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Disclaimer 

The Project Team is the sole responsible for handling and analysing data from the stakeholder 

consultation. Neither the authors, the European Commission, nor any person acting on behalf of the 

Commission is responsible for the use which might be made of the information contained in this 

document. The views expressed in this document have not been adopted or approved by the European 

Commission and should not be relied upon as a statement of the Commission’s views. Copyright of 

this report is owned solely by the European Commission. 

 

 

 
This consultation has been carried out between January and April 2012 to gather views of stakeholders 

and additional information on the possible introduction of EU-wide measures related to Sustainable 

Consumption and Production. It has been produced in the framework of four projects commissioned 

by DG Environment of the European Commission: 

- ‘Support for the Impact Assessment of the review of the 2008 Sustainable Consumption and 

Production/Sustainable Industrial Policy Action Plan’ coordinated by the Institute of Management 

at Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies under specific contract No. ENV.C.1/2011/605164 

- ‘Support for the Impact Assessment study of the review of GPP policies’ coordinated by AEA 

Technology under specific contract No. ENV.C.1/2011/605227  

- ‘Support for the Impact Assessment of a new proposal on the measurement of the environmental 

performance of products’ coordinated by BIO Intelligence Service under specific contract No. 

ENV.C.1/2011/605124  

- ‘Support for the Impact Assessment of a new proposal on improving the environmental 

performance of companies’ coordinated by AEA Technology under specific contract No. 

ENV.C.1/2011/605192 
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Glossary 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Context 

 

In connection with the review of the Sustainable Consumption and Production/Sustainable 

Industrial Policy (SCP/SIP) Action Plan, the Commission sought the views and additional 

information on a wide set of possible actions and policy measures to improve the level of 

ambition of its SCP and SIP policies as suggested by the mid-term evaluation of the SCP/SIP 

Action Plan completed in 2011
1
.  

 

A public consultation on ‘Delivering more Sustainable Consumption and Production’ was 

launched on 9 January 2012, running until 4 April 2012. By means of an on-line 

questionnaire, the consultation offered an opportunity to all interested parties to express their 

views and give their opinion on the proposed policy options. The questionnaire was structured 

in four sections: 

 

 Sustainable consumption and production (SCP). 

 Green public procurement (GPP). 

 Product environmental footprint (PEF). 

 Organisation environmental footprint (OEF). 

 

398 stakeholders filled in at least one section of the on-line questionnaire.  

Respondents can be broken down in two broad categories: 

 

 111 Citizens (answers from individual citizens). 

 287 Organisations (answers from representatives of private or public organisations). 

 

Beside the on-line replies, 52 position papers were sent by stakeholders in connection with the 

public consultation. Their analysis is in Annex I. 

 

Below is a graphic representation of the respondents’ categories for the four sections of the 

questionnaire.  

 

                                                 
1
 See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/pdf/14.%20SCP-SIP%20AP%20Mid%20Term%20-

%20Final%20Report.pdf 
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Figure 1 Type of respondent 

 

 
 

Methodology 

 

Each stakeholder could choose which part(s) of the questionnaire she/he intends to fill in. A 

background document explaining the scope and content of the questions was annexed to the 

questionnaire.  

 

The majority of the questions presented a ‘multiple choice’ approach, requesting opinions on 

a graduated scale, usually a 4/5 point-scale representing the level of agreement with, 

importance, and/or expected effectiveness of the policy options. Answers are presented using 

tables or histograms where ‘I don’t know’ answers are considered as well. 

 

Each table is followed by an analysis of the results, which also assesses whether respondents 

are supporting the policy option considered. For instance, considering a 4-point scale 

indicating the level of expected effectiveness of a policy option (i.e. very effective, effective, 

slightly effective, and not effective at all), it is assumed that a stakeholder has positively 

evaluated the proposed policy if she/he answered that it is very effective or effective. On the 

other hand, a stakeholder has not positively evaluated the proposed policy if she/he answered 

that it is slightly effective or not effective at all.  

 

In addition, to rank the level of agreement/support of policy options the arithmetic mean is 

presented: the higher the value, the wider respondents’ support for a policy option (i.e. 

considered by the majority as very effective). The arithmetic mean is built assigning 1 if the 

respondent does not support a policy option (i.e. not effective at all); 2 if slightly support (i.e. 

slightly effective); 3 for support (i.e. effective); and 4 for the highest level of support (i.e. very 

effective). In this way, policy options can be assessed according to the level of agreement 

declared by the respondents. 

 

The questionnaire also includes some open questions to allow stakeholders to better clarify 

her/his opinion on a set of policy options or on the whole consultation. The open questions are 

fully analysed at the end of each section by a qualitative and quantitative analysis. 
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Where relevant, replies are further analysed by disaggregating the type of respondent 

according to the following categories: citizens, private companies, NGOs, public bodies, 

industry associations and others. 

 

1) Sustainable consumption and production – main findings 

 

There were 337 respondents, 24% private citizens and 76% organisations operating in the 

private or public sectors.  

 
Figure 2 Type of respondents in the SCP section 

 

 
 

Focusing on the organisations, 23% operate in the environmental sector, 9% in the food and 

drink industry, and 7% in the energy industry.  

 

The main outcomes of this first part of the consultation could be summarised as follows: 

 

 A clear indication emerges urging the Commission to pursue a higher level of synergy and 

complementarity between the EU SCP regulatory instruments (see figure 3). More 

specifically, all the proposed options that foresee a stronger harmonisation and 

alignment among the existing instruments obtained the highest scores in the SCP section 

of the questionnaire. The introduction of a new legal framework instrument specifically 

for sustainable products, is instead supported only by some categories of stakeholders (i.e. 

citizens), but is definitely not supported by others (companies and NGOs).  
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Figure 3: Answers to question: Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to 

improve synergy and consistency between EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures 

 
 

 Stakeholders showed support on measures that are based on different kinds of incentives. 

The majority of respondents, for example, hold that removing national harmful subsidies 

and introducing incentives (also by reducing direct taxation) at national level are the most 

effective actions that the Commission could carry out to effectively sustain the supply of 

greener products.  

 The idea that strongly emerges is that the Commission should develop guidance for 

Member States (MSs) (for instance by a recommendation) on how to provide effective 

incentive measures for more environmental friendly products based on good practices with 

proven results. 

 Review EU funding programmes (e.g. Structural and Cohesion funds) to introduce 

evaluation criteria based on resource efficiency as a conditionality to obtain funds has 

evaluated as an effective option by 58% of respondents whereas 45% of them considers at 

least slightly effective to connect these evaluation procedures and scoring systems to the 

efforts made on the PEF and OEF. 

 On the ‘demand side’, stakeholders deem that to provide incentives for purchasing better 

products, the most effective measures are the introduction of schemes for monetisation of 

some environmental impacts and the application of VAT on the basis of environmental 

performance of products (i.e. by eliminating reduced rates for environmental harmful 

products). 
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Figure 4 Selected answers to the question: Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the 

following options to augment competitive rewards for environmentally friendly products 

 
 

 Approximately 70% of respondents think that strengthening the requirement on material 

resource efficiency in the existing SCP regulatory instruments is an effective option (29% 

states that this is a ‘very effective’ option) and Ecodesign is considered the most 

recommended EU SCP regulatory instruments to strengthen these requirements. 

 Another interesting aspect emerging from the consultation regards the environmental 

information to be conveyed to the market. Options foreseeing the introduction of a 

mandatory scheme for PEF are undoubtedly appreciated by some categories of 

stakeholders (citizens), but the majority of respondents has considered it as a slightly or not 

effective action (the 51% states that it is not effective at all). The ‘voluntary’ version of 

this option is more appreciated (36% consider it as effective or very effective). In 

summary, PEF methodology has been evaluated still immature to provide clear 

environmental information to consumer but high potentialities have been recognised in this 

instrument. Voluntary approach, at this stage, is considered a more practicable path.  

 On misleading claims, stakeholders positively consider the ‘softer’ options in this area, 

namely the idea of setting up an EU-harmonised voluntary code of conduct on the use of 

environmental claims and, in particular, to improve the enforcement at Member-State level 

recommending, for instance, more intensive control measures (74.4% in favour). 

 To promote sustainable lifestyles, stakeholders strongly recommend introducing in MSs’ 

educational curricula subjects, methods, and materials encouraging more sustainable 

consumption. 
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Figure 5 Answers to the question: Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of following options to 

further prevent misleading green claims 

 
 

2) Green public procurement – main findings 

 

Respondents were 217. 160 classified themselves as ‘stakeholders/organisations’ and 57 as 

citizens. 

 

Supplementary information has been used to define broader respondent groupings. 

 
Table 1 Respondent groupings 

Respondent type Total 

Citizens 57 

Private company 22 

Industry association 63 

NGO 32 

Public body 18 

Others 24 

 

A clear majority of the respondents indicated that there is a need to improve existing GPP 

criteria. 
 

Table 2 Need to improve GPP criteria – respondent category 

Respondent type Yes No I don’t know Total 

Citizens 55.6% 13.0% 31.5% 54 

Private company 81.0% 4.8% 14.3% 21 

Industry association 78.2% 9.1% 12.7% 55 

NGO 84.4% 3.1% 12.5% 32 

Public body 88.9% 5.6% 5.6% 18 

Others 68.2% 0.0% 31.8% 22 

 

The answers however do not allow an analysis of the reasons for the perceived need for 

improvement (e.g. if criteria were considered as too ambitious or not ambitious enough). 



 

11 

 

Respondents were next asked to rank the importance of different barriers to the uptake of 

GPP. 
Table 3 Barriers to GPP uptake 

Barrier 1 (very 
important) 

2 3 4 5 
(irrelevant) 

Total 

Lack of awareness of the 
benefits of green products 

37.8% 31.6% 18.7% 6.7% 5.2% 193 

Higher cost of green 
products 

28.3% 38.2% 25.1% 5.2% 3.1% 191 

Too few products or 
suppliers complying with 
the criteria 

20.1% 25.4% 33.3% 13.8% 7.4% 189 

Perceived low quality of 
environmentally friendly 
products 

8.0% 18.7% 24.6% 19.8% 28.9% 187 

Legal complexities and lack 
of legal clarity about what 
can be done to include 
green criteria 

32.1% 30.6% 22.3% 5.2% 9.8% 193 

Lack of knowledge on how 
to verify green criteria 

46.7% 33.3% 9.7% 6.2% 4.1% 195 

Unavailable or inadequate 
information and training 

20.9% 45.0% 21.5% 4.7% 7.9% 191 

Lack of political support 41.0% 23.4% 15.4% 10.6% 9.6% 188 

Low communication 
between public procurers 
in different authorities 

20.9% 31.3% 24.2% 13.2% 10.4% 182 

Too high ambition of the 
EU GPP criteria 

16.0% 5.5% 19.9% 25.4% 33.1% 181 

Too low ambition of the EU 
GPP criteria 

9.6% 14.6% 22.5% 17.4% 36.0% 178 

 

It can be seen that the majority of proposed barriers were considered fairly important. Overall, 

lack of knowledge on how to verify green criteria was considered most important, followed 

by a lack of awareness of benefits and higher costs of green products and a lack of training 

and the legal complexities of doing GPP. Barriers associated with the ambition of the EU GPP 

criteria were considered to be the least significant of all proposed barriers. 

 

Participants were also asked what they would consider the most appropriate approach at EU level 

to increase the role of GPP in promoting environment friendly consumption.  
 

Table 4 Policy options for GPP 

Approach   % 

Continuation of current action (revision of existing and development 
of new GPP criteria, provision of guidance and information) 

64 29.6% 

Strengthen or modify the current approach 117 54.2% 

GPP is an ineffective tool to promote environment friendly 
consumption, therefore, EU should significantly reduce own effort 
on this policy instrument 

15 6.9% 

The development of GPP policies at EU level is ineffective as 
practices differ strongly across MSs 

20 9.3% 
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The majority indicated that a strengthening or modification of the current approach was most 

appropriate, while 30% indicated that a continuation of current action was most suitable. A 

minority of 17% find GPP policies to be ineffective.  

 

If respondents answered the first or second option in the previous question, they were then 

asked to indicate their opinion on the effectiveness on a range of more specific options. 

 
Table 5 Response to options for continuing or strengthening GPP 

Option Very 
effective 

Effective Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective 

I don’t 
know 

Total 

Strengthen the ambition level 
of common GPP criteria for 
products and services 

24.3% 50.0% 16.2% 9.5% 0.0% 148 

Enlarging the scope of the 
priority sectors/product 
groups 

38.4% 40.4% 7.5% 13.7% 0.0% 146 

Facilitate more exchanges 
between public authorities on 
GPP, including joint 
procurement, and networks of 
public procurement officers 

51.0% 39.9% 8.4% 0.7% 0.0% 143 

Provide detailed training 
material in all EU languages to 
procurers and business 
associations with a particular 
focus on small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs) 

44.9% 39.5% 15.0% 0.7% 0.0% 147 

Develop easy-to-use life-cycle 
costing (LCC) methodologies 
for relevant product groups  

37.2% 49.3% 4.7% 8.8% 0.0% 148 

Widen the scope of GPP by 
including social criteria and 
move to Sustainable Public 
Procurement 

41.5% 33.8% 7.7% 16.9% 0.0% 130 

Make the inclusion of certain 
environmental criteria 
mandatory in EU Funding 
programmes 

51.6% 30.7% 3.9% 13.7% 0.0% 153 

Set a new target for the 
uptake of GPP at EU level 

47.2% 37.0% 11.0% 4.7% 0.0% 127 

Make the inclusion of certain 
environmental criteria in 
tendering procedures 
obligatory in sector specific 
legislation, like in the ENERGY 
STAR® Regulation or the Clean 
Vehicles Directive 

44.6% 36.5% 5.4% 13.5% 0.0% 148 

 

Of those who recommended the continuation, strengthening or modification of the role of 

GPP at EU level, the majority (>70%) felt that all suggested potential options would be 

effective or very effective. Responses indicate that the facilitation of more exchanges between 
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public authorities and officer networks and the development of life-cycle costing (LCC) 

methodologies would be most effective.  

 

At the level of specific respondent groups, citizens tended to respond more positively to all 

proposed measures. Industry association respondents were more likely to consider potential 

options to be ineffective: 46% consider suggestions to widen the scope of GPP and to make 

mandatory the inclusion of certain environmental criteria to be ineffective. 

 

3) Product environmental footprint – main findings 

 

Of the 297 responses recorded, 73 were received by citizens (which represented 25% of the 

responses received). 224 responses were received from respondents which represented retailers, 

trade unions and federations, lobbyists, the metals industry, the packaging sector, the paper 

industry, detergents, plastics, and fast-moving consumer goods among others. In terms of the 

types of organisations that responded, the overwhelming majority identified themselves as an 

industrial or research association with 102 responses received. For specific industry sectors, the 

majority of responses came from the environment sector with 50 responses, followed by food 

and drink with 22 responses, and the energy intensive industries with 18 responses.  

 
Table 6: Respondents by organisation type 

Type of organisation Frequency 

Private company 54 

MS authority 17 

International organisation 3 

Academic/research institution 9 

Non-governmental organisation 29 

Industrial or research association 102 

Consumer association 3 

Other 7 

 

The main questions included: 

 

 Use of the PEF methodology and supporting actions. 

 Increasing the uptake of ‘green’ products and improving environmental performance of 

products. 

 Communicating product environmental information. 

 Drivers and barriers towards measuring PEF. 

 Verification and monitoring. 

 Role of small and medium enterprises (SMEs). 

 

In terms of the policy tools (or combinations of them) at EU level that could effectively 

increase the uptake of ‘green’ products and improve the environmental performance of 

products, the option of a voluntary agreement with stakeholders setting targets on product 

environmental performance based on the PEF methodology received the most support 

compared to the other options:  

 

 Citizens: 44% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’.  
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 Private companies: 50% ‘agreed’. 

 Industrial associations: 43% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’.  

 Public bodies: 50% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 

 Other: 57% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 

 

Open-ended responses also addressed this aspect and reflected the responses from the 

questionnaire. Respondents support the development of voluntary PEF schemes, based on a 

reliable and scientifically validated methodology. Mandatory requirements could lead to 

unintended consequences such as market distortions and an inaccurate benchmarking system 

of products. The general trends in responses also indicate support for the harmonisation of 

PEF. There were many suggestions to start with voluntary measures through the strengthening 

of existing policy instruments such as the EU Ecolabel. There were also many concerns 

related to the robustness and availability of the required data for PEF. Nonetheless in general, 

most of the written responses received from stakeholders expressed their support of a 

harmonised PEF methodology based on life-cycle assessment (LCA). Some stakeholders 

urged for a global harmonisation of PEF and not just an EU methodology. Finally, doubt was 

expressed regarding the ability of private consumers to understand the information from PEF. 

 

Concerning the use of the PEF methodology, 48% of private companies and 45% of industry 

associations, agree (and strongly agree) that it would improve the environmental performance 

of products (22% of private companies and 28% of industry associations are undecided about 

this). However, for many of the other potential benefits of a common PEF methodology, 

many responses were also undecided: 

 

 47% of private companies and 51% of industry associations are undecided about whether it 

will increase the market share of products with more environmentally performing features.  

 46% of private companies and 48% of industry associations are undecided about whether it 

will create a transparent and robust benchmarking tool for companies.  

 43% of private companies and 50% of industry associations are undecided about whether it 

will ensure better understanding of consumer behaviour and provide better information on 

the environmental performance of products. 

 

The significant proportion of ‘undecided’ responses reflected above, indicate that the PEF 

methodology is still at an early stage of development for clear or concrete responses. These 

results can imply that an EU-wide pilot testing of the methodology is necessary to provide 

stakeholders with information on the process and impacts of using the PEF methodology. 

 

Other options to increase the uptake of greener products and improve environmental 

performance that have strong support from citizens and/or other stakeholders include: 

 

 Improving the EU Ecolabel through simplified environmental criteria: 56% of citizen 

responses and 41% of all other stakeholders either strongly agree or agree. 

 Increase marketing budget and efforts for awareness raising of the EU Ecolabel: 69% of 

citizen responses and 39% of all other stakeholders either strongly agree or agree. 

 Integrating the PEF methodology into the EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy 

measures: 57% of citizen responses either strongly agree or agree. 
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Overall, the majority of respondents were in favour of most of the supporting measures 

proposed. These included the following:  

 

 The development of product category rules starting with priority products.  

 The development of product benchmarks.  

 Defining a SME approach and simplification of procedures to support them. 

 International coordination towards an international harmonisation of methodologies for 

environmental footprint calculation.  

 

This could indicate the general support of stakeholders for the above actions to create a more 

level playing field for industry in the EU. Some of the major drivers behind measuring the 

environmental performance of products included increasing the competitiveness of these 

products on the market and showing evidence that it improves the company’s image. 

 

4) Organisation environmental footprint – main findings 

 

A maximum of 252 unique responses were received for any question in the OEF section. It 

should be noted that 17 duplicated responses were removed to avoid potential bias.  

 

Views were sought from stakeholders across a range of issues relating to organisational 

environmental footprinting, including: 

 

 Drivers of current OEF activities. 

 Barriers to futher OEF activities. 

 Problems associated with current activities. 

 Need for EU action to address the problems. 

 Views on Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector Rules (OEFSR). 

 Views on activtieis to support SMEs. 

 Views on incentivising improvements in performance. 

 Views on actions at an EU level to address the current problems. 

 

In relation to drivers, there was a high level of agreement with all of the drivers set out in the 

consultation document; more than 50% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with each 

factor. The opportunity for financial savings and the stategic importance for future 

competitveness had the strongest level of agreement, with 92% and 88% of respondents in 

agreement, respectively. Pressure from investors had the lowest level of agreement, with 57% 

in agreement with this driver. An examination of the results by respondent type showed that 

stakeholders and organisations were undecided on ‘pressure from investors’ with consumers 

having more polarised views. As expected, there was agreement among private companies 

that investor pressure was an important factor; of the 47 private sector companies which 

responded, 19% strongly agreed, 36% agreed, 13% disagreed while 32% were undecided. 

 

However, it is likely that many organisations will not assess, display and benchmark their 

environmental performance due to the existence of barriers. In general, the majority of 

respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with each of the barriers listed. Lack of time or 

expertise, lack of consistency between existing initiatives, insufficient market rewards and 

cost considerations were cited as the strongest barriers to the display and benchmarking of 
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environmental performance. Across all barriers, there was no significant difference in 

response pattern between organisations and consumers. 

 

Respondents were also asked for their views on the current problems associated with existing 

activities to assess, display and benchmark environmental performance. A majority of 

respondents agreed with all of the proposed factors; the largest proportion (80%) agreed with 

the suggestion that incomplete information on performance with respect to certain 

environmental impacts means that not all risks/opportunities are captured along the value 

chain. Problems with multiple initiatives and multiple ways of reporting also had a high level 

of agreement. This can be seen in Figure 6. 

 
Figure 6: Responses on the problem of multiple initiatives for reporting 

 
 

Taken together, 76% of all those who responded to this question were in agreement or strong 

agreement. A disproportionately high amount of Public body respondents actually disagreed 

(20%), but just over half of public bodies were still in agreement. Private companies and 

industry were the strongest advocates of this problem. 

 

Respondents were then asked to state their agreement as to whether further action from the 

EU would be beneficial for the environmental performance of organisations. All of the 

proposed activities had a high level of agreement with over 50% of respondents either 

agreeing or strongly agreeing with the activity. The general public and consumers tend to 

more strongly agree with further EU actions for all activities. The strongest level of agreement 

overall was for participation in efforts to align approaches internationally, followed by 

coordination of incentives between the EU and MSs. Private companies and industry 

associations most strongly support efforts to align approaches internationally, with over 40% 

reporting strong agreement. There was slightly less agreement for the options to ‘encourage’ 

improvement performance, through the assessment, display and benchmarking of 

performance using a common approach, and for improving the reliability of information. To 

better understand why this may be, an assessment of the responses by organisation type was 

undertaken and is presented below. 
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Table 7: Responses within each organisation type to encouraging organisations to display (report) 

environmental performance based on a common approach 

Organisation 
Type 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

Industry 
association 

13.0% 41.0% 24.0% 15.0% 7.0% 100% (75) 

Non-
governmental 
organisation 

10.0% 69.0% 14.0% 7.0% 0.0% 100% (29) 

Others 13.0% 43.0% 13.0% 22.0% 9.0% 100% (23) 

Private 
company 

20.0% 36.0% 20.0% 18.0% 6.0% 100% (50) 

Public body 37.0% 63.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% (16) 

Unspecified 
organisation 

45.0% 39.0% 7.0% 2.0% 7.0% 100% (44) 

Total 52 106 38 28 13 237 

 

The following percentages show the respondents which agreed or strongly agreed in 

descending order: 100% of public bodies, 84% of unspecified organisations, 79% of NGOs, 

56% of private companies, 54% of industry associations. It follows that the private sector 

seems less enthusiastic about measuring environmental performance based on a common 

approach than public sector or charitable organisations. This may be because private 

organisations are more reluctant to bear the costs of reporting, or, they are unsure of what 

participation entails and responded as undecided. 

 

Respondents were then asked for their views on the Organisation Environmental Footprint 

Sector Rules (OEFSR). Views on OEFSR were mixed. All statements were met with strong 

agreement and disagreement, and intermediate positions were fairly well distributed. In 

general, a majority disagreed with the propositions, with particularly strong opposition to 

suggestions that OEFSR should be led by an executive agency, the Commission, or a 

balanced panel of different stakeholders, with which around 60% of respondents disagreed. 

Where there was an option to provide further explanation, many industry and environment 

stakeholders expressed a preference for OEFSR development without the Commission taking 

a final decision maker or leadership role. Some industry stakeholders were opposed to 

OEFSRs in the context of benchmarking or comparison between or within industries. 

The next area of questioning was on actions important to help SMEs realise the opportunities 

(e.g. cost savings, better access to green markets, incentives) from the assessment display and 

benchmarking of their environmental performance, while also limiting the costs. Mixed 

opinions on SME support were recorded. A majority of responses supported a simplified EU 

wide approach, but there is no clear preference for whether provision of targeted information, 

incentives and support should also be at EU level or rather at a regional or national level. 

There was little support for the development of a differentiated approach on any scale, with 

62% of respondents stating that this was unimportant or expressing no opinion.  

 

Respondents were asked for their views on incentives that could be applied. Views were 

first sought as to whether companies and organisations should receive meaningful incentives 

to improve their performance. The majority of respondents (74%) agreed with the provision 
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of meaningful incentives, of which 25% were in strong agreement. 6% disagreed with the 

statement, with consumers showing slightly stronger opposition to this proposition (10%).   

 

Views were also sought on the types of incentives that could be applied. A majority of 

respondents agreed that it is important to provide each proposed incentive at some level. The 

highest agreement was ‘Regulatory incentives’ where 71% agreed or strongly agreed, 

followed by ‘Facilitated access to funding’ (68% agreed), ‘Access to finance at advantageous 

rates’ (65% agreed) and ‘Reputational incentives’ (48% agreed). There is a clear preference 

for EU level ‘regulatory incentives’ coordinated by the Commission and national level ‘access 

to advantageous rates incentives’, but no distinction between EU or national level provision 

for other incentives. A significant minority of more than 16% suggested use of any of the 

proposed incentive types is not important on any scale, with 30% suggesting that reputational 

incentives are not important.  

 

Views were then sought on different actions which could be considered at an EU level to 

improve the environmental performance of organisations. In relation to the need for further 

EU wide action, only 17% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that no further action was 

required, with 55% of respondents disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with this statement; 

27% of respondents were undecided.  

 

There was no majority agreement for any of the proposed EU wide actions. Of the proposed 

actions, a recommendation to MSs on the use of the common methodology, and the 

promotion of the methodology by the Commision on a voluntary basis had the most support. 

In contrast, the majority disgareed with the use of mandatory instruments in all or priority 

sectors.  

 

For all activities, voluntary policies are considered favourable by the majority of respondents, 

and respondents expressed a particularly strong preference for mandatory benchmarking 

targets at a sectoral level. However, opinions were mixed, with a significant proportion of 

respondents (30-46%) expressing a preference for mandatory measures of either type. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A public consultation on on ‘Delivering more Sustainable Consumption and Production’ was 

launched on 9 January 2012, running until 4 April 2012. By means of an on-line questionnaire 

the consultation offered an opportunity to all interested parties
2
 to express their views and give 

their opinion on the proposed policy options. The questionnaire was structured in 4 sections: 

 
 

 Sustainable consumption and production (SCP) and sustainable industrial policy. 

 Green public procurement (GPP). 

 Actions for improving the environmental performance of products (product environmental 

footprint (PEF)).  

 Actions for improving the environmental performance of organisations (organisation 

environmental footprint (OEF)). 

 

The online stakeholder consultation was hosted by the European Commission (DG 

Environment) and accessible to all stakeholders at the following website: 

ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/sustainable.htm.  

 

Respondents could respond to the questionnaire either as a citizen, public authority, or 

organisation. A background document was included to provide respondents with the political 

context of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was divided into four sections. The first 

section of the questionnaire included questions on the policies and instruments that can be 

taken in consideration to pursue an effective contribution of SCP and SIP to the objectives of 

the Resource-efficient Europe Flagship initiative of the Europe 2020 Strategy. The second 

section of the questionnaire aimed at generating input for the European Commission to devise 

future GPP policies and strengthen its contribution to resource efficiency targets. The third 

section aimed at analysing how the European Commission could use the PEF methodology to 

improve the environmental performance of products. Finally, the last section of the 

questionnaire aimed to gather information on how to support a more systematic assessment, 

display and benchmarking of organisations’ environmental performance. 

 

While most respondents responded to the questionnaire online, some stakeholders sent in 

position papers or more detailed written responses (see annex 1 for a brief overview of their 

main contents). Extractions of the responses were made and sent to the European 

Commission on a regular basis throughout the consultation process. 

 

The total number of stakeholders that filled in at least one section of the on-line questionnaire is 

398. The total number of respondents can be broken down according to two broad categories: 

 

 111 Citizens (including all the answers coming from individual citizens). 

 287 Organisations (including all the answers provided by representatives of private or 

public organisations). 

                                                 
2
 Stakeholders targeted included: Citizens, consumers, consumer organisations, experts and practitioners in 

public authorities, business support organisations including business associations, Chambers of Commerce and 

other public and private agencies, consultancies, research institutes, small businesses (SMEs), industry 

federations, trade unions, NGOs, third party verifiers, national and international trade organisations, and all 

other relevant stakeholders involved or interested in the implementation of a EU common methodology to 

measure the environmental impact of products. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/consultations/sustainable.htm
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The details of the respondents’ categories for the four sections of the Stakeholder 

consultation are provided in the following charts.  

 
Figure 1 Type of respondent 

 

 
The questionnaire is structured in four sections according to the topics of the consultation. 

Each stakeholder could which part(s) of the questionnaire she/he intends to fill in. A 

background document containing all the elements to fully understand the scope and content 

of the questions was annexed to the Questionnaire and the respondent was invited to read it 

carefully before filling in the questionnaire.  

 

The majority of the questions presented a ‘multiple choice’ approach, requesting opinions on 

a graduated scale, usually a 4/5 point-scale representing the level of agreement with, 

importance, and/or expected effectiveness of the policy options. Answers are presented using 

tables or histograms where ‘I don’t know’ answers are considered as well. 

 

Each table is followed by an analysis of the results, which also assesses whether respondents 

are supporting the policy option considered. For instance, considering a 4-point scale 

indicating the level of expected effectiveness of a policy option (i.e. very effective, effective, 

slightly effective, and not effective at all) it is assumed that a stakeholder has positively 

evaluated the proposed policy if she/he answered that it is very effective or effective. On the 

contrary, a stakeholder has not positively evaluated the proposed policy if she/he answered 

that it is slightly effective or not effective at all.  

 

In addition, to rank the level of agreement/support of policy options the arithmetic mean is 

presented: the higher the value, the wider respondents’ support for a policy option (i.e. 

considered by the majority as very effective). The arithmetic mean is built assigning ‘1’ if the 

respondent does not support a policy option (i.e. not effective at all); ‘2’ if slightly support 

(i.e. slightly effective); ‘3’ for support (i.e. effective); and ‘4’ for the highest level of support 

(i.e. very effective). In this way, policy options can be assessed according to the level of 

agreement declared by the respondents. 
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The questionnaire also includes some open questions to allow stakeholders to better clarify 

her/his opinion on a set of policy options or on the whole consultation. The open questions 

are fully analysed at the end of each section by a qualitative and quantitative analysis. 

 

Where relevant, replies are further analysed by disaggregating the type of respondent 

according to the following categories: citizens, private companies, NGOs, public bodies, 

industry associations and others 

 

Focusing on the organisation, 22.6% of them operate in the environmental sector, 7.7% in the 

food and drink industry and 6.6% in the energy industry. 

 

28% of the respondents have selected the option ‘other’: they are mainly trade associations, 

NGOs, retailers and public administrations. Additionally, 20% of respondents operate in 

‘other industry’ such as chemical, construction, pulp and paper and packaging. 
 

Figure 2 Field of activities (%) 

 
 

Figure 3 shows the types of stakeholders that answered to the questionnaire: ‘industrial or 

trade association’ (41%), ‘private company’ (22%) and NGOs (17%) are the most frequent.  
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Figure 3: Breakdown of respondents  

 



 

23 

 

1. SUSTAINABLE CONSUMPTION AND PRODUCTION AND SUSTAINABLE 

INDUSTRIAL POLICY  

 

1.1. Demographics of the respondents 

 

This section aims to provide a complete description of the respondents to the first part of the 

questionnaire. In total, there were 337 respondents, 24% of which were private citizens and 

76% were organisations operating in the private or public sector. Industrial association 

(34%), private company (15%) and NGOs were the most frequent. Private companies were 

mainly large (85%), and only eight small to medium enterprises (SMEs) participated in this 

section of the consultation. 

 
Figure 4 Type of respondent 

 
 

Focusing on the organisations, 23% of them operate in the environmental sector, 9% in the 

food and drink industry and 7% in the energy industry. 37% of the respondents selected the 

option ‘other’: they are mainly trade associations, NGOs, retailers and public administrations. 

Additionally, 16% of respondents operate in ‘other industry’ such as chemical, construction, 

pulp and paper and packaging. 

 



 

24 

 

Figure 5: Field of activities (%) 
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1.2. Results  

 

Following the structure of the SCP-oriented part of the questionnaire, this section shows the 

distribution of answers to all questions. The answers by type of respondent (citizens and 

organisations), for each question and type of organisation, where relevant, are also included.  

 

Ensuring more resource efficient and environmentally friendly products in the EU 

market 
 

1.1 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to strengthen 

the requirements concerning resource efficiency, beyond energy, into the various EU 

regulatory instruments 

 
Table 1 Answers to the question 1.1 

Option Very 
effective 

(4) 

Effective 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.1 A) Ensuring that resource 
efficiency, and in particular 
material resource efficiency 
are considered more 
carefully when setting the 
requirements of the various 
EU SCP regulatory 
instruments and policy 
measures.   

29.5% 40.3% 9.2% 3.1% 9.5% 315 3.1 

1.1.B) Introduce mandatory 
requirements for products in 
a new legal framework 
instrument for sustainable 
products.  

