to support 
Europe today? How many 10 years ago? What do we expect 10 years from now?  Which portions 
have the largest short term, medium term long term risks? Will it be easier for Europe to get the 
missing resource metabolism secured in the future? Or will there be more global competition making 
it harder for Europe?  

Kaapeli (FI)   
Mani Tese The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones suggested above: • Water footprint (in 
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(IT) litres);  • Land footprint (in hectares); • Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent);  • Material 
footprint (in tonnes). These indicators can be used as an effective method of monitoring and setting 
targets for resource use,  not only at the country level, but also at organisation level and for individual 
products. They can help also in monitoring the shifting of resource uses.  

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

Please consider the Friends of the Earth Europe input 

Naturefriends 
International  

Targets are essential for ensuring that resource-use reduction takes place, thereby avoiding the 
‘rebound’ that occurs due to increased demand for a resource. For this reason, it is imperative that 
the Commission does not use any aggregated indicator, such as resource productivity, to set targets. 
This would cause negative effects such as the promotion of policies that increase Europe’s use of 
water and land. For example, a resource productivity target will have undesired effects such as 
promoting a move to a bio-based economy, which will require an increase in the use of land and 
water.   The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard:  - 
Water footprint (in litres);  - Land footprint (in hectares);  - Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 
equivalent); and  - Material footprint (in tonnes).   These indicators can be used as an effective 
method of monitoring and setting targets for resource use, not only at the country level, but also at the 
organisation level and for individual products. The dashboard of indicators will allow decision-makers 
to have transparent data from which analysis is easy to draw. Also, the rebound effect can be avoided 
since the overall use of all resource categories will be equally monitored.   Furthermore, a well-
designed strategy for better resource use needs to have the water, carbon, land and material 
footprints integrated into all EU policies so that the EU can move to an absolute decoupling of 
resources.   - The four indicators should be part of all EU impact assessments, which will provide a 
proper analysis of whether any new policy will result in an increase in resource use. Had a proper 
resource measurement system already been in place, the impact assessment of the biofuel targets in 
the Renewable Energy Directive would have highlighted the massive increase in land and water use 
created by these targets.   - The indicators should be part of the Europe 2020 headline indicators 
used in the Commission’s Annual Growth Survey. This would give a powerful signal to member states 
about the link between resource efficiency and the overall economic, environmental and social 
success of the EU.   - The indicators should underpin any decision on subsidies, VAT reductions, etc. 
so that the right economic tools promote a real reduction in resource use, at the same time as 
promoting investment in innovative solutions and new business models.   To summarize: The 
Commission needs to use the land, water, carbon and material footprints to set EU-wide targets. 
These also need to be used in impact assessments, Europe 2020 and other high-level policies.  

Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

NABU considers the following indicators as best suited for setting targets: ● Targets for a life cycle-
oriented indicator on material flows, most suitably TMC   ● Sectoral targets on TMC reduction for  o 
building and construction  o nutrition, feed and beverages  o metals and half-finished metal products 
o energy (electricity and gas) and energy services  ● Targets for footprint indicators, i.e. for carbon 
footprint, water footprint, land footprint  ● NABU considers the target of zero biodiversity loss as 
important.   ● Environmental taxes: From NABU perspective 10 % of environmental taxation until 
2020 are necessary in order to give effective economic incentives for resource protection  These 
indicators all contain a very clear message and are safe to any distortion by rebound effects. In 
general, NABU promotes the setting of ambitious targets for all the indicators, that are proposed 
under questions 1 – 2c. Introducing concrete targets is essential in order to make the collected data 
effective in political debates. Without setting targets, data collection is at risk to induce bureaucratic 
costs without an adequate political impact.  

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

The best-suited indicators for setting targets are the ones to be used in the dashboard: • Water 
footprint (in litres); • Land footprint (in hectares); • Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent); and • 
Material footprint (in tonnes).  These also need to be used in impact assessments, Europe 2020 and 
other high-level policies. 

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

It seems that thematic indicators are best suited for potentially setting targets, because they are 
influenced easier then the dashboard and lead indicators. 

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
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(UK) compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position 
Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

Quantity of raw material/product or service  

WWF (EU) 1. Indicators only make sense if they can be measured against an objective Each indicator listed in 
the future scoreboard should be related to a European target. It is already the case for several, but 
others are missing and should be set. For WWF, the starting point for setting targets must be a  policy 
commitment that by 2050 at the latest the European economy is fully sustainable and respects the 
planet boundaries –then targets have to be set for the milestones 2020, 2030 and 2040. For the 
carbon footprint, the  EU already committed to reduce its emissions by 80-95% by 2050.  2. Water, 
land, carbon and material footprints Setting ambitious targets for the footprints is fundamental as it 
will drive a global transformation of the European economy. If targets are only set for thematic 
indicators, there is a risk that only niche aspects of the issue  will be addressed.   3. Integrate 
sustainability to Water Footprint by setting local targets Footprint targets sometimes only makes 
sense while considering the local availability of resource. In this regard, the Water Footprint target 
should be European and local, based on water basins and using the assessment of  sustainability 
boundaries such as environmental flows. A good example of Water Footprint Indicator is the one 
developed by Water Footprint Network.   

 
 

g) Public sector / administration  
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

First, political targets for the consumption of individual resources and total consumption have to be 
set.  These targets must relate to the environmental quality to be achieved. From the available data it 
is evident that the present resource throughput is too high for a good environmental quality. Once 
targets have been set, the relevant indicators can be found. The process of target-setting should not 
solely be determined by the available data and indicators.   One key target should be the absolute 
reduction of global resource consumption. In the medium term the DMC could be replaced by the 
RMC in order to take account of the global dimension.  The WEI+ was recently developed and agreed 
at European level to address water resources use related to water availability aspects. Based on this 
indicator short- and mid-term targets could be defined as long as alternative indicators, which might 
be better suited, are still not available.  

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

indicators that address the 3 key sectors with the highest environmental impact: food - housing – 
mobility 

BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

  

BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

  

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

The set of indicators in the scoreboard in so minimalistic it only contains indicators with already 
existing targets. 

BE – Service   
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public de 
Wallonie 
BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

At least, all indicators included in the dashboard (i.e. material use, land, water, GHG emissions and 
energy) should be considered for target setting in 2013. These targets should take into account the 
life cycle perspective as far as possible. All indicators dealing with the territorial or production 
perspective suggested under question 2b) are best suited for immediate target setting. The further 
development of indicators reflecting the consumption or global perspective should be combined with a 
parallel target definition. For this the European Commission may set up an appropriate stakeholder 
process including stakeholders from outside Europe.  Several thematic indicators are already (or can 
be easily) linked to targets, which is described in the following.   The indicator „Land take“ is highly 
suitable for target setting. For land take several data sets from different sources are available on 
national level and especially data from Corine Land Cover is suitable to be aggregated on EU-Level. 
Furthermore, in Germany, for the indicator “land take” there exist already ambitious goals on national 
level for the year 2020 and 2050. Additionally, in order to allow comparisons between different 
European countries and in order to get an idea how to distribute the European goal to the member 
countries in a fair way, this indicator could be accompanied by one or two additional indicators (“land 
take per capita” or/and “land use of artificial surfaces per capita”). As the number of inhabitants is 
available for all European countries, these additional indicators are available, too.  Biodiversity: The 
indicator Critical Load Exceedances (SEBI indicator 009) is connected to the target to protect 
biodiversity, as it shows the risk of biodiversity to nitrogen deposition effects. Further it is connected 
to ressource effeciency as the deposition of air pollutants and the following exceedance of Critical 
Loads is closely interlinked with the emission of nitrogenous substances from fossil fuel burning and 
agriculture. Targets set for 2020 in the CAFE strategy might be used as benchmarks for the critical 
loads exceedance indicator.    Safeguarding clean air: The Average Exposure Indicator (AEI) is best 
suited for potentially setting targets for the future.  Ensuring efficient mobility: The total CO2 
emissions are essential for the climate protection. The White paper requires from the transport sector 
a reduction of at least 60 % GHGs by 2050 with respect to 1990. There is also a target for the 
average CO2 emissions /km for new passenger cars in 2020: 95 gCO2/km (European Commission).   
Turning waste into a resource: It is a target per se to show the diversion of waste streams from 
disposal to energy recovery and primarily recycling. The lack of timely available, validated targets 
should not limit the scope of the scoreboard to municipal waste only.  

