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1.

JUSTIFICATION OF
SOCIAL IMPACTS

1.1.

Methodology for the assessment of impacts

THE

ASSESSMENT

OF

ECONOMIC, ENVIRONMENTAL

AND

This Annex contains the assessment of the economic, social, and environmental impacts of
the policy options described in chapter 5 of the IA report. They are scored against the baseline
scenario as presented in paragraph 3.2 of the IA report.
Due to lack of data in the areas examined by this report, quantitative analysis could not be
systematically provided without making arbitrary assumptions that would have distorted the
analysis, diminishing its relevance and usefulness. Therefore, qualitative analysis has been
preferred, with statements backed up by studies, data, and evidence and whenever possible
quantitative analysis is provided.
Only the most relevant impacts from the list provided in the IA guidelines are considered.
For each impact category a score is provided according to the following scale:
+++
++
+
0
----

Very positive
Positive
Slightly positive
Neutral
Slightly negative
Negative
Very negative

This Annex provides the justification for the scores in the comparison tables presented in
chapter 6 of the IA report. Tables are organised according to options that are alternatives in
achieving the specific objective defined.
Distributional impacts are similar for all the policy options.
Capacities for implementation might vary between MS and regions. It is expected that
countries entirely covered by the Convergence objective under Regional Policy (Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) have less capacity for takeup or implementation of such initiatives. The situation would be similar for regions covered
by the same objective1.
To complete the picture, the number of ISO 14001 certifications, EMAS registered
organisations, EU Ecolabel licenses, the number of environmental infringement cases per
million inhabitants; and the strength of transposition of EU law were examined. According to
this analysis, the following countries are in the top ten on more than one indicator: Austria,
Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the
UK2. It is expected that the capacity of these MS would have stronger capacity to implement
the new initiative. Effective distributional impacts would be monitored, and mitigation
measures devised accordingly.

1
2

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/how/coverage/index_en.cfm
The ISO Survey, ISO, 2004; EMAS statistics, 30/06/2012; Eurostat Ecolabel data, 2010;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/statistics.htm
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1.2.

New mandatory product policy framework (Option 2)

Economic Impacts
Functioning of the internal market and competition (+++)
By setting a new legal framework a strong and effective rationalization of the market can be
achieved. A single “framework instrument” that regulates all the policy measures and
regulatory provisions concerning the design, the expected performance and the modalities for
communicating them to clients and consumers would represent a strong signal of credibility,
consistency, clarity and certainty to the internal market.
Competitiveness, trade and investment flows (++)
As mentioned above, this option has the advantage of amplifying the (positive) impacts of
several other options included in this report, which will be unified and made more consistent
and synergetic under a unique “umbrella”.
This means that the effects on competitiveness and trade will be similar to those envisaged for
other options, namely:
-

-

-

-

The positive effects of the consolidation of EC policy measures and regulatory
instruments will be further emphasized by gathering all the requirements under a
unique “framework instrument” which will be capable of better coordinating and
aligning the different phases of policy making and implementing.
Producers (and especially innovators) will have to face with a univocal reference
framework concerning the environmental performance. This will reduce transaction
cost thus attracting more investment in eco-innovation.
If the new framework instrument on sustainable products (e.g.: a Directive) also
includes provisions for Member States to develop incentivizing measures for
companies, this will boost the investments and will improve the competitiveness of
those companies that will be able to invest in greener products.
Extra-EU companies will have to comply with single EU-wide set of requirements
when placing products on the EU market. This will have a double advantage:
reduction of administrative burdens and availability of more green products on the EU
market.

Operating costs and conduct of business (-)
The integration and better co-ordination obtained through a comprehensive “framework
instrument” can decrease the costs of companies on, for instance, technical consultancies, or
cost of compliance. In particular, the alignment of requirements, criteria, and procedures for
product policy will generate cost reductions. This is particularly true for companies that are
already using environmental assessment methodologies. For companies that have not used
any environmental performance measurement tool, the mandatory use of PEF will represent
an increase in costs, especially factoring in the required learning process. Total costs for the
economy would be the highest under this policy option due to its mandatory nature, but the
total amount of costs is not possible to determine until the scope (e.g. number of product
categories covered) of the legislation is set.
Moreover, companies will also incur some costs related to supporting the development of
PEFCRs, either via their direct participation or through industry associations. The costs will
be related to participation to meetings and time of companies' experts or consultants
specifically hired to follow the rules development process.
4

However, in particular for SMEs, the certainty and the uniqueness of the rules included in a
single legislative framework on sustainable products can provide opportunities to develop
product-oriented environmental strategies at lower costs.
Impact on Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (-)
Impacts on SMEs greatly depend on how the instrument is defined and implemented. It is
premature to define this due to the technical work still to be carried out to enable a mandatory
application. As a consequence, this analysis provides a general assessment of SME aspects.
However, it is clear that the proportionality of the measure would need to be carefully
considered, along with the groups of SMEs that would most benefit from the application of
PEF.
Currently, most SMEs are focussing on saving energy (64%), minimising waste (62%),
recycling (61%), saving materials (57%) and water (50%). More "advanced" measures are
rarer: e.g. selling scrap material to other companies (industrial symbiosis-type measures,
24%) and using predominantly renewable energy (11%).
By using Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), benefits can be enhanced, as they exploit potentials
in product design and communication along the value chain and towards final users. SMEs
that carried out LCA found the following tangible benefits3:







In-house improvement of product environmental performance (design for
environment)
Identification of levers and priority for reducing the environmental footprint and the
related action plans allow saving in energy, raw and packaging material, logistic
supported by innovation and optimization;
Acceleration of projects around optimization and innovation;
Identification of significant positive balance between the cost-saving and the cost of
action plan during the first stage of reduction (usually 4 first years of implementation).
New product introduction by considering unused raw materials as a marketable asset
rather than a cost-centered waste stream.

These benefits are particularly important for SMEs that are active players on green markets.
According to the Flash Eurobarometer 3424, 26% of SMEs are active in green markets, with
55% of realising more than 10% of the turnover from green activities. 52% of these offer
products and services with environmental features (e.g. organically produced, eco-labelled,
with an important recycled content, eco-designed). Geographically, in Estonia (43%), Greece
(38%) and Latvia (29%) the highest proportion of SMEs selling green products or services
report that over 75% of their annual turnover is generated by these green products or services.
Regarding business across the borders, 23% of SMEs are active on the EU markets, and a
significantly lower percentage on 3rd country markets. All these groups of SMEs can
particularly benefit from a single basis for measuring, benchmarking and communicating the
environmental performance of products.
For those SMEs that are active (or planning to be active) on green markets, this policy option
provides a single reference for assessing and communicating environmental performance. The
PEF tool also provides information on which are the environmental hotspots of a product,
thus on where design has to concentrate to deliver new green products.

3

4

Hunkeler et al. Life cycle management-report of the SETAC Working Group on LCM, Pensacola, USA,
2004
Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
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Even if benefits exceed the cost, SMEs might perceive initial cost of implementing a more indepth approach (€4,000 – 10,000) as high. This is particularly valid for any integration of PEF
in mandatory instruments: in this case, costs per product would be higher initially, whilst the
framework conditions are not fully completed (i.e. the availability of supporting software
tools). Support measures, such as encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces,
availability of free or low-cost life cycle databases for secondary data, providing free or lowcost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for environmental improvements remain
essential elements.
Administrative burdens on businesses (and simplification potential) (+)
A “framework instrument” that is able to gather and rationalize the current requirements
concerning Ecodesign, EU Energy Label, GPP criteria and the requirements for the EU
Ecolabel for the same product groups, would certainly decrease the administrative and
managerial costs for companies that today are affected by or interested in the application of
these schemes. This is because, for example, today companies and stakeholders are involved
in a number of separate processes for developing, analysing the evidence, and agree criteria in
different product policy tools. Under this option these processes will be streamlined into one
consistent and transparent single process which would reduce administrative burden for
businesses. It however would imply some transition costs for companies in the short term to
adapt to the requirement of the new legislation (i.e. addressing embedded impacts in products
will require increased efforts of verification/conformity assessments based on certification or
audit schemes). For this reason we consider the impact as slightly positive.
Public Authorities (burden for PA and simplification potential) (-)
Costs of public administrations will increase due to the transition to a new, more
comprehensive system of market surveillance. This increase in costs will be partially offset by
decreased burdens thanks to the synergies that the rationalisation of the existing schemes and
policy measures under a single instrument will allow. It is anticipated that the Commission
and MS authorities would be able to reduce the following cost:
 External costs for the development of requirements, criteria and provisions related to
the environmental performance in the product life-cycle (e.g.: hiring consultants for
carrying out an LCA on products for different purposes).
 Administrative costs (human resources and time) to be devoted to the policy making
and implementation process.
 Costs linked to the stakeholder involvement and consultation.
 Costs for verification and control activities (both mandatory and voluntary) on the
companies that are involved in the implementation of the new “framework
instrument”.
Innovation and research (++)
As stated before, optimizing companies' efforts in technical, organizational and managerial
terms by developing a common approach and shared modalities to comply with requirements
concerning product design, performance and communication to the market will have a
positive impact on innovation and research patterns. It is easily foreseeable that by facing a
unique set of reference terms and requirements for products to be considered, measured and
communicated as green, producers will be more prone to develop innovation and research to
develop such products and offer them to the market with a higher level of certainty and clarity
of the applicable rules.
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Consumers and households (+)
The two main positive impacts on consumers will be directly linked to the increased
availability of green products on the market and on the decreased level of overlapping
information and potential confusion deriving from the various product-related claims, label
and certification schemes currently operating on the market. Effects on prices of green
products cannot be determined at this stage because depend on the demand elasticity. It is
probably that a mixed situation would ensue, with good performing products available at
average and at higher prices, thus which wouldn't change significantly the current situation
from a purchasing power point of view.
Overall economic impact: Neutral (0)
Social Impacts
Employment and labour markets (++)
It is estimated that the total number of people working in eco-industries is around 3,4 million
which represents around 1% of the total workforce, and that the eco-industries have a
turnover of around EUR 550 million. There is broad consensus that the global market could
almost double, with the average estimate for 2020 being around EUR 2 trillion a year5.
These figures only represent job potential related to products designed to improve the
environment (e.g. water treatment, recycling). Thus, they don't take into account the
enormous potential related to products that have an indirect positive impact on the
environment (e.g. a coffee machine that is designed to make good coffee, but is highly energy
efficient – henceforth, products with green features). It is expected that the markets of these
products would gradually expand on the medium and long-term. The bulk of potential for
new jobs lies in the growing market for products with green features. However, there are
no figures available on the potential of these markets to create new jobs, therefore ecoindustries are used as a proxy.
This policy option would contribute to this growth. As explained in the section on innovation,
this policy option might lead to an increase in green jobs due to an increased request for the
products of eco-industries both in the EU and internationally; additionally it would generate
green collar jobs in enterprises for staff working on improving product performance. This
potential is exploited at its maximum under this policy option.
A slighter, but positive effect is expected in public administrations, where efficiency gains
due to the streamlining of measures would go hand in hand with need for additional staff,
especially with LCA expertise for market surveillance activities.
An increase would also be triggered in private companies (LCA experts), research institutions
specialised in LCA and consultancy services. Unfortunately it is impossible to quantify the
number of jobs expected to be created.
Social inclusion and protection of particular groups (+)
This option will increase the general level of consumer protection in the EU through the
existence of a common, reliable basis for assessing the environmental performance of
products. The wider availability of information would provide access to green products for a

5

The number of Jobs dependent on the Environment and Resource Efficiency, study commissioned by
DG Environment, 2012
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wider array of social groups, simply by enabling green choices among the baskets usually
bought.
Public health (+)
As specified for other options, public health will be improved insofar as the present option
will be able to produce improvements in those environmental impacts (of different product
categories) that are also directly affecting public health. This is likely to be the case.
Overall social impact: Slightly positive (+)
Environmental Impacts
This option will have a positive impact particularly related to the stimuli that will be provided
to producers and consumers towards more the supply and demand of green products.
This option is conceived to provide a stronger incentive to producers to properly design their
products and to launch newly conceived products on the market. The choice of gathering all
the requirements concerning the design and the environmental performance of products in a
unique “framework instrument” should be able to provide producers with effective stimuli
and incentives to further develop sustainable products. These effects can result in a general
increase of the green products’ market shares, with a consequent improvement of the
environmental performance.
Moreover, by developing a unique “framework instrument” on sustainable products, the
Commission could ensure that the issues connected with resource efficiency, and in particular
with material resource efficiency (e.g. recyclability, reusability, recoverability,
upgradeability) are considered more carefully and in a synergetic and mutually consistent way
when setting the requirements of SCP instruments, boosting resource efficiency in a more
effective way.
Overall environmental impact: Very positive (+++)

1.3.