31.3% 18.8% 12.8% 29.4% 7.7% 313 2.6 

Other - - - - - 134 - 

 

This question aimed to analyse the opinion of respondents on two alternative options to 

strengthen the requirements concerning resource efficiency, beyond energy, into the various 

EU regulatory instruments. 

 

Approximately 70% of respondents thought that strengthening the requirement on material 

resource efficiency in the existing SCP regulatory instruments is an effective option (29% 

states that this is a ‘very effective’ option). Concerning the second option, 50% considered 

that the introduction of mandatory requirements for resource efficiency in a new legislative 

framework instrument is an effective option (while almost 30% of respondents consider this 

option not effective at all). 

 

This difference increases if specific types of respondent are analysed. Citizens, for example, 

considered both options at the same level of efficacy. The majority of organisations, on the 

opposite, considered this option slightly or not effective. By focusing on type of organisation, 

public bodies and NGOs were slightly more favourable to introduce mandatory requirements 
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than businesses (averagely 75% of public bodies and NGOs consider this option very 

effective or effective versus 20% of businesses). Regarding SMEs (8 respondents), they 

seemed more favourable for a mandatory (75% said that it will be at least effective) than a 

voluntary approach (50%).  

 
Figure 6: Responses for type of respondent (options 1.1A and 1.1 B). 

 
 

134 respondents (23 citizens and 111 organisations) used the option ‘other’ to better explain 

their opinion on the question 1.1. 

 

Most of them (approximately 35%), confirmed that using existing EU policy instruments (e.g. 

Ecodesign Directive, Energy Labeling Directive, GPP) in a more coherent and coordinated way 

which properly values resource efficiency is the most effective action and that a new legal 

framework could generate distortions of competition and could be not applicable for all products. 

 

Alternatively, the new requirements on resource efficient should be included in voluntary 

self- regulation. 

 

Additionally, several respondents (10%), mainly NGOs, stated that the most effective approach 

on resources efficiency is to set and define `headline´ (i.e. most significant) resource uses and 

the appropriate measurement method, under a new SCP legal framework which has identified 

`a priori´ those products that are contributing to a high level of consumption of resources. 

 

Additionally, other comments regarded some useful suggestions on how to strengthen the 

requirements concerning resource efficiency into the various EU regulatory instruments, such as: 

 

 To strengthen the focus on energy recovery. 

 To ensure that the whole life-cycle is considered when assessing the resource mainly on 

those sectors where the focus on product could be ineffective (i.e. construction sector). 

 To differentiate the approaches according to the types of market, sectors and consumers. 

 To focus mainly on closed-loop recycling. 
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1.2 Please specify for what EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures you 

recommend to strengthen the requirements on material resource efficiency (e.g. 

recyclability, reusability, recoverability, upgradeability): 

 
Table 2 Answers to the question 1.2 

Sectoral 
policy 

instruments  

Recyclability 
reusability 

and 
durability 

GPP, Ecolabel 
and new 

standard for 
environmental 
performance of 

product and 
company  

Improve/ 
implement 

environmental 
legislation and 

financial 
subsidies  

Ecodesign  Harmonisation 
of the existing 

measures  

LCA
- 

EPD 

Total  

22 42 45 32 59 20 30 267 

16% 16% 17% 12% 22% 7% 11
% 

 

 

Even if question 1.2 is an open one, the results have been summarised according to some 

general topics to which the answers referred to. This provides an overview on what are the 

main ‘policy measures’ for the respondents to strengthen the requirements on material 

resource efficiency. 

 
Figure 7 Answers to the question 1.2 

 

1.3 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to improve 

synergy and consistency between EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures 
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Table 3 Answers to question 1.3 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

 
 

Total Means 

1.3 A) Use common evidence 
across all EU SCP regulatory 
instruments and policy 
measures to improve 
coordination in standard 
setting, by ensuring that the 
same preparatory studies (e.g. 
on market, technical 
background for potential 
improvement) become a 
common ground for criteria 
setting for the different 
purposes. 

19.2% 54.5% 9.9% 3.2% 13.1% 312 3.0 

1.3B) Ensure consistent criteria 
for a given product category 
and/or product ‘family’ under 
the various EU instruments 
addressing the environmental 
performance of products, 
notably through closer 
decision-making processes. 

27.7% 44.9% 9.2% 3.2% 15.0% 314 3.1 

1.3 C) Align the process of 
developing and approving the 
requirements for the same 
product categories (e.g. 
consultation process) to 
guarantee synergy and 
complementarity between EU 
SCP regulatory instruments 
and policy measures. 

22.4% 46.3% 10.2% 2.2% 18.8% 313 3.1 

1.3D) Align the testing and 
verification methods used in 
the existing schemes, by 
agreeing on common 
approaches and modalities. 

23.2% 48.2% 8.7% 2.3% 17.7% 311 3.1 

1.3E) Carry out a joint review 
of the EU SCP regulatory 
instruments and policy 
measures to increase synergies 
and clarify interactions. 

19.4% 45.0% 12.3% 7.4% 15.9% 309 2.9 

1.3 F) Create a new legal 
framework instrument for 
sustainable products (i.e. a 
new ‘package’ substituting and 
integrating the existing EU SCP 
regulatory instruments and 
policy measures). 

16.9% 15.6% 9.9% 37.9% 19.7% 314 2.1 

1.3 G) Create a new legal 
framework instrument 

19.7% 12.2% 9.2% 46.1% 12.8% 304 2.1 
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Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

 
 

Total Means 

specifically for sustainable 
products, in addition and 
complementary to the existing 
EU SCP regulatory instruments 
and policy measures. 

Other  - - - - - 119 - 

 

This question aimed to analyse the opinion of respondents on the effectiveness of several 

policy options to improve synergies and connections between existing EU SCP regulatory 

instruments. 

 

As the table clearly shows, the respondents considered as more effective those actions that 

guarantee synergy and complementarity between the existing EU SCP regulatory instruments 

such as: homogenising the different testing and verification methods used in the existing 

schemes (71.4% of respondents declared that this action could be effective or very effective); 

aligning the ‘criteria setting’ process for the same product categories (72.6% declared it as an 

effective action); aligning the process of developing and approving the requirements for the 

same product categories (68.7%); using common evidence to improve coordination in 

standard setting (64%) and carrying out a joint review of the EU SCP regulatory instrument 

(64%). 

 

On the opposite, the introduction of a new legal framework instrument for sustainable 

products was not considered as a strong option. In detail, a new legal framework instrument 

in substitution to the existing product-related policy measures was considered not effective by 

the 38% of respondents (and slightly effective by the 10%). The option to add and integrate 

this new instrument to the existing EU SCP regulatory instruments was considered even less 

positive than the previous one (46% of respondents states that this option is not effective at 

all). It has to be noted that for both options, the opinions of the respondents were quite 

diverse. 

 

Focusing on the type of respondents, some interesting findings can be emphasised. By 

considering the several actions to align the existing EU SCP regulatory instruments no 

significant difference emerged between citizens, on one side, and organisations on the other 

side.  

 

The two options on the introduction of a new legal framework, instead, were quite positively 

judged by the citizens (66% and 52%, respectively), but not by organisations (i.e. only 23% 

of organisations believes that introducing a new ‘package’ substituting and integrating the 

existing EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures would be effective measures). 

 

By focusing on the types of organisations it emerged that 60% of public bodies considered at 

least effective the option to create a new legal framework instrument in substitution of the 

existing EU SCP regulatory instruments. On the contrary NGOs, private company and 

industrial organisation were less favourable (averagely only 15% of them considered this 

option effective). Regarding the option 1.3G), the majority of NGOs and public bodies 
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considered it effective whereas less than 10% of private companies and industrial association 

had this opinion. 

 

Finally, the option to align the testing and verification methods used in the existing schemes 

seemed to be the favourite by SMEs (5 of 8 respondents considered it an effective option). 

 
Figure 8 Answers for type of respondent (option 1.3F and 1.3 G). 

 
 

119 respondents (14 citizens and 105 organisations) used the option ‘other’ to better explain 

their opinion on the question 1.3. 

 

The majority of respondents supported the need for improved synergies and consistency, and 

removing barriers, between existing regulatory instruments and policy measures. The 

Commission should favour better harmonisation of available instruments and policies instead 

of creating new measures that could further confuse the consumers and represent an 

additional burden for industry.  

 

Moreover, some of them (approximately 10% of all respondents) stated that the creation of a 

new legal framework should be done only in addition and complementary to the existing EU 

SCP regulatory instruments, and it should be a strategic framework supporting the existing 

tools. In other words, the new legal framework, together with the alignment of requirement 

setting process, would help to optimise overall resource dedication for the Commission, 

Member States (MSs) and other stakeholders and would align the SCP regulatory instruments 

and policy measures with the overall EU Resource Roadmap and indicators and targets that 

should be set. Additionally, several stakeholders highlighted the role of MSs as crucial to 

better implement the existing measures. 
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1.4 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to optimise 

the resource efficiency of packaging. 

 
Table 4 Answers to question 1.4 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

 
 

Total Means 

1.4 A) Developing a ‘horizontal’ 
implementing measure under 
the ‘Packaging Essential 
Requirement’ legislation to 
optimise the resource 
efficiency of packaging. 

10.3% 20.7% 20.3% 18.7% 30.0% 300 2.3 

1.4 B) Continuing and 
strengthening the 
development of common 
guidelines on how to consider 
packaging in ‘criteria setting’ 
for the specific product groups 
under the EU SCP regulatory 
instruments and policy 
measures. 

29.2% 18.0% 3.6% 38.0% 11.1% 305 2.4 

1.4 C) Introduce mandatory 
requirements on packaging 
optimisation and minimisation 
by strengthening the existing 
EU regulatory instruments (e.g. 
the EC Directive on Packaging 
and Packaging Waste). 

29.4% 18.2% 3.6% 38.3% 10.6% 303 2.4 

1.4 D) Promote and support 
private or public initiatives and 
networks/consortia for the 
development of technical 
solution to improve the 
recyclability and reusability of 
packaging waste. 

34.4% 39.1% 7.9% 3.0% 15.6% 302 3.2 

Other  - - - - - 106 - 

 

This question focused on the potential policy measures to optimise the resource efficiency of 

packaging. 

 

The promotion of private or public initiatives and networks/consortia for the development of 

technical solutions to improve the recyclability and reusability of packaging waste was 

considered the strongest option among those presented: 74% of respondents considered this 

as an effective option and the 34% thought that this could be very effective to reduce the use 

of resources in packaging.  

 

In addition to this, 47% of respondents supported the option of developing common 

guidelines on how to consider packaging in ‘criteria setting’ for specific product groups 

under the various EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures. As in the previous 

questions, the introduction of specific mandatory requirements (in this case concerning the 
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resource efficiency of packaging) was considered less favourably than the other options (38% 

of respondents states that it is not effective) but there was a relevant heterogeneity in the 

answers (it is effective for 45.8% of respondents). Again similarly to previous questions, the 

introduction of mandatory requirements was instead supported by the citizens (81% evaluated 

it effective or very effective) and, on the opposite, 52% of organisations considered this 

action not effective at all. Finally, also SMEs considered the last option as the most effective. 

 
Figure 9Answers for type of respondents (1.4 C). 

 
 

The analysis of the 106 open answers (12 from citizens and 94 from stakeholders) revealed 

some interesting findings: 

 

 Approximately 20% of respondents stated that existing legislation (i.e. Packaging and 

Packaging Waste Directive) is already an effective tool to minimise the environmental 

impact of packaging and the Commission’s efforts should focus on its enforcement and 

setting of challenging, but achievable and affordable recycling and recovery targets. 

 26% of respondents declared to be not convinced that horizontal implementing measure or 

public/private will result in any significant change. 

 15% stated that packaging cannot be looked at in isolation to the product it contains. 

Policy actions should take into account a life-cycle approach, as well as nutritional and 

environmental aspects. Moreover, it is important to underline the main function of 

packaging such as protection of product, handling and transporting. Respondents stressed 

that losses of the product will, in most cases, be worse in a resource efficiency perspective 

than the effect of the packaging. 

 10% of respondents highlighted the need of a revision of existing legislation on packaging 

mainly to re-formulating essential requirements, so as to create more legal certainty and 

enforceability. 
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1.5 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to strengthen 

the legal requirements and voluntary initiatives for product durability 
 

Table 5 Answers to question 1.5 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I 
don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.5 A) Establish a mandatory 
durability declaration for the 
estimated time duration/number of 
uses for all products (except those 
intended for a single use). 

16.8% 27.8% 8.2% 36.1% 11.0% 291 2.3 

1.5 B) Establish such declaration for 
key products groups only. 

7.7% 18.2% 26.2% 31.8% 16.1% 286 2.0 

1.5 C) Extend the mandatory 
warranty period for all consumer 
goods

3
. 

30.9% 17.5% 6.7% 22.8% 22.1% 285 2.7 

1.5 D) Encourage and support the 
development of industry voluntary 
agreements and other initiatives to 
adopt durability declarations for 
specific product groups. 

20.9% 30.3% 14.4% 7.2% 27.1% 277 2.9 

1.5 E) Strengthen the requirements 
relating to the producer 
responsibility in the existing 
legislation. 

23.5% 22.9% 9.6% 26.6% 17.4% 293 2.5 

1.5 F) Disseminate product design 
guides to help producers, retailers 
and designers understand the 
‘optimum life’ of products and 
identify where the greatest 
environmental savings can be made. 

25.2% 31.9% 22.7% 8.2% 12.1% 282 2.8 

1.5 G) Encourage and support 
producers to focus on longer term 
service relationships, such as leasing 
or service/product substitution, 
rather than ‘one off’ product sales 
(e.g. by promoting financial tools and 
business models, or by granting loan 
funds to enable exploring this option). 

20.9% 30.3% 14.4% 7.2% 27.1% 277 2.9 

1.5 H) Recommend MSs to 
incentivise and sustain (e.g. with 
direct subsidies) repair and 
maintenance activities and provide 
incentives for consumers to repair 
or upgrade products, instead of 
replacing them. 

24.8% 30.2% 12.9% 7.2% 24.8% 278 3.0 

Other       103  

                                                 
3
 As defined in directive 1999/44/EC Art 2, par 2, letter b)consumer goods: shall mean any tangible movable 

item, with the exception of (i) goods sold by way of execution or otherwise by authority of law, (ii) water and 

gas where they are not put up for sale in a limited volume or set quantity electricity 
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Among the several policy options included in the question, most of respondents were keen to 

consider as effective two ‘soft’ actions: to encourage and support producers to focus on 

longer term service relationships, on one side, and to recommend MSs to incentivise and 

sustain repair and maintenance activities, on the other. If the ‘don’t know’ answers are 

excluded, respectively 78% and 73% of respondents supported the above mentioned actions 

and just 10% and 7% evaluated them as ineffective. 

 

About the other options, some significant divergences emerged. For instance, the answer on 

the durability declaration was quite polarised (i.e. 36% of the respondents identified the 

option to establish a mandatory durability declaration for all product as ‘not effective’), while 

17% considered it as a very effective action (the percentage decreases if only key product 

groups are considered). 

 

A similar picture emerged also from the analysis of the answers to the remaining options, 

where the percentage of the ‘extreme opposites’ (very effective and not effective at all) are 

substantially the same. 

 

By focusing on the type of respondents, a significant difference of opinion between citizens 

and organisations emerged particularly on two options: the introduction of a mandatory 

durability declaration and the extension of the mandatory warranty period for all consumer 

goods. For these options, there was a large percentage of citizens that believed they can be 

effective or very effective (respectively 78% and 72%) and a large percentage of 

organisations that considered them slightly effective or ineffective (54% and 35%). 

 

Finally, SMEs seemed to prefer among the presented option the dissemination of product 

design guides to understand the ‘optimum life’ of products and identified where the greatest 

environmental savings can be made (4 of 7 thought that it could be at least effective). 

 
Figure 10 Answers for type of respondents (option 1.5A and 1.5 C).  
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From the analysis of the 103 open answers (17 from citizens and 86 from organisations), the 

same results of the analysis of the closed questions emerged. 

 

The majority of respondents, in fact, stressed the need to develop actions to promote reuse 

and repair for specific product categories where it is relevant. The extension of warranty 

periods could be a useful way of influencing (some) businesses to design products to last 

longer but it should be applied after an assessment of costs and benefits.  

 

Another aspect highlighted by some stakeholder was worth mentioning, the Commission 

should focus on the cost of repair and the cost of spare parts as compared to buying a new 

product (with enhanced features) instead of repairing the existing one. Mandatory or 

voluntary requirement should foresee the commitment to manufacturers to include in their 

product design the easy reparability of their products and low cost of spare parts as compared 

to a new product.  

 

Additionally, few stakeholders highlighted the need to promote social and cultural change 

because just changing social and cultural norms the concept of durability such as reuse and 

repair could be effectively applied (see for instance the apparel sector). 

 

Finally 15% of respondents, mainly NGOs, supported the application of mandatory measures 

and considered that voluntary agreements and initiatives have not lead to any significant 

result in terms of extending the durability of product or promoting new business models. 

 

1.6 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to augment 

competitive rewards for environmentally friendly products 
 

Table 6 Answers to question 1.6 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

 
(0) 

Total Means 

1.6 A) Recommend to MSs to 
remove environmentally harmful 
subsidies. 

40.8% 32.4% 13.3% 2.6% 11.0% 309 3.3 

1.6 B) Recommend to MSs to 
provide effective incentives for 
more environmental friendly 
products. 

33.1% 34.4% 11.1% 12.5% 8.9% 305 3.0 

1.6 C) Develop guidance for MSs 
on how to provide effective 
incentive measures, based on 
good practices with proven 
results. 

19.7% 45.0% 13.3% 11.0% 11.0% 309 2.8 

1.6 D) Link subsidies and 
incentives to reduction of the PEF 
and of the OEF, based on the 
methodologies set by the 
European Commission (see the 
other sections of this 
questionnaire). 

19.9% 22.1% 13.0% 38.1% 6,.8% 307 2.3 

1.6 E) Recommend to MSs the 16.3% 21.5% 12.8% 39.1% 10.3% 312 2.2 
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Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

 
(0) 

Total Means 

reduction of direct taxation for 
producers, based on their efforts 
on the PEF and OEF, based on the 
methodologies set by the 
European Commission (see the 
other sections of this 
questionnaire). 

1.6 F) Review EU funding 
programmes (e.g. Structural and 
Cohesion funds) to introduce 
evaluation criteria based on 
resource efficiency as a 
conditionality to obtain funds. 

19.7% 38.2% 19.1% 9.9% 13.2% 304 2.8 

1.6 G) Review EU funding 
programmes (e.g. Structural and 
Cohesion funds) to connect 
evaluation procedures and scoring 
systems to the efforts made on 
the PEF and OEF, based on the 
methodologies set by the 
European Commission (see the 
other sections of this 
questionnaire). 

15.6% 21.9% 17.5% 27.8% 17.2% 302 2.3 

1.6 H) Support ‘permanent’ 
initiatives to sustain producers in 
promoting and marketing their 
sustainable products (e.g. EC web-
enabled databases and e-
commerce platforms). 

13.8% 37.2% 28.3% 9.2% 11.5% 304 2.6 

1.6 I) Pursue enhanced market 
access provisions for environmental 
goods and services, especially in 
multilateral and bi-lateral trade 
negotiations with Non-EU 
countries, to enable a stronger 
environmentally sound ‘sourcing’. 

18.6% 26.9% 24.6% 13.0% 16.9% 301 2.6 

1.6 L) Strengthen the requirements 
concerning the quality and 
functionality of products in existing 
EU SCP regulatory instruments and 
policy measures, to avoid the 
misleading perception that 
products with a better 
environmental performance are of 
a lower quality. 

22.0% 19.3% 24.3% 20.3% 14.1% 305 2.5 

Other (please specify)  - - - - - 111 - 
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Achieving competitive rewards from the market is of paramount importance for steering 

supply into environmentally friendly products and production. The majority of respondents, 

for example, held that removing national harmful subsidies and introducing incentive (also by 

reducing direct taxation) at national level are the most effective actions that the Commission 

could carry out (respectively 41% and 33% thought that these are very effective option).  

 

The opinion between citizens and organisations was quite similar but some slight differences 

emerged by focusing on the types of organisations: 80% of public bodies and NGOs 

considered these options as effective whereas ‘only’ 60% of industrial organisations and 

private companies had this opinion. 

 

A specific way of providing effective incentive (i.e. linking subsidies and incentives to the 

reduction of the PEF and of the OEF), did not meet the expectations of the respondents 

(evaluated as not effective by 38/39%). This value was substantially due to the opinion of 

organisations: averagely 45% of them considered these options as not effective at all. By 

focusing on the types of organisations, the majority of industrial association, private company 

and NGOs considered these two options not effective at all whereas only 10% of public 

bodies had this opinion. It is interesting to note that on this option the opinion of large 

enterprise significantly diverged from SMEs opinion: 5 of 7 SMEs considered that linking 

subsidies and incentives to the reduction of the PEF and OEF was an effective option while 

only 10 of 41 large enterprises had this opinion. 

 

Review EU funding programmes (e.g. Structural and Cohesion funds) to introduce evaluation 

criteria based on resource efficiency as a conditionality to obtain funds had evaluated as an 

effective option by 58% of respondents whereas 45% of them considered at least slightly 

effective to connect these evaluation procedures and scoring systems to the efforts made on 

the PEF and OEF. As the figure below clearly shows, citizens were more favourable towards 

these options respect to stakeholders; this difference is similar to that between public 

bodies/NGOs and industrial association/private company about the opinion on the 

effectiveness of these options. 

 

The idea that the Commission develops guidance for MSs on how to provide effective 

incentive measures was seen as a promising option (judged effective by 46.3% of the 

respondents and very effective by 19.2%). This is mainly considered effective by the citizens, 

while organisations were less optimistic on its effectiveness. 
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Figure 11 Answers for type of respondents (from option 1.6A to 1.6 G). 

 
 

From the analysis of the 111 open answers (13 from citizens and 98 from organisations), 

some valuable findings emerged: 
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 The majority of respondents supported the removal of perverse subsidies which distort 

market mechanisms and maintain artificially low prices, as well as they encouraged the 

adoption of incentive to stimulate green consumption but they stressed to pay attention the 

following issues: 

 

 Approximately 20% of the respondents to the open questions stressed that it is 

problematical to identify environmentally friendly or sustainable products as well as 

environmental harmful subsidies, so the Commission should, first of all, provide 

harmonised definitions of ‘environmentally friendly products’ (and environmental 

harmful subsidies) to avoid arbitrary life-cycle assessment (LCA) interpretations 

leading for instance to a discrimination between ‘ecologically favourable’ and 

‘unfavourable’ packaging. 

 Approximately 24% of the respondents asked to the Commission for paying attention 

on the potential distortive effects of subsidies on the EU single market. 

 10% of the respondents highlighted that the LCA, which is the most used tool to assess 

environmental impacts, only captures what it can measure, excluding a number of 

environmental impacts, health impacts (migration of chemicals in food and drink 

products) and economic impacts (longer life time for food and drink products and 

therefore preventing food waste). 

 18% declared to be very favourable to review EU funding programmes to introduce 

evaluation criteria based on resource efficiency. 

 10% of the respondents thought that ‘the social dimension must be better integrated 

into SCP policies’. 

 9% highlighted the important role of the stakeholder, in particular to set an effective 

methodology to calculate organisation and PEF. 

 

Finally, the majority of respondent emphasised that PEF and OEF methodology are still 

immature and much work has to be carried out before to define how to link incentive and 

subsidies to them. 
 

Promoting sustainable consumption  
 

1.7 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of following options to enable 

purchasers to get better information on product environmental performance: 
 

Table 7 Answers to question 1.7 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.7 A) Create a voluntary scheme 
for PEF declaration, based on a 
third-party verification. 

12.5% 23.4% 27.9% 25.6% 10.6% 312 2.3 

1.7 B) Create a mandatory scheme 
for PEF declaration, based on a 
third-party verification. 

16.3% 13.5% 10.3% 50.6% 9.3% 312 2.0 

1.7 C) Introduce an obligation for 
producers to provide 
environmental data and 

17.9% 23.7% 12.8% 38.1% 7.4% 312 2.2 
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Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

information on specific aspects of 
the product (e.g. extracts of 
environmental indicators and 
data from the PEF methodology). 

1.7 D) Consider additional 
information requirements on the 
environmental performance of 
products and develop the 
necessary methods (e.g. 
ecological profiling of products 
done by the manufacturer under 
the Ecodesign Directive).  

9.4% 21.2% 26.1% 31.3% 12.1% 307 2.1 

1.7 E) Promote voluntary 
agreements with retailers to 
support information campaigns 
on environmentally preferable 
products (e.g. on the points of 
sale). 

17.2% 27.9% 27.6% 15.9% 11.4% 308 2.5 

1.7 F) Introduce mandatory 
requirements for producers to 
provide access to detailed and in-
depth environmental information 
for interested stakeholders (e.g. 
by mentioning a dedicated 
webpage on the packaging or in 
advertising). 

16.3% 13.5% 10.3% 50.6% 9.3% 312 2.0 

1.7 G) Collect, coordinate and 
disseminate evidence on 
consumption patterns and their 
environmental impacts, to 
sensitise consumers and better 
inform their choices. 

26.0% 31.8% 25.3% 11.0% 5.8% 308 2.8 

Other - - - - - 122 - 

 

This question intended to survey the opinions of stakeholders on several actions that the 

Commission can carry out to enable purchasers to get better information on product 

environmental performance. 

 

A first interesting aspect emerging from the analysis of the answers is that 61% of the 

respondents considered the introduction of a mandatory scheme for PEF as a slightly or not 

effective action (the 51% says that it is not effective at all). The ‘voluntary’ version of this 

option, was indeed more appreciated (36% said that it could be effective or very effective) 

even if the percentage of respondents that are not totally convinced was quite large (54%). 

But, as it is explained below, on both of these options the answers really differed and were 

strongly dependent on the type of respondent. 

 

Light versions of this option such as the introduction of an obligation to provide 

environmental data on specific aspects or the introduction of additional information 
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requirements on the environmental performance of products were evaluated as slightly or not 

effective by the majority of respondents (as to the latter option only 9% believes that it could 

be a very effective option). 

 

Conversely, stakeholders were more favourable on actions to improve the awareness of 

consumers at a general level, for instance by collecting and disseminating evidence on 

consumption patterns and their environmental impacts (56% thought that it is effective or 

very effective, and only 12% of the respondents thought that it would be not affective at all). 

 

By focusing on the type of respondents, as anticipated, a significant difference of opinion 

emerged between citizens and organisations on the regulatory approach. Quite significantly, 

73% and 80% of citizens respectively deemed that the creation of a mandatory scheme for 

PEF declaration and the introduction of an obligation for producers to provide environmental 

data and information on specific aspects of the product can be effective or very effective 

options. On the opposite, approximately 22% of organisations considered these options 

effective. Strongly difference emerged from the analysis by the types of organisations on 

these two options (1.7B and 1.7C), respectively 48% and 70% of public bodies considered 

them as effective options, whereas less than 10% of industrial associations (respectively 4% 

and 8%) and 20% of private companies (respectively 8% and 18%) had this opinion. On the 

contrary the option 1.7C seemed to be the favourite option by the few SMEs involved in the 

consultation (5 of 7 consider it at least effective). 

 

Additionally, NGOs supported the introduction of an obligation for producers to provide 

environmental data and information on specific aspects of the product (70% of them judged it 

at least effective) while did not support the creation of a mandatory scheme for product 

environmental declaration product (50% of them judged it at not effective at all). 
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Figure 12 Answers for type of respondents (option 1.7A, 1.7 B, 1.7 C, 1.7 D, 1.7 F). 

 
 

From the analysis of the 122 open answers (10 from citizens and 112 from organisations), a 

general agreement on the need to better inform consumers on the environmental performance 

of products strongly emerged. 

 

Almost half of respondents asserted that PEF methodology is still immature and its use for 

promoting sustainable consumption regarding the end consumer could be ineffective. The 

risk is to deliver too many messages to a consumer that has short time to think about his 

purchases. To enable purchasers to be better informed, for some stakeholders, simultaneous 

action and effort should be focused on increasing consumers’ awareness acting also on the 

social structure, culture, psychology, all other factors influence it. 
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Moreover, 30% of respondents supported the need to firstly harmonise the existing label 

before to add new scheme that can rise costs and burdensome. 

 

Other respondents stated that PEF methodology should be integrated by other environmental 

indicators´ such as quantitative resource use (land use, water use etc) and health and use 

phase risks. 

 

For many respondents (30%) any scheme should be voluntary, simple, transparent and cost-

efficient to be really effective, and the role of stakeholder should be crucial. 

 

Finally, some of them (7%) highlighted that voluntary agreements to support information 

campaigns on environmentally preferable products should not limited to retailers. 

1.8 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to further 

prevent misleading green claims: 
 

Table 8 Answers to question 1.8 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.8 A) Integrate the current EU 
regulatory framework providing 
for that some selected words or 
expressions like ‘green’, ‘eco’, 
‘natural’ will be reserved to 
products that meet specific 
requirements in terms of PEF 
methodology. 

18.0% 20.9% 12.9% 30.5% 17.7% 311 2.3 

1.8 B) Integrate the current EU 
regulatory framework providing 
for that the use of selected words 
or expressions like ‘green’, ‘eco’, 
‘natural’ must be associated to 
environmental claims verified by 
third-party. 

19.2% 27.2% 12.8% 25.6% 15.3% 313 2.5 

1.8 C) Set up (an) EU-harmonised 
voluntary code(s) of conduct on 
the use of environmental claims in 
advertising and support its 
implementation/verification by 
joint independent bodies. 

19.0% 37.4% 15.2% 16.5% 11.9% 310 2.7 

1.8 D) Recommend MSs to 
strengthen and develop 
appropriate control measures in 
the area of misleading green 
claims. 

25.3% 49.0% 9.4% 5.2% 11.0% 308 3.1 

Other - - - - - 95 - 

 

As ‘greenwashing’ is proliferating, several options at EU level were tested in this section of 

the questionnaire to prevent misleading green claims.  
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The respondents were quite in agreement to positively consider the option to strengthen the 

control measure at MS level in the area of misleading green claims (74% believed that it 

could be effective or very effective to prevent this unfair behaviour). 

 

The idea of setting up an EU-harmonised voluntary code of conduct on the use of 

environmental claims was also favourably seen by the majority of respondents. 

 

On the contrary, a common vision on the two more stringent options did not emerge. In 

detail, the answers were quite equally distributed along the alternative responses on the 

options that foresee, on the one hand, that some selected words or expressions like ‘green’, 

‘eco’, ‘natural’ would be reserved to products that meet specific requirements in terms of 

environment footprint or, on the other hand, be associated to environmental claims verified 

by a third-party. By focusing on the type of respondents, it emerged that citizens are more 

positive towards these options than organisations (averagely 75%, versus 30%).  

 

Moreover, by focusing on the types of organisation, 60% of public bodies considered them as 

effective options, whereas less than 20% of industrial associations and private companies had 

this opinion. Additionally, NGOs (and also SMEs) supported the integration of the current 

EU regulatory framework linking the use of selected words to environmental claims verified 

by third-party (83% of them judged it at least effective) while did not support the linkages to 

PEF (52% of them judged it at least slightly effective). 

 
Figure 13 Answers for type of respondents (options 1.8A and 1.8B). 

 
 

From the analysis of the 95 open answers (13 from citizens and 82 from organisations), some 

precious findings emerged. 

 

 25% of the respondents declared that further action to prevent misleading green claims 

should start from the improvement of the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive (UCPD). 

 22% of the respondents highlighted the need to set sanctions in case of misleading claims. 
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 14% of them stressed the fact that the international standard ISO 14021 already provides 

guiding concerning green claims and, therefore, it could be a useful reference for the 

Commission’s action on this topic. 

 Some respondents (7%) stated that a credible third party verification system should 

strongly involve NGOs and consumers and that (9%) the Commission should pay attention 

that any verification/registration mechanism for green claim generate extra costs for 

companies and in particular for SMEs. 

 Finally, almost half of respondents state that PEF methodology is not yet mature to be 

used as main reference. Its efficacy shall depend on how it will be developed. 

 

1.9 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to encourage 

retailers to stimulate sustainable consumption 
 

Table 9 Answers to question 1.9 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I 
don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.9 A) Set up the requirement 
that a reasonable percentage 
of products that are on the 
retailers’ shelves, in selected 
priority categories, would 
qualify as meeting pre-
determined environmental 
performance benchmarks.  

23.3% 12.9% 11.5% 38.3% 13.9% 287 2.2 

1.9 B) Provide incentives to 
obtain that a reasonable 
percentage of products that are 
on the retailers’ shelves, in 
selected priority categories, 
would qualify as meeting pre-
determined environmental 
performance benchmarks.  

9.8% 19.9% 26.2% 26.9% 17.1% 286 2.2 

1.9 C) Incentivise the use of 
‘green marketing’ tools by 
retailers to promote better 
products and inform consumers 
on the environmental features 
of the products they sell. 