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

Based on the reasoning in the comments to the previous questions, we would suggest that the 
indicators best suited for setting goals and targets are the ones at the disaggregated levels, i.e. 
GDP/DMC per type or per sector.  Furthermore should the theme-specific consumption-based 
indicators be taken forward as potentially reference for future target setting when these are mature 
(e.g. water footprint and land footprint). 

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

It is neccessary to prioritize the progress assessment on economic system transformation. The 
sustainability approach involves major changes in the forms of production and consumption. In 
addition, it is necessary to develop indicators to assess progress on changes in production and 
consumption patterns, towards greater efficiency and sustainability, but taking into account aspects of 
greater equity and self-containment consumption, base of the most innovative approach of this 
initiative 

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

 The targets are set up in the Europa 2020 strategy as the general framework, the roadmap for 
resource efficiency;  the roadmap "towards a low carbon economy 2050" as well as in the 7th EAP.  
Indicators are tools to measure progress on the accomplishment of targets of the mentioned EU 
legislation and strategies. 

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 

There may be scope to develop Waste Code specific indicators, such as selected EWC’s in Chapter 
02 of the EU “List of Waste”; e.g. ‘food production waste per tonne of product’ might give a good 
indication of the production efficiency at food plants.  There may also be scope for integrated 
environmental indicators e.g. the IGBP produced a climate indicator that is based on a composite of 
scientific and other observations.  This type of indicator which emulates economic indicators such as 
GDP may be of value.  
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Government 
NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

Without targets, indicators just provide statistical series. This is useful, but doesn’t provide a strong 
incentive for action, that is needed given the strategic importance of the Resource Efficiency Strategy. 
So we support the idea of setting targets.  In our opinion the indicators of the first and second tier (in 
our proposal all lead indicators, see 2a and b) would be best suited for potentially setting targets. 
Therefore, for each row in the matrix (p.11), one target could be chosen to start with. This means one 
target for: material-use; energy-use and climate; water-use; land-use and biodiversity (since this 
target was missing).  Generally, environmental impact oriented indicators have our preference (see 
table p. 11). For instance, for material use the Life-Cycle Resource indicator (see table page 11) 
could be used, for energy use and climate the carbon footprint could be chosen.   We feel that for the 
third tier / thematic indicators, we should be careful and reluctant to set targets, in order to avoid too 
large numbers of targets.   

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 
Environment 

  

UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

The UK Government is already using targets on a range of relevant areas, including some where 
targets are derived from EU legislation. These include targets for: Gross Inland Energy Consumption 
Territorial GHG Emissions  Municipal Waste Generation Municipal Waste Recycling Rate 
Concentration of particulate matter at urban background locations Concentrations of particulate 
matter exceeding daily limit values Average CO2 emissions/km for new passenger cars The UK 
considers it premature to consider imposing further targets on resource efficiency before a coherent 
and robust set of indicators can be deployed and used by Member States and industry.  Such 
indicators will allow for improved measurement of performance and reporting prompting companies to 
take action.  The case for any further targets must be fully justified through lack of voluntary action 
and would have to be demonstrably economically efficient and cost-effective, realistic and achievable. 

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

We are pleased that the Scoreboard identifies waste indicators as playing a key role in steering the 
transformation of Europe’s economy into a resource  efficient one. We would like to see this central 
focus developed as the Scoreboard evolves and would be please to comment again once a first set of 
scores  have been published and evaluated. 

UK – Scotish 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

SEPA supports sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 in the consultation document and the commitment to 
develop the scoreboard. It must be further developed to ensure it is effective in demonstrating the link 
between the economy and the environment.  

 
 

h) Statistical offices  
 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

indicators that address the 3 key sectors with the highest (direct or indirect, national or 
transboundary) environmental impact: food - housing - mobility  

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 
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i) Other  
 

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 

I don´t know which indicators are the best, but I think we have to discuss about every part of industrie 
population and nature. It´s not possible that only one part is the bad gay. All have to make sacrifices. 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

First of all, before setting targets the European Commission should assess whether the European 
level is the right one to set the target in question. For some aspects like water or biomass production 
this is definitely not the case. Furthermore, there are good reasons why member states have different 
priorities: a resource which is very scarce or highly needed in one place, might be abundantly 
available or simply not needed in another. Therefore, member states should have room for pursuing 
their own priorities. Secondly, it is important that new targets are coherent with already existing 
targets. There are targets in European law which might compromise potential targets of the resource 
efficiency flagship initiative, i.e. targets on biofuels and biomass have serious consequences for the 
water use and nutrient balance. Before setting new targets, the adverse effects of existing targets 
should be reconsidered. A lot of efforts have been done by different stakeholders for fulfilling these 
targets and timeframes in due time and any additional effort could be counterproductive if not fully 
integrated. Example: The public sector at municipality level started to integrate efforts to limit impacts, 
with measures like heat production by incinerators used in public buildings, reuse of treated 
wastewater, biogas from waste management used for public transport, …). Any new initiative must be 
integrated in the existing holistic scheme and there is a need of using synergies to be better cost-
efficient. Any new target setting should be justified by the adequate impact assessment, in particular 
in terms of necessary investments. Please remind that in these areas necessary changes in 
practices/behaviors will need important (huge) investments with a long-term return ratio. Finally, the 
European Commission can rely on experience of member states with resource efficiency targets. I.e. 
some member states have already set targets for the nutrients balance, so that this could be a first 
candidate for a European target. Furthermore, such a target could be coherent with the nitrates 
directive, which is not specific enough. 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 
Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

CIWM believes that setting of targets is not the necessarily the best way of achieveing outcomes.  
Targets drive people to strive to achieve the target, sometimes to the detriment of other 
issues/factors.  If the indicators are appropriate they will acheive the desired outcome.  Targets can 
be time limted, there is no need to set targets for targets sake. 
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Question 4: Any other comments / suggestions 
 

a) Academia / research / think tanks 
 

Bureau de 
Recherches 
Géologiques 
et Minières 
(BRGM) (FR) 

  

Common-
wealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial 
Research 
Organisation 
(CSIRO) 
(Australia) 

  

ECN (NL) Jan Tinbergen, who shared the first  Nobel price  in economics, stylized warranted resource efficiency 
as a race between the rate of depletion of exhaustible resources and the rate of resource-saving 
technological progress. Granted  (historical) “normal” rate of economic growth, if and when 
technological progress cannot to keep up with demand for resource services and  the rate of 
depletion of essential natural resources economic downturns ensue as adjustment mechanism. 
Porter and van der Linde (1995) posited that proper resource-saving incentivicing environmental 
regulation entices industrial competitiveness and economic growth enhancing technological progress. 
ECN posits that (warranted) resource efficiency performance  improvement, consistent with 
environmental, economic and social sustainability as well as delinking inter alia energy and rare 
earths use from economic growth cannot be a matter of technological fixes alone. The demand side is 
very much so also part of the equation. Globally, paradigm changes in human social behaviours are 
warranted. To mitigate rebound effects aspired consumption, mobility and human settlement patterns 
have to move into a substantially more sustainable direction. Measuring evolutions in human 
behaviours in these respects and integrating them in the conceptualisation of resource efficiency 
performance is suggested to be part of the process recommended under 1 and 2a above. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

I am concerned, RACER is being used for evaluating indicators.  Relevance of indicator should be 
main driver - and having this as just one of the 5 criteria seems silly. Once it is clear what the really 
relevant question is, any indicator can be constructed to suit that need. But  including indicators 
because the score high on ACER, but low on the initial R could lead to using measures that my be 
highly accurate, but lack relevance.  I am also concerned that there is no distinction between 
accounting systems and indices (or composite index). Indices are by their nature outside of the realm 
of science. Any scientific venture is based on a  clear research question. By its very nature, an index 
is a conglomerate of things, not a response to a scientific research question.   I also regret the EU's 
use of the term "environmental footprint of products" without following the essence of what the 
Ecological Footprint methodology has been providing for over 20 years - comparing demand  and 
supply of biocapacity.  

IEEP (UK) We look forward to providing relevant information to the Commission’s future activities on resource 
efficiency through our involvement in the FP7 project DYNAMIX (Dynamic policy mixes for absolute 
decoupling of environmental impact of EU resource use from economic growth). The project will 
explore various policy mixes aiming to improve resource efficiency, providing ex-post and ex-ante 
analysis. Stakeholder engagement is a key element of the project, and we hope that the Commission 
staff working on resource efficiency in a number of DGs will participate. 