Mandatory OEF reporting framework (Option 3)

Economic Impacts
Functioning of the internal market and competition (+++)
The mandatory application of a single methodology for measuring, reporting and
benchmarking environmental performance for relevant impact categories would obtain the
maximum of level playing field and fair competition on the single market and eliminate
fragmentation of initiative in this area. This effect would be weaker in case the directive tool
would be chosen due to the risk of variability of transposition, and stronger in case the
regulation instrument would be used.
Competitiveness, trade and investment flows (++)

8

By measuring environmental performance throughout the supply chain, organisations can
exploit efficiency opportunities and reduce cost risks6 where it most matters. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that savings that can be obtained are in the range of hundreds of millions7.
Furthermore, non-quantifiable benefits are also documented, including improving reputation,
relationship with stakeholders, identification of new business opportunities, product
optimisation, reliable green marketing, risk management and employee retention8.
Stakeholders also commented on the fact that they currently do not have a complete view of
the environmental impact of their supply chain and thus find it more challenging to identify
areas for improvement, which indicates that there is still potential to be exploited in this area9.
The mandatory approach would guarantee that these potentials are exploited to the maximum
by making sure that the necessary information is available for companies covered by the
initiative.
The use of a single method for measuring, reporting and benchmarking environmental
performance would have a neutral effect on international competitiveness, as all organisations
operating in the EU would be subject to the same conditions. It is essential to accompany the
measure with international action for methodology approximation and international
cooperation in order to tackle the risk of EU companies being exposed to the fragmentation of
international initiatives in 3rd countries, thus increasing the costs of companies active on
international markets.
Investors have called for mandatory environmental, social and governance reporting based on
key performance indicators to be able to assess non-financial data when making investment
decisions10. Investors would have easy access to reliable information on the environmental
risks associated to companies they finance, and the quality of their management in tackling
these risks. This a mandatory application would greatly contribute to improving finance
decisions and avoiding sub-optimal allocation of capital, as it would guarantee wide
availability of quantified environmental performance data11.
Operating costs and conduct of business12 (-)
This option would reduce costs due to efficiency gains due to the single methodology used for
measuring and reporting environmental performance. However, these efficiency gains would
be realised only if OEFSRs and calculation tools take into account reporting requirements

6

7

8
9

10

11
12

Recent analysis suggests that a 10% increase in the price of commodities such as oil, coal, wheat and
cotton corresponds to a 13% impact on earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortisation.
Most of these risks stem from the supply chain (More with Less: Scaling Sustainable Consumption and
Resource Efficiency, World Economic Forum, 2012)
400millions USD (Xerox, 2009), 25m USD (Bloomberg, 2008), 71% of energy bill in the supply chain
(Wall-Mart);in the period 2006-2010, STMicroelectronics invested about 205 M $ leading to savings
for 1.1 billion USD; calculated yearly savings potential from Material Flow Cost Accounting is 300,000
- 1 million EUR per company. The savings potential of a single material flow is up to 30% (presentation
of Paula Eskola, Motiva Oy, Finland, How to do more with less? – Standards for a resource efficient
Europe, 13.12.2011 Brussels).
See Annex 8
76.1% of stakeholders agreed with the statement that "incomplete information on performance with
respect to certain environmental impacts means that not all risks/ opportunities are captured along the
value chain".
Eurosif response to the EC consultation on Non-financial Reporting by Companies, 2011; Aviva-lead
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Coalition (CSRC), 2012
See Annex 14
See Annex 11
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stemming from other EU and MS legislation and ensure that double reporting and data
gathering is avoided.
During the pilot tests, with the use of only the OEF umbrella methodology, this average cost
was estimated for €30,190. It is expected that due to organisational learning and by using
OEFSRs, with the improvement of access to and availability of data and with the
development of tools provided by public administrations, industrial associations and the
market, this cost would be at least halved starting from 201413. It is however not possible to
estimate the exact cost due to lack of data and the novel nature of the OEF approach.
Costs for the application of the methodology might vary sector by sector, mainly depending
on the complexity of supply chains and the size of the organisation. However, OEFSRs will
take sectoral specificities into consideration thus minimising the cost for all sectors for the
application of OEF.
These costs would be additional for companies that don't measure their performance, and
would represent a reduction of costs for those that do and face the issue of having to apply
different methodologies. However, cost would be additional also to those that are affected by
legislation that requires the reporting on environmental impacts through different indicators.
Thus administrative burden would also be higher. It is not possible at this stage to determine
the total cost for the EU economy until the scope (i.e. number of sectors covered) of the
legislation is set.
Impact on Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (-)
Impacts on SMEs greatly depend on how the instrument is defined and implemented. It is
premature to define this due to the technical work still to be carried out to enable a mandatory
application. As a consequence, this analysis provides a general assessment of SME aspects.
However, it is clear that the proportionality of the measure would need to be carefully
considered, along with the groups of SMEs that would most benefit from the application of
OEF.
Increased resource efficiency holds important economic benefits for SMEs. Currently, most
SMEs are focussing on saving energy (64%), minimising waste (62%), recycling (61%),
saving materials (57%) and water (50%). More "advanced" measures are rarer: e.g. selling
scrap material to other companies (industrial symbiosis-type measures, 24%) and using
predominantly renewable energy (11%).
By using Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), benefits can be enhanced, as they exploit potentials
in product design and throughout the value chain. SMEs that carried out LCA found the
following tangible benefits14:




13

14

reduced operating costs via the supply chain,
coordination of transports to reduce the fraction of vehicles travelling with light or
empty loads;
New product introduction by considering unused raw materials as a marketable asset
rather than a cost-centered waste stream;
For example, it is estimated that data collection and validation typically absorbs 70-80% of the cost of
the study. By improving on this aspect only, very significant cost reductions would be obtained (Frans
Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Hunkeler et al. Life cycle management-report of the SETAC Working Group on LCM, Pensacola, USA,
2004
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Improved relations with authorities, and reduced disposal costs, linked with the
installation of near-zero discharge facilities, which are much easier to implement for
small scales if planned from the outset;
Favourable image to local and regional politicians which can provide loan guarantees
for promising firms without any significant operational or environmental risks;
Improved credit terms with major financial institutions;
Reduced costs to certify ISO 9001 and 14001, which also brings indirect benefits via
improved stakeholder coordination (requirements from industrial customers);
Reduced overhead by having in place an environmental management system, which
permits the SME in question to correspond to clients and supplier programmes.

These benefits are particularly important for SMEs that are active players on green markets.
According to the Flash Eurobarometer 34215, 26% of SMEs are active in green markets, with
45% of realising less than 10% of the turnover from green activities. 52% of these offer
products and services with environmental features (e.g. organically produced, eco-labelled,
with an important recycled content, eco-designed). Geographically, in Estonia (43%), Greece
(38%) and Latvia (29%) the highest proportion of SMEs selling green products or services
report that over 75% of their annual turnover is generated by these green products or services.
Regarding business across the borders, 23% of SMEs are active on the EU markets, and a
significantly lower percentage on 3rd country markets. All these groups of SMEs can
particularly benefit from a single basis for measuring, benchmarking and communicating the
environmental performance of products or organisations.
Only 8% plans to become active on green markets in the future. There are relatively more
SMEs currently offering green products or services in the EU15 than in the NMS12 countries
(27% vs. 23%). However, green business seems to be picking up faster in the more recent
Member States: 11% of NMS12 SMEs indicate they intend to move into green markets in the
next two years, compared with 7% in the EU15 SMEs.
For those SMEs that are active (or planning to be active) on green markets, this policy option
provides a single reference for assessing and communicating environmental performance of
the company.
Even if benefits potentially exceed the cost, SMEs might perceive initial cost of implementing
an OEF exercise (estimated cca €3,200 - €109,000, see also Annex 11) as high. In the initial
period of application, costs would also be higher as some methodological developments
would not be fully completed (e.g. the availability of OEFSRs and the LCA database – for
more detailed information consult Annex 9). Furthermore, in case of this option, there might
be cumulative costs as current requirements might persist. These would need to be taken into
consideration when assessing this option in detail in the future and appropriate mitigation
measures would need to be defined.
Thus support measures, such as encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces,
providing free or low-cost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for environmental
improvements remain essential elements.
Furthermore, there would be indirect impacts on SMEs that are active in supply chains, even
if the instruments might focus on large installations or companies. This is due to the life cycle
approach, which means that SMEs' business clients would ask them to provide data on their
environmental performance.

15

Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
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However, it needs to be considered that this is already happening on markets. Although there
are only estimates available on the extent to which is LCA is used by companies, we know
that LCA emerged strongly in European industry already starting from the late 1980s and that
by the early 1990s European firms in many manufacturing sectors had established LCA
competences in-house and were sponsoring collaborative life cycle inventory studies 16. A
Finnish survey conducted in 20 multinational companies (thus, with many SMEs in their
supply chains) revealed that all 20 used LCA, although at varied intensities. The overall trend
is that LCA use is increasing, especially in companies, where often customised and
streamlined methods are developed17.
Therefore, support measures are important elements under any policy implemented (including
the baseline scenario).
Administrative burdens on businesses (and simplification potential) (-)
Administrative burdens would be associated to reporting and to the cumulative burden
associated with parallel reporting. The avoidance of duplication of efforts when preparing
OEFSRs is therefore crucial and must be appropriately monitored as part of the policy.
The cost for producing and printing of a report can range between € 2,400 and € 79,200 per
year18. However, publishing a report in physical form wouldn’t be mandatory under this
option, therefore costs are restricted to electronic reporting, which are estimated to be
significantly lower.
Requirements would set in gradually, starting from priority sectors, with mandatory reporting
kicking in when OEFSRs are available. Prioritisation would be a result of a subsequent
exercise as part of the implementation of the policy measure, therefore it is not possible to
quantify impacts at this point. Modelling was not performed due to the technical limitations
that make this policy option unfeasible at the moment of the analysis.
Public Authorities (burden for PA and simplification potential) (-)
This option introduces an additional requirement, thus it would lead to costs for public
authorities for creating technical capacity, implementation of the policy, its enforcement and
monitoring (e.g. compliance checks, verification structures). Some resources might be freed
up by rendering some existing requirements at national level superfluous and exploiting the
efficiency potential of common action at EU level. These potentials are exploited to the
maximum due to the mandatory nature of the instrument and its even application in Member
States. However, the extent of costs and benefits is not clear and would need to be taken into
consideration in more detail when considering the introduction of a mandatory approach.
Capacities for implementation might vary between Member States and regions. It is expected
that countries entirely covered by the Convergence objective under Regional Policy (Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) have less capacity for takeup of such initiatives. The situation would be similar for regions covered by the same
objective19.