8.7% 22.6% 21.9% 32.3% 14.6% 288 2.1 

1.9 D) Encourage and 
incentivise retailers to phase 
out from shelves less 
environmentally friendly 
products. 

13.3% 18.5% 23.8% 30.4% 14.0% 286 2.2 

1.9 E) Enhance the role of 
existing multi-stakeholder 
platforms, such as the EU Retail 
Forum for Sustainability, to 
deliver on sustainable 
consumption objectives (for 
example the phasing-out of 

10.6% 31.0% 22.5% 20.8% 15.1% 284 2.4 
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Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I 
don’t 
know 

Total Means 

single-use carrier bags), and 
promote voluntary agreements 
or formal covenants to 
recognise results achieved by 
actors taking part in the 
platforms (e.g. adoption of a 
code of conduct). 

Other - - - - - 84 - 

 

The role of the retailers is often considered crucial to steer purchasing decision towards better 

environmental performance products. Therefore, this question aimed at investigating the 

stakeholders’ opinion on several actions that can be carried out at EU level for encouraging 

retailers to ensure that better products (measured by their environmental footprint) are 

available for purchase by consumers.  

 

The feedbacks to this set of proposed options were generally not too positive. Setting up 

requirements (or incentives) to obtain that a reasonable percentage of products, in selected 

priority categories, are offered by the retailers in their points of sale, was regarded as only a 

‘slightly effective’ or ‘not effective’ by the majority of respondents (even if 23% of the 

respondents believed that of this kind of requirement can be a very effective option). On the 

opposite the majority of SMEs (4 of 7) considered these options as effective. 

 

Similar results emerged with respect to two different and rather innovative options, focused 

on incentivising the use of ‘green marketing’ tools by retailers and the ‘phasing out’ of the 

most polluting products from the retailers’ shelves (1.9 C and 1.9 D). In these two cases, the 

respondents who consider the proposed options as not or slightly effective were higher than 

those who considered them effective or very effective. Finally, a predominant opinion did not 

emerge on the enhancement of the role of existing multi-stakeholder platforms to deliver on 

sustainable consumption objectives. 

 

By breaking down the answers according to the type of respondents, citizens were generally 

more in favour of the proposed options than organisations, except for the option on the 

enhancement of the role of existing multi-stakeholder platforms. 
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Figure 14 Answers for type of respondents (from option 1.9A to 1.9 D). 

 
 

From the analysis of the 84 open answers (5 from citizens and 79 from organisations), some 

valuable findings emerged. 

 

 30% of the respondents highlighted the need to consider the entire product chain and not 

just retailers. 

 10% declared that a clear identification of what is ‘green product’ is necessary to set out a 

requirement that a certain percentage of goods on the shelves meets a pre-determined 

environmental benchmark. 

 20% of respondents, mainly NGOs, supported the implementation of mandatory 

requirements. 

 On the contrary, 15% of respondents stated that an incentive-based approach would be 

more effective than a regulatory approach. 

 Finally, 18% of respondents, stressed the fact that multi-stakeholder platforms such as the 

EU Retail Forum for Sustainability play a greater role. Moreover, also other stakeholders, 

such as manufacturers, consumers and environmental groups should be also involved to 

lend the Platform a greater degree of transparency and credibility. 
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1.10 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to provide 

incentives for purchase of better performing products 
 

Table 10 Answers to question 1.10 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.10 A) Set up a scheme for 
monetisation of some 
environmental impacts identified 
in the LCA. 

25.4% 22.7% 14.6% 23.4% 13.9% 295 2.6 

1.10 B) Apply VAT (and/or other 
product/commodities indirect 
taxation) on the basis of 
environmental performance of 
products, by eliminating reduced 
rates for environmental harmful 
products. 

35.2% 20.9% 9.6% 27.9% 6.3% 301 2.7 

1.10 C) Recommend MSs to 
incentivise and sustain private 
consumption ‘credit schemes’ 
aimed at supporting sustainable 
purchasing by final consumers. 

11.4% 25.5% 20.7% 22.1% 20.3% 290 2.3 

1.10 D) Create new financing tools 
at the EU level to fund and sustain 
environmental friendly purchasing 
(e.g. vouchers or ‘eco-cheques’ for 
the final consumer to co-fund the 
purchase of more resource-
efficient products). 

13.0% 25.3% 16.4% 28.0% 17.4% 293 2.3 

1.10 E) Promote the creation of 
new financing tools at MS level to 
fund and sustain environmental 
friendly purchasing (e.g. vouchers 
or ‘eco-cheques’ for the final 
consumer to co-fund the purchase 
of more resource-efficient 
products). 

10.2% 30.7% 18.4% 24.9% 15.7% 293 2.3 

1.10 F) Introduce Awards for best 
products (from sustainability, 
attractiveness, innovation and 
cost efficiency points of view) in 
the framework of an existing EU 
business/consumer award scheme 
(e.g. the EU Business Award).  

13.3% 22.9% 30.9% 20.6% 12.3% 301 2.3 

1.10 G) Provide incentives for 
consumers and other end-users 
not to consume (e.g. for using 
public transport instead of buying 
a new car). 

22.7% 22.7% 12.5% 29.9% 12.2% 304 2.6 

Other - - - - - 107 - 
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This question aimed at analysing the respondents’ opinion on some actions to provide 

incentives to the market for purchasing better performing products. The majority of 

respondents, including SMEs, supported the introduction of schemes for monetisation of 

some environmental impacts and the application of VAT on the basis of environmental 

performance of products (respectively 48% and 56% stated these options are effective or very 

effective). On the opposite, the introduction of awards for best products (from sustainability, 

attractiveness, innovation and cost efficiency points of view) in the framework of an existing 

EU business/consumer award scheme was not identified as a priority option (i.e. it was 

judged as slightly effective or not effective by the 51%). 

 

Finally, a predominant opinion did not emerge from the analysis of the answers to the other 

options, even if an unfavourable opinion is often more frequent than a favourable one. 

 

Looking at the breakdown according to the types of respondents, it emerged that 82% of 

citizens positively consider the application of VAT on the basis of environmental 

performance of products and the introduction of incentives for consumers ‘not to consume’. 

 
Figure 15 Responses for type of responder (options 1.10A , 1.10 B, 1.10 G). 

 
 

From the analysis of the 107 open answers (12 from citizens and 95 from organisations), even 

if different points of view emerged, respondents generally suggested to carefully choose the 

instruments to incentive the purchase of better performing products, taking also into account 

the social dialogue. 
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Most of the stakeholders (more than 19%) were convinced that the internalisation of 

externalities is fundamental in all SCP instruments and should go hand in hand with the 

Ecological Fiscal Reform (EFR) and the elimination of environmentally harmful subsidies 

(EHS). In their opinion internalisation of externalities should not be seen as an objective but 

rather as a tool to make the harmful products more expensive. They also thought that award 

schemes are not credible unless established by non-industry stakeholders (consumer and 

environmental civil society organisations). 

 

Focusing on single topics, the comments highlighted as follows: 

 

 Approximately 10% of respondents thought that discussions on reduced VAT rates for 

(energy) efficiency measures could never be realised at EU-level. 

 More than 8% declared that it should be reduced for the most sustainable goods and 

services available on the market (e.g. products bearing the EU Ecolabel or the EU organic 

label). 

 As LCA does not capture all environmental impacts then it will only monetise 

environmental impacts that can be modeled (9 respondents). 

 Monetisation should not mean a ‘one shot’ evaluation of all LCA indicators. Putting a 

monetary value should not lead to an over-simplification of the LCA analysis (6 

respondents). 

 The majority of respondents strongly supported the development of financial incentives to 

guide consumer towards more sustainable purchase (more than 25%). 

 On the contrary, more than 15% stated that financial incentives generally distort the 

market and are not sustainable. 

 5 respondents asserted that at a certain point in the value chain normally they don’t 

effectively address the full life-cycle and are very expensive to administer. 

 Eco-cheques generate important costs (more than 4%). 

 On the contrary, 2% of stakeholders asserted that they are powerful tools to boost 

sustainable consumption from the demand side and sustainable production from the offer 

one. 

 

Finally, 3% affirmed that a tax on hazardous material is a clear message to consumers and 

would stimulate innovation.  

 

1.11 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of following options to strengthen 

the promotion of (and sensitisation on) sustainable lifestyles towards citizens and 

communities 
 

Table 11 Answers to question 1.11 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.11 A) Promote in cooperation 
with MSs and other stakeholders, 
public initiatives and sensitisation 
campaigns on sustainable 
lifestyles, notably to increase 
consciousness of the overall 

19.5% 38.9% 24.9% 3.1% 13.7% 293 2.9 



 

51 

 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

environmental and social impacts 
of the current consumption 
habits. 

1.11 B) Support MS policy makers 
by coordinating and disseminating 
evidence on the most effective 
tools for influencing behaviour 
change and overcoming barriers 
(and activating drivers) to change. 

16.8% 45.4% 24.1% 2.1% 11.7% 291 2.9 

1.11 C) Recommend MSs to 
introduce in their educational 
curricula subjects, methods and 
materials encouraging more 
sustainable consumption, 
developing systemic as well as 
critical thinking and ensuring a 
better understanding that well-
being does not necessarily depend 
on high consumption of material 
goods 

27.5% 43.1% 14.9% 3.4% 11.2% 295 3.1 

1.11 D) Support national, regional 
and local projects and initiatives 
to promote sustainable lifestyles, 
notably through dedicated EU 
funds, such as the Structural and 
Cohesion Funds and instruments 
like Life+ and Interreg funding 
programmes. 

28.2% 38.8% 14.4% 4.1% 14.4% 291 3.1 

1.11 E) Use web-enabled tools to 
make training programmes, best 
practices and educational 
materials available for interested 
actors, such as teachers, 
consumer organisations, etc (as 
an evolution of initiatives like 
Dolceta and the European Diary). 

15.5% 38.8% 24.7% 3.1% 17.9% 291 2.8 

1.11 F) Develop courses of 
capacity building for NGOs and 
consumer organisations to raise 
the know-how and role-related 
abilities of the key stakeholders to 
promote sustainable lifestyles. 

16.0% 36.9% 20.9% 6.6% 19.5% 287 2.8 

Other - - - - - 84 - 

 

The aim of this question was to measure the extent to which respondents agree on some 

actions that the Commission could carry out to promote sustainable lifestyles by increasing 

consciousness of the overall environmental, social and economic impacts of products. 
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As Table 11 shows, the respondents provided a rather generalised positive feedback on all the 

proposed options. 

 

For all options, the majority of respondents converged on the ‘effective’ or ‘very effective’ 

answers. In particular, two very ‘soft’ options were mostly recommended by the respondents: 

to introduce in MSs’ educational curricula subjects, methods and materials encouraging more 

sustainable consumption, and to support national, regional and local projects and initiatives to 

promote sustainable lifestyles (68% and 67% respectively). 

 

No significant difference emerged in the opinion of citizens, on one side, and organisations 

on the other side. By focusing on SMEs, a significant support to any option did not emerge 

(no SMEs considered one of them as a very effective option). 

 

Most of 84 respondents (10 citizens and 76 organisations), which had chosen the option 

‘other’, agreed with the importance to raise awareness on all the three pillars of sustainability 

(the environmental, the economic and the social one). 

 

About 22% of respondents argued that just recommending actions to MSs could be not 

effective. It should be supported by Structural and Cohesion funds and practical actions at the 

organisation and community level (e.g. local authorities and school). 

 

All the stakeholders supported the idea that education and communication are keys to change 

the behaviours and promote sustainable lifestyle, for instance: 

 

 Education is important at any level, mainly on children (11 respondents), and it must be 

based on science (7 respondents). 

 It is necessary to carry out a review of the educational curricula to increase the awareness 

of sustainability (7 respondents). 

 The promotion of a sustainable lifestyle through education is considered to be the most 

influential method of moulding the market place to achieve long term SCP (6 

respondents). 

 Regarding communication, it is important to explain what and how to consume to attain 

the beneficial environmental outcomes that products and services are specifically designed 

to achieve (7 respondents). 

 The European Union and MSs should develop social marketing campaigns, using 

behavioural segmentation techniques (i.e. dividing consumers into categories) and 

promote the right messages to the right audience (8 respondents).  

 

In addition, approximately 9% of stakeholders declared that the Commission could play a 

very valuable role in coordinating and disseminating evidence on how to achieve behaviour 

changes. More than 4% asserted that consistent and robust policy framework is needed to 

change lifestyles of citizen and communities.  

 

Finally, almost 6% highlighted the key role of industry and workplaces in promotion and 

sensitisation on SCP.  
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Sustainable Industrial Policy  

1.12 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to improve 

waste management and recycling 
 

Table 12 Answers to question 1.12 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.12 A) Support the enforcement 
of new technologies for detection 
of illegal waste shipments.  

31.1% 49.5% 5.7% 3.0% 10.7% 299 3.2 

1.12 B) New legislation to increase 
the opportunities of recycling 
critical materials (e.g. mandatory 
hand-back requirements). 

36.4% 20.5% 11.6% 23.8% 7.6% 302 2.8 

1.12 C) Set up and/or promotion 
of voluntary agreements with 
industry to increase recycling of 
critical materials (e.g. voluntary 
hand-back programmes). 

19.3% 40.7% 28.3% 4.7% 7.0% 300 2.8 

1.12 D) Promote bio-products and 
bio-waste (end-of-waste criteria), 
including biological wastes as 
secondary raw materials allowing 
for their availability as an input 
for other sectors. 

21.8% 44.6% 9.3% 5.5% 18.7% 289 3.0 

Other - - - - - 93 - 

 

The answers to this question highlighted that there is a large and wide consensus by the 

respondents, including SMEs, on the proposed actions to improve waste management and 

recycling. 

 

In particular, the option of supporting the enforcement of new technologies for detection of 

illegal waste shipments was deemed effective by 81% of the respondents, and the promotion 

of bio products and bio waste by the 66% (that increases to 83% in relative terms, if the 

answers ‘don’t know’ are not considered). 

 

Even a strong regulatory approach, such as the introduction of a new legislation to increase 

the opportunities of recycling critical materials, encountered a significant approval rate by the 

respondents (36% expected this option to be very effective), but 1 out of 4 respondents 

thought that it is not effective at all. In particular, citizens were very favourable to this option: 

almost 90% of them thought that it is effective or very effective. 
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Figure 16 Answers for type of respondents (option 1.12 D) 

 
 

93 respondents (12 citizens and 81 organisations) had chosen the option ‘other’ to better 

explain their opinion on the question 1.12. 

 

Some stakeholders stressed the concept that waste prevention has a key role in delivering 

more SCP. In many cases (about 12%), respondents asserted that initiatives to enforce better 

waste shipment regulation are essential. They generally preferred legal requirement to 

voluntary approach to deal with critical material recovering. The majority of them strongly 

supported improvements in management of biological waste and reminded that only separate 

collection of bio-waste can ensure an optimal recycling or reuse by other sectors.  

 

Additionally, the respondents highlighted the need to ensure reliable and accessible 

information on different aspects (e.g. management of hazardous and non-hazardous waste, 

the content of hazardous substances in use in products, the real means of bio-products or bio-

waste, the waste status). Regarding the waste treatment, many respondents called for the 

recovering of the proximity principle (i.e. treating waste as close to the source as possible). 

 

Additionally, 3% of respondents highlighted that recycling is typically due to economic 

reasons (e.g. high costs for recycling or scarce demand for recycling products). According to 

respondents, these restrictions cannot be efficiently overcome by classical regulation and, 

therefore, market-based instruments are more effective. 

 

Finally, some stakeholders supported that European industries using secondary raw materials 

face important challenges to recycle but, currently, they are experiencing several obstacles.  
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1.13 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to help 

SMEs contribute to a resource-efficient economy 

 
Table 13 Answer to question 1.13 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.13 A) Launch new actions to 
provide SMEs with targeted 
information on life-cycle 
environmental impacts of priority 
products and production 
processes and on related 
opportunities for cost savings. 

14.2% 44.9% 23.6% 3.0% 14.2% 267 2.8 

1.13 B) Support projects and 
initiatives to promote resource 
efficiency in SMEs through first-
level advisory services (e.g. 
company visits). 

14.9% 41.3% 23.0% 2.2% 18.6% 269 2.8 

1.13 C) Support projects and 
initiatives to promote resource 
efficiency in SMEs through 
second-level advisory services(e.g. 
in-house training, full diagnostics).  

21.7% 43.8% 16.9% 2.2% 15.4% 267 3.0 

1.13 D) Use more frequently the 
SME networks to consult on key 
environmental topics. 

15.5% 40.2% 23.9% 3.0% 17.4% 264 2.8 

1.13 E) Establish partnership 
agreements to help SMEs with 
technology transfer (e.g.: to adopt 
more energy efficient systems) 
and eco-innovative technology 
providers to increase their market 
entry. 

19.2% 37.7% 23.4% 1.5% 18.1% 265 2.9 

1.13 F) Reinforcing the initiatives 
to support the environmental 
legal compliance and 
improvement of SMEs by means 
of ICT and web-enabled 
instruments (e.g. continuous 
update on legal requirements, 
compliance check up tools, BATs 
databases, best practices). 

14.0% 35.2% 25.8% 3.8% 21.2% 264 2.8 

1.13 G) Transforming the ECAP, 
into a permanent co-ordination EC 
task-force to simplify adoption of 
SCP product-related regulatory 
instruments by SMEs, in line with 
the ‘think small first’ principle of 
the Small Business Act.  

8.2% 23.8% 23.8% 7.4% 36.7% 256 2.5 

1.13 H) Providing funds to SMEs 21.5% 41.8% 10.7% 9.6% 16.5% 261 2.9 
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Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

(e.g. vouchers) to gain access to 
environmental auditing services 
at reduced rates or free of charge, 
technical assistance at very low 
costs and easily accessible credit 
schemes. 

1.13 I) Ensure that forthcoming 
environmental legislation will 
seek wherever possible to 
alleviate the regulatory burden on 
SMEs.  

30.0% 24.5% 12.1% 16.3% 17.1% 257 2.8 

1.13 L) Set up a ‘one-stop-shop’ 
for the provision of information 
and services on environmental-
related issues (e.g. legislation in 
force and criteria for applying to 
subsidies; fulfilment of 
administrative requirements, list 
with contact details of 
environmental advisors and 
service providers and available 
training). 

15.9% 37.9% 26.1% 2.3% 17.8% 264 2.8 

1.13 M) Introduce regulatory 
relief and simplification measures 
for SMEs and micro companies 
(e.g. streamlining the 
environmental permit procedures, 
simplification of environmental 
reporting). 

21.4% 37.0% 9.2% 17.2% 15.3% 262 2.7 

Other - - - - - 71 - 

 

Representing a large part of EU economy, SMEs are commonly identified as a key actor to 

contribute to a resource-efficient economy. Therefore, the question aimed at understanding if 

specific measures should be carried out to help them to overcome the barriers they may face 

in improving their environmental performance and resource efficiency. 

 

The numerous options focused on SMEs encountered a large consensus by respondents (over 

50% of the respondents considered them at least affective) and only a very small percentage 

believed that these actions are not effective at all. 

 

The highest priority actions were: i) to support projects and initiatives to promote resource 

efficiency in SMEs through second-level advisory services (65% considered it at least 

effective) and ii) to establish partnership agreements to help SMEs with technology transfer 

and eco-innovative technology providers to increase their market entry (57% considered it at 

least effective). On the contrary, to support projects and initiatives to promote resource 

efficiency in SMEs through a first or second-level advisory services was considered the less 

favourable options by the few SMEs having participated to the consultation. The opinion of 

citizens and organisations were quite converging.  
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71 respondents (7 citizens and 64 organisations) chose the option ‘other’ to better explain 

their opinion on the question 1.13 

In many cases (more than 21%) respondents asserted that ‘simplifications’ and ‘better 

regulation’ should embrace all the economic actors. Requirements for entering and operating 

on the market should remain neutral for all, both small and large enterprises, and any scheme 

to contribute to resource-efficient economy should be adapted to all companies, regardless of 

their size. Some stakeholders thought that same rules and conditions allow companies to cope 

and to assure legal compliance and communication along value chain. In addition, more than 

18% of respondents recognised the role of dedicated support for SMEs to help them to 

comply with environmental legislation and beyond anticipating proactively forthcoming 

requirements. However they strongly disagreed to any exemption for firms characterised by 

small size or limited turnover. 

 

Some stakeholders prompted that SMEs often lack the human resources or specialist skills to 

put guidance into practice and they may need additional information (also via ITC 

instruments) or practical assistance. 

 

Approximately 6% of respondents asked for giving priority to sector-specific regulatory 

instruments and avoiding overlaps of legislation.  

 

From a general point view, it emerged that legislation should not cause unnecessary burden to 

any economic operators. In such a way it should improve also the chances to boost innovation 

and speed the delivery of new products and services to market. 

 

1.14 Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of the following options to ‘promote 

green business models & industrial symbiosis’ 
 

Table 14 Answers to question 1.14. 

Option Very 
effective 

 
(4) 

Effective 
 
 

(3) 

Slightly 
effective 

 
(2) 

Not 
effective 

at all 
(1) 

I don’t 
know 

Total Means 

1.14 A) Promoting and supporting 
‘experience exchange’, by 
collecting MSs good practices with 
green business models and make 
them available to producers. 

22.5% 38.4% 25.0% 2.1% 12.0% 284 2.9 

1.14 B) Launch new actions and 
support/fund initiatives to 
promote resource efficiency locally 
(e.g. through industrial symbiosis 
and clustering of producers). 

22.6% 40.3% 20.1% 3.1% 13.9% 288 3.0 

1.14 C) Support the development 
of eco-industrial parks and 
clusters aimed at accelerating the 
innovation process. 

22.5% 38.6% 19.3% 2.8% 16.8% 285 3.0 
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1.14 D) Promote development of 
new business models and industrial 
symbiosis through structural EU 
Funds and other funding 
programmes (e.g. LIFE+, 7th 
Framework programme, Interreg). 

22.1% 45.6% 13.5% 3.2% 15.7% 281 3.0 

Other - - - - - 46 - 

 

The main focus of the question was the stakeholders’ opinion on the Commission’s potential 

actions to encourage greater commercial uptake of service-based business models through 

which businesses can make profit with fewer resources. A large majority of respondents (over 

60%) deemed the selected options are effective to promote green business models & 

industrial symbiosis and a very small percentage of them (averagely 3%) considered them not 

effective at all. The opinions of citizens and organisations, including SMEs, did not 

significantly differ.  

 

To note that the use of EU structural funds and funding programmes was overwhelmingly 

supported: 67.7% of the respondents when only 16.7% considered it as slightly effective or 

ineffective. 

 

From  the analysis of the 46 open answers (10 from citizens and 36 from organisations) some 

interesting findings emerged. 

 

 24% of the stakeholders, in particular NGOs, supported a mandatory review of industrial 

symbiosis and clustering opportunity into national and local industrial district and urban 

planning.  

 Approximately 5% asserted that funding and subsidies are not the correct way to 

implement sustainable development: 

 In some cases, respondents prompted that green business model and industrial symbiosis 

should be encouraged first at local or national level. The Commission should initially 

define general guidelines and support innovative initiatives by funding. 

 About 5% of stakeholder underlined that options should be conceived taking into account 

the specificity of the different sector and products categories.  

 Finally, two respondents stated that the problem is the lack of evidence that green business 

models and industrial symbiosis work effectively. So, the Commission should fund new 

experimental or demonstrative projects manly focusing on production activities and not on 

service activities. 

 

In general, promoting and supporting ‘experience exchange’ would be a good starting point 

to encourage business models through which make profit with fewer resources. 

 

1.15 Do you have any other remarks, comments or suggestions concerning the issues 

related to sustainable consumption and production? (Open) 

 

72 respondents (3 citizens) added further remarks, comments or suggestions concerning the 

issues related to SCP. Besides the confirmation of the findings emerged in the previous 

sections of the questionnaire, some considerations are worth mentioning: 
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 18% of respondents highlighted that SCP should aim more radically to decouple resources 

use and challenge consumption patterns. In their opinion the SCP policies should be 

‘linked up’ to the resource use consumption indicators proposed in the Commission's 

'Roadmap to a Resource Efficient Europe' (land, water, resource use greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions). They supported the definition of a new SCP legal framework. 

 In the opinion of 15% of respondents, the Commission should pay extremely attention to 

the definition of ‘environmentally friendly products’. Currently, the most used tool to 

assess environmental impacts is the LCA, but it only captures some environmental 

impacts. Moreover, the effectiveness of the PEF methodology depends on how it will be 

developed. 

 10% of respondents highlighted that SCP policies should take into consideration the other 

aspects of sustainability such as the economic and the social pillar. 

 The use of non-financial incentives and removal of regulatory barriers are the most 

effective ways to instigate change in behaviors and practices for the 16% of respondents. 

There are already compelling business imperatives to improve the sustainability of supply 

chains. Therefore any policy intervention should work with the grain of these drivers, 

rather than imposing mandatory requirements which, in some cases, would add further 

regulatory barriers and costs. Collective voluntary action and initiatives can be an 

extremely effective way of stimulating action across the whole supply chain. 

 10% of respondents highlighted that in the definition of any policy action on SCP issues, it 

is important to take into account the specificity of the different sectors and products 

categories. 

 In particular on the construction sector, 9% of respondents thought that there should be not 

requirements on intermediate products such as construction products because 

sustainability should be assessed at the building level. 
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2. GREEN PUBLIC PROCUREMENT  

 

2.1 Respondent profile 
 

217 unique sets of data were submitted for the GPP section; it should be noted that 17 

duplicated response sets were excluded from the analysis to avoid bias.  

 

Respondents were asked to classify themselves as citizens or organisations, with the vast 

majority choosing the latter. 
 

Table 15 Respondent classification 

Respondent type Frequency 

Organisation 160 

Citizens 57 

 

74% identify themselves as organisations; these respondents then further classified 

themselves as follows. 
 

Table 16 Organisation classification 

Type of organisation Respondent frequency 

Private company 21 

MS authority 17 

International organisation 3 

Academic/research institution 6 

Non-governmental organisation 32 

Industrial or trade association 63 

Consumers association 3 

Other 15 

  

Supplementary information has since been used to define broader respondent groupings. 

 
Table 17 Respondent grouping 

Respondent type Total 

Citizens 57 

Private company 22 

Industry association 63 

NGO 32 

Public body 18 

Others 24 
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As discussed in question 2.3, respondents were asked to classify their activities as follows. 

 
Table 18 Respondent activities 

 Frequency % 

Contracting authority or entity involved in GPP 17 7.8% 

Policy maker in the field of public procurement 22 10.1% 

Supplier 38 17.5% 

Other 140 64.5% 

 

A breakdown of organisations by industry is presented in Table 19. 
 

Table 19 Respondent industry sectors 

Sector Frequency  

Agriculture 1 

Environment 48 

Food and drink 6 

Transport 5 

Clothing/textiles 0 

Cosmetics 1 

Housing 2 

Consumer electronics 0 

Research 2 

Energy intensive industry 7 

Health 2 

Other industry 42 

Other 43 

 

It can be seen that the largest proportion of respondents are in the environment sector; 54% 

did not fit into any of the suggested sectors. 
 

2.2 GPP criteria and GPP guidance  

2.1 The Buying Green Handbook gives guidance on GPP to policy makers, public authorities and 

suppliers. Do you consider the handbook as useful guidance? 

 
Table 20 Answers to question 2.1 

 Frequency % 

Yes 53 24.4% 

Yes, but it could be improved 107 49.3% 

No 14 6.5% 

I don’t know the handbook 43 19.8% 

 

Of the 217 respondents, 74% stated that the Green Handbook does provide useful guidance 

on GPP, of which 67% felt that it could be improved. Overall, 20% were not aware of the 

Handbook while 7% did not consider the Handbook guidance to be useful.  
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Table 21 Answers to question 2.1 by respondent type 

Respondent type Yes Yes, but it 
could be 

improved 

No I don’t know 
the handbook 

Total 

Citizens 38.6% 26.3% 3.5% 31.6% 57 

Private company 9.1% 54.5% 13.6% 22.7% 22 

Industry association 15.9% 49.2% 14.3% 20.6% 63 

NGO 18.8% 71.9% 0.0% 9.4% 32 

Public body 55.6% 44.4% 0.0% 0.0% 18 

Others 12.5% 70.8% 0.0% 16.7% 24 

 

A breakdown by respondent type offers several important insights. Public bodies were most 

supportive of the current guidance, with over half indicating that this was sufficient. Private 

companies and industry associations were most critical of the guidance, with 14% for each 

group suggesting that the Handbook is not useful for GPP. The highest proportion of 

respondents unaware of the Handbook occurred among the citizens, of which 32% were not 

familiar with the guidance. 

2.2 How should the handbook be improved? 

 

Respondents felt that the Handbook could be made easier to use by specifying approaches in 

terms of money-saving potential (e.g. in the case of life-cycle approaches). Generally, more 

information on life-cycle costing (LCC) and LCA was requested. Furthermore, practical step-

by-step guidance concerning how to work with GPP was suggested in a large number of 

responses. 

 

It was recommended on several occasions that the Handbook should provide guidance on 

moving from products to service based contracts which include repair and maintenance 

services thus improving product longevity. 

 

Respondents felt that the Handbook should provide support to procurers by explaining 

difficult situations they may encounter. It should specify levels of support available in 

complex circumstances. In this vein, it was suggested many times that more legal guidance 

should be provided in the Handbook, as well as support on issues of competitiveness and EU 

– non-EU trade and contracting.  

 

Some respondents suggested that in its current form the Handbook does not give enough 

guidance to practitioners, however it is a very good resource for policy makers and should 

consider them as its prime audience. A separate document should be developed for suppliers, 

some commentators suggested, which encourages communication between industry and 

public authorities. 

 

Commentators suggested that some of the best practice examples in the Handbook need to be 

supported by more scientific evidence; that there should be more specific and practical 

examples which illustrate GPP reality and tradeoffs. Another response criticised the current 

Handbook as too reliant on referencing other resources, rather than being the key guidance 

document. On the other hand, one respondent called upon the Handbook to acknowledge that 

it is a guidance document for a flexible voluntary measure and other approaches exist. 

Conversely, others commented that the more robust the Handbook is, the more it will drive 
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harmonisation of GPP as MSs will be satisfied with its guidance and avoid creating their own 

criteria. 

 

Some respondents raised the need to consider the social and economic pillars of sustainability 

in the guidance. Others called for it to highlight innovative products. 

 

Several responses called for a translation of the Handbook into all EU languages. Others 

called for some information to be translated into diagrams, formulae and logical schemes. 

Another called for its wider dissemination among procuring authorities. Generally, frequent 

updates were called for. 

 

In this section, a number of organisations from the construction sector provided identical 

responses about the unsuitability of GPP criteria, and did not comment on the Handbook.  

2.3 Do you see a need to improve the existing EU GPP criteria? 
 

Table 22 Answers to question 2.3 

 Frequency % 

Yes 149 73.4% 

No 15 7.4% 

I don’t know 39 19.2% 

 

The vast majority of the 203 respondents indicated that there is a need to improve existing 

GPP criteria.  
 

Table 23 Answers to question 2.3 by respondent type 

Respondent type Yes No I don’t know Total 

Citizens 55.6% 13.0% 31.5% 54 

Private company 81.0% 4.8% 14.3% 21 

Industry association 78.2% 9.1% 12.7% 55 

NGO 84.4% 3.1% 12.5% 32 

Public body 88.9% 5.6% 5.6% 18 

Others 68.2% 0.0% 31.8% 22 

 

Public bodies, NGOs and private companies indicated a need for improved GPP criteria, with 

over 80% recognising the need for modification in each group. The proportion of the general 

public recognising this need was the lowest, with 13% suggesting improvements are not 

required. There is most uncertainty among the public body and other groups, with over 30% 

being unsure of the need for improvement.  

 

A further breakdown by sector shows that responses were more evenly split in the transport 

sector.  
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Table 24 Answers to question 2.3 by respondent type 

Respondent type Yes No I don’t know 

Agriculture 0 0 1 

Environment 42 1 4 

Food and drink 5 0 1 

Transport 3 2 0 

Clothing/textiles 0 0 0 

Cosmetics 0 0 1 

Housing 2 0 0 

Consumer electronics 0 0 0 

Research 1 0 1 

Energy intensive industry 6 0 0 

Health 2 0 0 

Other industry 31 2 3 

Other 26 3 11 

2.4 If yes, how could the EU GPP criteria be improved? 

 

This question triggered a large number of diverse and in-depth responses, which are 

summarised below. 

 

On the issue of improving the development of EU GPP criteria, many respondents 

highlighted the need to base criteria on a LCC, total cost of ownership (TCO) or LCA 

approach. The implementation of cost-benefit analysis in identifying the most crucial criteria 

and product groups was also promoted. However, some organisations warned of the limits of 

LCA and other approaches, and the lack of transparency of some LCA tools. 

 

Referring to specific product criteria, several responses, which were identical in content but 

submitted by separate respondents, called for a retraction of GPP criteria for construction 

products, either entirely or for a move to an assessment of construction products at building 

level instead of at individual product level.  