Öko Institut 
(DE) 
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Queens 
University 
Belfast (UK) 

I think that Friends of the Earth have some excellent research on resource efficiency.  This should be 
utilised to create a bio-centric model for regulation, rather than the business  and profit centred model 
that has been so far utilised. 

Research 
Centre for 
Energy 
Resources 
and 
Consumption 
(CIRCE) 
(ES) 

Please keep us informed on the decisions taken and if there are meetings where we could also 
participate. 

Schumacher 
Institute for 
Sustainable 
Systems 
(SISS) (UK) 

Sorry I came very late to this consultation - so only a few points. These are my personal thoughts and 
are not from the CONVERGE project team officially. We are producing a couple of papers in the next 
few  months on indicators specifically to work out how we could measure the degree of Convergence 
across nations - Convergence being ways to live within the limits of the planet with equity. 

Technische 
Universität 
Berlin (DE) 

  

University of 
Dundee, 
Sustainable 
Resource 
Project (UK) 

It is very important that the data are reliable. The sources of the data must be transparent and ideally 
checked by a third party. How data are calculated should be clearly defined with as little scope for 
‘interpretation’ as possible. However we support the present approach is that data are generated 
even if not completely reliable. Time and effort will improve the reliability of the data. In the longer 
term such data should be independently verified for its reliability. 

University of 
Oulu (FI) 

  

University of 
Sydney 
(Australia) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(DE) 

  

Unknown 
organisation 
(FI) 

  

Wüppertal 
Institute (DE) 

  

 
 

b) Citizens  
 

Citizen  (AT)   

Citizen  (BE)   
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Citizen (UK)   

 
 

c) Companies  
 

Cleveland 
Potash ( > 
500 empl., 
UK) 

A Sustainability Assessment approach should be adopted, which reflects life cycle thinking, and 
integrates the most important dimensions, including the sustainable supply of natural resources and 
the benefits of resource use for society. Characterization models for Life Cycle impact assessment 
(LCIA) have been developed to cover a variety of substances and circumstances which are typically 
assessed within a life cycle. Such generic models show obvious weaknesses in situations where the 
cause-effect chain is particularly complex (e.g., mining and minerals) and in case of poor scientific 
consensus on the modelling approach to be used. Many input categories are sufficiently well 
developed. The UNEP/SETAC Life Cycle Initiative has improved incorporation of metals toxicity into 
LCAs. The next priorities, from a Euromines perspective, are the assessment of resource depletion, 
water consumption and land-use. None of these have sufficiently robust impact characterization 
models available and all of them are central to current EU proposals, so urgent development work is 
clearly required. Any considerations for EU resource efficiency measures shall fulfil the criteria set out 
in the flagship initiative on "Industrial policy for a globalisation era" with a specific focus on the 
"competitiveness proofing" as detailed in the Commission staff working document on "Operational 
Guidance for assessing impacts on sectoral competitiveness", and endorsed by Council and the 
European Parliament.  

Electrolux (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Electrolux has reviewed the background documents for resource efficiency indicators, and as the 
indicators in our understanding apply to Member States and not to companies we do not intend to 
comment on the current proposal.  

LKAB (> 500 
empl., SE) 

  

Merc Consult 
(10 to 49 
empl., UK) 

The uploaded document Resource Efficiency in Europe, written for trade press, sets out some 
relevant thinking and will, I hope, be relevant and interesting. 

Rio Tinto (> 
500 empl., 
UK) 

  

Suez (> 500 
empl., FR) 

Further methodological underpinning needs to be undertaken by the EC. A robust framework for a 
resource efficiency indicator scoreboard must be developed before specific indicators are  selected 
for use.  - Should the lead indicator be linked to other indicators within the scoreboard (aggregated or 
composite indicator)?  Is a single free-standing lead indicator sufficiently robust as an expression of  
resource efficiency, especially when one of its functions is to allow meaningful cross-comparisons 
among MS?   - Should the various tiers of the scoreboard be linked (sub-indicators structured under 
dashboard themes)?  - What “key sectors” should be included within the scoreboard owning to their 
importance in terms of resource use?   - Should the structure of the Roadmap be followed so closely 
in the make-up of the scoreboard, or are there more effective and robust organising principles that 
can be applied to the  construction of the scoreboard, which equally cover the objectives and 
deliverables of the Roadmap?  Answers to these questions would have informed the shape, content 
and coherence of the scoreboard and its indicators.   Previous research could also have informed the 
development of the scoreboard and its resource efficiency indicators – e.g. State of the art report on 
current methodologies and practices for  composite indicator development, JRC (2002).  

Umicore (> 
500 empl., 
BE) 

  

Unknown GDP/DMC as a lead indicator is to fall far short of being appropriate for measuring and benchmarking 
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company (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

resource efficiency – it shows consumption and not efficiency with an unfair level playing filed within 
member states (“industrialized member states vs. service focused member states”). 

Unknown 
company (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

No comments 

Vattenfal (> 
500 empl., 
SE) 

Effort should be made over time to reflect relevant information on total waste management (not only 
municipal). The indicator should also account for recovery of waste for energy production as this is an 
important tool to increase resource as well as energy efficiency.   Resource efficiency is an important 
element in the sustainable development of Society. It is however of crucial importance that this 
development is made at pace that society can absorb seen also in a global context. We see a clear 
need for a thorough impact assessment of the various initiatives that are identified in order to 
understand the consequences of target setting and what specific measures that are justifiable from a 
resource vs. cost assessment - over time. This will also help in identifying indicators that are 
supporting the specific prioritized areas.  

Veolia (> 500 
empl., FR) 

As each indicator in the dashboard or scoreboard can only represent a component of the 
environmental impact of an activity (at local level) or of the economy (at macro level), monitoring of 
progress cannot only be evaluated through the observation of the evolution of one single indicator but 
rather through an integrated appraisal of all components of the environmental footprint.  

voestalpine 
(50-249 
empl., AT) 

Overview of voestalpine proposal on indicator definition:  Tier 1: DMC/GDP acceptable - but never to 
be used for target setting or as control paramter. This indicator has always to be linked to a detailed 
analysis. Only on these a political debate on activities can be based. DMC to be improved to be 
equivalent for inputs and outputs crossing the system boundaries.  Tier 2: Highlights approaches to 
planetary boundaries. Very restricted number available only. Like the tier 1-indicator these tier-2-
indicators can never to be used for target setting or as control paramter but have always to be linked 
to a detailed analysis.  Tier 3: Defined very narrowly for certain sub-isses. Can in principle be applied 
for target setting. To the extent that the following parameters apply, a tier 3-indicator must always 
take into account resource capacity, life cycle effects, value chain effects, service periods and 
recyclability and prior to target assignation have to undergo a competitiveness proofing in line with the 
„Communication on an Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalisation Era“ COM(2010)614. 

Wieland (> 
500 empl., 
DE) 

  

Wiener-
berger (> 
500 empl., 
AT) 

Adequate time must be invested in order to develop the indicators and build consensus in their 
development and implementation. We are concernd that the proposed timeframe for implementation 
of the indicators and the development of targets is too short.  Wienerberger believes that it is better to 
invest more research in an appropriate indicator than to have the wrong indicator by next year - 
quality is more important than speed!  Business will ultimately be affected by policy resulting from the 
findings of the indicators.  It is important that the Commission aligns its approach to take into account 
and build upon resource efficiency work and its reporting already being carried out by business. This 
will lead to more informed decision making and a greater chance of success in incentivising 
investment in resource efficiency in the future.   Clarification is also required with regard to 
responsibilities for monitoring and reporting, and reassurance that this will not be expensive and 
bureaucratic.  

 
 

d) Consulancy / lobbying firms  
 

Dr. Spoo 
Umwelt-
Consulting 
(DE) 
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Ecostrategy  
(NL) 

Please dare to use indicators which are not perfect, but which address the major challenges of 
sustainable resource use in stead of picking out some 'pars pro toto' details! The consultation paper 
contains some very useful stuff on this, but the Scoreboard proposal is very disappointing. 

Effizienz-
Agentur 
NRW (EFA) 
(DE) 

The RACER criteria are essential for any Indicator to be included in the Scoreboard. The Indicators 
that don´t meet this criteria (like the percentage of green public procurement) should be kept in mind 
to understand the relevance of the Scoreboard and to improve it continuously. 

Maki 
Consulting 
(DE) 

  

Umwelt-
bundesamt   
(AT) 

 How about indicators on the material-/energy-efficiency and life span of typical household products 
on the market (e.g. refrigerator)? How about indicators on the consumption of hazardous materials 
such as fluorine or chromium? 