16

17
18

19

Frans Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Use of life cycle assessment (LCA) in global companies, Finnish Environment Institute, 2010
Report on a Survey of Environmental Reporting Costs and Benefits, Prepared for DEFRA, November
2001
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/how/coverage/index_en.cfm
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To complete the picture, the number of ISO 14001 certifications, EMAS registered
organisations, EU Ecolabel licenses, the number of environmental infringement cases per
million inhabitants; and the strength of transposition of EU law were examined. According to
this analysis, the following countries are in the top ten on more than one indicator: Austria,
Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the
UK20. It is expected that the capacity of these MS would have stronger capacity to implement
the new initiative.
Innovation and research (++)
A mandatory scheme implementing OEF would provide a possibility for wide benchmarking
of environmental performance in sectors, increasing the visibility of performance and its
importance as a competitiveness factor. Thus, the push for innovation is expected to increase.
Depending on the success of coupling incentives to performance improvement and good
performance at EU (reputational), international (agreements with leading initiatives) and MS
level (economic, reputational and administrative incentives) would further drive performance
improvement21, thus also triggering increased take-up of environmental solutions and
innovation. Whilst the PEF has the highest potential to trigger product innovation mainly in
the design phase, OEF has more the potential of triggering process innovation and the
adoption of eco-technologies22. Due to its wide coverage, this option has the highest potential
for triggering innovation.
Consumers and households (0)
This option doesn't directly impact consumers and households.
Overall economic impact: Neutral (0)
Social Impacts
Employment and labour markets (++)
It is estimated that the total number of people working in eco-industries is around 3,4 million
which represents around 1% of the total workforce, and that the eco-industries have a
turnover of around EUR 550 million. There is broad consensus that the global market could
almost double, with the average estimate for 2020 being around EUR 2 trillion a year23.
These figures only represent job potential related to products designed to improve the
environment (e.g. water treatment, recycling). Thus, they don't take into account the
enormous potential related to sectors with products that have an indirect positive impact on
the environment (e.g. construction materials that are meant to build a house, but are also
ensuring good isolation, thus low energy use or are recyclable/ reusable). It is expected that
the markets of these products would gradually expand on the medium and long-term. The
bulk of potential for new jobs lies in the growing market for products with green

20
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22
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The ISO Survey, ISO, 2004; EMAS statistics, 30/06/2012; Eurostat Ecolabel data, 2010;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/statistics.htm
Incentives driving the environmental performance of companies, study commissioned by DG
Environment, 2012
See Annex 15
The number of Jobs dependent on the Environment and Resource Efficiency, study commissioned by
DG Environment, 2012
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features. However, there are no figures available on the potential of these markets to create
new jobs, therefore eco-industries are used as a proxy.
This policy option would contribute to this growth. As explained in the section on innovation,
this policy option might lead to an increase in green jobs due to an increased request for the
products of eco-industries both in the EU and internationally. This potential is exploited at its
maximum under this policy option.
A slighter, but positive effect is expected in public administrations (LCA experts). Increase
would also be triggered in private companies (LCA experts), research institutions specialised
in LCA and consultancy services.
More than a third of EU SMEs have at least one employee working full or part time in a green
job. Most of these are in industry and manufacturing. 37% plan to have at least one green
collar employee in the next two years. This policy option would reinforce this, although the
effect might be neutralised by jobs lost due to difficulties in coping with new requirements.
Unfortunately it is impossible to quantify the number of jobs expected to be created.
Social inclusion and protection of particular groups (0)
Not applicable.
Public health (+)
Indirect positive effects can result through the overall improvement of environmental
performance of organisations, resulting in a safer and healthier environment (improvement of
air quality, reduction of human toxicity, etc.). This potential would be exploited to the
maximum under this policy option.
Overall social impact: Slightly positive (+)
Environmental Impacts
The OEF methodology ensures that all relevant environmental impact categories for an
organization are taken into account, avoiding trade-offs between important environmental
impacts; adopts a life cycle approach, ensuring that the performance throughout the value
chain is taken into consideration, thus discouraging the shifting of environmental burdens
along the value chain and directing efforts to where it most matters24. It can potentially cover
14 impact categories (climate change; ozone depletion; human toxicity - cancer effects;
human toxicity - non-cancer effects; particulate matter/respiratory inorganics; ionising
radiation; photochemical ozone formation; acidification; eutrophication – terrestrial;
eutrophication – aquatic; ecotoxicity - freshwater aquatic; land use; resource depletion water; resource depletion – mineral and fossil fuel). Thus, it has the potential to direct
improvements in the impact categories relevant for the given organisation or sector.
Through a mandatory implementation in large companies, and improvements triggered
throughout the supply chain (including in SMEs active in the EU and suppliers and consumers
in 3rd countries), the environmental improvement potential of this option is the highest.
Overall environmental impact: Very positive (+++)

24

See Annex 16
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1.4.

Integration of PEF and OEF methodologies in relevant policy instruments
(Option 4)

Economic Impacts
Functioning of the internal market and competition (++)
Currently there are several EU policy tools that involve the measurement of environmental
performance and its reporting for specific elements of performance25. The situation is similar
for products, where several voluntary and legislative instruments deal with their
environmental performance, including the Ecolabel, GPP criteria, the Energy Label and the
Ecodesign Directive. In some Member States, there are additional requirements or policies in
these areas26.
Although EU policies are complementary, a single basis for measuring and reporting
environmental performance of products and organisations would simplify the framework and
reduce fragmentation on the Single Market.
However, this result would be obtained gradually and on the medium-long term, as it involves
changes to voluntary and mandatory EU policies, which would be considered when their
revision is due. Thus, some differences might persist due to the nature of instrument used and
the rhythm of implementation.
There would be a level playing field for competition based on the environmental performance
factor is balanced due to the use of a common, reliable methodology across the Member
States.
Competitiveness, trade and investment flows (++)
By measuring environmental performance throughout the supply chain, organisations can
exploit efficiency opportunities and reduce cost risks27 where it most matters. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that savings that can be obtained are in the range of hundreds of millions28,
thus having the potential to increase competitiveness. Furthermore, non-quantifiable benefits
are also documented, including improving reputation, relationship with stakeholders,
identification of new business opportunities, product optimisation, reliable green marketing,
risk management and employee retention29.
Stakeholders also commented on the fact that they currently do not have a complete view of
the environmental impact of their supply chain and thus find it more challenging to identify

25
26
27

28

29

See Annex 17
See Annex 18
Recent analysis suggests that a 10% increase in the price of commodities such as oil, coal, wheat and
cotton corresponds to a 13% impact on earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortisation.
Most of these risks stem from the supply chain (More with Less: Scaling Sustainable Consumption and
Resource Efficiency, World Economic Forum, 2012)
400millions USD (Xerox, 2009), 25m USD (Bloomberg, 2008), 71% of energy bill in the supply chain
(Wall-Mart);in the period 2006-2010, STMicroelectronics invested about 205 M $ leading to savings
for 1.1 billion USD; calculated yearly savings potential from Material Flow Cost Accounting is 300,000
- 1 million EUR per company. The savings potential of a single material flow is up to 30% (presentation
of Paula Eskola, Motiva Oy, Finland, How to do more with less? – Standards for a resource efficient
Europe, 13.12.2011 Brussels).
See Annex 8
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areas for improvement, which indicates that there is still potential to be exploited in this
area30.
Extra-EU companies will have to comply with a single set of EU-wide requirements when
placing products or when operating on the EU market. This will have a double advantage:
reduction of administrative burdens and availability of more green products on the EU
market, especially if the international action for methodology approximation and international
cooperation will be successful.
The option delivers increased information on the environmental risks associated with
companies along their whole value chain, which will include supplies both within and outside
the EU. This may influence the investment decisions of investors and also the procurement
decisions of businesses. Investors will benefit from the more systematic assessment and
display of environmental performance by organisations, as this will allow them to better
understand and manage any risks associated with the environmental performance of
companies within their portfolio, which would contribute to improving the functioning of
capital markets31.
Operating costs and conduct of business32 (0)
This option would have costs of application, but it would reduce costs due to efficiency gains
due to the single methodology used for measuring and reporting environmental performance.
It is important to keep in mind that whenever PEF and/or OEF are used in policy instruments,
the costs for running the preparatory studies and development of specific rules are not
transferred to companies, as the criteria development process is nearly always supported by
public money (e.g. similarly to the Ecolabel development criteria).
During the pilot tests, with the use of only the OEF umbrella methodology, this average cost
was estimated for €30,190 for the first application of OEF. It is expected that through
organisational learning and by using OEFSRs and PEFCRs33, with the improvement of access
to and availability of data, and with the development of tools provided by public
administrations, industrial associations and the market, this cost would be at least halved
starting from 2014 for sectors and product groups where these developments take place34.
Based on in-house research and assuming that an LCA database is already available for use,
the cost per product could be reduced to €1,500 for a simple assessment with a limited
number of environmental indicators (3-5) and to €4000 -€10,000 per product group for a more
in-depth LCA. The type of analysis to be implemented depends on the instrument into which
PEF is integrated. It is expected that for any requirement that relates to communicating
environmental performance information to final consumers, a maximum of 3-4 indicators
would be used35.
30

31
32
33
34

35

76.1% of stakeholders agreed with the statement that "incomplete information on performance with
respect to certain environmental impacts means that not all risks/ opportunities are captured along the
value chain".
See Annex13
See Annexes 10 and 11
See the explanation of the methodologies in Annex 9
For example, it is estimated that data collection and validation typically absorbs 70-80% of the cost of
the study. By improving on this aspect only, very significant cost reductions would be obtained (Frans
Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Different options for communicating environmental information for products, BioIS/ DG Environment,
2012

16

Costs for the application of the methodology might vary sector by sector and product group
by product group, mainly depending on the complexity of supply chains, the complexity of
the product and the size of the organisation. However, OEFSRs and PEFCRs will take
sectoral and product group specificities into consideration, thus minimising the cost for all
sectors for the application of OEF and PEF.
Introducing OEF and PEF as a tool into voluntary tools such as EMAS and Ecolabel would
also bring advantages. For example, by using PEF methodology for Ecolabel criteria
development the overall quality and robustness of criteria would be automatically improved
compared to current practice, it would be easier to focus Ecolabel criteria on the most relevant
environmental aspects and it would be possible also to conceive a more dynamic EU
Ecolabel, more closely related to the environmental performances of all products instead of
only aiming at the best performing ones.
OEFSRs can be used as a means for identifying relevant environmental impacts for a sector
and can be a basis for defining sector-specific indicators. Thus, it potentially reduces the cost
of development of Sectoral Reference Documents under EMAS. For organisations, the
correspondences between OEF and EMAS Sectoral Reference documents help to avoid any
duplicate cost arising from participating in both initiatives. OEF can be used as a reference for
the environmental audit and reporting under any environmental management scheme.
This is also true for other voluntary initiatives. Efforts on the European Commission side to
integrate OEF into leading international initiatives as an accepted methodology provides the
opportunity to EU companies to use a single reference internationally, thus reducing their cost
of participating in different schemes. Participating in different schemes is typical of big
companies operating internationally36, thus this aspect is particularly important for large
enterprises operating internationally and SMEs that are in competition with them.
Impact on Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (0)
Impacts on SMEs greatly depend on the instrument into which PEF or OEF are integrated,
thus they need to be assessed when carrying out impact assessments for the individual
instruments. As a consequence, this analysis provides a general assessment of SME aspects.
Increased resource efficiency holds important economic benefits for SMEs. Currently, most
SMEs are focussing on saving energy (64%), minimising waste (62%), recycling (61%),
saving materials (57%) and water (50%). More "advanced" measures are rarer: e.g. selling
scrap material to other companies (industrial symbiosis-type measures, 24%) and using
predominantly renewable energy (11%).
By using Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), benefits can be enhanced, as they exploit potentials
in product design and throughout the value chain. SMEs that carried out LCA found the
following tangible benefits37:




36

37

reduced operating costs via the supply chain,
coordination of transports to reduce the fraction of vehicles travelling with light or
empty loads;
New product introduction by considering unused raw materials as a marketable asset
rather than a cost-centered waste stream;

See company interviews in Company GHG emissions reporting – a study on methods and initiatives,
ERM/ DG Environment, 2010
Hunkeler et al. Life cycle management-report of the SETAC Working Group on LCM, Pensacola, USA,
2004
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Improved relations with authorities, and reduced disposal costs, linked with the
installation of near-zero discharge facilities, which are much easier to implement for
small scales if planned from the outset;
Favourable image to local and regional politicians which can provide loan guarantees
for promising firms without any significant operational or environmental risks;
Improved credit terms with major financial institutions;
Reduced costs to certify ISO 9001 and 14001, which also brings indirect benefits via
improved stakeholder coordination (requirements from industrial customers);
Reduced overhead by having in place an environmental management system, which
permits the SME in question to correspond to clients and supplier programmes.