 

The criteria for food products were also mentioned several times, including a call to 

incorporate animal welfare considerations, prioritise local produce and reduced ‘food miles’, 

as well as ‘bio-based’ products. The work of the Food SCP Roundtable was highlighted as a 

source of information for developing GPP criteria for foodstuffs. Other specific products 

mentioned included a call to develop GPP criteria for civil engineering installations (e.g. 

roads), electrical products and installations and forest-related products. A concern was raised 

about aspects of the vehicles criteria on noise and fuel consumption. There were suggestions 

of broadening some product groups into their wider service areas (e.g. not criteria for CHP, 

but for ‘heat and cold supply’). Finally many responses called for a greater inclusion of 

material life-cycle considerations by basing some criteria on the recyclability and recycled 

content of certain products to promote the use of secondary materials. Some focus on waste 

prevention through the procurement of durable and maintainable products was advocated by 

several respondents. 
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Overall, responses varied in calling for a reduction or an expansion of GPP product groups. 

In terms of expansion, a focal point for these responses was the inclusion of service contracts 

in the GPP framework. As far as reduction was mentioned, it was emphasised that criteria 

should only cover products most often procured by public authorities, or those which 

represent their largest contracts. Many responses called for a greater focus of GPP criteria on 

the most severe environmental impacts and key issues. More than one stakeholder called for a 

clearer and firmer scientific evidence base in the development of criteria and the full 

definition of terms like ‘hazardous’, ‘green’ and ‘sustainable’. 

 

In terms of GPP governance, several stakeholders called for greater harmonisation across 

MSs to be achieved through the application of EU GPP over national approaches. There were 

several calls for a regulatory application of GPP, including a mandatory minimum target or 

level of green procurement, such as a mandatory purchase of labelled goods by public 

procurers (EU Ecolabel, Nordic Swan, etc).  

 

Support from the Commission on GPP criteria was also discussed and mainly concerned 

verification methodologies and their application. This is where many stakeholders are looking 

for guidance. Although GPP was urged to avoid copying Ecolabel methodologies on the 

whole, many respondents called for an alignment with the Ecolabel, especially as a means of 

verification.  

 

Further awareness of parallel legal frameworks and sector-specific legislation was mentioned 

many times by different respondents, specific legislation referred to included nutritional 

requirements for food procurement, the Tyre Labelling Regulation, various building 

legislation.  

 

Simplifying criteria to enable SME access and spreading GPP principles to the private sector 

were two further issues frequently mentioned by stakeholders. On the issue of 

competitiveness, while many stakeholders emphasised the importance of upholding single 

free market principles, even if at cost to GPP, some respondents commented that GPP lacked 

a focus on fair trade and locally sourced products. Furthermore, there was a suggestion that 

the Commission publish lists of the best available products on the market in GPP terms. 

2.5 Please indicate what type of respondent you are  

Respondents were asked to characterise their role, which was then used to determine which 

portion of the GPP section they should address.  
 

Table 25 Answers to question 2.5 

Role Frequency % 

Contracting authority or entity involved in GPP 17 7.8% 

Policy maker in the field of public procurement 22 10.1% 

Supplier 38 17.5% 

Other 77 35.5% 

 

65% of respondents did not identify themselves as authorities, policy, makers or suppliers; as 

a result it should be noted that the sample size for questions 2.6 - 2.15 is significantly reduced 

so detailed breakdowns are not used.  
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2.3 Section for contracting authorities or entities involved in GPP 

 

Questions 2.6-2.9 are answered by those who identified themselves as contracting authorities 

or entities involved in GPP (17 respondents). 

 

2.6 For which products/services do you use green criteria?  

 
Table 26 Answers to question 2.6 

Product group Frequency % of respondents 

Copying and graphic paper 15 100.0% 

Office IT equipment 15 100.0% 

Cleaning products and services 13 86.7% 

Transport 13 86.7% 

Construction 11 73.3% 

Furniture 10 66.7% 

Electricity 10 66.7% 

Food and catering services 8 53.3% 

Textiles 6 40.0% 

Mobile phones 5 33.3% 

Windows, glazed doors and skylights 4 26.7% 

Thermal insulation 4 26.7% 

Hard floor coverings 4 26.7% 

Gardening products and services 3 20.0% 

Wall Panels 3 20.0% 

Road construction and traffic signs 3 20.0% 

Combined Heat and Power (CHP) 2 13.3% 

Street lighting and traffic signals 1 6.7% 

None 1 6.7% 

 

Results suggest that respondents use green criteria for the full range of products and services, 

with just a single respondent suggesting that they do not use green criteria for any of the 

suggested categories. Overall, responses show a focus on office equipment, cleaning products 

and services and transport.  

 

2.7 Are your GPP criteria different to those suggested by the European Commission? 

 
Table 27 Answers to question 2.7 

 Frequency % 

Yes they are different 5 29.4% 

No, they are the same or very similar 9 52.9% 

I don’t know 3 17.6% 

 

The majority of policy makers used GPP criteria the same or very similar to those used by the 

EC, although 29% reported that they do use different criteria.  
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2.8 What are the main reasons for using different criteria other than the ones suggested by 

the European Commission? 

 

Of the five policy makers who do not use Commission criteria, four detailed responses were 

received. One respondent emphasised the limited and lagging nature of the Commission 

guidance on initiatives. Others use UK Government Buying Standards or regional criteria 

instead.  

 

In addition, one respondent reported (an organisation for environmental professionals) the 

results of a relevant survey to its own members (330 responses, 31 from the public sector), 

presenting data on the way in which its members used green procurement criteria. Responses 

are listed below: 

 

 Our green procurement criteria are based on EU GPP: 19.4% (39.6% in public sector).  

 Our green procurement criteria were developed internally: 62.4% (43.8% in public sector).  

 Our green procurement criteria are based around sectoral/other criteria: 18.2% (16.6% in 

public sector). 

 

2.9 When including green criteria, do you experience a higher, lower or equal share of 

SMEs participating in GPP tenders compared to non-green tenders? 
 

Table 28 Answers to question 2.9 

  Frequency % 

I experienced a higher participation of SMEs 3 17.6% 

I experienced a lower participation of SMEs 3 17.6% 

I experienced an equal participation of SMEs 5 29.4% 

I don’t know 6 35.3% 

 

A mixed response can be observed; feedback is symmetric with the same proportion 

reporting higher and lower participation, as well as 30% reporting equal participation. This 

suggests that the use of green criteria has little effect on SME participation, although the 

sample size is small.  
 

2.4 Section for policy makers  
 

Questions 2.10-2.12 were answered by those who identified themselves as policy makers in 

the field of public procurement (22 respondents). 

 
2.10 For which products/services do you recommend the use of green criteria? 

 
Table 29 Answers to question 2.10 

Product/service categories Frequency % Respondents 

Transport 22 100.0% 

Office IT equipment 21 95.5% 

Electricity 21 95.5% 

Copying and graphic paper 20 90.9% 

Cleaning products and services 20 90.9% 

Furniture 20 90.9% 
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Product/service categories Frequency % Respondents 

Construction 19 86.4% 

Food and catering services 18 81.8% 

Textiles 18 81.8% 

Gardening products and services 16 72.7% 

Street lighting and traffic signals 16 72.7% 

Windows, glazed doors and skylights 15 68.2% 

Thermal insulation 15 68.2% 

Road construction and traffic signs 14 63.6% 

Hard floor coverings 13 59.1% 

Wall Panels 13 59.1% 

Combined heat and power (CHP) 13 59.1% 

Mobile phones 12 54.5% 

None 0 0.0% 

 

In our sample, a majority of policy makers recommended the use of green criteria for all of 

the considered products and service. More than 95% of respondents recommended the use of 

green criteria for transport, office IT equipment and electricity; at the other end of the 

spectrum, fewer than 60% suggested that these should be applied to hard floor coverings, 

wall panels, CHP or mobile phones.  

2.11 Are the GPP criteria you recommend different from those suggested by the European 

Commission? 

 
Table 30 Answers to question 2.11 

 Frequency % 

Yes, recommend different criteria 9 40.9% 

No, they are the same or very similar 11 50.0% 

Don’t know 2 9.1% 

 

Half of questioned parties recommend the same or similar GPP criteria to the Commission, 

while 41% choose to endorse other criteria. 

2.12 What are the main reasons for recommending different criteria other than the ones 

suggested by the European Commission? 

 

Nine responses were received. One response indicated sectoral considerations are important, 

while another flagged the importance of social factors. Another respondent suggested that EC 

criteria are overly focussed on consumer products so neglect services. One highlighted the 

lack of practical assistance with EU criteria, and suggests that own experience can be 

important in aiding procurers. 

 

Further feedback shows the use of different criteria is explained to make criteria more 

applicable, or to achieve higher environmental protection standards. Feedback from one 

respondent justifies the use of UK Government Buying Standards by pointing to differences 

in national circumstances. They suggest that impact assessment, market analysis and 

stakeholder consultations lead to the conclusion that different criteria are required, although 

they still consider GPP a good starting point.  
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2.5 Section for suppliers 
 

Questions 2.13-2.15 were answered by those who identified themselves as suppliers (41 

respondents). 

2.13 Do you operate in more than one country? 

 
Table 31 Answers to question 2.13 

 Frequency % 

Yes – more than one country 32 84.2% 

No – one country only 6 15.8% 

 

The vast majority of surveyed suppliers do operate in multiple countries, with all MS 

authorities, academic/research institutions and industrial or trade associations having 

international functions.  

2.14 Do the different contracting authorities in the MSs where you operate have different 

GPP criteria for tenders you are interested in? (Please provide details of the MSs where 

you operate) 

 

24 supplier responses were received; the majority indicate that different GPP criteria do apply 

in different countries, with several entities operating across all EU MSs. One respondent 

indicated that variations are significant; suggesting that criteria are embedded in Nordic 

countries, but uptake is very limited in new EU MSs. Another flagged up variation within 

nations across regions (with regards to the specific case of buildings in Belgium). 

2.15 Do you offer different products to different contracting authorities on the basis of 

those criteria? 

 

22 supplier responses were submitted; several indicated that different products may be 

offered to different contracting authorities, due to lack of harmonisation across the EU. All 

others offer the same products, or did not consider the question to be applicable.  
 

2.6 Barriers to the uptake of GPP 
 

Questions 2.22-2.24 were addressed to all respondents. 

2.16 Rank from 1 (very important) to 5 (irrelevant) the following barriers for an increased 

uptake of green public procurement criteria 
 

Table 32 Answers to question 2.16 

Barrier 1 (very 
important) 

2 3 4 5 
(irrelevant) 

Total 

2.16 A) Lack of 
awareness of the 
benefits of green 
products 

37.8% 31.6% 18.7% 6.7% 5.2% 193 

2.16 B) Higher cost of 
green products 

28.3% 38.2% 25.1% 5.2% 3.1% 191 
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Barrier 1 (very 
important) 

2 3 4 5 
(irrelevant) 

Total 

2.16 C) Too few products 
or suppliers complying 
with the criteria 

20.1% 25.4% 33.3% 13.8% 7.4% 189 

2.16 D) Perceived low 
quality of 
environmentally friendly 
products 

8.0% 18.7% 24.6% 19.8% 28.9% 187 

2.16 E) Legal 
complexities and lack of 
legal clarity about what 
can be done to include 
green criteria 

32.1% 30.6% 22.3% 5.2% 9.8% 193 

2.16 F) Lack of 
knowledge on how to 
verify green criteria 

46.7% 33.3% 9.7% 6.2% 4.1% 195 

2.16 G) Unavailable or 
inadequate information 
and training 

20.9% 45.0% 21.5% 4.7% 7.9% 191 

2.16 H) Lack of political 
support 

41.0% 23.4% 15.4% 10.6% 9.6% 188 

2.16 I) Low 
communication between 
public procurers in 
different authorities 

20.9% 31.3% 24.2% 13.2% 10.4% 182 

2.16 J) Too high ambition 
of the EU GPP criteria 

16.0% 5.5% 19.9% 25.4% 33.1% 181 

2.16 K) Too low ambition 
of the EU GPP criteria 

9.6% 14.6% 22.5% 17.4% 36.0% 178 

 
Figure 17 Barriers to GPP – number of responses by category 

 
 

Mixed ratings were offered, with the full range for each factor; in general, it can be seen that 

the majority of proposed barriers were considered fairly important. It is instructive to define a 
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mean ranking metric, assuming linear scaling, to explore the average and dispersion of 

rankings. 

 
Table 33 Answers to question 2.16– response statistics 

Order Barrier Mean Standard 
deviation 

1 (most important) Lack of knowledge on how to verify green criteria 1.88 1.08 

2 Lack of awareness of the benefits of green products 2.10 1.14 

3 Higher cost of green products 2.17 1.00 

4 Lack of political support 2.24 1.34 

5 Legal complexities and lack of legal clarity about what 
can be done to include green criteria 

2.30 1.24 

6 Unavailable or inadequate information and training 2.34 1.10 

7 Low communication between public procurers in 
different authorities 

2.61 1.24 

8 Too few products or suppliers complying with the 
criteria 

2.63 1.16 

9 Perceived low quality of environmentally friendly 
products 

3.29 1.21 

10 Too high ambition of the EU GPP criteria 3.54 1.41 

11 (least important) Too low ambition of the EU GPP criteria 3.56 1.35 

 

This metric demonstrates that lack of knowledge on how to verify green criteria was 

considered most important, with 47% rating it very important. Lack of awareness of benefits 

and higher costs of green products were also considered to be particularly important. Barriers 

associated with the ambition of the GPP criteria were considered to be the least significant of 

all proposed barriers.  

 

Standard deviations of 1.0 -1.4 indicate a significant distribution of opinions among 

respondents. More detailed insights into variation in response by different respondents groups 

are offered by the table below. 
 

Table 34 Answers to question 2.16 -Variation in response by different respondent groups 
Option Respondent type 1 (very 

important) 
2 3 4 5 

(irrelevant) 
Total Mean 

2.16 A) Lack of 
awareness of the 
benefits of green 
products 

Citizens 53% 25% 11% 8% 4% 53 1.85 

Private company 10% 60% 10% 10% 10% 20 2.50 

Industry association 22% 37% 22% 12% 6% 49 2.43 

NGO 68% 23% 6% 0% 3% 31 1.48 

Public body 33% 28% 39% 0% 0% 18 2.06 

Others 24% 24% 38% 5% 10% 21 2.52 

2.16 B) Higher cost 
of green products 

Citizens 38% 38% 19% 4% 0% 52 1.88 

Private company 28% 39% 22% 6% 6% 18 2.22 

Industry association 38% 36% 12% 4% 10% 50 2.12 

NGO 13% 32% 48% 6% 0% 31 2.48 

Public body 6% 39% 50% 6% 0% 18 2.56 

Others 24% 48% 19% 10% 0% 21 2.14 

2.16 C) Too few 
products or 
suppliers 
complying with the 
criteria 

Citizens 33% 33% 21% 8% 6% 52 2.21 

Private company 11% 28% 22% 17% 22% 18 3.11 

Industry association 14% 24% 27% 22% 12% 49 2.94 

NGO 19% 16% 61% 0% 3% 31 2.52 
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Option Respondent type 1 (very 
important) 

2 3 4 5 
(irrelevant) 

Total Mean 

Public body 18% 29% 29% 24% 0% 17 2.59 

Others 14% 14% 52% 19% 0% 21 2.76 

2.16 D) Perceived 
low quality of 
environmentally 
friendly products 

Citizens 15% 29% 19% 25% 12% 52 2.88 

Private company 6% 0% 35% 35% 24% 17 3.71 

Industry association 4% 19% 27% 23% 27% 48 3.50 

NGO 13% 19% 42% 13% 13% 31 2.94 

Public body 0% 12% 18% 29% 41% 17 4.00 

Others 0% 14% 43% 29% 14% 21 3.43 

2.16 E) Legal 
complexities and 
lack of legal clarity 
about what can be 
done to include 
green criteria 

Citizens 38% 23% 21% 13% 6% 53 2.26 

Private company 17% 56% 11% 6% 11% 18 2.39 

Industry association 18% 33% 24% 2% 24% 51 2.80 

NGO 61% 10% 26% 0% 3% 31 1.74 

Public body 28% 56% 11% 0% 6% 18 2.00 

Others 24% 33% 38% 5% 0% 21 2.24 

2.16 F) Lack of 
knowledge on how 
to verify green 
criteria 

Citizens 48% 33% 7% 9% 2% 54 1.83 

Private company 47% 26% 11% 11% 5% 19 2.00 

Industry association 39% 31% 16% 4% 10% 51 2.14 

NGO 71% 19% 6% 3% 0% 31 1.42 

Public body 50% 39% 6% 0% 6% 18 1.72 

Others 24% 62% 10% 5% 0% 21 1.95 

2.16 G) Unavailable 
or inadequate 
information and 
training 

Citizens 37% 35% 19% 4% 6% 54 2.06 

Private company 22% 39% 17% 11% 11% 18 2.50 

Industry association 16% 36% 30% 4% 14% 50 2.64 

NGO 7% 70% 17% 3% 3% 30 2.27 

Public body 12% 53% 18% 6% 12% 17 2.53 

Others 19% 52% 24% 5% 0% 21 2.14 

2.16 H) Lack of 
political support 

Citizens 58% 21% 8% 9% 4% 53 1.79 

Private company 6% 35% 35% 12% 12% 17 2.88 

Industry association 16% 24% 20% 18% 20% 49 3.02 

NGO 71% 16% 6% 0% 6% 31 1.55 

Public body 19% 31% 25% 19% 6% 16 2.63 

Others 52% 24% 14% 5% 5% 21 1.86 

2.16 I) Low 
communication 
between public 
procurers in 
different 
authorities 

Citizens 39% 35% 14% 8% 4% 51 2.02 

Private company 24% 6% 41% 24% 6% 17 2.82 

Industry association 13% 15% 24% 22% 26% 46 3.33 

NGO 10% 65% 13% 3% 10% 31 2.39 

Public body 13% 38% 38% 13% 0% 16 2.50 

Others 15% 25% 45% 10% 5% 20 2.65 

2.16 J) Too high 
ambition of the EU 
GPP criteria 

Citizens 18% 4% 24% 30% 24% 50 3.38 

Private company 6% 6% 19% 31% 38% 16 3.88 

Industry association 29% 4% 27% 21% 19% 48 2.96 

NGO 13% 10% 3% 13% 60% 30 3.97 

Public body 0% 6% 19% 25% 50% 16 4.19 

Others 5% 5% 20% 40% 30% 20 3.85 

2.16 K) Too low 
ambition of the EU 
GPP criteria 

Citizens 19% 23% 27% 17% 15% 48 2.85 

Private company 6% 19% 38% 25% 13% 16 3.19 

Industry association 4% 9% 17% 21% 49% 47 4.02 

NGO 7% 10% 13% 3% 67% 30 4.13 



 

73 

 

Option Respondent type 1 (very 
important) 

2 3 4 5 
(irrelevant) 

Total Mean 

Public body 0% 12% 29% 24% 35% 17 3.82 

Others 16% 16% 16% 21% 32% 19 3.37 

 

A number of general patterns can be observed in response sets: the citizens tend to consider 

the proposed barriers to be more important, as shown by consistently lower mean rankings 

across all barriers.  

 

Other more specific points to note: 

 

 Sampled NGOs consider lack of awareness of green products (A), knowledge on how to 

verify green criteria (F) and political support (H) as well as legal complexities (E) to be 

more important, in comparison to other groups. They also most strongly indicate that 

issues associated with the ambition of EU GPP criteria are irrelevant (J, K). 

 Significant differences can be observed with regards to lack of political support, with just 

6% of private companies considering this very important, in comparison to 71% of NGOs.  

 Public bodies consider perceived quality issues (D) to be particularly irrelevant. 

 A significant proportion of industry association considered a number of the proposed 

barriers to be irrelevant.  

2.17 Could you suggest any other barriers not mentioned above and score their 

importance? 

 

The lack of legal clarity and understanding was mentioned by a large number of respondents, 

although this barrier is listed in 2.16. Other barriers were also mentioned or rephrased in 

some responses. These have not been recorded for the purposes of this section. 

 

Additional barriers identified by the majority of respondents included: 

 

 Lack of LCA/LCC approaches and a focus on purchase price. 

 The complexity of applying GPP. 

 Complex definitions of ‘green’ and its misuse in the presentation and marketing of 

products. 

 Lack of communication between procurers and suppliers. 

 Procurers unaware of the processes of sustainable financing. 

 Lack of suitably skilled resources to administer GPP. 

 Failure to recognise that existing approaches are damaging to the environment and the 

economy. 

 Working culture barriers among procurers: environment as a low priority, an overall 

inability to economise, a lack of incentives and praise for staff. 

 The perceived higher cost (money and time) of green products due to ignoring life-cycle 

costs. 

 Lack of incentives. 

 Lack of reporting of non-compliant products. 

 Lack of mandatory targets. 

 Differentiating green and sustainable procurement causes confusion. 
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 The difficult fit into GPP of some sensitive industries where other priorities are key (e.g. 

healthcare). 

 Problems with the criteria: insufficient scientific basis, lack of tangible evidences on 

benefits, potential barriers to innovation through specific criteria setting, impossible to 

comply with, lack of trust in EU GPP criteria. 

 Insufficient stakeholder engagement. 

 Insufficient best practice examples disseminated. 

 Lack of consideration of elements of the production process, including social elements. 

 Climate differences across EU MSs (i.e. different products are needed). 

 Corruption. 

 

Certain respondents from the construction sector once again boycotted this response with 

identical comments on the misappropriation of GPP to their industry. 

2.18 Are you a supplier to the public sector? 
 

Table 35 Answers to question 2.18 

Response Frequency % 

Yes 44 20.3% 

No 173 79.7% 

 

Questions 2.19-2.21 are answered by respondents who identified themselves as suppliers to 

the public sector. Respondent breakdowns are not used due to the small sample size 

(maximum of 44 datasets). 

2.19 To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 
Table 36 Answers to question 2.19 

Barrier Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

2.19 A) Differences between 
EU GPP and MS criteria 
create difficulties to take 
part in tenders 

17.5% 45.0% 35.0% 2.5% 0.0% 40 

2.19 B) Environmental 
requirements of EU GPP 
criteria are not ambitious 
enough to foster innovation 

17.1% 22.0% 34.1% 22.0% 4.9% 41 

2.19 C) Procurers are not 
aware of products with good 
environmental performance 
on the market 

25.0% 35.0% 17.5% 10.0% 12.5% 40 
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Figure 18 Supplier responses by category  

 
 

The majority of respondents (63%) agreed that differences in EU GPP and MS criteria do 

create difficulties when taking part in tenders. Responses to other statements were more 

mixed: 60% agreed that procurers are not aware of products with a good environmental 

performance on the market, although a significant proportion (13%) strongly disagreed with 

this statement. The proposition that the environmental requirements of EU GPP criteria are 

not sufficiently ambitious to foster ambition was met with a variety of reactions, with the 

most common response being undecided.  

2.20 Which elements of GPP criteria are more difficult to comply with? Rank each element 

from 1 (very difficult) to 5 (not difficult at all). 

 
Table 37 Answers to question 2.20 

Element 1 (very 
difficult) 

2 3 4 5 (not 
difficult 
at all) 

Total 

2.20 A) Energy-efficiency requirements 5.4% 10.8% 24.3% 45.9% 13.5% 37 

2.20 B) Low levels or absence of 
hazardous substances 

22.2% 16.7% 16.7% 22.2% 22.2% 36 

2.20 C) Recycled content in a product 11.1% 41.7% 13.9% 27.8% 5.6% 36 

2.20 D) Recyclability of a product 5.7% 40.0% 20.0% 17.1% 17.1% 35 

2.20 E) Implementation of 
environmental management measures 
to be applied when performing the 
contract 

13.9% 25.0% 19.4% 16.7% 25.0% 36 
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Figure 19 Supplier responses by category 

 

 
Table 38 Answers to question 2.20 – response statistics 

Rated difficulty  Element Mean Standard 
deviation 

Most difficult Recycled content in a product 2.75 1.14 

  Recyclability of a product 3.03 1.23 

  Low levels or absence of hazardous substances 3.06 1.47 

  Implementation of environmental management 
measures to be applied when performing the 
contract 

3.14 1.40 

Least difficult Energy-efficiency requirements 3.51 1.03 

 

All of the proposed factors were considered fairly difficult to comply with, although opinion 

is well-split with rankings of 1 to 5 for all elements and standard deviations of 1.1-1.5. On 

average, criteria relating to recycled content in a product were considered most challenging to 

comply with; energy efficiency requirements were considered easiest to achieve of the 

current GPP criteria. Other elements were considered equally challenging to comply with. 

 

Respondents were also able to rank the challenges associated with other elements of current 

criteria, and identified the following factors and difficulty levels: 

 

 Technology prescriptive requirements: 1 (very difficult). 

 Other chemical substance restrictions: 1-2. 

 Water consumption: 3. 

 Full product footprint (LCA): 1, 5. 

 Suppliers who breach environmental law: 1. 

 

Other respondents drew attention to additional factors but did not offer difficulty rankings; 

they indicate that noise limits and inappropriate test cycles for fuel consumption can bring 

challenges. Other feedback offers additional detail on the reasons for given difficulty levels; 

one respondent indicated that recycled content criteria is not well adapted for applications 
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which have stringent material performance requirements, offering the examples of healthcare 

implants or aircraft turbines.  

 

One respondent highlights that difficulty levels are highly dependent on sector, which may 

explain the variation in rankings and feedback.  

2.21 Which measures would facilitate your bidding in a GPP tender? 

 

A total of 19 unique responses were collected. Several referenced the importance of LCA. 

Simplification of the tender process, the inclusion of water consumption and quantification of 

criteria were also flagged up by individual respondents.  
 

2.7 Potential policy options  

2.22 What would you consider the most appropriate approach at EU level to increase the 

role of green public procurement in promoting environment friendly consumption? 

 
Table 39 Answers to question 2.22 

Approach Frequency % 

2.22 A) Continuation of current action (revision of existing and 
development of new GPP criteria, provision of guidance and 
information) 

64 29.6% 

2.22 B) Strengthen or modify the current approach 117 54.2% 

2.22 C) GPP is an ineffective tool to promote environment friendly 
consumption, therefore, EC should significantly reduce own effort 
on this policy instrument 

15 6.9% 

2.22 D) The development of GPP policies at EU level is ineffective 
as practices differ strongly across MSs 

20 9.3% 

 

Respondents were asked to select a single option. The majority indicated that a strengthening 

or modification of the current approach was most appropriate, while 30% indicated that a 

continuation of current action was most suitable. 17% consider GPP policies to be 

ineffective.  
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Table 40 Answers to question 2.22– category and respondent type 

Respondent type 2.22 A) 
Continuation of 
current action 

(revision of 
existing and 

development of 
new GPP 
criteria, 

provision of 
guidance and 
information) 

2.22 B) 
Strengthen or 

modify the 
current 

approach 

2.22 C) 
GPP is an 

ineffective tool 
to promote 

environment 
friendly 

consumption, 
therefore, EC 

should 
significantly 
reduce own 

effort on this 
policy 

instrument 

2.22 D) 
The 

development of 
GPP policies at 

EU level is 
ineffective as 

practices differ 
strongly across 

MSs 

Total 

General 
public/consumer 

21% 61% 5% 12% 57 

Private company 23% 59% 5% 14% 22 

Industry association 43% 27% 16% 14% 63 

NGO 31% 69% 0% 0% 32 

Public body 22% 72% 0% 6% 18 

Others 25% 71% 4% 0% 24 

 

Splits by organisation type indicate that industrial association responses were somewhat out 

of line with other groups. This group contained the majority of respondents who felt that GPP 

is ineffective, accounting for 10 of 15 responses. However, this group also had the highest 

proportion of respondents indicating that a continuation if current action is most appropriate 

and the smallest proportion encouraging a strengthening or modification of this approach.  

 

Other response patterns are broadly in line with the overall trend, with all other groups 

strongly encouraging the strengthening or modification of the current approach.  
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Table 41 Answers to question 2.22– industry sector of respondents 

Industry 2.22 A) 
Continuation 
of current 
action 
(revision of 
existing and 
development 
of new GPP 
criteria, 
provision of 
guidance and 
information) 

2.22 B) 
Strengthen 
or modify 
the 
current 
approach 

2.22 C)  
GPP is an 
ineffective 
tool to 
promote 
environment 
friendly 
consumption, 
therefore, EC 
should 
significantly 
reduce own 
effort on this 
policy 
instrument 

2.22 D)  
The development 
of GPP policies at 
EU level is 
ineffective as 
practices differ 
strongly across 
MSs 

Total 

Agriculture 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 

Environment 20.8% 75.0% 0.0% 4.2% 48 

Food and drink 66.7% 0.0% 16.7% 16.7% 6 

Transport 20.0% 20.0% 0.0% 60.0% 5 

Clothing/textiles 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 

Cosmetics 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 

Housing 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 2 

Consumer electronics 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 

Research 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 

Energy intensive 
industry 

28.6% 28.6% 28.6% 14.3% 7 

Health 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 

Other industry 40.5% 38.1% 14.3% 7.1% 42 

Other 37.2% 51.2% 7.0% 4.7% 43 

 

Noteworthy deviations from the average (within significant subsets of more than 5 

respondents) can be observed for organisations in the environmental sector, 66.7% of which 

favour the strengthening of current legislation, to be compared to 71% of those in the food 

and drinks sector who advocate continuation of current action. Greater opposition to GPP 

policies is evident in the transport, food and drink and the energy intensive industry; 3 of 5 

respondents in the transport sector suggest GPP policies are ineffective due to variations 

across MSs.  

2.23 If you answered first or second option in the previous question, please indicate your 

opinion on the effectiveness of the following potential options: 

 

This question was addressed to those encouraging a continuation or strengthening of the 

current approach, and received a maximum of 148 responses to any proposed option. 
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Table 42 Answers to question 2.23 

Option Very 
effective 

Effective Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective 

I don’t 
know 

Total 

2.23 A) Strengthen the 
ambition level of 
common GPP criteria 
for products and 
services 

24.3% 50.0% 16.2% 9.5% 0.0% 148 

2.23 B) Enlarging the 
scope of the priority 
sectors/product groups 

38.4% 40.4% 7.5% 13.7% 0.0% 146 

2.23 C) Facilitate more 
exchanges between 
public authorities on 
GPP, including joint 
procurement, and 
networks of public 
procurement officers 

51.0% 39.9% 8.4% 0.7% 0.0% 143 

2.23 D) Provide detailed 
training material in all EU 
languages to procurers 
and business 
associations with a 
particular focus on SMEs 

44.9% 39.5% 15.0% 0.7% 0.0% 147 

2.23 E) Develop easy-to-
use life-cycle costing 
(LCC) methodologies for 
relevant product groups 
(for example a tool how 
public authority can 
calculate life-cycle costs 
based on indications 
from the supplier (e.g. 
on the energy use of a 
product) 

37.2% 49.3% 4.7% 8.8% 0.0% 148 

2.23 F) Widen the scope 
of GPP by including 
social criteria and move 
to Sustainable Public 
Procurement 

41.5% 33.8% 7.7% 16.9% 0.0% 130 

2.23 G) Make the 
inclusion of certain 
environmental criteria 
mandatory in EU 
funding programmes 

51.6% 30.7% 3.9% 13.7% 0.0% 153 

2.23 H) Set a new target 
for the uptake of GPP at 
EU level 

47.2% 37.0% 11.0% 4.7% 0.0% 127 
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Option Very 

effective 
Effective Slightly 

effective 
Not 

effective 
I don’t 
know 

Total 

2.23 I) Make the 
inclusion of certain 
environmental criteria 
in tendering procedures 
obligatory in sector 
specific legislation, like 
in the ENERGY STAR 
Regulation or the Clean 
Vehicles Directive 

44.6% 36.5% 5.4% 13.5% 0.0% 148 

 
Figure 20 Preferred options for continuing or strengthening the current approach to GPP – response 

categories 

 
 

Of those who recommended the continuation, strengthening or modification of the role of 

GPP at EU level, the majority (>70%) felt that all suggested potential options would be 

effective or very effective. Responses indicate that the facilitation of more exchanges 

between public authorities and officer networks and the development of LCC methodologies 

would be most effective. Analysis by respondent type reveals little difference in opinion. It 

should be noted that respondents who answered ‘Don’t know’ have been excluded from these 

charts. 
 