 

e) Industry organisation / associations  
 

ACE 
(Alliance for 
Beverage 
Cartons and 
the 
Environment)  
(EU) 

  

ACEA 
(European 
Automobile 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

ACEA response to the consultation and ACEA position paper on the Commissions Initiatives on Raw 
Materials, and the Flagship Initiative for a Resource Efficient Europe, see attachements. 

AÖW (Allianz 
der 
öffentlichen 
Wasser-
wirschaft) 
(DE) 

  

BBS 
(Bundes-
verband 
Baustoffe) 
(DE) 

  

BDEW 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Energie- und 
Wasser-
wirtschaft ) 
(DE)  

  

BDI (Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

With regard on the sustainable use of resources, it is the task of policies to support every activity that 
can contribute to resource efficiency. In the opposite, policies should not intervene into the economic 
sound competition of materials and industrial sectors. Eco-balances that take into account the 
production, the whole lifetime of a material or product and all life-cycles of a material should be 
supported, as they automatically will support resource efficiency within an integrated approach.   
Although leading in the right direction, the running development of an indicator ‘environmental 
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footprint of products’, that does not only look on one single parameter but takes into account the wide 
range of environmental effects including the full lifecycle plus recycling is only a view through the 
environmental glasses. The other pillars of sustainability need to be regarded in a similar way in order 
to get the whole picture for an integrated evaluation. Additionally it should be made clear, that only 
aggregated data for a sector are useful in this context while the use of individual company data would 
lead in the wrong direction.  

BVDF 
(Bundes-
verband der 
Deutschen 
Fleischwaren
industrie) 
(DE) 

At a global level, the use of limited resources must be decoupled from the growth in economic 
activity, but it is important to note that global decoupling does not mean that all regions or all 
enterprises within a sector must reduce their use of specific resources. If growth in economic activity 
is related to the most resource efficient enterprises or to the region, where a certain resource is 
abundant (for example water), then the growing resource use in these enterprises or regions could 
lead to a fall in global resource use. A general comment to the 19 proposed indicators is that many 
indicators tend to focus on the absolute use of a resource or absolute emissions rather than the 
resource efficiency. The development in absolute resource extraction is a relevant indicator on a 
global level, but could be misleading on a national or regional level as mentioned above. However, 
we recognize the urgent need for a set of macro indicators based on existing data that could be 
implemented immediately. It must be emphasized though, that these indicators do only provide a few 
general hints to the overall development in resource efficiency. To encourage a more resource 
efficient production, it is essential to complement these general indicators with sector-specific 
indicators. 

bv-miro 
(Bundes-
verband 
Mineralische 
Rohstoffe) 
(DE) 

Gründe der Ablehnung: - Die rohstoffgewinnende Industrie deckt ausschließlich den Bedarf an 
Rohstoffen für vielfältige Produkte. Eine pauschale Senkung führt nicht zum Ziel.  - Unsere Rohstoffe 
werden im Kreislauf gehalten. Die hohen Verwertungsquote von 90 % und die Recyclingquote von 76 
% können nicht viel mehr gesteigert werden.  - Jede Branche ist anders gelagert und daher 
gesondert zu betrachten 
 

CEFIC 
(European 
Chemical 
Industry 
Council) (EU) 

  

Celene (FR)   
Cembureau 
(European 
Cement 
Association) 
(EU) 

The scoreboard idea is potentially useful, but by only comparing EU MSs, no indication is given of 
how much reduction in resource use is simply due to use being shifted outside the EU. Even if  
imports and exports are supposedly taken into account, it is likely that “hidden” leakage effects could 
still occur. A life-cycle perspective should always be applied, to avoid shifting of burdens or 
unintended consequences of simplistic indicators.  Only by including a measure of life cycle analysis 
will it be  possible to show how efficiently a resource has been utilised. Transforming the 
economy/turning waste into a resource should include “recovery” of waste or make it clearly 
accountable as recycling. More information would be welcomed on the indicator mentioned in section 
5.1.4 of the consultation paper – there is none available at the website indicated.  Information on 
respondnt: CEMBUREAU, the European Cement Association based in Brussels, is the representative 
organisation of the cement industry in Europe. The Association acts as spokesperson for the cement 
industry  before the European Union institutions and other public authorities, and communicates the 
industry’s views on all issues and policy developments with regard to technical, environmental, 
energy  and promotional issues. CEMBUREAU - The European Cement Association 55, rue d'Arlon - 
BE-1040 Brussels – Belgium Tel: +32-2-234.10.22 – Fax: +32-2-235.02.55 http://www.cembureau.eu 
EU Transparency Register No: 9398731607 

CEPI 
(Confederati
on of 
European 
Paper 
Industries) 
(EU) 

• CEPI suggest resource efficiency indicators to be developed on sector level and for the purpose of 
the sector. The indicators should be developed by the sector itself.  • Sector specific resource 
efficiency indicator can demonstrate improvements achieved by the sector through practical and 
meaningful indicators, for example productivity (e.g. €/kg, €/m2, €/m3, €/J) and intensity (e.g. kg/€, 
m2/€, m3/€, J/€).  • Resource substitution as well as positive effects of resource use should be 
describe, e.g. if forest is used, less pressure to convert it into agriculture or infrastructure. • Resource 
efficiency indicators may be used for benchmarking performance where characteristics are 
comparable, but not for comparison where different patterns.  • CEPI welcome the possibility of 
developing sector specific resource efficiency indicators for the forest-based industry in a Sector 
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Dialogue together with the Commission. Indicators would be developed for the purpose of the 
industry itself not for comparison between or within non-comparable manufacturing.    • The dialogue 
would entail analysis of resource use and associated significant environmental impact for the sector, 
data development, cover primary resources, and linked to the key products food, buildings and 
transport. Furthermore, to consider resource efficiency learning’s, and identification of multiplying 
effects and multi-functional opportunities, e.g. industrial symbiosis. CEPI is willing to develop and test 
indicators. 

CEPMC 
(European 
Confedera-
tion for 
construction 
materials and 
building 
products) 
(EU) 

  

CER 
(Community 
of European 
Railway and 
Infrastructure 
Companies  
(EU) 

  

Cerame-Unie 
(European 
Ceramic 
Industry 
Association) 

Adequate time must be invested in order to develop the indicators and build consensus in their 
development and implementation. We have concern that the proposed timeframe for implementation 
of the indicators and the development of targets is too short. If the development of indicators is 
rushed, there is the danger that they will be inappropriate in their measures, ineffective in their impact 
and not shared and endorsed by businesses. Cerame-Unie is convinced that it is better to have 
proper indicators in the near future than to have the wrong indicators by next year. Business will 
ultimately be affected by policy resulting from the findings of the indicators.  It is important that the 
Commission aligns its approach to take into account and build upon resource efficiency work and its 
reporting already being carried out by business. This will lead to more informed decision making and 
a greater chance of success in incentivising investment in resource efficiency in the future.  
Clarification is also required with regard to responsibilities for monitoring and reporting, and 
reassurance that this will not be expensive and bureaucratic. 

CEWEP 
(Confede-
ration of 
European 
Waste-to-
Energy 
Plants (EU) 

  

CITPA 
(International 
Confede-
ration of 
Paper and 
Board 
Converters) 
(EU) 

  

CLITRAVI 
(Liaison 
Centre for 
the Meat 
Processing 
Industry) 
(EU) 

At a global level, the use of limited resources must be decoupled from the growth in economic 
activity, but it is important to note that global decoupling does not mean that all regions or all 
enterprises within a sector must reduce their use of specific resources.  If growth in economic activity 
is related to the most resource efficient enterprises or to the region, where a certain resource is 
abundant (for example water), then the growing resource use in these enterprises or regions could 
lead to a fall in global resource use.     A general comment to the 19 proposed indicators is that many 
indicators tend to focus on the absolute use of a resource or absolute emissions rather than the 
resource efficiency. The development in absolute resource extraction is a relevant indicator on a 
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global level, but could be misleading on a national or regional level as mentioned above.  However, 
we recognize the urgent need for a set of macro indicators based on existing data that could be 
implemented immediately. It must be emphasized though, that these indicators does only provide a 
few general hints to the overall development in resource efficiency. To encourage   a more resource 
efficient production,  It is essential to complement  these general indicators with sector-specific 
indicators  

Confindustria 
(IT) 

Continuation of reply to 2-c   3. KEY SECTORS  Improving buildings  In addition to the energy 
consumption per m2 for space heating, it is proposed to introduce an indicator for the Total Energy 
Consumption to be calculated per m2 (including: heating, electricity, hot water production, cooling, 
etc..) § Ensuring efficient mobility  The indicator proposed in the consultation paper (Average CO2 
emissions/km for new passenger cars) provides only an assessment of the efficiency of the new 
passenger car fleet, generally aligned with the rules imposed by the EC (as evidenced by the graphs 
of the consultation paper, Annex 2 ). Therefore, it is appropriate to identify a general indicator related 
to the efficiency of the transport system (policies for sustainable mobility) represented by the total 
CO2 per capita emissions from transport. The figure for total emissions arising from the use of fuels 
and electricity (and their life cycle emissions) are easily available.   