These benefits are particularly important for SMEs that are active players on green markets.
According to the Flash Eurobarometer 34238, 26% of SMEs are active in green markets, with
55% of these realising more than 10% of the turnover from green activities. 52% of these
offer products and services with environmental features (e.g. organically produced, ecolabelled, with an important recycled content, eco-designed). Geographically, in Estonia
(43%), Greece (38%) and Latvia (29%) the highest proportion of SMEs selling green products
or services report that over 75% of their annual turnover is generated by these green products
or services. Regarding business across the borders, 23% of SMEs are active on the EU
markets, and a significantly lower percentage on 3rd country markets.
Only 8% of SMEs plans to become active in green markets in the future. There are relatively
more SMEs currently offering green products or services in the EU15 than in the NMS12
countries (27% vs. 23%). However, green business seems to be picking up faster in the more
recent Member States: 11% of NMS12 SMEs indicate they intend to move into green markets
in the next two years, compared with 7% in the EU15 SMEs.
For those SMEs that are active (or planning to be active) on green markets, this policy option
provides a single reference for assessing and communicating environmental performance. The
PEF tool also provides information on which are the environmental hotspots of a product,
thus on where design has to concentrate to deliver new green products.
As soon as an LCA database is available, the analysis of a single or several products would be
accessible to all size classes (€1,500/ product, see also Annex 10), considering also that the
number of products offered by a micro company would often be limited.
Even if benefits exceed the cost, SMEs might perceive initial cost of implementing a more indepth PEF approach (€4,000 – 10,000) and an OEF exercise (estimated cca €3,200 €109,000, see also Annex 11) as high. This is particularly valid for any integration of PEF or
OEF in mandatory instruments: in this case, costs per product would be higher initially, whilst
the framework conditions are not fully completed (i.e. the availability of the LCA database).
Thus support measures, such as encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces,
providing free or low-cost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for environmental
improvements remain essential elements.
Furthermore, there would be indirect impacts on SMEs that are active in supply chains, even
if the instruments focus on large installations or companies. This is due to the life cycle
approach, which means that SMEs' business clients would ask them to provide data on their
environmental performance.

38

Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
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However, it needs to be considered that this is already happening on markets. Although there
are only estimates available on the extent to which is LCA is used by companies, we know
that LCA emerged strongly in European industry already starting from the late 1980s and that
by the early 1990s European firms in many manufacturing sectors had established LCA
competences in-house and were sponsoring collaborative life cycle inventory studies 39. A
Finnish survey conducted in 20 multinational companies (thus, with many SMEs in their
supply chains) revealed that all 20 used LCA, although at varied intensities. The overall trend
is that LCA use is increasing, especially in companies, where often customised and
streamlined methods are developed40.
Therefore, support measures are important elements under any policy implemented (including
the baseline scenario).
Administrative burdens on businesses (and simplification potential) (0)
The level of administrative burden depends on the nature of the instrument in which PEF and
OEF are integrated. Impacts would therefore be assessed when carrying out individual impact
assessment for the revision of the instruments.
However, it is expected that administrative burdens would stay stable or decrease due to the
gains of using a single methodology for measuring the environmental performance of
products and organisations. These benefits would appear gradually and be fully realised on
the medium- long term, in the rhythm that PEF and OEF is included in other policy
instruments. Therefore, temporarily it is possible that the administrative burden would be
increased on the medium term, while different requirements co-exist due to the rhythm of
review.
Public Authorities (burden for PA and simplification potential) (+)
This option provides opportunities for increasing efficiency, streamlining enforcement and
reducing costs of implementation to PAs due to the use of a single methodology and
associated data as a basis for several instruments. On the other hand, PAs would need to
create/adapt their technical capacity for the application of the PEF and OEF methodologies
and bear the cost of reorganising the structures serving the current framework according to
changes in EU policies. The extent of these gains and burdens depends on the policy
instrument, therefore they need to be considered in specific IAs.
Capacity for implementation might vary between Member States and regions. It is expected
that countries entirely covered by the Convergence objective under Regional Policy (Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) have less capacity for takeup of such initiatives. The situation would be similar for regions covered by the same
objective41. In these cases measures for capacity building would need to be foreseen either
directly through the policy or through the relevant funding stream of the Structural Funds.
To complete the picture, the number of ISO 14001 certifications, EMAS registered
organisations, EU Ecolabel licenses, the number of environmental infringement cases per
million inhabitants; and the strength of transposition of EU law were examined. According to
this analysis, the following countries are in the top ten on more than one indicator: Austria,
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40
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Frans Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Use of life cycle assessment (LCA) in global companies, Finnish Environment Institute, 2010
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/how/coverage/index_en.cfm
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Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the
UK42. In these Member States it is expected that implementation capacity would be higher.
Innovation and research (++)
The integration of PEF and OEF into existing instruments would introduce the possibility of
product group and sector-based benchmarking and tracking of environmental improvements
for a product or organisation and would give visibility to this information. The introduction of
the methodologies in mandatory instruments would provide the critical mass of participants
that would increase competition based on environmental performance, thus also the drive for
innovation and its application. Thus, also the potential for innovation depends greatly on the
instrument used and needs to be looked at when impact assessing changes to these
instruments.
Depending on the success of coupling incentives to performance improvement and good
performance at EU (reputational), international (agreements with leading initiatives) and MS
level (economic, reputational and administrative incentives), this policy option would drive
performance improvement43, thus also triggering increased take-up of environmental solutions
and innovation. Whilst the PEF has the highest potential to trigger product innovation mainly
in the design phase (Design for Environment), OEF has more the potential of triggering
process innovation and the adoption of eco-technologies44.
Consumers and households (+)
The OEF component of the option wouldn't have any impacts on consumers and households.
The PEF element would lead to the increasing availability of environmental information on
products, enabling consumers to take informed decisions and improve households'
environmental performance. The effect on the prices of products is expected to be mixed,
depending on the share of green products on the market, the extent to which the information is
going to be available and the complexity of the product. There is some evidence that shows
that products with improved environmental performance are not necessarily priced higher
than other products with the same functionality and characteristics. Often improved
environmental performance goes hand in hand with production cost savings45.
Overall economic impact: Neutral (0)
Social Impacts
Employment and labour markets (++)
It is estimated that the total number of people working in eco-industries is around 3,4 million
which represents around 1% of the total workforce, and that the eco-industries have a
turnover of around EUR 550 million. There is broad consensus that the global market could
almost double, with the average estimate for 2020 being around EUR 2 trillion a year46.
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The ISO Survey, ISO, 2004; EMAS statistics, 30/06/2012; Eurostat Ecolabel data, 2010;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/statistics.htm
Incentives driving the environmental performance of companies, Ecorys/ DG Environment, 2012
See Annex14 (environmental monitoring and innovation)
University of Cambridge and Cranfield University (2009) Towards a sustainable industrial system
The number of Jobs dependent on the Environment and Resource Efficiency, Ecorys/ DG Environment,
2012
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These figures only represent job potential related to products designed to improve the
environment (e.g. water treatment, recycling). Thus, they don't take into account the
enormous potential related to products that have an indirect positive impact on the
environment (e.g. a coffee machine that is designed to make good coffee, but is highly energy
efficient – henceforth, products with green features). It is expected that the markets of these
products would gradually expand on the medium and long-term. The bulk of potential for
new jobs lies in the growing market for products with green features. However, there are
no figures available on the potential of these markets to create new jobs, therefore ecoindustries are used as a proxy.
This policy option would contribute to this growth. As explained in the section on innovation,
this policy option might lead to an increase in green jobs due to an increased request for the
products of eco-industries both in the EU and internationally.
A slighter, but positive effect is expected in public administrations (LCA experts). Some
increase might also be triggered in private companies (LCA experts), research institutions
specialised in LCA and consultancy services.
More than a third of EU SMEs have at least one employee working full or part time in a green
job. Most of these are in industry and manufacturing. 37% plan to have at least one green
collar employee in the next two years. This policy option would reinforce this.
Due to lack of data, it is impossible to quantify the number of jobs expected to be created.
Social inclusion and protection of particular groups (0)
This option will increase in the medium-long term the general level of consumer protection in
the EU through the existence of a common, reliable basis for assessing the environmental
performance of products. The wider availability of information would provide access to green
products for a wider array of social groups, simply by enabling green choices among the
baskets usually bought. The potential however depends on the instrument in which PEF or
OEF are implemented, therefore it is fair to consider the impact neutral in the short term.
Public health (+)
Indirect positive effects can result through the overall improvement of environmental
performance of organisations, resulting in a safer and healthier environment (improvement of
air quality, reduction of human toxicity, etc.). The effect depends on the nature of the
instrument and would need to be assessed on a case by case basis.
Overall social impact: Slightly positive (+)
Environmental Impacts
The added value in tackling environmental impacts based on PEF and OEF would need to be
assessed individually when revising the relevant instruments.
Many current EU policy instruments relevant for reporting are focusing on specific
environmental aspects (e.g. hazardous waste or emission of specific GHGs), and on direct
emissions at installation level. Product instruments are also targeted in nature and scope
(energy efficiency in the use phase, identifying top performing products from a life cycle
perspective, recommending minimum standards for access to public procurement).
The OEF and PEF methodologies ensure that all relevant environmental impact categories for
an organization or product are taken into account, avoiding trade-offs between important
environmental impacts; adopt a life cycle approach, ensuring that the performance throughout
21

the value chain is taken into consideration, thus discouraging the shifting of environmental
burdens along the value chain and directing efforts to where it most matters47.
In the case of the voluntary instrument EMAS, which already encourages taking direct and
indirect aspects into account, OEFSRs can support the creation of Sectoral Reference
Documents by indicating relevant environmental impacts in a sector and can help define
relevant indicators. It also has potential of being used as a reporting instrument for the
environmental statement. These elements would enhance improvement opportunities. Due to
the nature of the instrument, implementation might be diverse, thus the potential is difficult to
gauge exactly.
The situation is similar for product instruments such as Ecolabel, GPP and Ecodesign: PEF
and PEFCRs can be included in the criteria development process, thus enhancing the
environmental potential of the initiatives.
Overall environmental impact: Positive (++)

1.5.