Table 43 Answers to question 2.23 – respondent type 
Option Respondent type Very 

effective 
Effective Slightly 

effective 
Not 

effective 
I don’t 
know 

Total Mean 

2.23 A) 
Strengthen the 
ambition level of 
common GPP 
criteria for 
products and 
services 

Citizens 46% 46% 5% 3% 0% 39 1.64 

Private 
company 

13% 67% 20% 0% 0% 15 2.07 

Industry 
association 

9% 28% 41% 22% 0% 32 2.75 

NGO 23% 63% 0% 13% 0% 30 2.03 

Public body 6% 75% 19% 0% 0% 16 2.13 
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Option Respondent type Very 
effective 

Effective Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective 

I don’t 
know 

Total Mean 

Others 33% 33% 20% 13% 0% 15 2.13 
2.23 B) Enlarging 
the scope of the 
priority 
sectors/product 
groups 

Citizens 52% 38% 10% 0% 0% 42 1.57 

Private 
company 

25% 56% 0% 19% 0% 16 2.13 

Industry 
association 

16% 50% 3% 31% 0% 32 2.50 

NGO 66% 14% 7% 14% 0% 29 1.69 

Public body 17% 58% 17% 8% 0% 12 2.17 

Others 27% 47% 13% 13% 0% 15 2.13 
2.23 C) Facilitate 
more exchanges 
between public 
authorities on 
GPP, including 
joint 
procurement, 
and networks of 
public 
procurement 
officers 

Citizens 62% 33% 5% 0% 0% 42 1.43 

Private 
company 

20% 70% 10% 0% 0% 10 1.90 

Industry 
association 

39% 39% 18% 4% 0% 28 1.86 

NGO 75% 21% 4% 0% 0% 28 1.29 

Public body 35% 59% 6% 0% 0% 17 1.71 

Others 39% 50% 11% 0% 0% 18 1.72 

2.23 D) Provide 
detailed training 
material in all EU 
languages to 
procurers and 
business 
associations with 
a particular focus 
on SMEs 

Citizens 45% 48% 7% 0% 0% 42 1.62 

Private 
company 

17% 75% 8% 0% 0% 12 1.92 

Industry 
association 

44% 34% 19% 3% 0% 32 1.81 

NGO 72% 10% 17% 0% 0% 29 1.45 

Public body 43% 43% 14% 0% 0% 14 1.71 

Others 24% 47% 29% 0% 0% 17 2.06 
2.23 E) Develop 
easy-to-use (LCC) 
methodologies 
for relevant 
product groups 
(for example a 
tool how public 
authority can 
calculate life-
cycle costs based 
on indications 
from the supplier 
(e.g. on the 
energy use of a 
product) 

Citizens 62% 36% 2% 0% 0% 42 1.40 

Private 
company 

24% 59% 6% 12% 0% 17 2.06 

Industry 
association 

32% 39% 7% 21% 0% 28 2.18 

NGO 12% 76% 8% 4% 0% 25 2.04 

Public body 47% 53% 0% 0% 0% 17 1.53 

Others 

28% 44% 6% 22% 0% 18 2.22 

2.23 F) Widen 
the scope of GPP 
by including 
social criteria and 
move to 
Sustainable 
Public 
Procurement 

Citizens 56% 38% 5% 0% 0% 39 1.49 

Private 
company 

24% 35% 18% 24% 0% 17 2.41 

Industry 
association 

29% 18% 7% 46% 0% 28 2.71 

NGO 40% 33% 7% 20% 0% 15 2.07 

Public body 54% 38% 8% 0% 0% 13 1.54 

Others 35% 47% 6% 12% 0% 17 1.94 
2.23 G) Make the 
inclusion of 
certain 
environmental 
criteria 
mandatory in EU 

Citizens 76% 20% 4% 0% 0% 45 1.29 

Private 
company 

19% 63% 0% 19% 0% 16 2.19 

Industry 
association 

12% 35% 8% 46% 0% 26 2.88 
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Option Respondent type Very 
effective 

Effective Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective 

I don’t 
know 

Total Mean 

funding 
programmes 

NGO 69% 17% 3% 10% 0% 29 1.55 

Public body 47% 41% 6% 6% 0% 17 1.71 

Others 53% 37% 0% 11% 0% 19 1.68 
2.23 H) Set a new 
target for the 
uptake of GPP at 
EU level 

Citizens 52% 33% 12% 3% 0% 33 1.67 

Private 
company 

31% 46% 15% 8% 0% 13 2.00 

Industry 
association 

19% 62% 15% 4% 0% 26 2.04 

NGO 78% 19% 0% 4% 0% 27 1.30 

Public body 36% 36% 21% 7% 0% 14 2.00 

Others 57% 29% 7% 7% 0% 14 1.64 
2.23 J) Make the 
inclusion of 
certain 
environmental 
criteria in 
tendering 
procedures 
obligatory in 
sector specific 
legislation, like in 
the ENERGY STAR 
Regulation or the 
Clean Vehicles 
Directive 

Citizens 75% 23% 2% 0% 0% 44 1.27 

Private 
company 

29% 36% 14% 21% 0% 14 2.29 

Industry 
association 

12% 38% 15% 35% 0% 26 2.73 

NGO 34% 52% 3% 10% 0% 29 1.90 

Public body 53% 27% 0% 20% 0% 15 1.87 

Others 42% 47% 0% 11% 0% 19 1.79 

 

General response patterns to be noted include the tendency for citizens to respond more 

positively to all proposed measures. Industry association respondents were more likely to 

consider potential options to be ineffective: 46% consider suggestions to widen the scope of 

GPP and to make mandatory the inclusion of certain environmental criteria to be ineffective. 

 

Private companies more frequently indicated that measures would be ineffective. Significant 

proportions (of 19% or more) indicated that positive effects would not follow from moves to 

enlarge the scope of product sectors or priority groups, widen GPP scope to include social 

criteria or SPP or to make mandatory the inclusion of certain environmental targets in EU 

funding programmes or tendering procedures. 

 

Respondents were also prompted to provide comments on other potential policy options. A 

wide range of potential options are discussed. Multiple respondents highlight the importance 

of qualified social criteria, which they believe would be very effective. Several emphasise the 

potential effectiveness of improved training, while others propose that the use of mandatory 

targets. Individual feedback supports the development of a definition of green criteria and the 

advancement of consumer information initiatives.  

 

2.24 Do you have any other remark, comment or suggestion concerning the issues relating 

to green public procurement?  

 

Overall, many of the themes drawn out in this response echo the responses to question 2.4. 

The main themes include calls for an LCC/LCA approach and a strong scientific evidence 

base, a harmonisation across MSs, the integration the social pillar of sustainability, the reform 

of certain criteria such as building and ICT, the expansion to service contracts such as waste 
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services, the importance of verification, the due consideration of the challenges faced by 

SMEs and concerns about competitiveness in the single market under GPP conditions. Some 

specific issues from the commentators are presented below. 

 

Several commentators vehemently opposed the setting of mandatory GPP levels and targets 

as contrary to single market principles. However, others stated that GPP cannot be effective 

without a regulatory approach due to the limited success of voluntary approaches so far. As in 

2.4, the responses were diametrically opposed on this issue. 

 

Several respondents were concerned that EU GPP did not have a full awareness of the needs 

of SMEs, developing economies and SMEs within them. With relevance to this issue, several 

responses called for market testing to ensure compliant products are widely available.  

 

The consultation featured a request for financial support from the EU to MSs in setting up 

their GPP operations. In terms of guidance, this was specifically requested on the issue of 

administrative application of GPP criteria in tenders in a legally compliant way. One practical 

suggestion was to provide procurers with a checklist of key considerations. On the subject of 

training, one response suggested that this should focus not only on procurers, but also on the 

commissioning entities who specify the product requirements to the procurer.  

 

Procurement which entails replacement should encourage the proper re-use, recycling or 

disposal of the old model. One commentator brought up the issue of developing performance 

based criteria for the performance of a product over its lifetime. Additionally, the experience 

of some procurers has shown that testing methods should be developed before criteria 

standards are established. 

 

Some responses addressed the interplay of sustainable development and economic growth, 

identifying a tension and suggesting that the latter often dominates. 

 

There were further calls for harmonisation across MSs to avoid market fragmentation and 

unnecessary work load. Several respondents raised the need for further harmonisation 

between GPP and ecolabel approaches, and to identify where GPP stands in relation to the 

ecolabel. There were suggestions for the alignment of GPP with various international 

standards such as ISO 14001. Overall, the cohesion of ecodesign, ecolabel and GPP efforts 

could ensure consistency, coherence and avoid administrative costs. This will also allow GPP 

to define its purpose more clearly as an instrument in driving innovation. 

 

Aligning green procurement in the private sector with GPP was raised, calling for guidance 

and leadership from the public sector. One commentator emphasised the importance of 

internal market rules and the need to clarify the relationship between these and national or 

regional GPP. 

 

More frequent stakeholder engagement was requested, especially during the development of 

certain criteria, such as gardening products and services. One commentator brought up the 

issue that consultations should be conducted in all official European languages 
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3. IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE OF PRODUCTS 

 

3.1 Profile of respondents 

 

Of the 297 responses recorded, 73 were received by citizens (which represents 25% of the 

responses received). 224 responses were received from respondents which represented 

retailers, trade unions and federations, lobbyists, the metals industry, the packaging sector, 

the paper industry, detergents sector, plastics sector, and fast-moving consumer goods among 

others (see Table 44). In terms of the types of organisations that responded, the 

overwhelming majority identified themselves as an industrial or research association, with 

102 responses received (see Table 45). In terms of specific industry sectors, the majority of 

responses came from the environment sector with 50 responses, followed by food and drink 

with 22 responses, and energy intensive industries with 18 responses (see Table 46).  

 
Table 44 Respondent classification 

Respondent type Frequency 

Organisation 224 

Citizen 73 

 
Table 45 Organisation classification 

Type of organisation Frequency 

Private company 54 

MS authority 17 

International organisation 3 

Academic/research institution 9 

Non-governmental organisation 29 

Industrial or research association 102 

Consumer association 3 

Other 7 

 
Table 46 Respondent industry sectors 

Sector Frequency 

Agriculture 7 

Clothing/textiles 2 

Consumer electronics 4 

Cosmetics 4 

Energy intensive industry 18 

Environment 50 

Food and drink 22 

Health 1 

Housing 2 

Other 52 

Other industry 50 

Research 5 

Transport 7 
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Table 47 Size of enterprise 

Type of company Number of responses 

Large enterprise 45 

Small and medium enterprise 8 

 

A graphical representation of stakeholders/organisations by sector is presented below. These 

findings indicate that the largest proportion of respondents included citizens (25%) and 

stakeholders from the environment sector (18.5%). In terms of the type of organisations who 

responded (227), approximately 46% were industrial or trade associations, 2% private 

companies, 13% non-governmental organisations, 8% MS authorities, and 4% 

academic/research institutions. 

 
Figure 21 Respondent industry sectors 

 
 

Figure 22 Organisation classification 
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3.1.2 Increasing the uptake of ‘green’ products and improving environmental 

performance of products 

For the question below, respondents were given the option to respond to each of the proposed 

options.  

3.1 In your opinion, which of the following policy options or combination of policy tools at 

EU level could effectively increase the uptake of ‘green’ products and improve the 

environmental performance of products?  

 
Table 48 Answers to question 3.1 policy options to increase uptake of green products and improve 

environmental performance 

Option Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree Total 

Improving the EU Ecolabel 
through simplified 
environmental criteria (limited 
to 3-4 most important 
environmental impact 
indicators) 

17% 27% 14% 18% 23% 284 

Increase marketing budget and 
efforts for awareness raising of 
the EU Ecolabel 

14%  32%  23%  17% 14% 279 

Integrating the PEF 
methodology into the EU SCP 
regulatory instruments and 
policy measures 

 10%  22%  33%  14%  21% 281 

Voluntary scheme on 
communication and 
benchmarking of product 
environmental performance 
based on PEF methodology 

 11% 31% 25% 16% 17% 283 

Voluntary agreement with 
stakeholders that sets targets 
on product environmental 
performance based on PEF 
methodology 

6% 36% 24% 16% 16% 280 

Mandatory measure included 
in a new legislative framework 
that sets requirements and 
targets related to product 
environmental performance 
based on PEF methodology 

18% 14% 9% 20% 40% 281 

None of the above 15% 5% 24% 14% 41% 111 
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Table 49 Answers based on type of respondent to question 3.1: policy options to increase uptake of green 

products and improve environmental performance,  

Option Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

Improving the EU 
Ecolabel through 
simplified 
environmental 
criteria (limited to 
3-4 most 
important 
environmental 
impact indicators) 

Citizens 34% 22% 7% 22% 15% 68 

Private company 6% 40% 12% 19% 23% 52 

Industrial or 
trade association 

12% 33% 21% 13% 20% 98 

NGO 21% 11% 4% 7% 57% 28 

Public body 16% 11% 16% 42% 16% 19 

Other 29% 14% 29% 29% 0% 7 

Increase marketing 
budget and efforts 
for awareness 
raising of the EU 
Ecolabel 

Citizens 33% 36% 12% 15% 4% 67 

Private company 6% 18% 33% 22% 22% 51 

Industrial or 
trade association 

3% 24% 26% 22% 25% 96 

NGO 7% 68% 11% 14% 0% 28 

Public body 44% 33% 11% 6% 6% 18 

Other 0% 43% 57% 0% 0% 7 

Integrating the PEF 
methodology into 
the EU SCP 
regulatory 
instruments and 
policy measures 

Citizens 27% 30% 32% 6% 5% 66 

Private company 2% 27% 27% 17% 27% 52 

Industrial or 
trade association 

1% 12% 32% 21% 34% 97 

NGO 4% 11% 79% 4% 4% 28 

Public body 21% 42% 21% 0% 16% 19 

Other 29% 14% 14% 0% 43% 7 

Voluntary scheme 
on communication 
and benchmarking 
of product 
environmental 
performance based 
on PEF 
methodology 

Citizens 10% 31% 19% 33% 6% 67 

Private company 12% 29% 33% 12% 15% 52 

Industrial or 
trade association 

11% 35% 26% 12% 15% 99 

NGO 11% 11% 29% 0% 50% 28 

Public body 10% 40% 30% 5% 15% 20 

Other 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 6 

Voluntary 
agreement with 
stakeholders that 
sets targets on 
product 
environmental 
performance based 
on PEF 
methodology 

Citizens 14% 30% 17% 30% 9% 66 

Private company 0% 50% 30% 14% 6% 50 

Industrial or 
trade association 

3% 40% 30% 9% 18% 97 

NGO 7% 14% 21% 7% 50% 28 

Public body 5% 45% 25% 10% 15% 20 

Other 14% 43% 0% 43% 0% 7 

Mandatory 
measure included 
in a new legislative 
framework that 
sets requirements 
and targets related 
to product 
environmental 
performance based 

Citizens 51% 27% 7% 6% 9% 67 

Private company 6% 10% 10% 22% 52% 50 

Industrial or 
trade association 

2% 6% 7% 21% 63% 98 

NGO 7% 7% 7% 54% 25% 28 

Public body 32% 32% 5% 5% 26% 19 

Other 29% 14% 14% 0% 43% 7 
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Option Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

on PEF 
methodology 

None of the above Citizens 12% 0% 24% 12% 52% 25 

Private company 19% 0% 63% 6% 13% 16 

Industrial or 
trade association 

31% 14% 23% 17% 14% 35 

NGO 0% 0% 5% 5% 89% 19 

Public body 0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 8 

Other 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 2 

 

When asked about policy tools or a combination of policy tools at EU level that could 

effectively increase the uptake of ‘green’ products and to improve the environmental 

performance of products, the option of a voluntary agreement with stakeholders setting 

targets on product environmental performance based on PEF methodology received the 

following response rate based on type of stakeholder: 

 

 Citizens: 44% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’.  

 Private companies: 50% ‘agreed’. 

 Industrial associations: 43% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’.  

 Public bodies: 50% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 

 Others: 57% ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’. 

 

In terms of the use of PEF through a mandatory scheme, 52% of private companies and 63% 

of industry associations strongly disagreed. Contrary to other stakeholders however, 51% of 

citizen responses and 32% of public bodies strongly agreed with the use of a mandatory 

scheme for PEF.  

 

Open-ended responses that were received also addressed this aspect and reflect the responses 

from the questionnaire. Respondents supported the development of voluntary PEF schemes, 

based on a reliable and scientifically validated methodology. Mandatory requirements could 

lead to unintended consequences such as market distortions and an inaccurate benchmarking 

system of products (which is probably why there was such strong support for developing 

product category rules and product benchmarking – see section 3.1.3). The general trends in 

responses also indicate support for the harmonisation of PEF methodologies based on a LCA 

approach and aligning them with international standards.  

 

Other schemes to increase the uptake of greener products and improve environmental 

performance that indicate strong support from citizens and/or other stakeholders include: 

 

 Improving the EU Ecolabel through simplified environmental criteria: 56% of citizen 

responses and 41% of all other stakeholders either strongly agree or agree. 

 Increase marketing budget and efforts for awareness raising of the EU Ecolabel: 69% of 

citizen responses and 39% of all other stakeholders either strongly agree or agree. 

 Integrating the PEF methodology into the EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy 

measures: 57% of citizen responses either strongly agree or agree. 
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Finally, it should be noted that 52% of the general public and 38% of industry stakeholders 

strongly disagree with ‘none of the above’. There were also a significant percentage of 

responses that were ‘undecided’. These figures could indicate a low level of awareness of the 

various measures towards increasing the share of greener products and improved 

environmental performance.  

3.1.3 Supporting actions  

The tables below provide overall responses and responses based on type of respondent to the 

question on supporting actions. 

3.2 In your opinion, which of the supporting actions at EU level could effectively increase 

the uptake of ‘green’ products and to improve the environmental performance of products?  
 

Table 50 Answers to question 3.2: supporting actions to increase the uptake of green products and 

improve environmental performance of products 

Option Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

Development of product 
category rules starting from 
priority products 

17%  53% 14% 5% 11% 282 

Development of products' 
benchmarks  

21% 37% 18% 11% 12% 277 

Development of alternative 
communication options 
(from on-pack labelling to 
extensive deployment of 
advanced IT technologies) 

14% 36% 38% 7% 5% 280 

Creating tools that make it 
easier for companies to 
apply the PEF methodology 
(e.g. calculation tool; 
database development 
encouraged, coordinated) 

20% 41% 18% 12% 9% 284 

Defining SME approach and 
simplification of procedures 
to support them 

14% 35% 26% 12% 14% 274 

International coordination - 
work towards acceptance 
and international 
harmonisation of 
methodologies for 
environmental footprint 
calculation 

48% 30% 5% 10% 6% 281 

Implementation of financial 
incentives/mechanism to 
assist and encourage SMEs 
in developing green 
products and for public 
authorities to oversee 
activities at local level) 

19% 39% 22% 8% 11% 275 
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Table 51 provides a breakdown of the supporting actions to increase the uptake of green 

products and improve environmental performance of products, by type of respondent. 

 
Table 51 Answers by type of respondent to question 3.2: supporting actions to increase the uptake of 

green products and improve environmental performance of products, by type of respondent 

Option Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree Total 

Citizens 
Private company 
Industrial or trade 
association 
NGO 
MS authority 
International 
organisation 
Public body 
Other 

36% 42% 10% 3% 9% 69  

6% 61% 10% 14% 10% 51  

6% 51% 21% 6% 16% 96  

7% 67% 15% 0% 11% 27  

35% 59% 0% 0% 6% 17  

0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 3  

30% 65% 0% 0% 5% 20  

43% 43% 0% 0% 14% 7  

Citizens 
Private company 
Industrial or trade 
association 
NGO 
MS authority 
International 
organisation 
Public body 
Other 

28% 55% 7% 3% 6% 67  

2% 43% 20% 20% 16% 51  

5% 24% 32% 18% 20% 93  

56% 26% 15% 0% 4% 27  

41% 47% 6% 0% 6% 17  

67% 0% 0% 0% 33% 3  

45% 40% 5% 0% 10% 20  

43% 43% 0% 14% 0% 7  

Citizens 
Private company 
Industrial or trade 
association 
NGO 
MS authority 
International 
organisation 
Public body 
Other 

28% 35% 29% 4% 4% 69  

10% 40% 31% 13% 6% 48  

7% 38% 42% 3% 9% 99  

7% 15% 74% 4% 0% 27  

13% 40% 40% 7% 0% 15  

33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 3  

17% 39% 39% 6% 0% 18  

14% 57% 14% 14% 0% 7  

Citizens 
Private company 
Industrial or trade 
association 

36% 43% 9% 9% 3% 69  

22% 39% 20% 8% 12% 51  

8% 51% 21% 8% 11% 98  

NGO 4% 19% 26% 44% 7% 27 

MS 
authority 

41% 29% 18% 6% 6% 17 

International 
organisation 

33% 33% 0% 33% 0% 3 

Public body 40% 30% 15% 10% 5% 20 
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Option Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree Total 

Other 14% 43% 29% 14% 0% 7 

Defining SME 
approach and 
simplification of 
procedures to support 
them 

Citizens 29% 48% 16% 1% 6% 69 

Private 
company 

10% 40% 29% 13% 8% 48 

Industrial or 
trade 
association 

4% 24% 41% 20% 11% 92 

NGO 4% 15% 22% 7% 52% 27 

MS 
authority 

38% 44% 0% 13% 6% 16 

International 
organisation 

0% 33% 0% 33% 33% 3 

Public body 32% 42% 0% 16% 11% 19 

Other 0% 86% 0% 14% 0% 7 

International 
coordination - work 
towards acceptance 
and international 
harmonisation of 
methodologies for 
environmental 
footprint calculation 

Citizens 43% 37% 12% 4% 3% 67 

Private 
company 

49% 35% 4% 10% 2% 51 

Industrial or 
trade 
association 

59% 22% 3% 7% 8% 98 

NGO 30% 15% 4% 44% 7% 27 

MS 
authority 

31% 63% 6% 0% 0% 16 

International 
organisation 

33% 33% 0% 33% 0% 3 

Public body 32% 58% 5% 5% 0% 19 

Other 57% 29% 0% 14% 0% 7 

Implementation of 
financial 
incentives/mechanism 
to assist and 
encourage SMEs in 
developing green 
products and for 
public authorities to 
oversee activities at 
local level) 

Citizens 35% 37% 18% 3% 7% 68 

Private 
company 

12% 33% 31% 10% 14% 49 

Industrial or 
trade 
association 

9% 30% 27% 16% 18% 93 

NGO 19% 67% 11% 4% 0% 27 

MS 
authority 

44% 44% 13% 0% 0% 16 

International 
organisation 

0% 67% 0% 0% 33% 3 

Public body 37% 47% 11% 0% 5% 19 

Other 14% 71% 14% 0% 0% 7 

 

 

Most respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the proposed supporting measures. For the 

measure on the development of product category rules starting from priority products:  

 

 75% of citizens strongly agreed or agreed. 

 67% of private companies strongly agreed or agreed. 

 57% of industry associations strongly agreed or agreed. 
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 94% of MS authorities strongly agreed or agreed. 

 

The development of product benchmarks also received strong support with: 

 

 83% of citizens strongly agreed or agreed. 

 45% of private companies strongly agreed or agreed. 

 88% of MS authorities strongly agreed or agreed. 

 67% of international organisations strongly agreed or agreed. 

 82% of NGOs strongly agreed or agreed. 

 45% of public bodies strongly agreed or agreed. 

 

Finally, for the supporting measure on defining a SME approach and simplification of 

procedures to support them: 

 

 87% of citizens strongly agreed or agreed. 

 50% of private companies strongly agreed or agreed. 

 82% of MS authorities strongly agreed or agreed.  

 74% of public bodies strongly agreed or agreed. 

 

In particular, stakeholders expressed strong support for specific tools to assist them in 

improving the environmental performance of their products: 

 

 The development of product category rules starting with priority products. 

 The development of product benchmarks. 

 International coordination towards an international harmonisation of methodologies for 

environmental footprint calculation. 

 

This could indicate the general support of stakeholders for the above tools to create a more 

level playing field for industry in the EU.  

3.1.4 Communicating product environmental information 

For the question below, only 1 or 2 responses were received from stakeholders besides NGOs 

and citizens. Therefore only NGO and citizen responses are recorded here.  

The tables below provide overall responses and responses based on type of respondent to the 

question on supporting actions. 
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3.3 To what extent do you agree with the following statements in terms of environmental 

information on products? 

 
Table 52 Answers to question 3.3: statements regarding environmental information on products 

Statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

‘I do not understand the 
significance of the 
environmental information that 
is being communicated’ 

5% 33% 12% 27% 23% 112 

‘Knowing the environmental 
impact of what I buy is 
important’ 

59% 26% 7% 5% 3% 111 

‘There are too many different 
labels’ 

42% 35% 9% 12% 3% 112 

‘I prefer buying products that 
have a lower environmental 
impact’ 

68% 20% 7% 5% 1% 111 

‘Price and quality are the only 
things that I look at’ 

12% 6% 7% 43% 32% 111 

‘I always prefer buying from 
brands that have an 
environmental label’ 

20% 36% 17% 20% 6% 110 

‘My own consumption has no 
impact on the environmental 
state of the planet’ 

4% 3% 10% 20% 64% 112 

‘Not enough information is 
available on the environmental 
performance of the products I 
use’ 

32% 46% 11% 9% 3% 111 

 

 

Table 53 Answers by type of respondent to question 3.3: statements regarding environmental information 

on products 

Statement Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree Total 

‘I do not understand 
the significance of 
the environmental 
information that is 
being 
communicated’ 

Citizens 6% 29% 12% 23% 30% 69 

NGO 8% 54% 4% 21% 13% 24 

‘Knowing the 
environmental 
impact of what I buy 
is important’ 

Citizens 59% 30% 1% 4% 4% 69 

NGO 79% 8% 8% 4% 0% 24 

‘There are too many 
different labels’ 

Citizens 36% 42% 7% 12% 3% 69 

NGO 63% 21% 0% 13% 4% 24 

‘I prefer buying 
products that have a 
lower environmental 
impact’ 

Citizens 64% 23% 4% 7% 1% 69 

NGO 88% 4% 8% 0% 0% 24 

‘Price and quality are 
the only things that I 

Citizens 16% 4% 7% 49% 23% 69 
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Statement Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree Total 

look at’ NGO 4% 8% 0% 17% 71% 24 

‘I always prefer 
buying from brands 
that have an 
environmental label’ 

Citizens 25% 47% 10% 9% 9% 68 

NGO 17% 17% 17% 46% 4% 24 

‘My own 
consumption has no 
impact on the 
environmental state 
of the planet’ 

Citizens 6% 4% 9% 29% 53% 70 

NGO 0% 0% 8% 0% 92% 24 

‘Not enough 
information is 
available on the 
environmental 
performance of the 
products I use’ 

Citizens 38% 45% 7% 6% 4% 69 

NGO 21% 54% 13% 13% 0% 24 

 

When asked about the environmental information provided on products, 35% of citizens 

agreed or strongly agreed whereas 53% strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement ‘I 

do not understand the significance of the environmental information that is being 

communicated’. 62% of NGOs agreed or strongly agreed, whereas 34% disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. These figures imply that consumer understanding of environmental information is 

very mixed. 

 

In terms of the importance of ‘knowing the environmental impact of what I buy is important’, 

89% of citizens strongly agreed or agreed and 97% of NGOs strongly agreed or agreed. 

 

Citizens (85%) and NGOs (92%) also agreed or strongly agreed with ‘I prefer buying 

products that have a lower environmental impact’. Finally, citizens (82%) and NGOs (92%) 

strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement that ‘My own consumption has no impact 

on the environmental state of the planet’. This indicates that the majority of the respondents, 

especially stakeholders are aware that their consumption practices can have negative 

environmental impacts. 

3.1.5 Measurement of environmental performance 

The following question was addressed to private companies only. The majority of 

respondents were large enterprises (56) and only 9 responses were received from SMEs.  

 

3.4 Do you currently measure the environmental performance of your products? 
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Table 54 Answers  to question 3.4: do you currently measure the environmental performance of your 

products? 

Type of  
respondent 

Yes, for carbon Yes, for 
Water 

Yes, using a 
multi-criteria 
methodology 

No Total 

Private company 26% 20% 29% 25% 65 

Industrial or trade association 17% 8% 36% 39% 108 

 
Table 55 Answers by size of company, to question 3.4: do you currently measure the environmental 

performance of your products? 

Type of company Yes, for carbon Yes, for 
Water 

Yes, using a 
multi-criteria 
methodology 

No Total 

Large enterprise 29% 21% 30% 20% 56 

Small and medium enterprise 11% 11% 22% 56% 9 

 

When asked whether they currently measure the environmental performance of their 

products, 19% of companies responded yes for carbon, 12% responded yes for water and 

38% responded yes for the use of a multi-criteria methodology. 31% of companies responded 

that they do not currently measure the environmental performance of their products. These 

figures indicate that the majority of companies (69%) measure to some degree the 

environmental performance of their products. This reflects what is observed in the literature 

on the proliferation of ecolabels and methodologies for measuring PEF. It is difficult to 

conclude that large enterprises in general are more inclined to measure the environmental 

footprint of products due to the very low number of responses received from SMEs. 

However, for the SMEs that did respond, 56% do not measure the environmental 

performance of their products. 

3.1.6 Drivers to measure environmental performance of products 

The following question was addressed to companies only. 

 

3.5: Which of the following factors would be influential in your decision to measure the 

environmental performance of your products? 

 
Table 56 Answers to question 3.5 

Factors Strongly agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Financial incentives 20% 46% 25% 8% 2% 

A standard methodology 
for measurement with 
appropriate guidance 

28% 48% 15% 6% 3% 

Measures for SMEs to 
simplify the procedures for 
measurement 

11% 31% 35% 18% 6% 

The existence of a helpdesk 
to provide guidance and 
best-practices 

10% 43% 29% 10% 9% 

Evidence that it improves 
the company’s image 

10% 56% 28% 5% 1% 
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Increased competitiveness 
of these products on the 
market 

24% 60% 10% 2% 4% 

 

 
Table 57 Answers by type of respondent, to question 3.5  

Factor Type of  
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

Financial incentives Private company 21% 55% 19% 2% 2% 42 

Industrial or trade 
association 

100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 14 

A standard 
methodology for 
measurement with 
appropriate 
guidance 

Private company 33% 40% 14% 12% 0% 42 

Industrial or trade 
association 

26% 53% 15% 3% 4% 74 

Measures for SMEs 
to simplify the 
procedures for 
measurement 

Private company 15% 30% 38% 10% 8% 40 

Industrial or trade 
association 

8% 31% 34% 22% 5% 74 

The existence of a 
helpdesk to provide 
guidance and best-
practices 

Private company 13% 44% 31% 10% 3% 39 

Industrial or trade 
association 

8% 42% 27% 10% 12% 73 

Evidence that it 
improves the 
company’s image 

Private company 15% 54% 18% 13% 0% 39 

Industrial or trade 
association 

7% 57% 34% 1% 1% 74 

Increased 
competitiveness of 
these products on 
the market 

Private company 29% 66% 2% 2% 0% 41 

Industrial or trade 
association 

22% 57% 14% 1% 7% 74 

 

Concerning drivers to measuring the environmental performance of their products, 95% of 

private companies and 79% of industry associations responded that they agreed or strongly 

agreed that ‘increased competitiveness of these products on the market’ is an important 

driver. Other important drivers included ‘Evidence that it improves the company’s image’ for 

which 69% of private companies and 64% of industry associations strongly agreed or agree.  

 

Strong support was also observed for the tools that help companies to measure product 

environmental performance: 

 

 A standard methodology for measurement with appropriate guidance: 73% of private 

companies and 79% of industry associations either strongly agreed or agreed. 

 Financial incentives: 76% of private companies either strongly agreed or agreed and all 

industry associations strongly agreed (100%). 

 The existence of a helpdesk to provide guidance and best-practices: 57% of private 

companies and 50% of industry associations either strongly agreed or agreed. 

 Measures for SMEs to simplify the procedures for measurement: 45% of private 

companies and 39% of industry associations either strongly agreed or agreed with this. 

However, 38% of private companies and 34% of industry associations responded 

‘undecided’, which could indicate that the answer was not clear enough (i.e. by not listing 
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specific procedures to facilitate procedures for measurement) for respondents to provide a 

concrete answer. 

 

There were only a small percentage of responses that either disagreed or strongly disagreed 

with any of the drivers to measure environmental performance. 

3.1.7 Environmental communication and increased sales 

The following question was addressed to companies only.  

 

3.6 How effective do you think would be the communication of the product’s 

environmental performance in increasing sales of the product? 

 
Table 58 Answers to question 3.6 

  Very 
effective 

Effective I don’t 
know 

Slightly 
effective 

Not 
effective at 

all 

How effective do you think would 
be the communication product’s 
environmental performance in 
increasing sales of this product?  

0% 23% 36% 32% 8% 

 

The results of the answer to the question on whether communication on product’s 

environmental performance plays a role in increasing sales of the product is inconclusive as 

36% (the majority) responded ‘I don’t know’. 23% responded it was effective and 32% 

responded that it was slightly effective. The reasons behind the significant percentage of ‘I 

don’t know’ responses to this question could be a reflection to the current situation in which 

there are few studies and concrete examples of solid evidence that communicating 

environmental performance increases sales of greener products. 

3.1.8 Statements regarding a common PEF methodology 

The following question was addressed to companies only. 

 

3.7 To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding a common PEF 

methodology? 