Digital 
Europe (EU)  

Please refer to the attached position paper for further details regarding our proposal for potentially 
new indicators.  

DIHK e.V. 
(German 
Chambres of 
Industry and 
Commerce) 
(DE) 

  

EAA 
(European 
Aluminium 
Association) 
(EU) 

  

EAACA 
(European 
Autoclaved 
Aerated 
Concrete 
Association) 
(EU) 

These comments have been submitted on behalf of Cliff Fudge, Chairman of the Strategy Committee 
of the European Autoclaved Aerated Concrete Association (EAACA). The European Autoclaved 
Aerated Concrete Association was created in 1988 to promote the interests of producers of 
autoclaved aerated concrete (AAC) and their national associations across all of Europe. EAACA's 
members operate more than 100 production sites in 18 countries producing around 15 million m3 of 
AAC per year. From this quantity about 300.000 homes can be built. 

ECI 
(European 
Copper 
Institute) 
(EU)  

  

ECN 
(European 
Compost 
Network) 
(EU) 

This question has been left intentionally blank, as all points have been discussed in previous 
questions. 

ECP 
(European 
Concrete 
Platform) 
(EU) 

• The scoreboard idea is potentially useful, but by only comparing EU MSs, no indication is given of 
how much reduction in resource use is simply due to use being shifted outside the EU. Even  if 
imports and exports are supposedly taken into account, it is likely that “hidden” leakage effects could 
still occur. • A life-cycle perspective should always be applied, to avoid shifting of burdens or 
unintended consequences of simplistic indicators.  Only by including a measure of life cycle analysis 
will it be  possible to show how efficiently a resource has been utilised. • Transforming the 
economy/turning waste into a resource should include “recovery” of waste or make it clearly 
accountable as recycling. • More information would be welcomed on the indicator mentioned in 
section 5.1.4 of the consultation paper – there is none available at the website indicated.  • 
Information on respondent: The European Concrete Platform ASBL (ECP), is a European association 
incorporated as a non-profit association under Belgian law. Its objective is to study and promote all 
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aspects of concrete for  construction. The ECP aims to promote concrete as the material of choice 
providing building solutions for sustainable development and sustainable construction.   

EK 
(Confederati
on of Finnish 
Industries) 
(FI) 

The use of renewable resources should be reflected in the indicators as a positive aim. In general, 
resource use should be considered in relation to the overall resource capital of the country. The 
indicators should measure the transformation towards a green economy, for example investments 
and new technology. Also reuse and recycling should be underlined.   As proposed, the indicator set 
does not contain indicators measuring economic performance. Growth and competitiveness are 
essential as to investing and improving resource efficiency. There is lack of indicators describing the 
potential shortages of essential resources. A strategic approach is needed. As a comparison, Japan 
pays a lot of attention here.  

Emerson 
(UK) 

  

Energy UK Electricity generators in England and Wales report several annual Resource Efficiency Physical Index 
(REPI) indicators for Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR) A1 electricity generating plant.  The 
indicators reported are shown in the attached/uploaded document and are sent to the Environment 
Agency, which is the appropriate environmental competent authority.    Indicators are reported under 
broad headings of raw materials, energy, water and waste, which relate to the Second Tier 
dashboard indicators (Table in Section 3.2.2) and to some of the Scorecard measures (Table 1 in 
Section 4) in the consultation document.   We have responded to this consultation based on our 
experience of REPI and how such indicators relate to the UK power industry and on our experience of 
wider environmental issues relating to the UK power sector.    

ESA 
(Environment
al Services 
Association) 
(UK) 

  

EUPC 
(European 
Plastics 
Converters) 
(EU)  

  

EuPR 
(European 
Plastics 
Recyclers) 
(EU) 

No other comments 

Eurelectric 
(EU) 

We would suggest underlining the importance of waste/secondary material re-use (see comments in 
question 2d on coal fly ash).  In the long term, the efforts should be focused to seek the optimal 
model of modern material-and energy-efficient economy, innovation-oriented and able to compete in 
the European and global market. The key objective is to improve the efficiency of raw-materials and 
secondary materials management.  There should be also some measure for reduction of previously 
deposited waste by its recovery in new and existing installations, subjecting them to the broader 
process of adjustment. This kind of indicator would be the first step for incentives to increase the 
recovery and disposal of waste/by-products (e.g. from combustion plants) outside landfills, for 
example like placing the duty on the investment design phase for the possibility of using secondary 
materials/by-products instead of natural/ raw materials (construction and road projects, land 
reclamation etc.). The comprehensive solution should also include some proposals of changes in the 
existing regulations to promote the waste/secondary materials use in various sectors of the economy 
and give them priority over natural/fossil resources.  

Eurima 
(European 
Insulation 
Manu-
facturers 
Association) 
(EU) 

  

EURO- The comments under chapter 5 Way forward “Documenting the link between resource efficiency and 
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ALLIAGES 
(Association 
of European 
ferro-alloy 
producers) 
(EU) 

growth and competitiveness is therefore needed.” and “ Disaggregating data along sectors might also 
provide clearer insights into competitiveness issues” are welcome. Investments in the smelting 
Industry are long-term established (over 20 years). Stronger industry means more innovation, more 
investments, more resource efficiency or energy efficiency through these investments. There is an 
urgent need to create business conditions providing stability, predictability, coherence and 
consistency as well as easy access to capitals in a long-term economic and industrial logic. The 
current trend seems to go in the opposite direction: i.e. insecurity around electricity supply and the 
new EU regulations regarding short term electricity contracts do not allow the industry to have a long 
term vision for investments. EU producers are close to the physical limits for environmental 
improvements thanks to the huge R&D and investment they have performed. EU regulators should 
recognize that the basic law of physics will always determine the limits to improvement and the basic 
law of economics demonstrates that the last digits of improvements (that are close to the physical 
limits) are the more costly to achieve for marginal gains. In addition, no process can achieve 100 % 
efficiency (again a basic physical law).   

Euro-
chambres 
(EU) 

In the context of the ongoing dialogue on a resource efficient Europe, it must be considered, that 
business cannot shoulder the whole burden alone. Towards a common responsibility, producers 
should bear a fair burden jointly with national authorities, consumers or the civil society.    Moreover, 
resource efficiency measures must not result in competitive disadvantages for EU businesses. Too 
ambitious actions by the Commission raise the risk of inducing a shift of production to third countries. 
Planning security and international competitiveness are the key criteria for both economic growth and 
an attractive business location.  Please find enclosed the pdf-version of EUROCHAMBRES' response 
to this consultation. EUROCHAMBRES is registered as interest representative in the transparency 
register (No. 0014082722-83, EUROCHAMBRES aisbl). 

Eurofer (EU) See under point 4) Any other comments of the uploaded document 
Eurogypsum 
(EU) 

  

Eurometaux 
(EU) 

  

Euromilk 
(EU) 

No comments on "4. Any other comments / suggestions." 

Euromines 
(EU) 

A Sustainability Assessment approach should be adopted, which reflects life cycle thinking, and 
integrates the most important dimensions, including the sustainable supply of natural resources and 
the benefits of resource use for society. Characterization models for Life Cycle impact assessment 
(LCIA) have been developed to cover a variety of substances and circumstances which are typically 
assessed within a life cycle. Such generic models show obvious weaknesses in situations where the 
cause-effect chain is particularly complex (e.g., mining and minerals) and in case of poor scientific 
consensus on the modelling approach to be used. Many input categories are sufficiently well 
developed. The UNEP/SETAC Life Cycle Initiative has improved incorporation of metals toxicity into 
LCAs. The next priorities, from a Euromines perspective, are the assessment of resource depletion, 
water consumption and land-use. None of these have sufficiently robust impact characterization 
models available and all of them are central to current EU proposals, so urgent development work is 
clearly required. Any considerations for EU resource efficiency measures shall fulfil the criteria set out 
in the flagship initiative on "Industrial policy for a globalisation era" with a specific focus on the 
"competitiveness proofing" as detailed in the Commission staff working document on "Operational 
Guidance for assessing impacts on sectoral competitiveness", and endorsed by Council and the 
European Parliament. 