Recommending the application of PEF and OEF on a voluntary basis (Option 5)

Economic Impacts
Functioning of the internal market and competition (++)
The Recommendation tool reinforces the effect on reducing fragmentation and levelling the
playing field on the Single Market by promoting the use of the common methodologies in
Member States and organisations. However, due to the voluntary nature of this "soft law"
instrument, certain positive effects are expected to be limited compared to the mandatory
options and depend greatly on Member State take-up..
Another determining factor is the success of agreements with private initiatives on the use of
the methodologies. There are indications already that an EU initiative has important leverage:
for example the Sustainability Consortium48, the leading US private initiative on product
environmental performance, aims to be in line with the PEF approach at the request of its
membership; CDP, the leading greenhouse gas reporting initiative, which is also enlarging its
activities on other environmental aspects, is signalling deep interest for the OEF
developments; the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) highlighted life cycle assessment as a
topic to examine for its revision of the guidelines and will discuss this issue in the upcoming
period 2013-14)49.
Competitiveness, trade and investment flows (+)
Effects depend greatly on the take-up of methodologies in MS schemes and organisations/
products.
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It can potentially cover 14 impact categories (climate change; ozone depletion; human toxicity - cancer
effects; human toxicity - non-cancer effects; particulate matter/respiratory inorganics; ionising
radiation; photochemical ozone formation; acidification; eutrophication – terrestrial; eutrophication –
aquatic; ecotoxicity - freshwater aquatic; land use; resource depletion - water; resource depletion –
mineral and fossil fuel). Thus, it has the potential to direct improvements in the impact categories
relevant for the given organization, sector or product group. See Annex 16
http://www.sustainabilityconsortium.org/
GRI G4 development – First public comment period, Full survey report, 2012
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By measuring environmental performance throughout the supply chain, organisations can
exploit efficiency opportunities and reduce cost risks50 where it most matters. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that savings that can be obtained are in the range of hundreds of millions51,
thus having the potential to increase competitiveness. Furthermore, non-quantifiable benefits
are also documented, including improving reputation, relationship with stakeholders,
identification of new business opportunities, product optimisation, reliable green marketing,
risk management and employee retention52.
Stakeholders also commented on the fact that they currently do not have a complete view of
the environmental impact of their supply chain and thus find it more challenging to identify
areas for improvement, which indicates that there is still potential to be exploited in this
area53.
The impact on trade is expected to be limited due also to the voluntary nature of the
instrument. However, the application of a common methodology in several EU MS is
expected to have a positive impact on the transparency of the markets, and efforts in the
international arena for methodology approximation and cooperation would reinforce this
positive effect and reduce costs for enterprises that are active on international markets.
The improvement in allocation of capital is also expected to be limited by the voluntary
nature of the instrument, as the availability of the necessary information to the financial
community would be more limited.
Operating costs and conduct of business54 (+)
This option would reduce costs due to efficiency gains due to the single methodology used for
measuring and reporting environmental performance in several Member States and initiatives.
The voluntary nature of the initiative gives flexibility to organisations to decide on the use of
the methodology.
During the pilot tests, with the use of only the OEF umbrella methodology, this average cost
was estimated for €30,190.
The cost depends on the complexity of the product and its supply chain. In this case as well it
is expected that costs would be significantly reduced in the future through further
development of the methodology, improvement of data availability
It is expected that by using OEFSRs and PEFCRs, with the improvement of access to and
availability of data and with the development of tools provided by public administrations,
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Recent analysis suggests that a 10% increase in the price of commodities such as oil, coal, wheat and
cotton corresponds to a 13% impact on earnings before interest, tax, depreciation and amortisation.
Most of these risks stem from the supply chain (More with Less: Scaling Sustainable Consumption and
Resource Efficiency, World Economic Forum, 2012)
400millions USD (Xerox, 2009), 25m USD (Bloomberg, 2008), 71% of energy bill in the supply chain
(Wall-Mart);in the period 2006-2010, STMicroelectronics invested about 205 M $ leading to savings
for 1.1 billion USD; calculated yearly savings potential from Material Flow Cost Accounting is 300,000
- 1 million EUR per company. The savings potential of a single material flow is up to 30% (presentation
of Paula Eskola, Motiva Oy, Finland, How to do more with less? – Standards for a resource efficient
Europe, 13.12.2011 Brussels).
See Annex 8
76.1% of stakeholders agreed with the statement that "incomplete information on performance with
respect to certain environmental impacts means that not all risks/ opportunities are captured along the
value chain".
See Annexes 10 and 11
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industrial associations and the market, this cost would be at least halved starting from 201455.
Based on in-house research and assuming that an LCA database is already available for use,
the cost per product could be reduced to €1,500 for a simple assessment with a limited
number of environmental indicators (3-5) and to €4000 -€10,000 per product group for a more
in-depth LCA. These figures exclude cost of a potential formal external review or verification
process of the study.
Impact on Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (+)
Impacts on SMEs depend on the take-up of the methodologies in Member States (MS) and by
private initiatives. Due to the voluntary nature of the option, SMEs can benefit from the
flexibility of adhering or not to the initiative. This is particularly important for those SMEs
that are selling on national markets only and are therefore less in need of demonstrating their
environmental performance (87%56). In this case, MS take-up and the nature of the MS
measure will define impact on SMEs.
Increased resource efficiency holds important economic benefits for SMEs. Currently, most
SMEs are focussing on saving energy (64%), minimising waste (62%), recycling (61%),
saving materials (57%) and water (50%). More "advanced" measures are rarer: e.g. selling
scrap material to other companies (industrial symbiosis-type measures, 24%) and using
predominantly renewable energy (11%).
By using Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), benefits can be enhanced, as they exploit potentials
in product design and throughout the value chain. SMEs that carried out LCA found the
following tangible benefits57:










reduced operating costs via the supply chain,
coordination of transports to reduce the fraction of vehicles travelling with light or
empty loads;
New product introduction by considering unused raw materials as a marketable asset
rather than a cost-centered waste stream;
Improved relations with authorities, and reduced disposal costs, linked with the
installation of near-zero discharge facilities, which are much easier to implement for
small scales if planned from the outset;
Favourable image to local and regional politicians which can provide loan guarantees
for promising firms without any significant operational or environmental risks;
Improved credit terms with major financial institutions;
Reduced costs to certify ISO 9001 and 14001, which also brings indirect benefits via
improved stakeholder coordination (requirements from industrial customers);
Reduced overhead by having in place an environmental management system, which
permits the SME in question to correspond to clients and supplier programmes.

These benefits are particularly important for SMEs that are active players on green markets.
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For example, it is estimated that data collection and validation typically absorbs 70-80% of the cost of
the study. By improving on this aspect only, very significant cost reductions would be obtained (Frans
Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle appraoches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
Hunkeler et al. Life cycle management-report of the SETAC Working Group on LCM, Pensacola, USA,
2004
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According to the Flash Eurobarometer 34258, 26% of SMEs are active in green markets, with
45% of realising less than 10% of the turnover from green activities. 52% of these offer
products and services with environmental features (e.g. organically produced, eco-labelled,
with an important recycled content, eco-designed). Geographically, in Estonia (43%), Greece
(38%) and Latvia (29%) the highest proportion of SMEs selling green products or services
report that over 75% of their annual turnover is generated by these green products or services.
Regarding business across the borders, 23% of SMEs are active on the EU markets, and a
significantly lower percentage on 3rd country markets. All these groups of SMEs can
particularly benefit from a single basis for measuring, benchmarking and communicating the
environmental performance of products or organisations. Due to the "soft" nature of the
initiative, these benefits may be weakened.
Only 8% of SMEs plans to become active in green markets in the future. There are relatively
more SMEs currently offering green products or services in the EU15 than in the NMS12
countries (27% vs. 23%). However, green business seems to be picking up faster in the more
recent Member States: 11% of NMS12 SMEs indicate they intend to move into green markets
in the next two years, compared with 7% in the EU15 SMEs.
For those SMEs that are active (or planning to be active) on green markets, this policy option
provides a single reference for assessing and communicating environmental performance. The
PEF tool also provides information on which are the environmental hotspots of a product,
thus on where design has to concentrate to deliver new green products.
As soon as an LCA database is available, the analysis of a single or several products would be
accessible to all size classes (€1,500/ product, see also Annex 10), considering also that the
number of products offered e.g. by a micro company would often be limited.
Even if benefits exceed the cost, SMEs might perceive initial cost of implementing a more indepth approach (€4,000 – 10,000) and an OEF exercise (estimated cca €3,200 - €109,000, see
also Annex 11) as high.
Thus support measures, such as encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces,
providing free or low-cost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for environmental
improvements remain essential elements.
Furthermore, there would be indirect impacts on SMEs that are active in supply chains, even
if the instruments focus on large installations or companies. This is due to the life cycle
approach, which means that SMEs' business clients would ask them to provide data on their
environmental performance.
However, it needs to be considered that this is already happening on markets. Although there
are only estimates available on the extent to which is LCA is used by companies, we know
that LCA emerged strongly in European industry already starting from the late 1980s and that
by the early 1990s European firms in many manufacturing sectors had established LCA
competences in-house and were sponsoring collaborative life cycle inventory studies59. A
Finnish survey conducted in 20 multinational companies (thus, with many SMEs in their
supply chains) revealed that all 20 used LCA, although at varied intensities. The overall trend
is that LCA use is increasing, especially in companies, where often customised and
streamlined methods are developed60.
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Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
Frans Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Use of life cycle assessment (LCA) in global companies, Finnish Environment Institute, 2010
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Therefore, it is essential to introduce/ trigger support measures, especially for micro and small
enterprises: encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces, providing free or
low-cost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for environmental improvements to
face current and future market challenges under any policy implemented (including the
baseline scenario).