 
Table 59 Answers to question 3.7 

Questions Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

It will foster sustainable 
production and 
consumption through 
improving the 
environmental 
performance of products 

1% 45% 28% 17% 9% 

It will provide leverage for 
innovation by stimulating 
the development and 
commercialisation of 
greener products 

5% 40% 30% 15% 10% 
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Questions Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

It will create a dynamic and 
fair internal market for 
better environmentally 
performing product by 
establishing a common 
methodological approach 

4% 40% 30% 12% 14% 

It will increase the market 
share of products with 
more environmentally 
performing features 

1% 15% 49% 18% 16% 

It will create a transparent 
and robust benchmarking 
tool for SMEs and other 
sized companies 

1% 25% 47% 7% 21% 

It will ensure better 
understanding of consumer 
behaviour and provide 
better information on the 
environmental footprints 
of products 

1% 22% 47% 14% 16% 

It will be costly to 
implement 

47% 38% 11% 4% 0% 

There will be technical 
difficulties related to the 
use of the methodology 

36% 52% 7% 5% 0% 

There will be difficulties 
related to monitoring, 
enforcement, and 
verification 

36% 45% 15% 5% 0% 

Consumers will not be 
aware of the pay-off of 
environmentally better 
performing products 

18% 43% 33% 6% 0% 

Consumers will not 
understand the 
environmental information 
being conveyed 

20% 35% 35% 9% 1% 

It will be in competition 
with other environmental 
methodologies used within 
and outside of EU 

28% 53% 14% 5% 0% 

It will increase the 
competitiveness of 
products within the EU 

2% 14% 39% 32% 13% 
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Table 60 Answers by type of respondent, to question 3.7 

Questions Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

It will foster sustainable 
production and 
consumption through 
improving the 
environmental 
performance of products. 

Private company 2% 46% 22% 20% 10% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

0% 45% 32% 15% 8% 

It will provide leverage 
for innovation by 
stimulating the 
development and 
commercialisation of 
greener products 

Private company 2% 44% 31% 13% 10% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

7% 39% 30% 16% 9% 

It will create a dynamic 
and fair internal market 
for better 
environmentally 
performing product by 
establishing a common 
methodological approach 

Private company 2% 43% 18% 20% 16% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

4% 38% 37% 8% 12% 

It will increase the 
market share of products 
with more 
environmentally 
performing features 

Private company 0% 20% 47% 10% 22% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

2% 11% 51% 23% 13% 

It will create a 
transparent and robust 
benchmarking tool for 
SMEs and other sized 
companies 

Private company 0% 27% 46% 6% 21% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

1% 24% 48% 7% 20% 

It will ensure better 
understanding of 
consumer behaviour and 
provide better 
information on the 
environmental footprints 
of products 

Private company 2% 24% 43% 14% 16% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

1% 20% 50% 13% 16% 

It will be costly to 
implement 

Private company 45% 43% 13% 0% 0% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

48% 35% 10% 7% 0% 

There will be technical 
difficulties related to the 
use of the methodology 

Private company 35% 52% 10% 2% 0% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

36% 52% 5% 7% 0% 

There will be difficulties 
related to monitoring, 
enforcement, and 
verification 

Private company 31% 46% 19% 4% 0% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

38% 44% 12% 6% 0% 

Consumers will not be Private company 9% 55% 32% 4% 0% 
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Questions Type of 
respondent 

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

aware of the pay-off of 
environmentally better 
performing products 

Industrial or trade 
association 

23% 37% 33% 7% 0% 

Consumers will not 
understand the 
environmental 
information being 
conveyed 

Private company 13% 44% 33% 8% 2% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

24% 30% 36% 10% 0% 

It will be in competition 
with other environmental 
methodologies used 
within and outside of the 
EU 

Private company 27% 54% 13% 6% 0% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

29% 52% 15% 4% 0% 

It will increase the 
competitiveness of 
products within the EU 

Private company 2% 17% 38% 31% 13% 

Industrial or trade 
association 

1% 13% 40% 33% 13% 

 

In terms of statements regarding a common PEF methodology, 48% of private companies and 

45% of industry associations, strongly agreed or agreed that it will improve the 

environmental performance of products (22% of private companies and 28% of industry 

associations are undecided about this). For many of the other potential benefits of a common 

PEF methodology, many responses were also undecided: 

 

 47% of private companies and 51% of industry associations were undecided about 

whether it will increase the market share of products with more environmentally 

performing features.  

 46% of private companies and 48% of industry associations were undecided about 

whether it will create a transparent and robust benchmarking tool for SMEs and other 

sized companies.  

 43% of private companies and 50% of industry associations were undecided about 

whether it will ensure better understanding of consumer behaviour and provide better 

information on the environmental performance of products. 

 

The significant proportion of ‘undecided’ responses reflected above, could indicate that the 

PEF methodology is still at an early stage of development, limiting clear and concrete 

responses. Stakeholders may not know enough about the process nor the impacts of the PEF 

methodology to provide an informed response. These results can imply the need for an EU-

wide full-fledged pilot test of the PEF methodology, including the development of product 

category rules and the testing of environmental information to consumers through multi-

communication channels. Some pilot testing of the methodology is currently in progress with 

a limited number of companies
4
, 

                                                 
4
 The guidelines of the PEF methodology are currently being tested using a limited number of pilot studies representative of 

a wide variety of goods and services. Due to time and resource constraints, the number of pilot tests is limited to 10. The 

sectors covered through the testing include: agriculture, retail, construction, chemicals, ICT, food, manufacturing 

(footwear, televisions, paper): http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/product_footprint.htm 
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3.1.9 Potential benefits of a common PEF methodology 

The following question was addressed to public authorities only. 

 

3.8 To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning the potential 

benefits for public authorities in the case of a common PEF methodology? 

 
Table 61 Answers to the question 3.8 

Questions Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

A common PEF methodology would 
simplify monitoring and enforcement 

35% 53% 12% 0% 0% 

A common PEF methodology would 
simplify training procedures for authorities 
responsible for monitoring the initiative 

18% 65% 18% 0% 0% 

A common PEF methodology would 
increase consumer trust in public 
authorities and the private sector 

29% 24% 47% 0% 0% 

A common PEF methodology would ensure 
harmonisation and coherence with other 
measures such as GPP 

24% 35% 41% 0% 0% 

 

In terms of the potential benefits of a common PEF methodology, 65% agreed that a common 

PEF methodology would simplify training procedures for authorities responsible for 

monitoring the initiative and 53% agreed and 35% strongly agreed that a common PEF 

methodology would simplify monitoring and enforcement. No respondent disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with any of the potential benefits listed.  

 

Additional comments 

 

Some respondents submitted position papers in addition to responding to the questionnaire. A 

summary of the responses made in the position papers is provided below. Some of these 

comments duplicate the comments presented earlier as they cover common ground.  

 

This section summarises interesting responses as well as general observations received from 

stakeholders who sent in written responses or position papers. Most of the open-ended 

responses were received by large enterprises, large industry federations, and MSs. Summaries 

of responses are provided for the following aspects: 

 

 Structure and wording of the online questionnaire. 

 Use of the PEF methodology. 

 Communicating product environmental information. 

 Verification and monitoring. 

 Role of SMEs. 

Structure and wording of the questionnaire 

Remarks concerning the terminology used in the questionnaire were made by several 

stakeholders. Respondents noted that due to lack of understanding or clarity for certain terms 
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used in the questionnaire, they felt compelled to send in a more detailed response in the form 

of position papers rather than filling out the online questionnaire. For example, the concept of 

‘green products’, ‘sustainable products’ or ‘environmental friendly/harmful products’ lacks 

clarity and an overall definition. Consistent, well-defined terminology should be used, which 

employs an integrated approach whereby economic, environmental and social aspects are 

equally covered and valued. Further, stakeholders found unclear what the criteria for 

‘effectiveness’ were, and that the options for answers were designed in such a way that 

disagreement could not be expressed. Some of the questions were found to be misleading and 

capable of being misunderstood due to unclear definitions of the terms which are used. 

 

A scaling format was used for certain questions to facilitate and shorten response time. 

However, some stakeholders felt that was misleading because it did not allow for more 

flexible answers. 

Use of the product environmental footprint methodology 

In general, there was support for the development of voluntary PEF schemes, based on a 

reliable and scientifically validated methodology. Responses were justified by the argument 

that the PEF methodologies currently available are not reliable enough and not scientifically 

validated to be used as mandatory schemes. Mandatory requirements might lead to 

unintended consequences such as market distortions and an inaccurate benchmarking system 

of products. The general trends in responses also indicate support for harmonisation of PEF 

methodologies based on a LCA approach and aligning them with international standards.  

 

Several MSs provided detailed written responses. A summary of some of these responses are 

provided below:  

 

The Government of Canada voiced their concern that the measures concerning possible 

implementation of the PEF methodology (as they are currently proposed), may be onerous 

and burdensome on governments, industry and consumers. They consider that the Product 

Environmental Footprint Guide (draft version) is complex, and the manner and consequence 

of its implementation and enforcement requires further elaboration. The Canadian 

Government also mentioned that under the proposed SCP Action Plan, any measures should 

be implemented in a manner, which is consistent with international trade obligations; should 

not be more trade restrictive than necessary to fulfil a legitimate objective; and, should not 

create unnecessary obstacles to trade.  

 

For the German Federal Environment Agency, the PEF methodology was a bit ‘over-

evaluated’ in the questionnaire in terms of its impacts on innovation, markets and 

competitiveness and consumer behaviour, as it is only a proposed methodology, not a policy 

strategy. The Agency highlighted the importance of harmonising the various methodological 

approaches to increase the uptake of such methodologies. Furthermore, they considered that 

the selection of impact categories, as proposed by PEF, would not cover all relevant 

environmental issues mainly due to very high costs and unrealistic management demands. 

 

The Norwegian Ministry of Environment supported the harmonised methodology for LCA 

and PEF explained that it is important to ensure cost-efficient and standardised tools for the 

business sector. The Ministry also stated that the Commission’s work should refer also to the 
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United Nations Environment Programme’s (UNEP) International Resource Panel to bring 

non-European countries into the process. This was supported by another stakeholder that 

noted the importance of working towards global harmonisation rather than creating a 

‘European solution’, as many aspects and elements are already addressed by ISO and there 

was a certain degree of reinvention of terminology and approach in the guidelines. 

 

The UK Government also supported the Commission’s work to develop a harmonised 

methodology for calculating the environmental footprint of products, however warned that 

the success of the scheme would depend heavily on the methodology being seen as robust 

and accepted as a leader in the field. It must build on existing standards and guidance and 

secure buy-in from business and other potential users. The UK recommended that the PEF 

methodology be established on a voluntary basis in the first instance to gain experience of 

how effectively it can work in different sectors and then to make incremental improvements. 

 

Several challenges to overcome towards the successful implementation of the PEF 

methodology include: 

 

 Cost to implement. 

 Technical difficulties and methodological problems in applying the methodology to 

different sectors. 

 Difficulties related to monitoring, enforcement and verification. 

 Potential issue related to consumer interpretation of the information being conveyed. 

 

There were also concerns on the potential high costs of implementation with the introduction 

of a mandatory PEF scheme. The calculation of the product environmental performance can 

be very complicated and expensive and can easily cost €50 000 by product reference 

(according to a pilot project conducted in Belgium). In addition to communicating product 

environmental performance, educating the consumer is necessary to create a real demand for 

greener products. To do so, a partnership between authorities and retailers should be 

investigated. Any initiative to promote voluntary or mandatory PEF should be flanked by 

additional measures against ‘greenwashing’. The control on green claims via the Unfair 

Commercial Practices Directive 2005/29/EG is inadequate because it is not harmonised, and 

not legally clear.  

 

Concerning the use of PEF within current EU initiatives, a mandatory PEF scheme could be 

very beneficial if integrated under the Ecodesign Directive, where the option of (ecological 

profiling) is already foreseen. Voluntary PEF should also be supported actively by the EC to 

ascertain full methodological harmonisation and prevent market fragmentation. The UK 

Government also mentioned the importance of the EU Ecolabel, which has a key role in the 

suite of product standards and should provide a reliable best practice benchmark. However, 

the UK also noted that the direct environmental benefits delivered by the Ecolabel are 

currently limited by low levels of business participation and public awareness across the EU.  

 

The European Association of Craft, Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (UEAPME) is an 

employers’ organisation representing the interests of European crafts, trades and SMEs at EU 

level. In terms of implementing PEF, UEAPME recommended that the measures should only 

be voluntary and targeted at companies/products with high environmental impacts first (1); 
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set up on the basis of the Think Small First Principle (2)
5
; subject to an SME Test (3); and 

applied on the basis of proportionality (4). Similar to the views of other stakeholders, they 

warn of the significant costs and administrative burden, especially for SMEs in the case of a 

mandatory scheme. A more effective and efficient approach would be to first start with a 

voluntary scheme with products that are thought to have a significant impact on the 

environment.  

 

FoodDrinkEurope (an industry association) supported voluntary action where all stakeholders 

within a supply chain use agreed and consistent methodological criteria to identify hot spots 

across the full product life-cycle to improve environmental performance - as opposed to a 

consumer driven model based on information about individual product footprints. 

 

Other common remarks concerning the PEF methodology included placing a greater 

emphasis on social and economic aspects, to ensure an adequate balance between the three 

pillars of sustainability (environment, social and economic). An observation was also made 

about policy measures, which provide benefits to organisations supplying individual product 

footprints and the risk that this could stifle innovation as organisations would be incentivised 

to minimise their innovation activities to mitigate constant updating of environmental 

footprint calculations. Broad stakeholder support for the PEF methodology was stated as 

critical for it to be workable in practice, which according to the stakeholder is currently not 

the case. 

 

Moreover, many stakeholders voiced their concerns over the difficulty in obtaining the data 

needed to come up with a robust PEF. Improvement in access to data and managing the costs 

of life-cycle approaches is crucial in the initial stages of PEF implementation. For some 

organisations, there can be a very significant gap between what is required by the PEF/OEF 

and the capability of certain organisations to support the data needs. Therefore, a more 

flexible approach is required to enable the main streaming of this type of thinking and 

approach and to allow for methodological developments and validation. The assessment of 

the environmental performance of products can be very complex and variable; therefore it 

could be difficult to establish scientifically robust and meaningful criteria for many products 

categories, which ultimately could be understood by consumers. Finally, the existence of an 

environmental management or reporting system is an important supporting factor for 

conducting data acquisition.  

 

EUROFER (the European Steel Association) highlighted the importance of recyclability 

concepts and proposes that careful further consideration be given to introducing a measure - 

reflecting the relative value and fate of the recyclate – ensuring that the intrinsic value of 

recycling is properly rewarded. 

                                                 
5
 The Think Small First Principle requires that legislation takes SMEs' interests into account at the very early 

stages of policy making in order to make legislation more SME friendly. A range of tools is available to 

ensure the effective implementation of the principle such as the application of an SME test to forthcoming 

legislative proposals, the use of specific SME provisions in legislation in order to avoid disproportionate 

burden on SMEs, the consultation of the SME stakeholders, the work of the SME Envoy, the use of Common 

Commencement dates for legislation relevant for business, etc (ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/small-

business-act/think-small-first/) 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/small-business-act/think-small-first/
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/small-business-act/think-small-first/
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Communicating product environmental information 

Concerning communicating product environmental information to consumers, BEUC (the 

European Consumer Organisation) stated that information should not be provided to all 

consumers and for all products. It should instead be developed for certain categories of 

product only, when deemed necessary, and be made accessible to only those 

consumers/purchasers who are interested in such information on request or via the Internet. 

Retailers play an important role in encouraging sustainable purchasing behaviours and the 

urgent need for more demanding requirements to be imposed on retailers, following a sectoral 

approach. Retailers play a fundamental role in the promotion of sustainable products to 

consumers and shared initiatives among public authorities and retailers could be very 

effective. It is important to have PEF information internally (or along the supply chain), but 

that it should not be communicated to consumers. This is because a large amount of criteria 

make it almost impossible to simplify it for the purpose of communication. 

 

Further, environmental labelling should cover a wide range of environmental indicators 

including carbon, water, and waste as well as alternative environmental impact criteria, 

including post-consumer recycled content, bio-based materials and the use of renewable 

energy. 

 

Some consumers have concerns about the number of environmental claims that can be found 

on the EU market as well as about their lack of reliability and clarity. However, there exist a 

number a claims that are trusted due to their simplicity, clarity, credibility and usability. In 

particular, there is increased consumer comprehension and purchasing decision based on the 

EU Ecolabel, the EU Organic Label and the EU Energy Label. Therefore, removing these 

existing labels and replacing them with ‘complicated labels with unreliable information based 

on complex figures or meaningless numbers (e.g. carbon footprint or PEF values)’ would run 

the risk of consumers using other decision criteria, such as price or packaging. 

 

FoodDrinkEurope considered that the current PEF methodology draft guidelines fail to 

adequately take into account the variability inherent in food production, which would have 

much bigger impacts than other products. They questioned the value of providing 

environmental information derived from this methodology to consumers due to low 

awareness of consumers, the ability and scope to act on that information. FoodDrinkEurope is 

opposed to any mandatory use of the PEF, considering it ineffective and financially 

prohibitive. They were also concerned about the strong inference in the consultation that the 

Commission wants producers to use the data obtained via the footprint methodology to make 

product comparisons at all category levels. According to them, this would be very costly and 

time consuming for business and with no real benefit for consumers or the environment. 

 

The Norwegian Ministry of Environment stressed the importance of standardised information 

to provide consumers with reliable information on the environmental impacts of products. 

For example, the well established and highly recognised Nordic Ecolabel is an important tool 

for the promotion of environmentally responsible products. The institution would strongly 

prefer to maintain its high standards and reputation. Therefore, if it became necessary to 

change symbols, the transfer should maintain the credibility of Nordic Ecolabel. 

Social marketing campaigns using behavioural segmentation techniques and promoting the 

right messages to the right audience (i.e. dividing consumers into categories with, for 
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example, similar needs, expectations and behaviours), were also supported by one 

stakeholder.  

Verification and monitoring  

Comments regarding verification and monitoring procedures for the PEF methodology 

warned of the potential high costs of third-party verifications, which can be a burden for the 

industry and minimise industry participation in such schemes (if they were voluntary). It must 

be clear that the credibility of environmental footprints is related to the level of control. A 

high level of control demands significant resources from all EU countries. Another option for 

verification would be to subject environmental footprints to a private third part verification 

system (which can be quite costly for SMEs).  

 

With regards to verification of PEF information, a stakeholder remarked that to ensure that 

resources remain focused on reducing the environmental footprint, it is important that 

verification is done in a cost efficient way and does not add unnecessary administrative 

complexity. Any third-party verification regarding a PEF declaration will generate additional 

costs for producers and that these costs are rarely internalised as they are normally added to 

the overall sales prices of the product. The EU Ecolabel was mentioned as a good example of 

a very cost-efficient verification system, as MSs do not ‘earn’ money from the system.  

Role of SMEs 

Stakeholders were asked to comment on possible actions to help SMEs realise the 

opportunities (e.g. cost savings, better access to green markets, incentives) from displaying 

and benchmarking their environmental performance, while also limiting the costs. SMEs 

should conform to the same standards and requirements as larger companies to maintain a 

level playing field and not create different standards for the same processes and products. 

Further, special provisions for SMEs might confuse consumers and retailers as well as it 

could create market distortion. Introducing different measures applicable only for SMEs will 

only end up in more complicated legal framework in Europe. 
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4. IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE OF 

ORGANISATIONS 

 

4.1 Respondent profile  

 

A maximum of 252 unique responses were received for any question in the OEF section. It 

should be noted that 17 duplicated responses were removed to avoid potential bias.  

A series of breakdowns is provided for this set of 252 respondents. 
 

Table 62 Number of responses 

Respondent type Frequency 

Organisation 202 

Citizen 50 

 

Stakeholders/organisations were asked to classify themselves in the following framework; 

small discrepancies in totals arise since four respondents did not provide this information.  
 

Table 63 Number of responses by type of organisation 

Type of organisation Frequency 

Private company 49 

MS authority 15 

International organisation 3 

Academic/research institution 8 

Non-governmental organisation 31 

Industrial or trade association 76 

Consumers association 3 

Other 13 

 

Supplementary information has been utilised to characterise responses into broader groupings 

as follows. 
 

Table 64 Number of responses by respondent type 

Respondent type Total 

General public/consumer 50 

Private company 50 

Industry association 81 

Non-governmental organisation 31 

Public body 16 

Others 24 

 

A further breakdown by industry is given in Table 65. 
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Table 65 Number of responses by sector 

Respondent type Frequency  

Agriculture 5 

Environment 51 

Food and drink 19 

Transport 7 

Clothing/textiles 2 

Cosmetics 4 

Housing 1 

Consumer electronics 2 

Research 4 

Energy intensive industry 16 

Health 1 

Other industry 36 

Other 50 

 

4.2 Barriers and drivers  

4.1 In the absence of further action, it is likely that some organisations will adhere to existing 

initiatives related to assessing and reporting their environmental performance in response to 

existing drivers. Please state your agreement with the following drivers. 

 
Table 66 Responses to question 4.1 on existing drivers for environmental reporting by organisations 

Option Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.1 A) Opportunity to identify 
financial savings (e.g. from 
more efficient resource use) 

41.7% 50.6% 6.4% 0.9% 0.4% 235 

4.1 B) Strategic importance for 
future competitiveness (e.g. 
due to rising resource prices) 

38.3% 49.4% 9.4% 2.6% 0.4% 235 

4.1 C) Support a business case 
for investment in resource 
efficiency measures 

23.2% 57.1% 15.0% 3.9% 0.9% 233 

4.1 D) Keep up with what 
competitors are doing 

18.4% 60.7% 6.0% 0.9% 14.1% 234 

4.1 E) Demonstrating market 
leadership 

23.1% 61.1% 12.8% 2.6% 0.4% 234 

4.1 F) Building an 
environmentally sensitive 
brand 

17.8% 60.6% 12.3% 8.1% 1.3% 236 

4.1 G) Pressure from investors 18.2% 38.5% 27.3% 13.4% 2.6% 231 

4.1 H) Pressures from current 
legislation 

22.4% 44.8% 20.7% 9.5% 2.6% 232 

4.1 I) Anticipation of future 
regulation 

20.3% 43.3% 25.5% 8.2% 2.6% 231 

4.1 J) Pressure from other 
external stakeholders 

13.0% 59.1% 22.2% 3.9% 1.7% 230 
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Figure 23 Responses on existing drivers for environmental reporting by organisations 

 
 

There was a high level of agreement with all of the listed drivers; more than 50% of 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed with each factor. The opportunity for financial savings 

and the stategic importance for future competitveness had the strongest level of agreement, 

with 92% and 88% of respondents in agreement, respectively.  

 

When prompted for other drivers, some stakeholders highlighted existing internal 

performance improvement systems and related intiatives such as EMAS. One environmental 

organisation and one producer indicated that pressure from corporate customers via supply 

chains and/or investors was a driver. One MS suggested that the type of relevant driver is 

dependent on the sector and/or market the organisation operates in.  

One environment organisation questioned the strength of all of the drivers, suggesting that the 

drivers are weak, inconsistent and ad hoc. Another environmental organisation provided a 

similar view, advising that it was unclear to what extent external perssures exists, noting the 

consumer and financial drivers are weak, with more market pressure being applied from 

retailers and GPP. 

4.2 In the absence of further action, it is likely that many organisations will not assess, display and 

benchmark their environmental performance due to the existence of barriers. Please state your 

agreement with the following barriers 

 
Table 67 Responses to question 4.2 on barriers to environmental reporting and performance 

improvement 

Barrier Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.2 A) Lack of understanding of 
the importance of 
environmental performance 
information for other business 
objectives (e.g. 
competitiveness) 

9.8% 44.4% 22.2% 15.4% 8.1% 234 

4.2 B) Lack of understanding on 
how and what to report 

7.7% 42.1% 26.2% 17.2% 6.9% 233 
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Barrier Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
Total 

4.2 C) Cost of assessing, 
displaying and benchmarking 
environmental performance 

22.4% 46.6% 21.6% 6.0% 3.4% 232 

4.2 D) Confusion regarding 
which measurement/reporting 
approach to adopt 

13.0% 52.4% 10.4% 3.0% 21.2% 231 

4.2 E) Lack of consistency 
between existing initiatives in 
this area 

19.2% 53.3% 20.5% 6.1% 0.9% 229 

4.2 F) Lack of awareness of 
advantages (e.g. cost savings)  

10.9% 45.2% 20.0% 17.0% 7.0% 230 

4.2 G) Lack of time or expertise 15.1% 61.3% 13.3% 7.1% 3.1% 225 

4.2 H) Insufficient market 
reward for good environmental 
performance 

27.0% 43.0% 21.3% 6.5% 2.2% 230 

4.2 I) Insufficient understanding 
of company/organisation 
stakeholders of environmental 
issues and performance 

9.2% 29.8% 36.0% 18.4% 6.6% 228 

 
Figure 24 Responses on barriers to environmental reporting and performance improvement 

 
 

In general, the majority of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with each of the 

barriers listed. 

 

Lack of time or expertise, lack of consistency between existing initiatives, insufficient market 

rewards and cost considerations were cited as the strongest barriers to the display and 

benchmark environmental performance. For the barrier associated with insufficient 

understanding of company/organisation stakeholders of environmental issues, ‘undecided’ 

was the most frequent response. Across all barriers, there was no significant difference in 

response pattern between organisations and consumers. 
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When prompted for additional barriers, respondents mainly reinforced the barriers listed 

above. A trade association advised that confusion around the current legal framework and the 

fragmentation of national policies, are related to the barrier associated with consistency 

between existing intiatives. Another trade assocation suggested that SMEs are currently limit 

in improving their environmental performance due to: lack of information, skills, technical 

capacity, as well as limited access to the necessary financing on the market. A consumer 

commented that time is the main barrier for SMEs, with price coming second. One producer 

suggested that environmental reporting is driven by national environmental legislation and 

thus companies with less resources (financial and human) might not be able to undertake any 

additional reporting.  

4.3 Please state your agreement with the following factors which may contribute to the current 

problems associated with existing activities to assess, display and benchmark environmental 

performance. 
 

Table 68 Responses to question 4.3 on the current issues with organisational environmental reporting 

Factor Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.3 A) Multiple initiatives 
within the EU (e.g. different 
MSs have different reporting 
initiatives) 

23.6% 47.2% 16.7% 10.3% 2.1% 233 

4.3 B) Multiple ways of 
reporting asked by different 
company stakeholders 

19.4% 56.9% 13.8% 8.6% 1.3% 232 

4.3 C) Incomplete information 
on performance with respect 
to certain environmental 
impacts means that not all 
risks/opportunities are 
captured along the value chain 

27.3% 52.8% 12.6% 6.1% 1.3% 231 

4.3 D) Insufficient information 
on how to improve 
environmental performance 
means less action is taken 

11.2% 40.1% 22.4% 7.3% 19.0% 232 

4.3 E) Inconsistent approach to 
verification of reported 
information 

21.0% 35.4% 24.0% 14.8% 4.8% 229 

4.3 F) Insufficient market 
signals/reward for assessment 
and display of performance 

10.9% 44.3% 36.1% 7.0% 1.7% 230 

4.3 G) Insufficient market 
signals/reward for good 
environmental performance 

17.2% 44.5% 29.1% 7.5% 1.8% 227 
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Figure 25 Responses to question 4.3 on the current issues with organisational environmental reporting 

 
 

The majority of respondents agreed with all of the proposed factors; the largest proportion 

(80%) agreed with the suggestion that incomplete information on performance with respect to 

certain environmental impacts means that not all risks/opportunities are captured along the 

value chain. Problems with multiple initiatives and multiple ways of reporting also showed a 

high level of agreement.  

 

Further assessment of the results from this question by respondent type is presented below. 
 

Table 69 Responses to question 4.3 -  by respondent type 

Factor Respondent type 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.3 A) Multiple 
initiatives within the 
EU (e.g. different 
MSs have different 
reporting initiatives) 

General public/consumer 29.0% 49.0% 13.0% 7.0% 2.0% 45 

Private company 33.0% 40.0% 10.0% 15.0% 2.0% 48 

Industry association 28.0% 38.0% 23.0% 8.0% 3.0% 74 

NGO 7.0% 69.0% 17.0% 7.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 7.0% 67.0% 7.0% 20.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 9.0% 50.0% 23.0% 14.0% 5.0% 22 

4.3 B) Multiple ways 
of reporting asked by 
different company 
stakeholders 

General public/consumer 23.0% 50.0% 20.0% 5.0% 2.0% 44 

Private company 31.0% 54.0% 8.0% 6.0% 0.0% 48 

Industry association 15.0% 66.0% 7.0% 11.0% 1.0% 74 

NGO 10.0% 79.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 20.0% 33.0% 27.0% 20.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 14.0% 32.0% 32.0% 18.0% 5.0% 22 

4.3 C) Incomplete 
information on 
performance with 
respect to certain 
environmental 
impacts means that 
not all 
risks/opportunities 
are captured along 
the value chain 

General public/consumer 49.0% 33.0% 14.0% 2.0% 2.0% 43 

Private company 23.0% 50.0% 19.0% 8.0% 0.0% 48 

Industry association 12.0% 65.0% 14.0% 8.0% 1.0% 74 

NGO 52.0% 41.0% 3.0% 3.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 27.0% 47.0% 20.0% 7.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 14.0% 77.0% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% 22 
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Factor Respondent type 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.3 D) Insufficient 
information on how 
to improve 
environmental 
performance means 
less action is taken 

General public/consumer 36.0% 30.0% 14.0% 11.0% 9.0% 44 

Private company 8.0% 48.0% 19.0% 21.0% 4.0% 48 

Industry association 3.0% 42.0% 30.0% 18.0% 7.0% 73 

NGO 0.0% 31.0% 7.0% 52.0% 10.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 53.0% 20.0% 13.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 9.0% 39.0% 9.0% 30.0% 13.0% 23 

4.3 E) Inconsistent 
approach to 
verification of 
reported information 

General public/consumer 26.0% 40.0% 21.0% 9.0% 5.0% 43 

Private company 19.0% 28.0% 32.0% 13.0% 9.0% 47 

Industry association 4.0% 47.0% 26.0% 18.0% 5.0% 73 

NGO 52.0% 24.0% 10.0% 14.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 33.0% 27.0% 27.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 36.0% 23.0% 23.0% 14.0% 5.0% 22 

4.3 F) Insufficient 
market 
signals/reward for 
assessment and 
display of 
performance 

General public/consumer 27.0% 41.0% 20.0% 5.0% 7.0% 44 

Private company 7.0% 61.0% 20.0% 13.0% 0.0% 46 

Industry association 4.0% 46.0% 42.0% 8.0% 0.0% 74 

NGO 7.0% 17.0% 72.0% 3.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 53.0% 33.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 14.0% 41.0% 36.0% 5.0% 5.0% 22 

4.3 G) Insufficient 
market 
signals/reward for 
good environmental 
performance 

General public/consumer 43.0% 39.0% 9.0% 2.0% 7.0% 44 

Private company 16.0% 44.0% 24.0% 16.0% 0.0% 45 

Industry association 7.0% 39.0% 47.0% 7.0% 0.0% 72 

NGO 10.0% 62.0% 21.0% 7.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 60.0% 20.0% 7.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 14.0% 41.0% 36.0% 5.0% 5.0% 22 

 

General patterns to note include the tendency for the public/consumers to show higher levels 

of agreement across all factors. NGO responses were typically more extreme and often 

differed from other groups; NGOs disagreed particularly strongly with the statement that 

insufficient information on how to improve environmental performance indicates that less 

action is taken. However, they showed the strongest agreement to factors 4.3C and 4.3E. 

Private companies most strongly agreed with the problems associated with the multiple ways 

of reporting by different company stakeholders. Otherwise, response patterns did not differ 

enormously with a majority in agreement across all factors and groups.  

 

When prompted for additional problems, nine environment organisations, four trade 

associations, four producers and one MS highlighted that the lack of harmonsation of existing 

initivatives, complexity of existing tools and verification methods and confusion of 

stakeholders are additional factors. 

 

However, one producer, while acknowledging that different reporting systems might lead to 

more administration and difficulties to compare environmental performance, also argued that 

harmonisation could risk that local conditions cannot be taken into account. 

 

A trade organisation commented that from an SME perspective, and particularly that of micro 

and small companies, all measures should be taken to reduce costs and bureaucracy to a 
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minimum by applying the Think Small First Principle, the SME Test and by ensuring that 

procedures work in practice. 

4.4 For each of the activities described below, please state your agreement as to whether further 

action from the Commission would be beneficial for the environmental performance of 

organisations. 

 
Table 70 Responses to question 4.4 on different levels of action from the Commission 

Option Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.4 A) Encourage 
organisations to assess 
(measure) environmental 
performance based on a 
common approach 

29.1% 42.6% 16.0% 8.4% 3.8% 237 

4.4 B) Encourage 
organisations to display 
(report) environmental 
performance based on a 
common approach 

21.8% 45.0% 16.0% 11.8% 5.5% 238 

4.4 C) Encourage 
benchmarking of 
performance at a sectoral 
level based on a common 
approach 

15.3% 39.4% 22.5% 13.6% 9.3% 236 

4.4 D) 
Incentivise/encourage 
improvements in 
environmental 
performance by 
organisations 

17.7% 56.3% 3.5% 2.6% 19.9% 231 

4.4 E) 
Incentivise/encourage 
measurement and 
reporting of 
environmental 
performance by 
organisations 

15.1% 54.3% 15.9% 12.1% 2.6% 232 

4.4 F) Coordination of 
incentives between 
Commission and MSs 

22.6% 54.3% 16.5% 4.3% 2.2% 230 

4.4 G) Improve reliability 
of environmental 
information (e.g. through 
verification ) 

28.8% 35.2% 21.0% 11.2% 3.9% 233 

4.4 H) Participate in 
efforts to align 
approaches 
internationally 

36.8% 44.2% 14.7% 0.9% 3.5% 231 
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Figure 26 Responses to question 4.4 on different levels of action from the Commission 

 
  

All of the proposed activities had a high level of agreement with over 50% of respondents 

either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the activity, in all cases. The strongest level of 

agreement was for participation in efforts to align approaches internationally, followed by 

coordination of incentives between the Commission and MSs. There was slightly less 

agreement for the options to ‘encourage’ improvements in performance (4.4A, 4.4B, 4.4C), 

through the assessment, display and benchmarking of performance using a common 

approach, and for improving the reliability of information. This is potentially because these 

activities may incur a cost to participating organisations.  