European 
Metal Trade 
and 
Recycling 
(EU) 

As some materials may not be economic to recycle, economic aspects must be linked to recycling 
rate. 

EuSalt (EU)   
Federec  
(Fédération 
des 
entreprises 
de recyclage)  
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(FR) 
Federplast 
(Association 
Belge des 
Producteurs 
d'Articles en 
Matières 
Plastiques et 
Elastomères 
(BE) 

  

FEFAC 
(European 
Feed Manu-
facturers' 
Federation) 
(EU) 

  

FEFCO 
(Association 
of European 
Corrugated 
Board 
Manufacturer
s) (EU) 

  

Fenavian 
(Federatie 
van de 
Belgische 
Vleeswaren 
industrie) 
(BE) 

At a global level, the use  of limited resources must  be decoupled from the growth in economic 
activity, but it is important to note  that global decoupling does not mean that all regions or all 
enterprises within a sector must  reduce their use  of specific  resources. If growth in economic 
activity is related to the most  resource efficient enterprises or to the region,  where a certain  
resource is abundant (for example water),  then  the growing resource use  in these enterprises or 
regions could lead  to a fall in global resource use. A general comment to the 19 proposed indicators 
is that many  indicators tend  to focus  on the absolute use  of a resource or absolute emissions 
rather than  the resource efficiency.  The development in absolute resource extraction is a relevant 
indicator  on a global level, but could be misleading on a national or regional level as mentioned 
above. However, we recognize the urgent need for a set  of macro  indicators based on existing data  
that could be implemented immediately. It must  be emphasized though, that these indicators does 
only provide  a few general hints to the overall development in resource efficiency.  To encourage a 
more  resource efficient production, It is essential to complement these general indicators with sector-
specific indicators  

FEVE 
(European 
Federation of 
glass 
packaging 
and glass 
tableware 
makers) (EU) 

  

Finnish 
Forest 
Industries 
Federation 
(FI) 

It is important to notice that using large amount of resources does not mean inefficient operations. 
Thus, using fewer resources should not be an absolute value. In many cases statistics do not show 
the overall picture as, in many cases, resource use can be sustainable and provide many positive 
effects e.g. when non-renewable resources are substituted with wood.  Active dialogue with member 
states and resource users is a key to development of appropriate set of indicators to measure 
resource efficiency.   

FoodDrink-
Europe (EU) 

When transforming the economy, FoodDrinkEurope strongly recommends replacing “Changing 
consumption patterns” by “changing general behavior patterns” as a person’s daily behavior shall be  
entirely taken into account when assessing his or her environmental impact. 

Forest 
Industries 
(SE) 

Start with a few easily understandable indicators, not for benchmarking between member states but 
for introduction of the principles and thinking of resource efficiency in the society as a whole.  
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Glass for 
Europe (EU) 

  

IDIA (Irish 
Dairy 
Industries 
Association) 
(IE)  

  

IMA Europe 
(European 
Industrial 
Minerals 
Association) 
(EU) 

*Continuation of question 2-a. - Are there any better alternatives that should be considered?  The 
best option would be to develop eco-efficiency indicators that take into account the functionality of 
raw materials, and have a holistic LCA approach, which would allow actual assessment of the 
environmental footprint.  So far, the work done by the JRC in the development of a basket of 
indicators (Decoupling indicators - Basket-of-products indicators - Waste management indicators) is 
promising and needs to be further  developed.  Due to the complexity of the matter and because, as 
outlined above, there are several aspects that need to be taken into account, a single lead indicator is 
not appropriate. Instead, a basket (or dashboard) of indicators should be developed.  

Jernkontoret 
(Swedish 
Steel 
Producers' 
Association)  
(SE) 

5.1.2 The development of an indicator ‘environmental footprint of products’ is leading in the right 
direction, where more than one single parameter is assessed by taking into account the wide range of 
environmental effects including the full lifecycle plus recycling. However, still there is methodological 
development to be done. Optimally a holistic examination will include not only the effects directly 
caused, but also the contribution that an industry and its products – and especially product 
innovations – make to the required emissions savings in other sectors.  Studies within our research 
program The Steel Eco-Cycle, an environmental research program that comprehends the entire life 
cycle of steel, show that the use of innovative steel products and a closed loop for metal flows in 
society can result in substantive reduction of emissions, increased energy efficiency and use of 
natural resources in a life cycle perspective, as illustrated below (in the uploaded document). The 
core of the program consists of technically strategic research inputs that serve to strengthen the steel 
eco-cycle.  The Steel Eco-Cycle http://www.jernkontoret.se/english/research/the_steel_eco_cycle. 5. 
1.3Although there might be a general wish to be able to aggregate different environmental impact it 
has to be realised that the methodologies to evaluate environmental impact from several impact 
categories is not fully elaborated. 5.2 Please see comments in the attached complete contribution. 

Landbrug & 
Fødevarer 
(Danish 
Agriculture & 
Food 
Council) (DK) 

  

NFU (UK) We note that the Commission’s consultation paper states that these ‘Indicators are needed to monitor 
progress and to allow for benchmarking and comparison between Member States’ but the discussion 
that is missing from the Commission’s paper is how will this exercise of comparisons be undertaken. 
We assume that the use of the suite of indicators and the benchmarking exercise will be at a Member 
State level.  The NFU certainly would not support this benchmarking exercise if it was the intention to 
ask farmers to benchmark themselves at an individual farm level. 

Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

Recycling is a key element of resource efficiency. Recycling of plastics could however be severely 
damaged by restrictions on ‘legacy additives’, i.e.  additives that were used in accordance with the 
regulations of the time, but may now be banned or restricted.   We welcome the intention to protect 
human health and the environment from risks due to exposure to hazardous substances. The 
European PVC industry decided already in the year 2000 to gradually phase out use of lead based 
stabilisers as part of an industry voluntary agreement. This decision was made despite the fact that 
lead-based stabilisers have been used for many years in the manufacture of PVC articles without 
evidence of harmful effects to consumers. Indeed lead is embedded in the polymer matrix and hence 
not bioavailable.     We would like however to express concern about the potential impact restrictions 
in ‘legacy additives’ could have on the recycling of post-consumer PVC waste. Recycled PVC is used 
in the production of various articles, and will still contain some ‘legacy additives’ for the foreseeable 
future.  Restrictions, even if applied only in one Member State, could impair PVC recycling across the 
EU as manufacturers would not be in a position to produce two different lines of products.    We 
would therefore like to stress that pragmatic solutions must be worked out for such cases. VinylPlus is 
willing to work together with the authorities in order to develop such solutions.   
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Plastics-
Europe (EU) 

With regards to the additional indicator on Food Waste, it is clear that any current lack of data should 
not prevent the Commission from setting objectives. Such data will in any case be required in future 
in order to fulfil the 2020 milestone outlined in the Resource Efficiency Roadmap. Some data already 
exists, including the BioIs study of October 2010 commissioned by the European Commission as well 
as the German BMELV study (Determination of discarded food and proposals for a minimisation of 
food wastage in Germany, Feb 2012, German Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection). 

Polski 
Przemysł 
Spirytusowy  
(PL)  

  

Stahl-
Zentrum 
(DE) 

With regard on the sustainable use of resources, it is the task of policies to support every activity that 
can contribute to resource efficiency. In the opposite, policies should not intervene into the economic 
sound competition of materials and industrial sectors. Eco-balances that take into account the 
production, the whole lifetime of a material or product and all life-cycles of a material should be 
supported, as they automatically will support resource efficiency within an integrated approach. 
Although leading in the right direction, the running development of an indicator ‘environmental 
footprint of products’, that does not only look on one single parameter but takes into account the wide 
range of environmental effects including the full lifecycle plus recycling is only a view through the 
environmental glasses. The other pillars of sustainability need to be regarded in a similar way in order 
to get the whole picture for an integrated evaluation. Additionally it should be made clear, that only 
aggregated data for a sector are useful in this context while the use of individual company data would 
lead in the wrong direction.  