Administrative burdens on businesses (and simplification potential) (0)
As this is a voluntary instrument, effect on administrative burden is neutral. Volunteering
organisations will bear the costs of applying PEF and/or OEF, and the cost of reporting and
communicating on the environmental performance of the organisation or of the product (see
section on operating cost), if they see business or administrative advantages in doing so.
Public Authorities (burden for PA and simplification potential) (+)
PAs would have the flexibility of inserting the use of the methodologies into their policy mix
according to their priorities and readiness. This flexibility might be particularly important for
MS that have developed less capacity in the environmental area. PAs would need to create the
technical capacity for the application of the methodologies (eventually including certification
and controls), but would realise the benefits of streamlining their toolbox of policies related to
the environmental performance of products and organisations.
Capacities for implementation might vary between Member States and regions. It is expected
that countries entirely covered by the Convergence objective under Regional Policy (Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovenia) have less capacity for takeup of such initiatives. The situation would be similar for regions covered by the same
objective61.
To complete the picture, the number of ISO 14001 certifications, EMAS registered
organisations, EU Ecolabel licenses, the number of environmental infringement cases per
million inhabitants; and the strength of transposition of EU law were examined. According to
this analysis, the following countries are in the top ten on more than one indicator: Austria,
Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the
UK62. In these Member States it is expected that implementation capacity would be higher.
Innovation and research (++)
The application of PEF and OEF would introduce the possibility of sector-based
benchmarking and tracking of environmental improvements in an organisation and would
give visibility to this information. Depending on the success of coupling incentives to
performance improvement and good performance at EU (reputational), international
(agreements with leading initiatives) and MS level (economic, reputational and administrative
incentives) would drive performance improvement63, thus also triggering increased take-up of
environmental solutions and innovation. Whilst the PEF has the highest potential to trigger
product innovation mainly in the design phase (Design for Environment), OEF has more the
potential of triggering process innovation and the adoption of eco-technologies64.
61
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/how/coverage/index_en.cfm
The ISO Survey, ISO, 2004; EMAS statistics, 30/06/2012; Eurostat Ecolabel data, 2010;
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/statistics.htm
Incentives driving the environmental performance of companies, Ecorys/ DG Environment, 2012
See Annex 15
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Consumers and households (+)
The OEF component of the option wouldn't have any impacts on consumers and households.
The PEF element would lead to the increasing availability of environmental information on
products, enabling consumers to take informed decisions and improve households'
environmental performance. The effect depends on the level of take-up of PEF in Member
State initiatives and private initiatives.
The effect on the prices of products is expected to be mixed, depending on the share of green
products on the market, the extent to which the information is going to be available and the
complexity of the product65.
Overall economic impact: Slightly positive (+)
Social Impacts
Employment and labour markets (++)
It is estimated that the total number of people working in eco-industries is around 3,4 million
which represents around 1% of the total workforce, and that the eco-industries have a
turnover of around EUR 550 million. There is broad consensus that the global market could
almost double, with the average estimate for 2020 being around EUR 2 trillion a year66.
These figures only represent job potential related to products designed to improve the
environment (e.g. water treatment, recycling). Thus, they don't take into account the
enormous potential related to products that have an indirect positive impact on the
environment (e.g. a coffee machine that is designed to make good coffee, but is highly energy
efficient – henceforth, products with green features). It is expected that the markets of these
products would gradually expand on the medium and long-term. The bulk of potential for
new jobs lies in the growing market for products with green features. However, there are
no figures available on the potential of these markets to create new jobs, therefore ecoindustries are used as a proxy.
This policy option would contribute to this growth. As explained in the section on innovation,
this policy option might lead to an increase in green jobs due to an increased request for the
products of eco-industries both in the EU and internationally.
A slighter, but positive effect is expected in public administrations (LCA experts). Some
increase might also be triggered in private companies (LCA experts), research institutions
specialised in LCA and consultancy services.
More than a third of EU SMEs have at least one employee working full or part time in a green
job. Most of these are in industry and manufacturing. 37% plan to have at least one green
collar employee in the next two years. This policy option would reinforce this. The extent of
this reinforcement depends on the take-up of the methodologies in MS and private initiatives.
PEF could potentially promote green job skills, especially if its use results in greater demand
and uptake of green products, resulting in increased competition for green products. In order
to comply with the information requirements, employees internally in companies along the
65
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According to experiences of more widely introduced labels, such as the introduction of carbon labelling
in one of the big retailers, this doesn't necessarily affect the prices and accessibility of products to
consumers –in this particular case low-carbon baskets were more economical than their higher carbon
counterpart. On the other hand, in some Ecolabel product groups, labelled products cost more than nonlabelled products.
The number of Jobs dependent on the Environment and Resource Efficiency, Ecorys /DG Environment
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value chain would achieve a better understanding of product related environmental issues. If
producers need external assistance or third party reviewing in order to comply, this would
benefit environmental consultancy firms.
Unfortunately it is impossible to quantify the number of jobs expected to be created.
Social inclusion and protection of particular groups (0)
This option will increase the general level of consumer protection in the EU through the
existence of a common, reliable basis for assessing the environmental performance of
products. The wider availability of information would provide access to green products for a
wider array of social groups, simply by enabling green choices among the baskets usually
bought. However, the effect would depend on the take-up of PEF and OEF in Member States
and companies, and it is likely that at least in the first years of implementation, the effect
would only be slight.
Public health (+)
Indirect positive effects can result through the overall improvement of environmental
performance of organisations, resulting in a safer and healthier environment (improvement of
air quality, reduction of human toxicity, etc.).
Overall social impact: Slightly positive (+)
Environmental Impacts
According to the UK impact assessment on company reporting, a newly reporting
organisation which has started to monitor its energy related CO2 emissions will experience a
2% reduction in energy related CO2 emissions . For PEF, it is estimated that up to 5% - 30%
reductions in environmental impacts could be generally achieved for products. The actual
reductions would depend on individual products and would vary depending on environmental
impact category. Tools such as PEF will contribute to achieving these reduction potentials,
but it is doubtful that PEF is able to achieve the full potential on its own.
The OEF and PEF methodologies ensure that all relevant environmental impact categories for
an organisation or product are taken into account, avoiding trade-offs between important
environmental impacts. They adopt a life cycle approach, ensuring that the performance
throughout the value chain is taken into consideration, thus discouraging the shifting of
environmental burdens along the value chain and directing efforts in a targeted way to most
important environmental impacts and most important life cycle stages . Although it is not
possible to quantify the benefits, it can be safely assumed that greater improvements on a
wider range of environmental indicators and throughout the value chain would occur. The
intensity of these improvements is limited by the voluntary nature of the instrument.
Overall environmental impact: Positive (++)
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2.

THE SME TEST

Impacts on SMEs have been taken duly into account when evaluating the economic impact of
each policy option (see Annex 1). The table below presents the most relevant extracts of the
evaluation of the impacts on SMEs of the preferred option.


The preferred option is Option 5 - Recommending the application of PEF and OEF on
a voluntary basis

(1) Consultation Stakeholder consultation
In average, 8 SMEs filled out the public consultation questionnaire.
with SME
representatives Furthermore, the answers of one SME umbrella organisation are clearly
identifiable. UEAPME represents over 12 million enterprises with nearly
55 million employees through 83 member organisations. See a synthesis of
SME aspects in the consultation in Annex 7.
Other consultations with SME organisations
UEAPME participated in the regular meetings of the Integrated Product
Policy/Sustainable Consumption and Production group where the
objectives, the content and the process of the initiative were presented and
discussed in the period 2011-2012.
DG ENV organised bilateral meetings with UEAPME members to discuss
more in details specific aspects of the initiative.
UEAPME was invited to provide comments to PEF and OEF
methodologies along with other business organisations in the framework
of the invited stakeholder meeting on the draft technical guides on product
and organisations' environmental footprint, which took place on 29-30
November 2011.
Furthermore, the policy options were also discussed at the High-Level
Meeting on SMEs and Green Opportunities, organised jointly by DG
Enterprise and DG Environment on 29/6/2012. A technical meeting was
offered to SME representatives to further discuss the OEF and PEF
methodologies, which is planned for September 2012.
Impacts on SMEs depend on the take-up of the methodologies in MS and
by private initiatives. Due to the voluntary nature of the option, SMEs can
benefit from the flexibility of adhering or not to the initiative. The use of
the methodologies is particularly important for SMEs that are active on
green markets or plan to do so; and those who are present on international
green markets.
Furthermore, there would be indirect impacts on SMEs that are active in
supply chains, even if the instruments focus on large installations or
companies. This is due to the life cycle approach, which means that SMEs'
business clients would ask them to provide data on their environmental
performance. See Annex 1, chapter 1.8.
The analysis was carried out in a proportionately to the voluntary nature of
(3)
Measurement of the initiative.
Increased resource efficiency holds important economic benefits for
the impact on
SMEs. By using Life Cycle Assessment (LCA), benefits can be enhanced,
SMEs
as they exploit potentials in product design and throughout the value chain.
(2) Preliminary
assessment of
businesses likely
to be affected
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SMEs that carried out LCA found tangible benefits.
As soon as an LCA database is available, the analysis of a single or several
products would be accessible to all size classes (€1,500/ product, see also
Annex 10, considering also that the number of products offered e.g. by a
micro company would often be limited.
Even if benefits exceed the cost, SMEs might perceive initial cost of
implementing a more in-depth approach (€4,000 – 10,000) and an OEF
exercise (estimated c.a. €3,200 - €5,900, see also Annex 11) as high. See
Annex 1 chapter 1.8.
(4) Assess
alternative
options and
mitigating
measures

The preferred option was chosen taking into account SME impact as an
important element. The following specific needs were identified and
integrated into the actions to be carried out under the preferred option:
support measures for SMEs for the application of PEF and OEF, such as
encouraging the development of simple tools and interfaces, providing free
or low-cost expertise and unlocking finance opportunities for
environmental improvements.

Relevant results of the 2012 Eurobarometer survey 342 n SMEs, Resource Efficiency and
Green Markets
SMEs are also affected as independent economic actors of the Green Economy. The results
from a recent Eurobarometer survey (published end of March 2012) indicate that 26% of
SMEs in the EU already offer green products or services as compared to 30% in the US. In
the EU, further 8% of the SMEs intend to enter into the green markets in the next 2 years.
However, the SMEs planning to do so are affected by lack of financial support as well as lack
of information and expertise to identify potential markets and customers for their products
and services. Therefore, these SMEs are trapped in their domestic market and are unable to
take advantage of the Single Market as well as of emerging markets opportunities. Moreover,
on the cost saving side, 93% of EU SMEs are already taking action in order to be more
resource efficient, always according to the Flash Eurobarometer 342: SMEs are currently
most likely to save energy (64%), minimise their waste (62%) and recycle (61%) in order to
save resources. Half or more of SMEs also opt for saving materials (57%) and water (50%). A
third of SMEs in the EU (33%) make efforts to improve resource efficiency because it is one
of their top priorities. Moreover, 35% of SMEs in the EU indicate that measures to improve
resource efficiency have reduced the production costs while 27% report that their production
costs have increased. No impact is experienced in 27% of companies. Unfortunately, 43% of
SMEs in the EU report that they receive external support in relation to their environmental
actions. Support from the private sector (24%) is more widespread among SMEs in the EU
than public support (9%). In the EU, one SME in ten receives EU support while such support
is much more common among large companies (25%). Likewise, only 11% of SMEs in the
EU have ever bid for a public procurement tender that included environmental requirements,
which is seen as implying additional administrative burden.
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3.

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE

3.1.

Use of green claims and greenwashing

A 2009 study carried out by the Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies67, analyzing the
dissemination and characteristics of green advertisings in Italian newspapers between 2007
and the first half of 2008, found that out of 13,490 advertisements in the sample 1,314 were
messages with an explicit environmental content, equal to 9.8% of the total. The survey
showed an increase of 3% compared to what reported in a previous survey in 2001.
The 2010 DEFRA Assessment Report on Green Claims in Marketing shows that in the UK
green claims have been subject to a notable and rapid growth in their number between 2006
and 2007/8 (during which time they roughly tripled in number), although they have since
fallen back, coinciding with the worsening economic cycle.
Figure 23.1 Number of green claims per quarter – 2006-2009.

Source: DEFRA 2010
The results of the above mentioned studies clearly show an increase in the use of green claims
in advertising in the last decade. More in detail, if we consider the share of green
advertisements in relation to total advertisements in the EU Member States where such
studies were carried out, this varies from a 1% to 10% depending on the country and the
different media considered (the percentage is higher in press advertising).
In the marketing literature, one of the most important stream of research refers to the
assessment of the content and of the “substantiality” of the green claims. In particular, in
1993, Carlson et al. carried out an analysis focused on the content of green ads, classifying
them according to their credibility and reliability68. The analysis showed that green ads
relating to corporate image are most numerous, but they are also the most vague and
sometimes ambiguous, while those relating to an environmental issue or to the production
process were deemed as more reliable.
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M. Frey, F. Testa, F. Iraldo, S. Tessitore, (2011), La pubblicità ambientale quale strumento di
comunicazione per l’eco-consumatore, Finanza, Marketing e Produzione vol.1/2011, pp. 34-61
Carlson L, Stephen JG, Kangun AN. 1993. Content Analysis of Environmental Advertising Claims: A
Matrix Method Approach, Journal of Advertising 22: 27-39
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The level of “misleadingness” of environmental claim was the focus of another strand of
research which analyzed the validity and deceptiveness of environmental advertisements
(Kangun et al., 1991; Karna et al., 200169). For instance, Kangun et al., (1991) classified
green claims into four categories according to the level of reliability: ambiguous, omissive,
false/lying and acceptable.
Another important stream of research dealt with the degree of environmental friendliness
embodied in green ads. For instance, Banerjee et al. (1995)70 analyzed the structure of 268
environmental ads that appeared in the press and on television. The analysis showed that
there are substantial differences between advertising campaigns in the press and on television,
but, most of all, it shows a general superficiality of green advertising (mostly focused on
promoting the image of a company) and a significant use of vague terminology (recyclable,
biodegradable, etc.) in case of products promotion. More recently, a similar approach was
used by researchers to analyze the level of environmental information included in the ads.
Wagner and Hanson (2002) and Grillo et al (2008)71, for example, focusing on wood
products, evaluated the green ads according to five main criteria: environmental acceptability
of the message; consumer benefits, environmental value that an advertisement is seeking to
promote or suggest; the manner of persuasion employed in an environmental advertisement
and the physical layout of the advertisement itself (graphics, colors, backgrounds, headlines,
and logos). Similarly, Leonidou at al. (2011) used five scales of analysis: advertiser’s profile;
targeting features, message aspects, copy characteristics and situation points. Their analysis
revealed companies’ inclination to design messages that are more accurate and detailed the
more they are focused on specific environmental impacts.
However, despite the increasing importance of environmental marketing, consumers remain
skeptical about environmental claims made in advertisements, the so-called trust gap. A 2008
survey72 by Burst Media shows that only around 20% of the respondents say they ”always”
believe green claims made in advertisements. The remaining part is composed by skeptical
consumers, many of them declaring that they need to further investigate claims. More
precisely, 41.6% of skeptical consumers frequently or occasionally research the claims made
in green advertisements.
Furthermore, a survey by the 2011 GFK Green Gauge Report found that 39% of consumers
say business claims about the environment are not accurate. And, still, around 60% of the
2011 respondents said business and industry are not fulfilling their responsibility to the
environment.73 If we investigate the main motivations behind consumers’ skepticism toward
companies green claims, we find that the lack of credibility together with unclear messages
rank first.
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Kangun N, Carlson L, Grove SJ. 1991. Environmental advertising claims: a preliminary examination,
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 10: 47-58; Karna J, Juslin H, Ahonen V, Hansen EN. 2001.
Green advertising: greenwash or a true reflection of marketing strategies?, Green Management
International 33: 33-70.
Banerjee S, Gulas CS, Iyer S. 1995. Shades of Green: A Multidimensional Analysis of Environmental
Advertising. Journal of Advertising 24:. 21-31
Wagner ER, Hansen EN. 2002. Methodology for evaluating green advertising of forest products in the
United States: a content analysis, Forest Products Journal 52: 17-23.; Grillo N, Tokarczyk J, Hansen E.
2008. Green advertising developments in the US forest sector: a follow up. Forest Products Journal 58:
40-46
http://www.marketingcharts.com/interactive/consumers-recall-green-ads-but-often-skeptical-of-them4343/burst-media-green-ad-claims-believabilityjpg/
http://adage.com/article/news/survey-finds-consumer-economic-priorities-trump-environment/229915/
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According to the 2010 National Geographic Greendex online survey, that involved
approximately 1.000 consumers in each of the 17 investigated countries, both developed and
developing, when asked to what extent 10 different factors discourage them from buying
more environmentally sound products, the largest proportion across the 17 countries said the
reason is that companies make false claims about the environmental impacts of their
products.74
Figure 23.2