 

The views expressed by the different respondent types are presented in Table 71. 
 

Table 71 Responses to question 4.4 - by respondent type 
Option Respondent type Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
Total 

4.4 A) Encourage 
organisations to 
assess (measure) 
environmental 
performance based 
on a common 
approach 

General public/consumer 45.0% 41.0% 5.0% 7.0% 2.0% 44 

Private company 24.0% 44.0% 18.0% 10.0% 4.0% 50 

Industry association 15.0% 47.0% 19.0% 12.0% 7.0% 74 

NGO 52.0% 24.0% 21.0% 3.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 31.0% 69.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 26.0% 30.0% 30.0% 9.0% 4.0% 23 

4.4 B) Encourage 
organisations to 
display (report) 
environmental 
performance based 
on a common 
approach 

General public/consumer 45.0% 39.0% 7.0% 2.0% 7.0% 44 

Private company 20.0% 36.0% 20.0% 18.0% 6.0% 50 

Industry association 13.0% 41.0% 24.0% 15.0% 7.0% 75 

NGO 10.0% 69.0% 14.0% 7.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 38.0% 63.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 13.0% 43.0% 13.0% 22.0% 9.0% 23 

4.4 C) Encourage 
benchmarking of 
performance at a 
sectoral level based 
on a common 
approach 

General public/consumer 37.0% 42.0% 12.0% 7.0% 2.0% 43 

Private company 14.0% 33.0% 16.0% 27.0% 10.0% 49 

Industry association 7.0% 24.0% 32.0% 17.0% 20.0% 75 

NGO 7.0% 69.0% 17.0% 7.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 6.0% 69.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 22.0% 43.0% 26.0% 4.0% 4.0% 23 
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Option Respondent type Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
Total 

4.4 D) 
Incentivise/encourag
e improvements in 
environmental 
performance by 
organisations 

General public/consumer 35.0% 44.0% 16.0% 0.0% 5.0% 43 

Private company 11.0% 63.0% 24.0% 0.0% 2.0% 46 

Industry association 8.0% 54.0% 26.0% 9.0% 3.0% 74 

NGO 17.0% 69.0% 10.0% 3.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 25.0% 69.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 26.0% 48.0% 22.0% 0.0% 4.0% 23 

4.4 E) 
Incentivise/encourag
e measurement and 
reporting of 
environmental 
performance by 
organisations 

General public/consumer 37.0% 44.0% 7.0% 7.0% 5.0% 43 

Private company 9.0% 45.0% 23.0% 23.0% 0.0% 47 

Industry association 5.0% 51.0% 23.0% 16.0% 4.0% 74 

NGO 14.0% 76.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 81.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 22.0% 57.0% 9.0% 9.0% 4.0% 23 

4.4 F) Coordination 
of incentives 
between EU and MSs 

General public/consumer 52.0% 36.0% 10.0% 0.0% 2.0% 42 

Private company 15.0% 54.0% 28.0% 2.0% 0.0% 46 

Industry association 18.0% 51.0% 16.0% 11.0% 4.0% 74 

NGO 7.0% 86.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 13.0% 69.0% 19.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 26.0% 48.0% 17.0% 4.0% 4.0% 23 

4.4 G) Improve 
reliability of 
environmental 
information (e.g. 
through verification ) 

General public/consumer 53.0% 33.0% 9.0% 2.0% 2.0% 43 

Private company 17.0% 38.0% 19.0% 23.0% 2.0% 47 

Industry association 12.0% 25.0% 37.0% 17.0% 8.0% 75 

NGO 59.0% 31.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 19.0% 69.0% 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 30.0% 48.0% 13.0% 4.0% 4.0% 23 

4.4 H) Participate in 
efforts to align 
approaches 
internationally 

General public/consumer 36.0% 48.0% 14.0% 0.0% 2.0% 42 

Private company 43.0% 41.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 46 

Industry association 44.0% 32.0% 13.0% 3.0% 8.0% 75 

NGO 24.0% 72.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 29 

Public body 19.0% 50.0% 31.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 30.0% 43.0% 22.0% 0.0% 4.0% 23 

 

This breakdown offers a number of useful insights: 

 

 The general public/consumers tend to more strongly agree with further Commission 

actions for all activities. 

 Industry associations more frequently disagree with the proposed actions, showing 

particularly strong opposition to the suggestion to encourage benchmarking of 

performance at a sectoral level (factor C). 

 NGOs express strong support for further EU action to encourage organisations to measure 

environmental performance using a common approach (factor 4.4A) and to improve the 

reliability of environmental information (factor 4.4G). 

 Private companies and industry associations most strongly support efforts to align 

approaches internationally, with over 40% reporting strong agreement.  

 

When prompted for additional options, respondents provided a range of comments, some 

relating to Commission activities, some specific to the OEF methodology and some related to 
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the role of the Commission and other stakeholders. Some stakeholders suggested that 

initiatives are best determined at a MS level, although methodology development could be 

more centralised.  

 

A consumer commented that for SMEs, it is important to have freedom of choice of how to 

maintain credibility. A trade organisation suggested that it is important to reduce red tape and 

cut costs for SMEs to a minimum, and hence compulsory reporting for companies with third-

party verification goes against these objectives. 

 

A number of respondents raised concerns about the benchmarking of performance, 

suggesting technical and commercial concerns. These issues are discussed further in relation 

to the sector footprinting rules next question.  

 

One respondent stated that environmental impacts should be viewed in conjunction with 

social and economic impacts. Another stated a view that the Commission should further 

improve the reliability of independent verification of environmental information. Finally, one 

respondent stated that the Commission should reduce red tape and cut costs for SMEs to a 

minimum. Compulsory reporting for companies with third-party verification would not be 

viable.  

4.5 Please state your agreement with the following statements relating to the Organisation 

Environmental Footprint Sectoral Rules). 

 
Table 72 Responses to question 4.5 on the development of the OEFSRs 

Statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.5 A) It is necessary to 
develop sectoral footprint 
rules starting from priority 
sectors 

20.7% 26.0% 13.7% 15.0% 24.7% 227 

4.5 B) The development of 
OSFRs should be led by the 
Commission, with the 
contribution of industrial 
associations and other 
relevant stakeholders EU-wide 

11.3% 15.3% 13.5% 24.3% 35.6% 222 

4.5 C) The development of 
OSFRs should be led by 
industrial organisations, with 
the involvement of other 
relevant stakeholders EU-wide 
with the Commission having 
an overseeing and final 
decision makers‘ role 

15.6% 17.8% 16.9% 24.0% 25.8% 225 

4.5 D) OFSRs should be 
developed based on relevant 
3rd party studies 

11.2% 19.7% 14.8% 30.0% 24.2% 223 

4.5 E) OFSR development 
should be led by an executive 
agency specifically set up for 
this purpose, with the 
involvement of other relevant 

6.7% 9.0% 20.6% 23.3% 40.4% 223 
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Statement Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

stakeholders EU-wide with the 
Commission having an 
overseeing and final decision 
makers’ role 

4.5 F) OFSR development 
should be led by a balanced 
panel of different stakeholders 
involved, with the Commission 
having an overseeing and final 
decision makers’ role 

7.7% 16.8% 16.8% 35.0% 23.6% 220 

 
Figure 27 Responses to question 4.5 on the development of the OEFSRs 

 
 

Views on OEFSR were mixed; all statements were met with strong agreement and 

disagreement, and intermediate positions were well distributed. In general, a majority 

disagreed with the propositions, with particularly strong opposition to suggestions that 

OEFSR should be led by an executive agency, the Commission, or a balanced panel of 

different stakeholders for which around 60% of respondents disagreed.  

 

Many industry and environment stakeholders expressed a preference for OEFSR to be 

developed without the Commission taking a final decision maker or leadership role. Some 

industry stakeholders were opposed to OEFSRs in the context of benchmarking or 

comparison between or within industries. 

 

Other issues raised by the stakeholders include: questioning whether there was a role for the 

Commission in developing OEFSR, questioning the value of OEF overall when there are 

existing initiatives in this space already, the need for OEFSR at an international and not just 

EU level, and a stronger emphasis on the role for industry in developing OEFSRs. 

 

Three industry associations considered that standardisation is not the task of a regulator with 

a further three industry associations stating that voluntary self-regulation should be supported 

by the Commission. One environmental organisation stated that the OEF/OEFSR required 

full stakeholder engagement, something it claimed was currently lacking. Further, the 
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response stated that there seemed to be no justification for the Commission to hold the final 

decision-maker role. A producer advised that OEFSR should be led by sectoral organisations, 

and should be recognised internationally, not only in the EU. Another producer and three 

industry associations agreed that OEFSR development should be joined up with related 

international initiatives, and should be led by a balanced panel of different stakeholders 

involved on an equal footing. Ten environment organisations considered that the Commission 

should limit its resources to defining standardised methodologies for organisations to 

measure the resource use of their activities and/or supply chains based on a minimal set of 

supply chain impact/performance criteria. Only one stakeholder expressed a view in support 

of the Commission having the final responsibility for OEFSRs: a general public/consumer 

stakeholder. 

 

Two environmental organisations, one MS and three trade organisations acknowledged a very 

strong role for industrial organisations and producers, with a preference for industry to lead 

any OEFSR development. 

 

One industry organisation suggested that, as for PEF, sector screening would be needed. 

Based on PFCR experience, a sector screening would identify common facts and figures, and 

would be the basis for common principles and methods included the PFCR. The industry 

sector concerned should take the lead and responsibility for this.  

 

The industry association also questioned the benefit of OEF when EMAS is already available 

and can be further developed in case specific needs are identified. Another industry 

association agreed with this view but citing that any OEFSRs should be developed as 

international rules under the ISO-IEC approach. A producer and MS also questioned whether 

there was a need for OEF, with the MS also questioning whether OEF can add value to 

existing approaches such as EMAS and ISO 14001. An environmental organisation disagreed 

with all OEFSR options citing EMAS for improving the environmental performance of 

organisations. 

 

A certification organisation disagreed with all options provided but suggested the adoption of 

templates offered through UL’s SQ Program, GRI, Global Compact, ISO 26000 and others 

which can be used for these intended purposes. 

 

Five producers and one trade association disagreed with all options, explaining that OEFSRs 

do not support benchmarking between organisations in the same sector since different goods 

and services are produced. This leads to different emissions patterns making their 

environmental footprints incomparable. One of the producers further commented that sectoral 

footprint rules are not compatible with the industrial minerals sector due to the diversity of 

products and applications. One MS questioned the use of the OEF methodology for 

benchmarking the performance of organisations, stating that organisations differ widely in 

their size, function, global reach and business model.  

 

A trade organisation advised that it was important that SME representatives are involved and 

consulted for each sector that will be considered, regardless of the format of the organisation 

or platform that leads negotations on the OEFSRs. 
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4.6 Please choose actions you consider important to help SMEs realise the opportunities (e.g. cost 

savings, better access to green markets, incentives) from the assessment display and benchmarking 

of their environmental performance, while also limiting the costs.  
 

Table 73 Responses to question 4.6 on options for enhancing the usability of the OEF for SMEs 

Option Important 
to provide 
at EU level 

Important 
to provide 
at national 

level 

Important 
to provide 
at local/ 
regional 

level 

Not 
important 

No 
opinion 

Total 

4.6 A) Development of a 
simplified approach to 
environmental footprinting for 
SMEs 

36.8% 13.2% 7.5% 22.6% 19.8% 212 

4.6 B) Development of a 
differentiated approach for 
micro, small and medium 
organisations 

15.4% 11.2% 11.7% 42.1% 19.6% 214 

4.6 C) Provision of targeted 
incentives for SMEs 

21.9% 26.2% 18.6% 15.2% 18.1% 210 

4.6 D) Provision of 
targeted information for SMEs 

20.3% 34.9% 16.5% 14.2% 14.2% 212 

4.6 E) Support to SMEs on 
measuring and improving their 
environmental performance 

24.6% 31.8% 23.7% 5.2% 14.7% 211 

 
Figure 28 Responses to question 4.6 on options for enhancing the usability of the OEF for SMEs 

 
 

Mixed opinions on SME support were recorded. A majority of responses supported a 

simplified approach at EU level, while the provision of targeted information, incentives and 

support were considered most favourable at a national level. Regional level initiatives were 

considered least favourable, with less than 25% of responses for all suggested approaches. In 

addition, there was little support for the development of a differentiated approach on any 

scale, with 62% of respondents stating that this was unimportant or expressing no opinion.  

 

Where there were opportunities to provide further comments, there was majority support for 

applying the same measures and rules to SMEs and larger organisations. 
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Ten trade organisations argued for the same rules and measures, with one commenting that 

the methodology should be simple enough to be used by SMEs. However, one argued in 

favour of targeted incentives for SMEs at an EU and national level, with another arguing that 

simplified approaches should be available to organisations of all sizes stating that if the 

methodology cannot be applied uniformly it is likely to be too complex. Another trade 

organisation commented that is important to provide safeguards at EU level to prevent the 

risk of distorting the market by assisting SMEs. 

 

Producers in general were hesitant to support simplified methods but acknowledge that 

support and information to SMEs may be important. For example, three producers stated that 

measures provided to SMEs should be available to all companies. One producer said an SME 

approach should be simplified but not differ to the approach taken by other companies, noting 

that large companies can face problems providing data and information. One producer 

advised that targeted assistance for SMEs should only be available to the degree that it 

compensates for their relative lack of expertise and/or specialist resource. 

 

Three MSs provided suggestions for differentiated support and rules for SMEs. One 

suggested that a funding program by the Commission could help local and regional 

authorities apply incentives to SMEs. Another suggested simplification was proposed to be 

based on the type of organisation/activity (not all impact categories relevant to all 

organisations), noting that incentives, information and support to SMEs are important and can 

preferably be offered to them on a national or local level. A third MS suggested setting up 

consortia/fora of SMEs at the regional/local level which would have the purpose of finding 

tailored solutions for the improvement of environmental performance in SMEs. 

 

A member of the public suggested that OEF was not especially difficult for SMEs if tools 

exist to use it efficiently and limit the amount of time required. 

 

Ten environmental organisations provided the view that the best support to SMEs is at 

national or regional level, best adapted to their particularities, but with a common approach to 

measuring performance at an EU level. It may be possible to develop a minimal approach for 

all companies, with differentiated approaches only provided for micro and very small, but not 

medium enterprises. 

 

4.7 With respect incentives, please state your opinion below: Companies and organisations 

should receive meaningful incentives to improve their performance. 
 

Table 74 Responses to question 4.7 on the effectiveness of incentives 

Incentive Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

4.7 A) Companies and 
organisations should receive 
meaningful incentives to 
improve their performance 

24.6% 49.6% 19.8% 3.6% 2.4% 252 
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Figure 29 Responses to question 4.7 on the effectiveness of incentives 

 

The majority of respondents (74%) agreed with the provision of meaningful incentives, of 

which 25% were in strong agreement. 6% disagreed with the statement, with consumers 

showing slightly stronger opposition to this proposition (10%).   

 

Where there was an opportunity to provide additional comment, one MS stated two thirds of 

all EMAS participants in the EU are SMEs and they receive no market based incentives or 

positive recognition from the European Environmental policy makers or national 

governments. 

 

Four trade associations supported the proposals for additional support for SMEs to simplify 

reporting and take advantage of the benefits of sustainability. One trade association advised 

that assessing and reporting on environmental performance should be voluntary for SMEs in 

a format which cuts red tape to a minimum. However, technical assistance should be 

available for free on the market, particularly as far as micro and small businesses are 

concerned. It is important that SMEs which apply the OEF benefit from regulatory reliefs. 

Likewise, SMEs would be more likely to use the OEF methodology to measure and improve 

their environmental performance if they were guaranteed better access to credits to finance 

the necessary investments to reduce their environmental impact. Contradictory to this, one 

producer expressed a view that incentives for SMEs are acceptable as long as they have to 

conform to the same standards as other companies. 

 

All producers that provided additional comment agreed with support and incentives for 

SMEs, but that this support should not harm fair competition and thus should follow the same 

general standards. One producer suggested that the Commission could support SMEs with a 

helpdesk and help them measure their environmental impact, but SMEs have the same legal 

and verification procedures as other companies. 

 

One environmental organisation suggested that engagement with smaller companies is often 

best managed at national level so that economies of scale can be balanced against local 

legislative and cultural differences. 
 

Two general public/consumer respondents provided additional comment; one said that they 

did not trust SMEs hence funding and grants should be awarded on the basis of consistent and 

continuous assessment and verification processes, while the other commented that facilitated 

access to funding should be provided to ‘green’ SMEs to incentivise non-green SMEs to 

embrace environmental policies. 
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4.8 With respect to following types of incentives, please state your opinion below. 

 
Table 75 Responses to question 4.8 on the level of administration of different incentives 

Incentive Important 
to provide 
at EU level 

Important 
to provide 
at national 

level 

Important 
to provide 
at local/ 
regional 

level 

Not 
important 

No opinion Total 

4.8 A) Regulatory incentives 
(e.g. reducing compliance 
cost of other regulation) 

41.9% 29.2% 7.6% 14.0% 7.2% 236 

4.8 B) Reputational 
incentives (e.g. league tables 
of environmental 
performance at a sector 
level) 

22.5% 25.4% 5.9% 29.7% 16.5% 236 

4.8 C) Access to finance at 
advantageous rates (e.g. 
loans, guarantees, venture 
capital) 

24.4% 40.6% 12.0% 9.8% 13.2% 234 

4.8 D) Facilitated access to 
funding (e.g. grants) 

33.6% 34.5% 8.6% 9.5% 13.8% 232 

 
Figure 30 Responses to question 4.8 on the level of administration of different incentives 

 

A majority of responses supported a simplified approach at EU level, but there is no clear 

preference for whether provision of targeted information, incentives and support should also 

be at EU level or regional or national level. There was little support for the development of a 

differentiated approach on any scale, with 62% of respondents stating that this was 

unimportant or expressing no opinion.  

 

When prompted for other views, some stakeholders expressed a view that voluntary 

incentives are often the preferred option because they involve less administration and are 

more flexible. However, since not all stakeholders/organisation will adhere to voluntary 
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schemes, regulatory incentives are often necessary to create a level playing field. It was also 

suggested that incentives should be in proportion to the level of regulations within a specific 

sector. Some stakeholders aired their concern with respect to performance league tables 

because it is not possible to compare across different sectors due to the high diversity of 

products and activities used; also some sectors are highly specialised and only cover a 

relatively small number of organisations. 

 

A SME responded that all the incentive types were important to provide at a national level, 

with the exception of facilitating access to funding which was stated as being important to 

provide at EU level. The SME organisation further commented that while some of these 

incentives are in the competence of Members States, certain priorities and a general 

framework should be developed by the Commission at EU level, as there is a high likelihood 

that MSs will not prioritise the environmental performance of companies in the current 

economic situation. A scenario in which mandatory requirements are not coupled with the 

right mix of incentives should be avoided. 

 

A breakdown of the responses by respondent type is provided below. 

 
Table 76 Responses to question 4.8 - by respondent type 

Incentive Respondent 
type 

Important to 
provide at EU 

level 

Important to 
provide at 

national level 

Important to 
provide at 

regional/local 
level 

No opinion Not 
important 

Regulatory 
incentives (e.g. 
reducing compliance 
cost of other 
regulation) 

Industry 
association 

38.0% 42.0% 7.0% 4.0% 9.0% 

Unspecified 
respondent 

58.0% 19.0% 6.0% 2.0% 15.0% 

Private 
company 

47.0% 30.0% 6.0% 13.0% 4.0% 

NGO 17.0% 13.0% 20.0% 7.0% 43.0% 

Others 43.0% 24.0% 5.0% 19.0% 10.0% 

Public body 44.0% 38.0% 0.0% 6.0% 13.0% 

Reputational 
incentives (e.g. 
league tables of 
environmental 
performance at a 
sector level) 

Industry 
association 

8.0% 19.0% 0.0% 20.0% 53.0% 

NGO 14.0% 34.0% 24.0% 14.0% 14.0% 

Others 23.0% 18.0% 5.0% 27.0% 27.0% 

Private 
company 

26.0% 28.0% 2.0% 15.0% 28.0% 

Public body 25.0% 38.0% 0.0% 31.0% 6.0% 

Unspecified 
respondent 

46.0% 27.0% 10.0% 4.0% 13.0% 

Access to finance at 
advantageous rates 
(e.g. loans, 
guarantees, venture 
capital) 

Industry 
association 

19.0% 48.0% 3.0% 18.0% 12.0% 

NGO 10.0% 45.0% 28.0% 7.0% 10.0% 

Others 29.0% 38.0% 14.0% 10.0% 10.0% 

Private 
company 

34.0% 34.0% 4.0% 23.0% 4.0% 

Public body 25.0% 44.0% 13.0% 13.0% 6.0% 

Unspecified 
respondent 

30.0% 34.0% 23.0% 2.0% 11.0% 
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Incentive Respondent 

type 
Important to 
provide at EU 

level 

Important to 
provide at 

national level 

Important to 
provide at 

regional/local 
level 

No opinion Not 
important 

Facilitated access to 
funding (e.g. grants) 

Industry 
association 

36.0% 37.0% 1.0% 18.0% 8.0% 

NGO 29.0% 39.0% 21.0% 11.0% 0.0% 

Others 38.0% 38.0% 10.0% 5.0% 10.0% 

Private 
company 

30.0% 30.0% 4.0% 24.0% 11.0% 

Public body 38.0% 38.0% 6.0% 13.0% 6.0% 

Unspecified 
respondent 

32.0% 30.0% 17.0% 4.0% 17.0% 

  

A consensus view is that regulatory incentives would be better coordinated by the 

Commission at EU level than national or regional levels. An anomaly to this is industry 

associations, which have a slight tendency towards national regulatory incentives rather than 

EU level incentives. A relatively high number of private sector and ‘other’ respondents have 

no opinion, although the general trend is still to favour EU-level incentives. A relatively high 

number of NGO’s do not consider the level of administration of regulatory incentives to be 

important, but they believe if incentives are to be provided, it should be done at a regional 

level. 

 

For reputational incentives, respondents favoured national rather than EU-level incentives, 

with the exception of ‘other’ and ‘unspecified respondents’ which are difficult to assess. 

Industry associations and the private sector generally believed that the level of administration 

of incentives is not actually important. This is particularly relevant because these are the 

likely type of organisations with the strongest reputational drivers. 

 

Access to finance at advantageous rates would be favoured at a national level as opposed to 

EU or regional level according to the largest proportion of respondents. Importantly however, 

private companies are indifferent to whether the incentive is coordinated at national and EU 

level, and a relatively large proportion has no opinion. This is unsurprising as it may benefit 

some private companies to have national incentives while others fear losing competitiveness 

if the incentives are not EU wide. It follows that opinions are likely to be split or undisclosed. 

 

The difference between EU and national level facilitated access to funding is negligible in 

most cases, with NGOs expressing a slight preference for national level incentives. A high 

proportion of the private sector again expresses no opinion. This could be explained by an 

uncertainty over the detail of the facilitated access to funding. 

Do you have any comments on incentives, also reflecting the special needs of SMEs? 

 

Respondents expressed views that engagement with smaller companies is often best managed 

at national level so that economies of scale can be balanced against local legislative and 

cultural differences. The arguments made were that because of the smaller number of staff, 

the time and effort needed to comply with reporting obligations has a bigger impact 

compared to a larger enterprise.  

 



 

127 

 

In terms of the geographical level at which incentives are provided, an SME respondent 

stated that in the current economic climate MSs should not be relied upon to provide 

incentives, and therefore coordination by the Commission at EU level is favourable. In 

addition, it was stated that any mandatory action has to be coupled with incentives to work 

for SMEs. 
 

4.9 In your opinion, which of the following actions, which could be considered at EU level, are able 

to effectively improve the environmental performance of organisations?  

 
Table 77 Responses to question 4.9 on effectiveness of actions coordinated by the Commission 

Option Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total  

4.9 A) No need for further EU 
action 

9.1% 8.2% 26.0% 34.6% 22.1% 231 

4.9 B) Commission to promote 
the common methodology on a 
voluntary basis providing 
possibility for sectoral 
benchmarking and access to 
incentives 

13.1% 31.0% 21.0% 24.9% 10.0% 229 

4.9 C) Recommendation to MSs 
to use the common 
methodology for initiatives 
related to the measurement, 
reporting, benchmarking or 
incentivising environmental 
performance 

14.3% 26.8% 25.1% 23.8% 10.0% 231 

4.9 D) Mandatory instrument 
for larger organisations in 
priority sectors 

15.0% 18.1% 23.9% 35.0% 8.0% 226 

4.9 E) Mandatory instrument for 
larger organisations in all 
sectors 

20.7% 16.7% 9.7% 14.5% 38.3% 227 

4.9 F) Expansion and/or 
strengthening of existing policy 
instruments (e.g. Industrial 
Emissions Directive/E-PRTR*) to 
drive increased measurement 
and reporting of environmental 
performance 

15.7% 15.7% 24.7% 24.7% 19.3% 223 
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Figure 31  

Responses to question 4.9 on effectiveness of actions coordinated by the Commission 

 

 
 

In relation to the need for further EU action coordinated by the Commission, only 17% of 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that no further action was required, with 55% of 

respondents disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with this statement (27% of respondents 

were undecided). Thus, the majority of respondents agreed that there was a need for further 

action at an EU level coordinated by the Commission. 

 

However, there was no majority agreement for any of the proposed EU actions coordinated 

by the Commission. Of the proposed actions, a recommendation to MSs on the use of the 

common methodology, and the Commission promoting the methodology on a voluntary basis 

had the most agreement. In contrast, the majority disgareed with the use of mandatory 

instruments in all or in priority sectors.  
 

Table 78 Responses to question 4.9- by respondent type 
Option Respondent type Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
Total 

4.9 A) No need for 
further EU action 
coordinated by the 
Commission 

General 
public/consumer 

9.0% 2.0% 7.0% 33.0% 49.0% 
45 

Private company 9.0% 2.0% 40.0% 31.0% 18.0% 45 

Industry association 14.0% 22.0% 41.0% 21.0% 1.0% 76 

NGO 3.0% 0.0% 14.0% 66.0% 17.0% 29 

Public body 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 40.0% 53.0% 15 

Others 5.0% 0.0% 14.0% 48.0% 33.0% 21 

4.9 B) Commission 
to promote the 
common 
methodology on a 
voluntary basis 
providing 
possibility for 
sectoral 
benchmarking and 
access to incentives 

General 
public/consumer 

14.0% 21.0% 26.0% 29.0% 10.0% 
42 

Private company 30.0% 45.0% 13.0% 4.0% 9.0% 47 

Industry association 9.0% 31.0% 28.0% 17.0% 15.0% 75 

NGO 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 68.0% 7.0% 28 

Public body 13.0% 40.0% 20.0% 27.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 
5.0% 23.0% 32.0% 32.0% 9.0% 

22 

4.9 C) 
Recommendation 
to MSs to use the 

General 
public/consumer 

28.0% 37.0% 19.0% 12.0% 5.0% 
43 

Private company 26.0% 28.0% 26.0% 13.0% 9.0% 47 
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Option Respondent type Strongly 
agree 

Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

Total 

common 
methodology for 
initiatives related 
to the 
measurement, 
reporting, 
benchmarking or 
incentivising 
environmental 
performance 

Industry association 7.0% 17.0% 39.0% 20.0% 17.0% 75 

NGO 0.0% 24.0% 3.0% 66.0% 7.0% 29 

Public body 20.0% 33.0% 20.0% 27.0% 0.0% 15 

Others 

5.0% 36.0% 23.0% 27.0% 9.0% 

22 

4.9 D) Mandatory 
instrument for 
larger organisations 
in priority sectors 

General 
public/consumer 

35.0% 26.0% 16.0% 16.0% 7.0% 
43 

Private company 11.0% 9.0% 4.0% 36.0% 40.0% 45 

Industry association 3.0% 0.0% 5.0% 29.0% 63.0% 75 

NGO 18.0% 46.0% 4.0% 18.0% 14.0% 28 

Public body 21.0% 57.0% 14.0% 0.0% 7.0% 14 

Others 19.0% 24.0% 10.0% 19.0% 29.0% 21 

4.9 E) Mandatory 
instrument for 
larger organisations 
in all sectors 

General 
public/consumer 

45.0% 29.0% 14.0% 2.0% 10.0% 
42 

Private company 9.0% 9.0% 7.0% 29.0% 47.0% 45 

Industry association 1.0% 5.0% 5.0% 20.0% 68.0% 75 

NGO 62.0% 10.0% 7.0% 7.0% 14.0% 29 

Public body 20.0% 53.0% 20.0% 0.0% 7.0% 15 

Others 10.0% 33.0% 19.0% 10.0% 29.0% 21 

4.9 F) Expansion 
and/or 
strengthening of 
existing policy 
instruments (e.g. 
Industrial Emissions 
Directive/E-PRTR*) 
to drive increased 
measurement and 
reporting of 
environmental 
performance 

General 
public/consumer 

48.0% 23.0% 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40 

Private company 4.0% 16.0% 27.0% 33.0% 20.0% 45 

Industry association 1.0% 1.0% 18.0% 47.0% 32.0% 74 

NGO 14.0% 14.0% 54.0% 7.0% 11.0% 28 

Public body 19.0% 56.0% 13.0% 13.0% 0.0% 16 

Others 

30.0% 25.0% 25.0% 5.0% 15.0% 

20 

 

Responses were mixed across respondent groups, and vary significantly by group. As a result, 

an analysis of responses by group offers a number of important insights: 

 

 Industry associations clearly disagreed with further action coordinated by the Commission. 

Just 1% would strongly like to see more action, compared with 49% of public/consumers 

and 53% of public bodies. 

 Suggestions for the use of mandatory instruments produced strong disagreement among 

private companies and industry associations (40% and 63% respectively). In contrast, the 

public, NGOs and public bodies all expressed agreement with this statement.  

 Private companies and industry associations also showed stronger opposition to proposition 

4.9F, to expand existing policy instruments to drive increased environmental reporting.  

 Over 60% of the NGOs surveyed disagreed with propositions ‘Commission to promote the 

common methodology on a voluntary basis providing possibility for sectoral 

benchmarking and access to incentives’ and ‘Recommendation to MSs to use the common 

methodology for initiatives related to the measurement, reporting, benchmarking or 

incentivising environmental performance’. In all other groups, a majority were in 

agreement with these suggestions. 
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A number of additional comments reinforced answers to the specific questions. For example, 

a number of respondents stated the importance of incentives. Another group of respondents 

stated that all companies should be asked to measure the environmental performance of their 

supply chains based on a minimum set of criteria. 
 

4.10 Certain activities to support the more systematic measurement, reporting and management of 

environmental performance might be better suited to one policy option than another. Please state 

the suitability of each of the activities to form part of a voluntary policy, or as part of a mandatory 

requirement (e.g. Directive or Regulation) or either?  
 

Table 79 Responses to question 4.10 on suitability of voluntary and mandatory activities 

Activity Voluntary Mandatory Either Total 

4.10 A) Approach to assessment 
(measurement) of environmental 
performance 

53.9% 39.9% 6.1% 228 

4.10 B) Approach to displaying 
environmental performance (reporting) 

57.8% 35.1% 7.1% 225 

4.10 C) Approach to benchmarking of 
performance at a sectoral level 

70.4% 20.4% 9.3% 226 

4.10 D) Approach to verification of 
environmental performance 

55.3% 37.7% 7.0% 228 

 
Figure 32 Responses to question 4.10 on suitability of voluntary and mandatory activities 

 
 

For all activities, voluntary policies are considered favourable by the majority of respondents, 

and respondents expressed a particularly strong preference for mandatory benchmarking 

targets at a sectoral level. However, a significant proportion of respondents (30-46%) 

expressed a preference for mandatory measures of either type. 

 

Ten environmental organisations expressed a view that all companies irrelevant of size 

should be asked to measure the resource use of their activities/supply chains based on a 

minimal set of `supply chain impact/performance criteria – for example those prioritised in 

the Resource Efficiency roadmap (land use, water, materials and carbon or greenhouse gas 
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emissions). For priority activities, sectors or company types, measuring, reporting and 

reducing should be an obligation. 
 

4.11 One option available to support the systematic measurement, reporting and management of 

environmental performance would be to extend existing EU-wide instruments that already include 

an environmentally reporting element. Which policies do you consider would be suitable for such 

an approach and why? 