Svensk 
Energi (SE) 

  

Teknologiate
ollisuus (The 
Federation of 
Finnish 
Technology 
Industries, 
FFTI) (FI) 

• Indicators should measure and support transformation towards green economy, for example new 
investments and development of new sustainable technologies. The proposed Scoreboard on 
Resource Efficiency should therefore include economic and technology indicators as proposed in 2b). 
Growth and competitiveness of EU are essential as fundament to invest and improve also resource 
efficiency. 

UEPG 
(European 
Aggregates 
Association) 
(EU) 

A life-cycle perspective should always be applied, to avoid shifting of burdens or unintended 
consequences of simplistic indicators. It is very important that the indicators are consistent in time 
(not subject to alterations of thresholds or definitions). The EU should not take the view that an 
incorrect result under time pressure is better than no result at all. 

Unknown 
association 
(FI) 

The use of renewable resources should be reflected in the indicators as a positive aim. In general, 
resource use should be considered in relation to the overall resource capital of the country. The 
indicators should measure the transformation towards a green economy, for example investments 
and new technology. Also reuse and recycling should be underlined. As proposed, the indicator set 
does not contain indicators measuring economic performance. Growth and competitiveness are 
essential as to investing and improving resource efficiency. There is lack of indicators describing the 
potential shortages of essential resources. A strategic approach is needed. As a comparison, Japan 
pays a lot of attention here. 

VCI 
(Verband der 
Chemischen 
Industrie) 
(DE) 

  

VDA (DE) No comment 
VDMA 
(Verband 
Deutscher 
Maschinen- 
und 
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Anlagenbau - 
German 
Engineering 
Federation)  
(DE) 
VinylPlus 
(EU) 

Recycling is a key element of resource efficiency. Recycling of plastics could however be severely 
damaged by restrictions on ‘legacy additives’, i.e.  additives that were used in accordance with the 
regulations of the time, but may now be banned or restricted.   We welcome the intention to protect 
human health and the environment from risks due to exposure to hazardous substances. The 
European PVC industry decided already in the year 2000 to gradually phase out use of lead based 
stabilisers as part of an industry voluntary agreement. This decision was made despite the fact that 
lead-based stabilisers have been used for many years in the manufacture of PVC articles without 
evidence of harmful effects to consumers. Indeed lead is embedded in the polymer matrix and hence 
not bioavailable.     We would like however to express concern about the potential impact restrictions 
in ‘legacy additives’ could have on the recycling of post-consumer PVC waste. Recycled PVC is used 
in the production of various articles, and will still contain some ‘legacy additives’ for the foreseeable 
future.  Restrictions, even if applied only in one Member State, could impair PVC recycling across the 
EU as manufacturers would not be in a position to produce two different lines of products.    We 
would therefore like to stress that pragmatic solutions must be worked out for such cases. VinylPlus is 
willing to work together with the authorities in order to develop such solutions.   

VKU 
(Verband 
kommunaler 
Unter-
nehmen) 
(DE) 

  

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

5.1.2 Although leading in the right direction, the running development of an indicator ‘environmental 
footprint of products’, that does not only look on one single parameter but takes into account the wide 
range of environmental effects including the full lifecycle plus recycling is only a view through the 
environmental glasses. The other pillars of sustainability (being the economic and social pillars) need 
to be regarded in a similar way in order to get the whole picture for an integrated evaluation. 
Optimally a holistic examination must include not only the effects directly caused, but also the 
contribution that an industry and its products – and especially product innovations – make to the 
required emissions savings in other sectors. 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 Although there might be a general wish 
to be able to aggregate different environmental impact it has to be realised that the methodologies to 
evaluate environmental impact from several impact categories is not fully elaborated. 5.2 Indicators 
for energy and materials intensive sectors are mentioned. If this will be an area of development the 
affected sectors should be closely involved in this work. As mentioned above the use of materials 
including the aspect of quality, durability and life cycle properties has to be considered to avoid sub-
optimisation. Concerning environmentally harmful subsidies the need is primarily to define what is 
included in this concept. In addition: see position paper attached. 

WKO 
(Austrian 
Economic 
Chambers) 
(AT) 

WKO - the Austrian Federal Economic Chamber - represents 400.000 Austrian companies in the 
sectors industry, trade, small manufacturing, transport, banking & insurance, tourism as well as 
services & consulting on the basis of mandatory membership. WKO is part of the Austrian Social 
Partnership consisting of the Trade Unions, the Chamber of Labour as well as the Chambers of 
Agriculture. 

 
 

f) NGOs  
 

ANEC 
(European 
consumer 
voice in 
standardi-
sation) (EU) 
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Bankwatch 
(EU) 

Consistency of evaluation system: There is a connection missing between individual levels of 
indicators. Headline indicator is not explained by complementary macro-indicators and theme 
indicators do not provide inputs into macro- indicators. Thus this three levels are in fact separate 
ways of evaluation. In order to have a complex consistent set of indicators it is necessary to create 
clear evaluation paths from individual  interventions to overall policy level. By introducing footprint 
evaluation it is possible to add up individual footprints from individual project or product related 
footprints to top policy level prints. 

BEUC 
(European 
Consumer 
Organisation) 
(EU) 

  

Bond Beter 
Leefmilieu 
(BE) 

  

CEEweb for 
Biodiversity 
(CEE) 

Policies should shift humanity and its economic activities onto the path of sustainability, since the 
current patterns of resource use cannot continue in the longer term in a finite system such as the 
Earth. Therefore, proper resource use policies should be formulated and implemented. In order to 
deliver the milestones in the Roadmap and achieve environmental and social goals at the same time, 
an integrated policy tool to address resource use needs be developed and implemented taking into 
account the carrying capacity of ecosystems. (For more details on the energy quota scheme, please, 
consult the attached document Roadmap_RE_CEEweb.doc.)  To elaborate this kind of policy tool, an 
overarching regulatory framework is needed that can harmonise different objectives. Grabbing the 
problem at its root, the proposed energy quota scheme aims to transform the production and 
consumption patterns, reduce energy resource use on national level, decrease energy dependence, 
create a market for environmentally friendly products and services, and rebalance the use of human 
labour and machines, while taking into account and eventually reducing social inequalities in energy 
resource use. (For more details on the energy quota scheme, please, consult the attached document 
energy_quota_scheme_CEEweb.pdf)  

Compassion 
in World 
Farming 
(CIWF) (EU)  

  

COPA-
COGECA 
(European 
farmers, 
European 
agri-
cooperatives) 
(EU) 

In order to develop a greener and more sustainable economy, it is essential to define measures that 
could be measured in a clear and transparent way. Since improvement of resource efficiency is a 
prerequisite for a more sustainable economy, resource efficiency indicators are clearly needed in 
order to quantify the improvement in resource efficiency.  But the Commission’s consultation paper 
states that these ‘Indicators are not only needed to monitor progress, but also to allow for 
benchmarking and comparison between Member States’. The discussion that is missing from the 
Commission’s paper is how will this exercise of comparisons be undertaken. We assume that the use 
of the suite of indicators and the benchmarking exercise will be at a Member State level.   We think 
that carbon footprints are not appropriate as they only focus on one aspect of resource efficiency 
which is linked to climate change. Different research projects have proven that the added value 
towards information of consumers is very limited as consumers cannot put the carbon footprint’s data 
into context. Our position is the same towards water footprints where research results have not been 
peer reviewed yet. Those footprints should be, if at all, implemented on a voluntary basis. We need 
more applied research to find the right alternatives to further improve the resource efficiency, 
including in the farming sector.  

Deutscher 
Naturschutz-
ring (DNR) 
(DE) 

  

European 
Water 
Partnership 
(EWP) (EU) 

  

FERN (EU)   
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Foundation 
for Reuse 
Systems 
(DE) 

The Foundation for Reuse Systems is registered in the transparancy register, number: 56221219860-
08 .  For any further questions concerning the indicator "resource extension" don't hesitate to contact 
us.    

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CY) 

  

Friends of 
the Earth 
(CZ) 

  

Friends of 
the Earth 
(ES) 

  

Friends of 
the Earth 
(FR) 

  

Friends of 
the Earth (IT) 

  

Friends of 
the Earth 
Europe (EU) 

Please see Friends of the Earth Europe's attached response 

Global 2000 
(AT) 

  

Global 
Alliance for 
Incinerator 
Alternatives 
(GAIA) 
(global) 

It is important that any indicator on Resource Efficiency doesn’t lose sight of the aim of achieving a 
sustainable Europe. In this sense it is important to keeps in mind that sustainability and especially 
resilience of natural and social  capital are never sacrificed in the quest for economic growth. 