Source: National Geographic Greendex (2010)
In addition, according to a 2009 survey by the British Consumer Focus, 64% of consumers
found it difficult to understand claims and to know which product are better for the
environment.75
For instance, as far as one of the most relevant aspects of product sustainability is considered,
confusion and lack of clarity are believed as being significant by consumers. A 2012 study by
Greener Package76 found that consumers are increasingly frustrated by the information
provided. More in detail, 26% of the respondents reported that there isn’t enough
environmental information in companies advertising (20% in 2010), 20% reported that they
are confused by all the different environmental claims (12% in 2010), and that they don’t
know which products are best for the environment (22% vs. 17% in 2010).
Research shows that ecolabels are steadily increasing around the world. The figure below
shows the global increase in ecolabels since the 1950’s. Recent estimates suggest that there
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http://environment.nationalgeographic.com/environment/greendex/
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http://www.consumerfocus.org.uk/assets/1/files/2009/06/Green-expectations-single-page.pdf
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Synthesis of the study on environmental claims and consumers
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are over 400 existing labels for consumer products in nearly every category, and the number
is growing rapidly77.
Figure 23.3 - Ecolabels per launch year78

3.2.

Share of green products in the EU Market

To illustrate this, an example of the actual distribution of the energy performance of freezers
is provided in Figure 23.4. In 2004, the most energy efficient products (A+ and A++)
represented less than 15% of the total sales. Although, there is evidence that there is a
‘natural’ continuous product improvement over time, it has been demonstrated that product
policies such as energy labelling and financial incentives can significantly increase the share
of more efficient products on the market.79
Figure 23.4 - The sales distribution of freezers in eight
Member States according to energy efficiency label class
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Bogdan,
L.
2010.
ECO
Labels
101:
Green
Certifications
Explained.
www.inhabitat.com/2010/04/06/demystifying-eco-labels/ (accessed September 27, 2010)
www.ecolableindex.com website, accessed 01/02/2012
PSI and BIO (2010) Impacts of Innovation on the Regulatory Costs of Energy-using Product Policy
(SPMT09_045). Report produced for Defra, UK.
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Studies assessing Ecolabel and Green Public Procurement (both product policies that target
the best performing products on the market) state that the general market share of Ecolabelled
products and GPP is low.80 Even though market penetration, visibility and awareness of
Ecolabelled products are growing, they still represent a very small part of the entire market.
For comparison, there are over 250,000 large and medium sized enterprises in the EU-27
selling products and services.
Table 23.1: Evolution of the EU Ecolabel from 2001 to 201081
Indicator

2001

2005

2010

Number
of
companies 83
awarded the Ecolabel

250

~1000

Number
licences

279

1127

of

Ecolabel 95

Number of products for No statistics No statistics 24592
which
the
awarded available
available
companies
have
the
Ecolabel
Number of people who have No statistics 11%
seen/heard of or bought available
2006)
Ecolabelled products

(in 37%
2009)

(in

There is evidence that EU Ecolabel criteria are met by many more companies than actually
participate in the scheme82. The data on Ecolabel does not allow us to know exactly what
actual market uptake of products with improved environmental performance is, but all experts
would agree that there is significant potential to both increase the environmental performance
of products and their market share.
CRR estimates a market share in Europe of 2,5%83. According to Rex and Baumann84
ecolabelled food products make up a little share (up to 5%) of sales in Europe. Cronin et al.85
estimate a 1% to 4% global market share for green products and a global market share of
3,5% for organic foods. Additionally, SIPPO and FIBL86 calculated that market shares for
organic food in most MS are under 5%87.
80
81
82

83
84
85
86
87

European Commission (2008) Impact Assessment of the revision of the Ecolabel Regulation.
EU Ecolabel Work Plan for 2011 – 2015.
Adelphi Consult, IOEW, Office Heidelberg, SPRU, Sussex University and Valør & Tinge A/S (2005)
EVER: Evaluation of EMAS and Eco-label for their revision. Produced for the European Commission,
DG Environment.
http://press.kelkoo.co.uk/european-consumers-pay-46-more-for-green-retail-products.html, 2010
Beyond ecolabels: what green marketing can learn from conventional marketing, 2006
Against the Green: A Multi-Method Examination of the Barriers to Green Consumption, 2011
The Organic Market in Europe. Overview and Market Access Information, 2011
See also EC, Ecodesign preparatory studies for energy-related products; AEAT (2004), The Direct and
Indirect Benefits of the European Ecolabel; Defra (2008), Progress Report on Sustainable Products and
Materials; EC (2008), Impact Assessment of the revision of the Ecolabel Regulation
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Price is the largest barrier to buying green products, as perceived by consumers. This
implies that, in most cases, consumers lack proper incentives to be sufficiently motivated in
overcoming the price gap with respect to non-environmentally friendly products.
For example, the U.K. Department for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs in its 2007
survey of 3,600 U.K. consumers found that the price of green products is perceived as too
high and there is, therefore, a lack of incentive to buy them.88
Similarly, the 2008 survey by Planet Retail found that, for 76% of the respondents, price
remains the main deterrent refraining shoppers from buying organic products.
Equally, the 2011 Euromonitor Green Buying Survey show that, after quality, 87% of
respondents consider price a key factor when buying green products89.
Figure 23.5 - key factors when buying green products

Source: 2011 Euromonitor International Survey Green Buying
In Italy, a 2007 study by Interactive Market Research not only shows that large retail is by far
the favourite shopping channel for organic/green products in Italy, but also that consumers
consider price as the main barrier to buying such goods, followed by availability. 33% of
respondents “completely agree” with the statement that organic food is too expensive, while
other 39,9% “quite agree”,
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http://www.ssireview.org/articles/entry/cultivating_the_green_consumer/
http://blog.euromonitor.com/2012/03/quick-pulse-green-buying-an-exploration-of-greenconsumertrends.html
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Figure 23.6 - What is your favourite retailing channel?
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Source: Interactive Market Research, 2007
Figure 23.7 What is the main difficulty when buying organic food?
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Very little empirical evidence can be found in literature and from existing studies and
researches on the difference between the price of “green” and conventional products (i.e.:
with no advantage for the environment). But this evidence univocally confirms that the price
of green products in most cases is higher and, therefore, supports the fact that to overcome
this problem the consumer should be sufficiently incentivised to sustain a higher expense in
monetary terms (see also number 6 for a special focus on GPP). If we focus, for example, on
the food market, a wide and thorough market survey carried out by one of the most
outstanding Consumerist NGO in Italy reports that, by confronting the prices of traditional
food and organic food, the price of the latter is considerably higher. The different in price
varies from lower than 50% (e.g.: 41% for apples, 48% for rice) to close to 100% (e.g.: fruit
juices 81%, carrots 84%, tomato 98%, bread 99%, biscuits 106%).
Considering the decreasing purchasing power of EU citizens because of the current recession,
it is quite clear that the higher price of green products can represent a relevant barrier to the
uptake of sustainable consumption patterns.
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3.3.

Graphs on Resource Efficiency
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4.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER EU POLICIES

There is an important synergy with the Consumer Agenda that has recently been adopted by
the European Commission90. This represent the strategic vision for EU consumer policy for
the years to come which aims to maximise consumer participation and trust in the market.
Built around four main objectives the Consumer Agenda' aims to increase confidence by:
reinforcing consumer safety; enhancing knowledge; stepping up enforcement and securing
redress; aligning consumer rights and policies to changes in society and in the economy.
One of the elements of the strategy proposed in the Consumer Agenda is to stimulate Member
States action to contribute to a shift towards more sustainable patterns of consumption by
effectively and efficiently empowering consumers. Consumer demand for sustainable
products can drive growth and competition, thereby increasing the availability and
affordability of green products and rewarding businesses that provide quality goods and
services with lower environmental footprints.
In detail, some actions are foreseen to achieve sustainable growth by sustainable
consumption. For instance, to protect consumers against misleading and unfounded
environmental claims, national enforcers need further guidance to properly implement the
requirements of the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive. For this reason, the
Commission will revise the guidance on misleading environmental claims. Furthermore, the
European Commission will consider taking measures to make consumer goods more durable,
including support for repair and maintenance services and will develop harmonised
methodologies to assess the life-cycle environmental performance of products and companies
as a basis for providing reliable information to consumers. These objectives and actions are
clearly in line with the objectives and policy options set out in this report.
Another policy initiative with a connection is the Single Market Act. Among others, an
objective of the Single Market Act is to empower consumers and contribute to sustainable
development. A specific initiative, promoting the environmental footprint of products, was
foreseen to be carried out together with the Single Market Act (EC 2011).91
The objectives in this document are in line with the Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative
Innovation Union. With a view to achieve the EU 2020 objective of a smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth, the Commission intends to launch innovation partnerships in key areas
addressing major societal challenges, such as resource efficiency and environmentallyfriendly production methods (EC 2011) Tools such as PEF and OEF can be a means to point
to areas where product or process innovation is necessary or where eco-innovative solutions
can be implemented. 92
Furthermore, there are connections with the Small Business Act and the Digital Agenda: one
of the objectives of the Small Business Act is increasing SMEs’ awareness of the
opportunities of sustainable products and processes by developing on-the-ground
environmental and energy advice; and helping them grasp opportunities tied to resource