 

The existing EU-wide instruments proposed by stakeholders vary and largely depend on the 

sector. A large number of respondents expressed the view that the existing EMAS and ISO 14000 

instruments would be most appropriate to extend to support the systematic measurement, 

reporting and management of environmental performance. Other instruments which stakeholders 

feel could be extended to capture the environmental performance of organisations are, with the 

most frequently suggested first: the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), EU ETS, EcoDesign 

Directive, Agricultural and Industrial policies, Industrial Emission Directive, EPRTR, article 225 

of French Grenelle de l‘Environnement and REACH – WEEE.  

 

However, a number of respondents stated that they do not feel that an existing methodology 

should be extended. Further, they expressed concern that a new methodology could cause 

further confusion, fragmentation and duplication of existing reporting streams.  
 

4.12 Do you have any other remark, comment or suggestion concerning the issues related to the 

improvement of Organisation Environmental Performance? 

 

In general, a wide range of stakeholders welcome the further development of organisational 

footprinting methodologies and expressed a view that a voluntary approach is the most 

appropriate. However, some expressed uncertainty about the benefit of a new methodology 

because it is not clear which audience would benefit from the additional reporting. Some 

respondents also suggested that is it too premature to discuss the wider use of OEF since it is 

not fully developed yet and it is not clear what benefits the proposed OEF would bring or the 

impact on wider regulatory compliance costs.  

 

Stakeholders also stated that an extensive level of voluntary and mandatory reporting already 

exists. Organisations in some sectors (e.g. industry) are already heavily regulated and have to 

display their environmental information in accordance with international standards. To avoid 

creating additional burden on SMEs or organisations that already have to report under 

mandatory schemes, the proposed OEF methodology should aid organisations displaying 

their environmental performance rather than make it mandatory for them to do so. 

Stakeholders also commented again that SMEs would be disadvantaged based on their size. 

 

Respondents expressed the view that a new methodology would have to be developed in 

coherence with the existing national, European and global initiatives. The development of 

such a methodology should involve a wider group than is currently the case to ensure there is 

no overlap with existing initiatives. Stakeholders stressed that any initiative will have to be 

coordinated at a global level to avoid fragmentation and to ensure a level playing field for 

organisations trading outside the EU.  

 

Some stakeholders expressed the view that the Commission should focus on the existing 

methodologies and streamline these rather than investing in the development of a new 
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methodology. Others feel the OEFs should be developed at national level and not by the 

Commission.  
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ANNEX 1 CORE MESSAGES FROM POSITION PAPERS 
 

A1.1 Sustainable consumption and production 

During the consultation, some respondents also submitted position papers. The 52 written 

contributions provided interesting further comments on SCP issues. These were divided into 

product, consumption and production issues according to the structure of the questionnaire. 

Product 

The stakeholders uniformly expressed support in sustainability and, overall, welcomed the 

EU action to make more SCP patterns. 

 

In particular, many position papers (20%) recommended to include broader aspects like 

social and economic criteria when promoting environmentally friendly products. An 

approach that recognises that the social determinants of health are inextricably linked to 

environmental factors would ensure that the sustainable agenda addresses the scope and 

magnitude of current global challenges. 

 

Focusing on product, some position papers recommended to prioritise the harmonisation of 

existing policy instruments and improve their application before to create a new regulatory 

framework. For example, the product-specific Ecodesign regulation should not only include 

minimum requirements for energy-efficiency but, where needed, also for the use of natural 

resources and materials, the use of hazardous chemical substances and waste management.  

 

The Ecodesign Directive should become a joint project of several Commission DGs and 

especially DG Environment should give priority to the effort of developing measures on the 

aspect of resource efficiency and its impacts. 
 

In addition, product groups under the EU SCP regulatory instruments and policy measures 

(eco-label, GPP) could be further explored. 

Consumption 

All stakeholder substantially agree that all product information must be truthful, accurate, and 

verifiable, they should be easily understandable and relevant to consumers, based on 

objective and sound science approaches. 

Besides this common vision, stakeholders point out several aspects to take into consideration 

to design effective policy to promote green consumption. The following list provides a 

summary of the most relevant comments: 

 

 Doubts are expressed on the reliability of LCA as main tool to calculate the product 

performance to communicate to consumers. There are plenty of examples where different 

LCA dealing with the same products come to very different conclusions. LCA results 

depend indeed heavily upon a lot of assumptions made during the study (functional unit, 

perimeter, geographical scope, energy mixes, allocation rules, end-of-life scenarios, 

recycling methodologies) which all influence critically the final outcome; 

 Labelling and other environmental product information should be elaborated in 

collaboration with all stakeholders, not only the industry.  
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 A study to define performance targets and indicators to measure progress, for instance the 

percentage of sustainable goods in the total retail turnover, or on display in shops should 

be undertaken.  

 The proposals to set up schemes to provide vouchers or eco-cheques would need to be 

assessed on the basis of effectiveness at changing behaviours versus costs such as overall 

administrative costs. In particular, the introduction of an incentive system requires 

cautiousness to avoid: 

- extra workload for the retail sector: installation and update of the system to identify 

products covered by the system, communication/explanation to the consumers, 

handling of the vouchers at checkouts and back offices (sorting, control, counting), etc. 

- extra costs for the retail sector (commission charged by the issuers) which finally can 

lead to price increase for the consumers. 

- problem of interpretation. For example definition and identification of the products’ 

coverage of the system.  

 Introduce incentive for retailers that sell high percentage of green products  

 Shared databases and the ecological profile approach could be more cost effective ways of 

encouraging producers to assess the environmental impacts of their products. 

Production 

Just few sections of the position papers focused on the production issues included in the 

consultation. However some interesting suggestions emerge. 

 

Some position papers highlights that EU policy should recognise that all industry – whether 

resource-intensive or not – has a role in securing sustainable economic growth. Energy 

intensive industries, for example, provide us with a range of materials which help build our 

low-carbon power sources, construct more efficient and sustainable buildings, vehicles, and 

other white goods. Therefore, policy has to be developed which enables industry to become 

more resource efficient without unduly impacting their ability to generate growth and jobs. 

 

Many stakeholders highlight the important role of the supply chain. The best way to make 

progress is to share knowledge through the supply chains, across the industry, and across 

national boundaries regarding carbon reduction, water-saving, and waste and packaging 

reduction. 

 

Finally, some stakeholders state that Green Business Models are an interesting area for 

further work. In this regard, the Commission should aim for system change, addressing the 

entire value chain upstream and down-stream, with new value propositions for considerably 

more sustainable processes, products, and services, and combinations thereof. 

 

In particular, EU policies should: 

 

 Develop new business models for critical functions and values in society which entail 

considerable environmental and social pressures. 

 Assess their potential efficiency gains – economic and environmental. 

 Identify and address the factors of success and failure. 

 Suggest innovative ways and means to support new partnerships in the value chain. 

 Address the sensitivities in enterprise and at social level, and identify consequential 

changes, including behavioral changes. 



 

135 

 

 Develop policy measures at national and European level in support of new green business 

models. 

 Identify knowledge gaps. 

 Promote awareness among entrepreneurs and consumers of the potentials of new green 

business models.  

 

A1.2 Green public procurement 

 

Some respondents submitted position papers in addition to providing a response to the 

questionnaire. A summary of the responded made in the position papers is provided below. 

Some of these comments duplicate the comments presented earlier as they cover common 

ground.  

 

GPP in the wider SCP context and harmonisation: It is generally agreed that GPP is an 

important element enabling sustainable consumption to be scaled up more rapidly. It creates a 

market for sustainable products and increases green innovation to meet increased demand. 

There is support for initiatives promoting more sustainable consumption and investment 

decisions, and encouraging an EU-wide approach to ensure a level playing field for product 

procurement. Through harmonisation, the European Commission can ensure the superiority 

of the internal market over a patchwork of national regulations. However, greening public 

procurement should not hinder innovation, nor should it neglect other important criteria, such 

as fitness for use and cost, etc.  

 

The Commission was encouraged by respondents to harmonise the GPP criteria across MSs. 

At one extreme, there was a call for the Commission to monitor public authorities at national, 

regional and local level, to encourage environmental improvements to products and services 

while maintaining competiveness in the European Economy when applying GPP rules. In a 

similar vein, there was a suggestion to bring more clarity in a potential revision of the Public 

Procurement policy legislation in terms of assessing whether regional governments are free to 

ignore single market rules and whether single market rules apply to public procurement 

policy.  

 

Barriers: A major barrier for GPP going forward is considered to be public budgetary 

constraints and this is expected to be the case for a number of years to come. For 

manufacturers, other barriers noted include the higher costs of green products; a lack of 

political support; the legal complexities and lack of clarity about green criteria; and the lack 

of incentives or benefits. Weak enforcement of the current green product concept was also 

considered a wider barrier. 

 

‘Green’ public procurement or ‘sustainable’ public procurement: There was a suggestion 

that because current budgetary barriers are restricting GPP, the definition needs to shift to 

focus on ‘sustainable’ public procurement, broadening the scope from the strong ‘green’ 

focus. In this context, the GPP criteria should include value added considerations, such as 

efficiency gains and durability during the usage phase. Instead of supporting a niche category 

of products GPP policies should set science-based sustainability objectives for all products, 

while granting business the flexibility to deliver the best practical solutions, considering other 

factors, such as the technical properties of materials, fitness for purpose, sourcing, 

functionality and life-cycle cost. Even if this requires more research and a more difficult 



 

136 

 

selection process, GPP decisions should not be over simplified or based on any one specific 

environmental label or certification. Prescriptive design requirements that could restrict 

industry’s capability to innovate should be avoided.  

 

It is not realistic to expect that companies can provide better and greener products when the 

definition of ‘green’ continues to vary significantly throughout the EU. The lack of 

harmonisation generally creates a risk of market distortion.  

 

Scientific basis is desirable: The most frequently stated requirement for the GPP criteria was 

the need for sound science and life-cycle thinking. A strong scientific basis and evidence is 

required so that optimal environmental gains can be achieved within the existing legal 

requirements. This should prevent distortion of competition and discrimination on the single 

market. It was highlighted that development of a voluntary (or compulsory scheme) to assess 

a product sustainability footprint will have the problem of being reliant on background data 

and assumptions of the metrics and indicators. Therefore, there was a welcoming of the 

Commission’s efforts to encourage sector stakeholder dialogue to develop common 

methodologies such as the Global Protocol on Packaging Sustainability (GPPS). In industry, 

there was a preference for environmental criteria to refer to recognised international or 

European standards, so manufacturers can deliver reproducible results that can be easily 

evaluated. 

 

An engineering association was of the opinion that developing an easy-to-use (LCC) 

methodology for the relevant product groups, which authorities can use for calculation of 

LCC on the base of given indicators from the supplier would be beneficial. 

 

Communication: Clear communication of the GPP common criteria was considered 

important for strengthening current action. The GPP criteria should be more user-friendly. 

There should be more exchanges between public authorities and between suppliers and public 

authorities on GPP. There was a call from MSs that they would like more forward planning 

information about product groups to be covered, more clarity as to relationship between and 

clarity of purpose of GPP, Ecodesign and Ecolabel standards, bringing together the processes 

for Ecodesign and GPP/Ecolabel, to reduce administrative costs as well as ensure consistency 

and coherence, greater clarity as to the objectives of GPP with consideration being given to 

the role of GPP in driving innovation as well as reducing environmental impact of public 

authorities. 

 

Contract-related award criteria: A multinational telecommunications corporation 

considers that the best way to support GPP is to ensure that public procurement procedures 

are based solely on contract-related award criteria. This approach would ensure an objective 

evaluation of tenders; reduce the risk of arbitrary decisions, litigation and threats to 

competitiveness due to a lack of harmonisation across the EU.  

 

For improving the existing GPP criteria, it is considered crucial to analyse input gained from 

practical experience to make sure enough contenders participate in the tendering procedure 

within the different procurement groups. A concern was that ecological procurement must not 

lead to a distortion of competition or to inappropriate preferences of certain products or 

services against the principle of free and fair competition. This view was supported by one 

MS commenting they were pleased the Commission did not introduce mandatory standards 
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on ‘what to buy’. There is general support for the use of public procurement to promote 

environmental targets and GPP is recognised as stimulating the production of more resource 

efficient products and services, as well as lowering the use of hazardous substances and loss 

of biodiversity. Further research is needed into the potential for developing contract-related 

award principles for public procurement. 

 

Separately, the use of bio-based products was raised as an area where GPP could develop 

further requirements or recommendations for contracting authorities to give preference to 

bio-based products in tender specifications. One respondent had a strong view that preference 

should be given to bio-based products in all cases except where these are not available on the 

market; the cost is excessive, or product performance is not acceptable.  

 

Voluntary versus mandatory: There was a mixture of views on whether the GPP criteria 

should be voluntary or mandatory. A couple of respondents felt that mandatory and voluntary 

ways to strengthen GPP should be further explored.  

 

The majority, however, would like to see further improved voluntary self-regulation. They 

believe the current approach could be improved; stressing that EU legislation already 

contains a series of provisions for improving resource efficiency through a range of 

regulatory instruments. Consistent application and harmonisation across these measures 

(Ecodesign, Ecolabel, GPP, WEE, etc) would be beneficial and is similarly supported by the 

responses of MS and industry. It is critical the Commission ensures the consistency of 

methodology and tools across the SCP instruments, their harmonisation across the European 

Union and their coherence with other legislation.  

 

The European chemical industry expects the common GPP criteria to be fully in line with the 

concept of sustainable development and insists that criteria remain voluntary. Similarly, 

producers do not support introducing mandatory requirements and instead call for better 

implementation and enforcement of the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (PPWD) 

as it stands. MSs generally are not in favour of a new legal framework instrument for 

sustainable products. They support a continued emphasis on voluntary GPP to stimulate 

demand and markets for green products. The Commission should focus on impact assessment 

and on agreeing a suitable method for improving GPP quality and uptake in MS before there 

is any consideration of setting new targets or of moving GPP to a mandatory footing. The 

GPP criteria should be continuously improved and updated.  

 

Packaging for product groups: Many respondents, including a multinational manufacturer, 

highlighted the need to consider product packaging criteria in the context of specific product 

groups. There was a concern by many that the packaging related metrics currently used do 

not always align with the environmental impacts and may not be life-cycle based and 

scientifically sound. Packaging needs to be considered in connection with the product it 

contains. One respondent said the diverse applications of ‘across the board’ metrics (for 

example, insisting on a set recycled content or a specific material) for various product groups 

should be viewed with caution.  

 

It was suggested that GPP criteria should also be consistent with sector-specific legislations 

and their implementation at MS level. Another respondent stated that in some cases the 

criteria set for packaging did not reflect life-cycle approaches or even conflicted with existing 
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legal EU requirements, focusing on single issues such as reuse, recycling content and other 

arbitrary packaging specifications. It was highlighted that there would be a benefit in 

adopting a risk-based approach rather than restricting substances on the basis of their 

classification alone.  

 

Going further: Some EU countries (e.g. Belgium, Netherlands and the UK) are already 

going further or diverging from the GPP toolkit criteria. The GPP toolkit criteria are taken as 

a minimum in the adaptation process, but internal markets can allow for national criteria to go 

beyond these. In Belgium this was linked to the lack of social criteria in the GPP toolkit. 

 

One consumer focus group suggested extending GPP to more products and services to widen 

the range of choice for sustainable solutions for public procurers. This view was also shared 

by an Engineering Association, which supported enlarging the scope to priority 

sectors/product groups. They pointed to the innovative capacity of designers in the capital 

goods industry, where goods are produced specifically to customer requirements. It was noted 

that the public procurement market cannot be compared to products for consumer use. One 

sector level need for further development included provision of detailed training material in 

all EU languages to producers and business associations with a particular focus on SMEs. 

 

In contrast to expanding the GPP product groups, a number of MS felt that the scheme should 

focus on improvement of the basic set of criteria for the main (8-12) product groups that are 

of interest to public procurement by governments, rather than trying to develop as many 

criteria as possible. For these respondents instead of highly detailed prescriptive criteria, 

‘goals’ and ‘functionalities’ were presented as opportunities for product suppliers. 

 

A1.3 Product environmental footprint 
 

During the stakeholder consultation, the respondents completed a questionnaire, and some of 

them (mostly large companies, industry associations and MSs) also sent position papers to 

stress their opinion in detail.  

 

Companies shared the common opinion of the PEF methodology being costly to implement 

by the industry. Most of them were also undecided about the possible effects of a common 

PEF methodology on the market and on the consumers’ behaviour. 

 

Public authorities expressed the opinion on PEF as a method to ease monitoring, verification 

and training of responsible staff. They also share the opinion of that a common PEF 

methodology would increase the trust of the consumers on companies and public authorities 

regarding the environmental information on products. 

 

Stakeholders also expressed their concerns about the need of common definitions within the 

questionnaire, the difficulties and uncertainties of the PEF method, the possible costs of 

verification, monitoring and the effects of this common PEF methodology on the market and 

on the consumers.  

 

Content of the questionnaire 

There were some concerns about the terminology used in the questionnaire was not clear 

enough, and therefore the responses could be misleading. The terms referred to were, among 
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others, ‘green products’, ‘sustainable products’, ‘environmentally harmful/environmentally 

friendly’, ‘effectiveness’. The questionnaire structure could have been more flexible did not 

always allow for more detailed responses to some controversial questions.  

 

The PEF methodology and LCA  

Most responses strongly support the fact that PEF methodology is based on LCA. However, 

some criticisms were received such as the number of assumptions that have to be taken when 

performing LCAs, the uncertainty of the results and the fact that the LCA results of similar 

products carried out by different companies might not be fully comparable. 

 

Stakeholders also commented on the potential high cost of performing LCAs for products, 

and the low environmental benefit expected from the common PEF methodology. This could 

burden the innovation in companies, since innovative products would require higher 

economic investments to perform new LCAs. 

 

The lack of social and economic aspects within the PEF methodology was also pointed out, 

as well as other barriers that this methodology could have for being broadly adopted. Some of 

the barriers mentioned are: economical cost, technical difficulties for performing LCA of 

products, difficulties on monitoring and verification of the results, and difficulties by the 

consumers to understand the results. However, the existence of such scheme would promote 

the data gathering among the industry. 

 

The PEF methodology as a voluntary or mandatory scheme 

Due to perceived high economic costs, most stakeholders opt for a voluntary scheme, focused 

on selected sectors with high environmental impacts. The necessity of avoiding the overlaps 

between the new labels issued from the PEF analysis and the existing labels in the market, 

such as EU ecolabel or EU energy label was also highlighted. Such an overlap would confuse 

consumers and would not have any positive environmental effect. 

 

The need of harmonisation between different LCA methodologies, international standards 

and labelling scheme was also a common concern in the position papers received. The PEF 

methodology should not only be a scheme at EU level but also compatible and applicable 

worldwide. 

 

Finally, in terms of the role of SMEs with regards a common PEF methodology, the same 

scheme and requirements should apply to all the companies independent of their size, to 

avoid market distortions. However, any economic costs and administrative burden related to 

adopting a common PEF method could put additional stress on SMEs. 

 

A1.4 Environmental Footprint of Organisations (OEF) 
 

During the consultation, some respondents also submitted position papers. One third of the 

written contributions included relevant comments on Environmental Footprint of 

Organisations (OEF). The 19 written contributions provided interesting further comments on 

OEF issues.  

 

The majority of stakeholders welcome the Commission’s initiative to consider OEF 

methodologies, as well as encouraging international harmonisation and standardisation 
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without adding unnecessary administrative complexity. Eight organisations considered that 

existing initiatives, such as the Global Reporting Initiative, could be more effective to 

encourage further uptake rather than developing new methods for organisations to assess and 

report environmental performance. Seven organisations expressed concern and some 

skepticism about the readiness of OEF for policy implementation. 

 

Feedback from the position papers has been divided into the following key themes: 

 

 Harmonisation and role of an intervention coordinated by the Commission. 

 Readiness of existing OEF for policy implementation. 

 Voluntary versus mandatory OEF. 

 Approach and support for SMEs. 

 Role of incentives in driving OEF. 

 Life-cycle approaches in OEF. 

 

Harmonisation and role of an intervention coordinated by the Commission 

 

Two MS governments, one producer and five trade associations shared the view that it could 

be more effective to work with current activity including encouraging the uptake and 

development of existing popular initiatives, especially the Global Reporting Initiative and 

also the Carbon Disclosure Project, WRI/WBCSD GHG Protocol, ISO 14001 and Eco 

Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS), rather than developing new methods for 

organisations to assess and report environmental performance. One trade association advises 

that for multinationals already using these initiatives for global reporting, having a specific 

European methodology with significantly different scope, definitions and terminology was 

seen as adding to confusion, creating global fragmentation and putting an additional burden 

on businesses without any tangible return. One producer noted that in the area of consumer 

communication on sustainability that it is important to use a common language, which is 

agreed by all stakeholders concerned, to avoid misleading information and consumer 

confusion. Another producer suggested use of policy instruments such as the Industrial 

Emissions Directive to further drive increased measurement and reporting of organisational 

environmental performance. One MS suggested the method should be congruent with or the 

same as the methods now developed by the Sustainability Consortium.  

 

Respondents in favour of harmonisation inferred (given the range of international standards 

put forward above) or directly argued for harmonisation at a global level; however two trade 

associations and one producer specified that harmonisation was also needed at an EU level 

coordinated by the Commission. One trade association gave a warning that unilateral policy 

instruments agreed on a national level or by a limited group of stakeholders seriously risk 

undermining the single market and disrupting European and global supply chains. 

 

One producer and one trade association advised caution against further intervention that adds 

administrative costs and burdens. Intervention should provide the right framework for 

businesses to innovate and invest in sustainable approaches without diverting resources away 

from direct investment in sustainability. There was uniform agreement that environmental 

performance has become increasingly important for businesses, which are generally already 

motivated by gains in competitive advantage, increased resilience and the cost and 

reputational drivers that are associated with OEF. In larger businesses, purchasing costs and 
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costs of production are constantly monitored as an integral part of business competitiveness 

as much as the overall environmental performance. 

 

Readiness of existing OEF for policy implementation 

 

There is some concern that the OEF methodology is still in development, with a lack of 

confidence shown by four trade associations and one MS regarding whether the OEF is ready 

to be used for policy. One respondent did concede that if environmental footprinting was 

more widely used as a regulatory instrument then there would be more emphasis and scrutiny 

to address methodological weaknesses, where there is currently poor scientific consensus. 

The industry associations suggest that in complex situations the most appropriate 

methodologies should be more widely evaluated. The MS suggested that the OEF should be 

offered as a voluntary tool to allow the approach to be tested in the marketplace so that it can 

be fully assessed before considering how it might link to other measures and incentives. Two 

trade associations urged for the OEF methodologies to be improved but also simplified as a 

first step, so they can be applied to different enterprises and actors regardless of size, before 

policy options are considered. 

 

One MS raised concerns in general about the purpose and usefulness of the OEF method and 

whether it can add any value to existing approaches. Their view is that if there is already PEF 

accounting in place for these impacts, this type of product-focussed OEF would be double-

counting, and double counting several times over, with every company in the supply chain 

also counting the same product impacts of their supply chain as every other company in the 

supply chain. In addition, the MS questioned whether footprint comparisons would be useful 

or valid, even if restricted to similarly sized organisations, and that any OEFs target should 

include a denominator (i.e. footprint reduction per Euro value added or per product sold). 

 

There was criticism about the scope of the environmental parameters included, noting that not 

all are relevant on a global level and that a harmonised approach across the parameters may 

not be possible at this point in time. One additional MS and one producer drew attention to 

the difference in quality of information, scientific basis and general acceptance of impact 

assessment methods between the parameters. The producer noted that it is too premature to 

mandate a particular method for water impacts (water use and ecotoxicity) and that some of 

the methods do not address the global nature of many supply chains. The MS suggested that 

more calculation and a solid scientific foundation may be needed for the parameter 

biodiversity, being vulnerable to diverse interpretations and discussions, with the subject land 

use in particular. On the topic of the environmental parameters, another MS advised that key 

parameters for global effects on climate, biodiversity and persistent toxic chemicals should be 

considered in all schemes, while more regional and local effects such as eutrophication 

should be included where relevant. 

 

Another producer took the view that instead of developing OEF, resources should focus on 

corporate projects that reduce impacts, especially in cultivating and producing countries, 

because environmental impacts do not directly occur in retail enterprises but in their value 

chain. 

 

Voluntary versus mandatory OEF 
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It is the view of four trade associations and two producers that all reporting obligations (e.g. 

CSR, OEF, etc) should be voluntary. It is their view that it should be left to the company to 

inform the public and its customers about its environmental measures in an adequate way. 

One trade association believed the choice of ‘if’ and ‘how’ a company reports should remain 

a choice for the business; also noting that mandatory reporting requirements have the inherent 

danger of not meeting the demands of stakeholders, thereby representing an unnecessary 

administration burden. Another trade organisation was guarded about adopting minimum 

performance levels against sustainability metrics, believing that the key was to reward good 

performance while giving incentives for innovation. Another trade organisation 

recommended that measures should not only be voluntary but targeted at companies and 

products with high environmental impacts first. One producer argued for voluntary self-

regulation, working at a sectoral level.  

 

One trade organisation indicated support for non-mandatory approaches by stating that while 

standards may have a role in terms of setting minimum criteria that over-regulation risks they 

also poses a serious damage to the competitiveness of European food and farming sectors at a 

time of continuing economic difficulty and challenge from global supply chains. Related to 

this, the trade organisation advised that the development of a European footprinting 

methodology in isolation to existing international standards raises issues in relation to WTO 

non-tariff barrier provisions and that a global level playing field with regard to resource 

efficiency requirements on business should be a priority. 

 

On the contrary, there was one trade organisation, one MS and two producers that supported 

a partially or fully mandatory approach. It is the trade association’s view that a mandatory 

approach is required to harmonise the methods for reporting organisations’ environmental 

performance. The trade association supports the development of mandatory approaches 

regarding methodologies to assess performance, in conjunction with ‘voluntary’ 

benchmarking and reporting, but that resources also need to be committed to address 

methodological weaknesses and topics where there is still poor scientific consensus before 

methodologies are used in regulatory instruments. One producer believes it should be 

mandatory to assess and report environmental performance within the EU in all sectors, 

possibly beginning with priority sectors and including the development of sector footprint 

rules. In contradiction to the trade association, the producer believes the methodology should 

be left to organisations to decide. One MS mentioned that in their own country companies 

annual accounts should report on products, production and resource use that may entail a ‘not 

insignificant influence’ on the environment, with a recent government decision having been 

made to introduce a ‘report or explain’ rule for reporting on social and humanitarian issues.  

 

On the topic of potential mandatory requirements, one MS noted that DG Internal Markets 

presented legislative proposals early 2012 on non-financial reporting (environmental and 

social governance) and that it is unclear how OEF links to these proposals. Further to this, it 

was advised that it would be helpful for clarification to be provided on the Commission’s 

plans to encourage environmental performance versus company accounting and reporting, 

and where the difference lies between the two strands of work. 

 

The MS further specified that they would oppose the expansion and/or strengthening of the 

Industrial Emissions Directive and the European Pollutant Release and Transfer Registry (E-

PRTR) since the Directive has yet to be implemented but contains requirements that the MS 
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considers appropriate for improving environmental performance and the E-PRTR provides 

effective and stable means of capturing and presenting the results of those requirements. It 

was suggested that the Commission should consider whether the information available 

through E-PRTR can contribute to any future organisational footprinting scheme. 

 

Approach and support for SMEs 

There were opposing views regarding whether a simplified approach (less resources required 

to respond) or the same approach (level playing field) should be applied to small and medium 

sized enterprises (SMEs). 

 

Four trade associations and two producers considered that the methodology for SMEs should 

conform to the same standards and requirements as for larger companies. Only in this way 

can a level playing field be maintained against which all companies can report in the same 

manner on the same processes and products. One producer believed that the same rules must 

apply for the whole industry since SMEs are an integral part of the value chains of larger 

organisations. One trade association believed that a separate approach for SMEs would 

complicate the legal framework in Europe.  

 

On the contrary, four trade associations suggested the implications of OEF methodologies for 

SMEs need to be separately and carefully considered. SMEs are considered by these 

respondents to have less capacity to comply with regulatory burden, and that the burden 

between large and SME organisations is disproportionate since most large companies already 

report on sustainability.  

 

The intrinsic differences to larger businesses were highlighted in the responses, such as the 

varying levels of intensity, the quantity of consumption, the different oversight of their 

supply chains and a lessened capacity to comply with such a regulatory burden. One trade 

association identified the following specific barriers limiting SMEs from improving their 

environmental performance: lack of information, skills, technical capacity, as well as limited 

access to the necessary financing on the market; this would seem to argue a case for specific 

support being provided to SMEs. Another trade association stated that SMEs will be driven 

by the current legislation, only engaging in improving their environmental performance as 

long as there is a clear link between environmental improvement and competitiveness, but 

noted the financial and economic situation was increasing the struggle for SMEs short-term 

survival so long-term returns will be less of a priority, especially where initial investment is 

required. It was this trade association’s view that in any case, all measures for SMEs and 

micro and small companies should reduce costs and bureaucracy to a minimum by applying 

the Think Small First Principle, the SME Test and by ensuring that procedures work in 

practice.  

 

Three trade associations agreed with proposals for additional support for SMEs to simplify 

reporting and take advantage of the benefits of sustainability. One trade association suggested 

that the Commission and national governments should offer additional free expert advice and 

support for SMEs to show them the business opportunities. It was also proposed that the 

Commission or national governments set up consortia for SMEs which could focus on tailor 

made solutions for improving the environmental performance of SMEs from different sectors. 

Another trade association saw proposals for support building on support already given by 

larger companies to suppliers including sharing sustainability best practice. One MS noted 
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that existing initiatives used by the majority of the biggest listed companies such as the 

Global Reporting Initiative provide new, simplified formats for small businesses. One trade 

association commented: 

 

‘While some of these incentives are in the competence of Members States, certain priorities 

and a general framework should be developed at the EU level, as there is a high likelihood 

that MSs will not prioritise the environmental performance of companies in the current 

economic situation. A scenario in which mandatory requirements are not coupled with the 

right mix of incentives should be avoided.’ 

 

The topic of incentives acting as a driver was raised in the context of SMEs, where one trade 

association stressed the importance of SMEs applying the OEF receiving benefit from 

regulatory reliefs. It was also suggested that SMEs would be more likely to use the OEF 

methodology if they were guaranteed better access to credit to finance the necessary 

investments. 

 

Role of incentives in driving OEF 

One trade association and two producers considered incentives an important driver as long as 

competition remained fair and unbiased. One producer highlighted the pivotal role local 

governments had on the success of these incentive programs by creating the environment for 

technology adoption that will have the most meaningful financial and environmental impact 

in a region. Another producer believed that incentives and political encouragement to 

benchmark and improve environmental performance of organisations might be helpful but 

only when well coordinated and aligned internationally.  

 

However, one of the producers expressed strong disagreement with linking subsidies and 

incentives to the reduction of the OEF. The producer did not believe OEF was a reliable basis 

for reducing direct or indirect taxation. There was also a MS of the view that it is too early to 

link subsidies, incentives or direct taxation to the OEF. The MS would support exploration of 

this link in future, but the MS thought the current focus should be on ensuring that the 

methodology is built on a broad consensus and proven to be practicable by users, before 

considering further application in policy instruments.  

 

The MS expressed support for any move to use existing schemes and instruments to provide 

effective incentives for companies to improve environmental performance, in preference to 

creating new incentives entailing additional expenditure. By way of example, it was 

suggested that environmental performance should be taken into account when awarding EU 

structural funds. The MS advised that decisions on fiscal incentives are a MS competency 

and that they do not see a role for the Commission in providing incentive schemes. League 

tables as an incentive were seen to be most effective provided by third parties rather than by 

Governments or the Commission. 

 

Life-cycle approaches in OEF 

There was general support from two producers, two trade organisations and one MS for an 

OEF methodology that takes a life-cycle based approach. However, the views differ 

regarding how detailed and rigorous an LCA approach should be. 
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One MS proposes the development of methodological guides for quantitative assessment of 

the environmental impact of companies. It suggests that these methodological guides are 

based on previous work on LCA, but go further to increase the reproducibility and 

comparability of the results. They should place a high importance on ensuring consistency 

among sustainability policy tools and increasing accuracy and reliability of the data needed 

for assessments. The MS suggests the Commission should deliver a common method for 

environmental footprinting of companies because a common method will simplify the 

application of the LCA and increase efficiency in use and trust in the results.  

 

However, in contrast to this view, two producers and one of the trade associations proposed a 

more flexible approach to be undertaken. One producer, while supporting an LCA approach, 

also expressed concern that the methodology remained an aspiration for most companies 

unless access to data, the costs of LCA and being less stringent in the initial stages of 

implementation were addressed. A gap was considered to exist between the methodology and 

the capability of organisations to support the data needs. Hence, the producer advises a more 

flexible approach to enable the mainstreaming of LCA thinking and approaches and to allow 

for methodological developments and validation. Another producer advised that it currently 

uses an LCA tool to identify hot spots, which was echoed by a trade organisation that 

supports a flexible LCA approach, stating that the most effective use of life-cycle tools is to 

identify hot spots in supply chains as a basis for collaborative action between suppliers and 

buyers to address them. 
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