Global 
Footprint 
Network  

  

Kaapeli (FI) I suggest that one indicator is: The share of biowaste treated by biogas technology recycling nutrients 
and utilizing energy content. 

Mani Tese 
(IT) 

  

Milieu-
defensie (NL) 

We encourage the European Commission to measure resource use and to promote recycling and 
efficient production. An important issue to consider next to the quantity  is the quality of these 
resources from a Human Rights and environmental impact perspective 

Naturefriends 
International  

Economic impacts: Resource efficiency will bring economic benefits to the European continent. 
However, measuring the productivity levels of resources will provide a distorted picture (see our 
answer to question 2.a). In order to measure the benefits that resource efficiency brings, indicators 
such as job creation, the adoption of new business models such as leasing, cost savings or 
competitiveness levels should be measured.   Environmental impacts: the overall amount of 
resources consumed measured by using the :  - Water footprint (in litres);  - Land footprint (in 
hectares);  - Carbon footprint (in tonnes CO2 equivalent);  - Material footprint (in tonnes).   This set of 
indicators is complementary to indicators measuring the environmental impacts related to resource 
use. In fact, in several situations, this set of indicators provides the physical basis for calculating the 
impact indicators.   Social impacts: The transparency of the water, land, carbon and material footprint 
indicators ensure that there is a direct link between the indicators and social issues, since it allows to 
see whether an increase on imported land is the root cause of displacements, or the consumption of 
textiles from a water stressed country is having negative effects on local people and biodiversity.   
The impact indicators should include a section on social indicators, measuring impacts both in Europe 
and outside. The economic indicators should have job creation and new business models at their 
core. 
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Naturschutz-
bund 
Deutschland 
(NABU) (DE) 

  

New 
Economics 
(UK) 

  

NVRD (Royal 
Dutch Solid 
Waste 
Association 
(NL) 

  

UKWIN 
(Without 
Incineration 
Network’s) 
(UK) 

The indicators should be written in such a way as to reflect the full environmental harm caused by 
incineration (including impeding reduction, re-use,  recycling, composting and AD as well as the 
biogenic CO2 emissions from incineration) and to discourage rather than encourage incineration, 
especially in  relation to the incineration (including gasification and pyrolysis) of recyclable and 
compostable materials.  We support the FOEE and EEB position 

Unknown 
organisation 
(RO) 

  

WWF (EU)   
 
 
 
 
 

g) Public sector / administration 
 

AT – Lebens-
ministerium 

• Boundaries between individual indicator levels are not very clear from consultation paper. • Indicator 
Water footprint should be used with utmost care; it describes only the amount of water used in 
production and consumption activities without describing the environmental impacts of the water use 
(OECD 2009), environmental impacts of water use are not considered because figures are not related 
to the availability or abstraction of water (Vannevel 2011). • What is the present state of work 
concerning the “Composite index on environmental pressure” which has been announced already in 
2009? We are sceptical as regards such an aggregate and thus ask for information in any case prior 
to publication.  References: OECD 2009: AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF THE VIRTUAL WATER 
CONCEPT IN RELATION TO THE AGRIFOOD SECTOR. Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the 
Environment Vannevel, R. 2011: Analyses of the Water Footprint Index Methodology (Summary 
Note). Flemish Environment Agency  

BE – 
Environment 
Department 
Brussels 
Government 

1. Changing the consumption patterns towards more sustainable consumption patterns is crucial. 
Resource efficiency should not be limited to the production side or to the industrial processes, the real  
challenge is to change the consumption patterns. Therefore, innovative indicators could be searched 
and used, that address the transformation of the economy, such as "share of green public 
procurement", "share of refill packaging", "share of food waste", etc. 2. Some data are not available at 
regional level and only at national level, but if the objective is to compare between member states this 
shouldn't be a problem. 

BE – Federal 
Public 
Service for 
Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

The EEA environmental indicator report 2012 which identifies several pressure indicators related to 
REand ecosystem resilience should be more considered. Regarding further work on these issues, 
especially on the supranational level, it is necessary to ensure data quality. There is a need for 
harmonization and standardization of data collection processes across countries in order to generate 
reliable and comparable information. As harmonization is primarily a matter of setting standards for 
definitions, data collection processes and data quality, this should be a very cost-efficient but 
simultaneously valuable contribution.  
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BE – Flemish 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Nature and 
Energy 

  

BE – Public 
Waste 
Agency of 
Flanders 
(OVAM) 

  

BE – Service 
public de 
Wallonie 

Personal Information of the Respondent : Service Public of Wallonia (Walloon Region/Belgium) 

BE – Flemish 
Environment 
Agency 
(VMM) 

  

DE – 
Umwelt-
bundesamt 
(UBA)  

Please consider the attached document with detailied annotation on the third tier of indicators and the 
proposed scoreboard.  

DK – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 
(DSK)  

  

ES – Junta 
de Andalucia 

To improve efficiency in the resources use requires structural and technological changes, but also 
cultural and social values changes are needed. Therefore, the Roadmap should consider developing 
indicators for these aspects.      As we have pointed out in the precedent questions, we consider the 
methodology of the   Millennium Development Goals as a very useful tool to integrate in the 
development of the Roadmap.  

ES – 
Ministery for 
Agriculture, 
Food and the 
Environment 

  

IE – 
Government 
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Community 
and Local 
Government 

  

NL 
(institution 
not specified) 

A final remark is that we hope that the effort will be continued be to keep the set of indicators for RE 
maximal in line with the set of indicators OECD is working on for green growth.   

SE – 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

  

Switzerland – 
(Federal 
Office for the 

This position is on behalf of the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment FOEN and has been 
consultated with State Secretariat for Economic Affairs SECO. It is not necessarily the position of the 
Swiss government administration as a whole. 
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Environment 
UK –   
Department 
for 
Environment, 
Food and 
Rural Affairs 
(Defra) 

In order to be of optimal use to businesses in realising some of the huge potential savings and growth 
benefits available through resource productivity, it is critical that industry is involved in the 
development and testing of indicators.  A top-down approach risks imposing difficult to measure 
indicators which are of little use in realising both saving and growth benefits.  We suggest the 
Commission looks immediately to broaden participation in the European Resource Efficiency Platform 
to a wider range of businesses, and implements the proposed ‘sectoral dialogues’ as soon as 
possible.  The United Kingdom offers its full support for a wider engagement process. 

UK – 
Merseyside 
Recycling 
and Waste 
Authority 

  

UK – Scotish 
Environment 
Protection 
Agency 

Policy seeking to ensure that future use of natural resources is within environmental limits must 
include sufficiency measures and these are not fully considered in the proposals.  Although the 
Thematic Strategy on Sustainable Use of Natural Resource does consider this issue, it has been 
superseded by the Roadmap, which focuses on increasing growth through efficiency.    The proposed 
indicators seem to mainly be flow measures, which are appropriate for looking at efficiency in the 
conventional sense, but resource efficiency has been defined as using the Earth’s limited resources 
in a sustainable manner and therefore some stock measures should also be considered.   

 
  

h) Statistical offices  
 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

Changing the consumption patterns towards more sustainable consumption patterns is crucial. 
Resource efficiency should not be limited to the production side or to the industrial processes, the 
real  challenge is to change the consumption patterns. Therefore, innovative indicators could be 
searched and used, that adress the transformation of the economy, such as "share of green public 
procurement", "share of refill packaging", "share of food waste", etc. Footprint type indicators are 
necessary including: -ecological footprint -material footprint -exergy footprint -water footprint -N 
footprint -carbon footprint -various toxicals footprint Some of them can be calculated when satellite 
accounts (NAMEA type) will be available. 

BE 
(institution 
not specified) 

  

 
 

i) Other  
 

CEEP 
(European 
Centre of 
Employers 
and 
Enterprises 
providing 
Public 
services) 
(EU) 

Registered stakeholder ID Nr 59513031434-92 

CIWM 
(Chartered 
Institution of 

CIWM’s view is that it is important to develop a simple initial, workable set of resource efficiency 
indicators and then introduce them and see if they work in practice. If problems are identified, the 
indicators can be amended over time to address those problems. Equally, after starting simply, the 
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Wastes 
Manage-
ment) (UK) 

indicators can be expanded/extended over time. It is very important that we avoid ‘paralysis by 
analysis’. 

Sigma-
Aldrich 
Corporation 
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