90

91

92

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic and
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. A European Consumer Agenda - Boosting
confidence and growth, COM(2012) 225 final, Brussels, 22.5.2012
Single Market Act Twelve levers to boost growth and strengthen confidence. "Working together to
create new growth" Brussels, 13.4.2011COM(2011) 206 final
Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative Innovation Union SEC(2010) 1161
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efficiency (EC 2008 & 2010).93 Similarly for the Digital Agenda: ICT offers potential for a
structural shift to less resource-intensive products and services, for energy savings in
buildings and electricity networks, as well as for more efficient and less energy consuming
intelligent transport systems (EC 2011)94.
The Communication Towards a Job-Rich Recovery95 identifies key recommendation to
Member States on the best ways to boost demand for workers and help people find jobs. One
of the recommendations concerns targeting key industries such as the green economy.
Through its potential maintain and create green jobs by stimulating the market for green
products and organisations, the two initiatives present important synergies.
On 12 October 2011, the Commission adopted proposals to reform the CAP for the period
2014-2020. These proposals aim to strengthen the competitiveness, sustainability and
permanence of agriculture throughout the EU in order to secure for European citizens a
healthy and high-quality source of food, preserve the environment and develop rural areas.
The reformed CAP will make it possible to strengthen both the economic and ecological
competitiveness of the agricultural sector, combat climate change, and sustain employment
and growth. It will thus make a decisive contribution to the Europe 2020 strategy. It will also
be in line with the production-related aim of the Communication on the Single Market for
Green Growth, i.e. improving companies' resource efficiency and competitiveness while
reducing their environmental impact.
In addition the proposal for reform of the EU public procurement rules has, among others,
the objective of facilitating the taking into account of green considerations in public
purchases. In particular it paves the way for the development of life-cycle costing
methodologies as it suggests the introduction of a life-cycle cost concept, which will
encourage public authorities to consider the full life-cycle of products in their purchasing
decisions. The proposal for reform of the public procurement rules mentions specifically that
it would not be appropriate to set general mandatory requirements for environmental, social
and innovation procurement but leaves to sector specific legislation to set mandatory
objectives and targets according to the particular policies and conditions prevailing in the
relevant sector.
The Fourth Accounting Directive already addresses the disclosure of Employee-related and
Environmental information by EU companies96. DG MARKT considered that these
provisions are not satisfactory in order to address the insufficient transparency of listed
companies in the EU. Thus, it is planning to amend the Directive to include an obligation for
large and listed companies to make a principle-based statement on their non-financial p
erformance in their annual report, which includes at least environmental, social (including
employees), human rights, anti-corruption and bribery matters. Companies can be exempted
from this requirement in case they attach a full non-financial report to the annual report.
The initiative would not prescribe the use of a methodology or give detailed guidance on what
to report on under the different non-financial performance categories. There is a clear
complementarity between this general requirement and the Organisation Environmental
Footprint, which provides a detailed methodology to assess the environmental performance of
an organisation from a life cycle perspective.
93
94
95
96

Think Small First A Small Business Act for Europe. Brussels, SEC(2008) 2101
A Digital Agenda for Europe. Annule et remplace le document COM(2010) 245 final du 19.5.2010
COM(2012) 173 final
Fourth Council Directive of 25 July 1978 on the annual accounts of certain types of companies,
78/660/EEC, Art 46 (b).
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MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE SCP/SIP ACTION PLAN – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

5.

Scope
The Sustainable Consumption and Production / Sustainable Industrial Policy Action Plan
(AP) was adopted in July 2008 with the intention of reviewing progress by 2012. Ahead of
this 2012 review the Commission is reviewing the progress of the AP by means of this midterm evaluation.
The AP contains a diverse mix of instruments and activities with the feature that unites them
being that they all relate to making production and consumption more sustainable, while
ensuring the competitiveness of the European economy. The AP does not have a specific
budget line. Rather funding for the various instruments and activities originate from a diverse
range of Commission sources, across a number of DGs (Environment, Energy, Enterprise and
Health and Consumer Policy). The AP is essentially an umbrella programme, guiding the
extension and development of other Directives and legislation, e.g. the Ecodesign Directive,
Energy Labelling Directive and the Ecolabel Regulation, as well as overarching or setting up
other voluntary and regulatory instruments, such as efforts to green public procurement and
promoting the environmental technology sector. Section 3.2 lists the instruments covered by
the AP and Annex A provides a description of the nature of each and the progress to date.
For the purposes of evaluation this makes the AP somewhat unusual, in that it is not a
'programme' but nor is it purely a strategy. The report contains a discussion of this issue and
prior to developing an intervention logic for the AP develops the following list of ways in
which the AP is intended to make the group of instruments and actions more than the sum of
their parts, i.e. how the AP is intended to add value:





Increased cooperation – Between many groups, such as between DGs, between the
Commission and MSs, between MSs and between public and private actors;
Better information and therefore policy making;
Stronger political traction / momentum; and
Improved coherence and synergy – Increased profile/ visibility, linking up supply and
consumption policies and instruments, improving scale and take up and simplification.

Methodology
Given the scope and nature of the AP described above our approach to this evaluation has had
to draw heavily on data already collected (including via evaluations) for the constituent
instruments. We have supplemented this with a combination of over 37 one to one interviews
and a questionnaire survey. The stakeholders we consulted via these routes were a
combination of Commission Officials, MS officials and other stakeholders, including a
number of industry groups. The questionnaire survey was completed by 72 respondents which
represents a response rate of 37%.
Overall Conclusions
Chapter 5 contains our conclusions against each of the evaluation questions, but the following
key points emerge:
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Strength of rationale has grown and detailed prioritisation remains a subject of (helpful)
debate - There is a clear and increasing rationale for action relating to sustainable
consumption and production and the instruments grouped under the AP do address the
majority of the issues involved. There is some inevitable (given the breadth of issues)
discussion of the prioritisation between the objectives, but apart from an under representation
of social and possibly competitiveness issues the balance appears satisfactory.
The AP has made a positive start on improving Commission policy making but there remains
more to be done - The AP has improved coordination between the DGs most involved in
SCP/SIP, this is a very useful and positive outcome but these efforts need to be maintained
and potentially widened to include other DGs. There are some instruments (see
recommendations for examples) outside the AP which could usefully be more formally
aligned with it.
Striving for consistency of approach between instruments is sound but achieving this in
practice is proving difficult - The objectives of the AP related to improving cooperation and
alignment between EU and MS instruments, e.g. between Ecolabel and MS level labelling
schemes are recognised as worthy, with some, albeit limited, progress being achieved. This
limited progress relates to a combination of the complexity of the compromises involved and
possibly a lack of resourcing.
The AP has helped present a coherent policy picture but is somewhat stuck in Brussels –
Some MSs have been helped by both the high level statement of objectives (and collation of
instruments) that the AP offers and there are some good examples of instrument specific
progress in MSs. However the AP is more influential on Commission policy making than MS
policy making.
The AP and its instruments lack targets and data, making evaluation difficult - The lack of
firm targets for the AP and for most of the instruments it covers is a weakness. This,
combined with a lack of data, has made quantified evaluation difficult. Monitoring requires a
combination of high level indicators and instrument specific outputs.
The breadth of issues involved in this area make it a true cross DG activity - Overall control
of the AP and its instruments under one DG would simplify implementation, however the
fundamental issues involved are genuinely cross DG so this approach (which would
inevitably exclude the non lead DGs to a certain extent) would not be recommended.
Satisfactory progress in adding value – The AP has helped its constituent instruments become
more than the sum of their parts, but there remains significant scope (and need) for more. The
following table summarises progress on this issue.
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Table 5.1 Effectiveness of the AP against added value objectives
Added Value Objective of the AP
Score / Comment
-1 (negative), 0 (neutral), 1 (slight positive),
2 (clear positive).
Increased cooperation
1
Clear evidence of improved links between
DGs. MSs utilised AP in policy making,
presentation and justification.
Better information and policy
1
A number of studies to inform policy making
making
have been completed.
Better policies should result, given time.
Stronger political traction /
0/1
Maintained profile and some evidence of the
momentum
AP helping put SCP/ SIP issues on the
political agenda but no strong opinions or
evidence.
Improved coherence / synergy –
0
Some positive evidence of the AP being used
Profile
by MSs to justify and present policies, but
arguably a lack of AP visibility beyond
Brussels and no clearer increase in the profile
of the instruments.
Improved coherence / synergy –
0/1
Some progress on achieving this, for example
Linking up supply and
the proposed energy efficiency directive
consumption
includes provisions on energy efficiency
procurement, some MSs have adopted formal
green public procurement procedures and the
recast of the Energy Labelling directive
includes public procurement targets, but
more could be done, for example the energy
efficiency directive does not include
provisions on green procurement
Improved coherence / synergy –
0
No clear evidence of increased take up of the
Scale / take up
instruments.
Some
environmental
considerations for Ecodesign being picked-up
by other instruments. Trends in take-up of
other instruments broadly similar to pre-AP.
Improved coherence / synergy –
Simplification

0/1
Work to simplify EMAS and Ecolabel
procedures completed (though with no
positive impact apparent yet, partly because
the implementation process in the Member
States is still ongoing and partly because the
EU decision process for additional guidance
documents is still ongoing), process of
considering common LCA methodologies is
44

underway. Work to develop Ecolabel and
GPP criteria together started in early 2011, so
no results yet available.
Work with IPTS/JRC started in 2009, with
more done in 2010, with results beginning to
flow.
Faster progress is needed and there are opportunities to address this - From a review of high
level indicators, it appears that the rate of improvement in a selection of key issues is slow
and mixed between MSs (though the most recent data only covers part of the AP's life).
Therefore there is a case for more ambitious policy instruments to increase the rate of positive
change in this area. The development of the Resource Efficiency initiative offers the
opportunity to address this.
Recommendations
Based on the conclusions reached above we offer the following recommendations, grouped
under the sub headings of Strategic and Instrument Specific:
Strategic Recommendations:
 There is a need for more ambitious and effective policy in this area - The
importance of resource efficiency is increasing, driven by increasing resource cost and
scarcity, the need to address the negative environmental consequences of consumption
(including global warming) and the need for the European economy to differentiate
itself on innovation and added value, with eco innovation being an approach well
suited to this. The high level indicators on resource efficiency are proving difficult to
move in the correct direction. This indicates a need for increased activity and effort in
the areas of activity covered by the AP;
 The opportunity now exists to modify policy activity and to consider ways it
could be made more ambitious:
 Although cooperation between the DGs has been significantly improved by the AP
there is a need to keep working on this. The development of the Resource
Efficiency flagship offers a good opportunity to discuss the areas of friction
between the DGs and how these can be overcome;
 The strategic grouping that the AP offers to the instruments underneath it is
valuable and useful. This benefit should be clearly recognised and efforts made to
enhance it.
 Separate out the high level policy objectives of the AP, potentially using the
Resource Efficiency initiative - The scope of the AP is necessarily broad, though the
current nature of the AP, combining strategic objectives with operational targets,
makes for a cumbersome policy approach. To address this we suggest separating out
the high level strategic objectives into a high level, cross DG statement (the current
Resource Efficiency Initiative could be used for this) and creating a roadmap and
multiple action plans beneath it. The high level statement of objectives would allow a
number of currently under represented areas to be addressed, such as the desire to
more fully consider social issues and consumer behaviour.
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The high level policy statement should include the following aspects:
 Include the long term objective of reducing consumption, though accepting that
this is a sensitive issue, which requires further research and will be a difficult
objective to achieve;
 Include high level targets for resource efficiency and links to the targets in other
high level policies – such as for energy efficiency, waste generation,
competitiveness, integrated product policy, sustainable development and social
inclusion;
 Consider the adoption of MS specific 'shares' of this target - in the same way as
the renewable energy target has been shared among MSs;
 A set of common principles for the Action Plans to follow, including a statement
that common methodologies are the ideal and should be adopted where possible
and practical;
 A clear progression from voluntary to mandatory – state that the assumed policy
progression is to start with voluntary measures but move towards mandatory
actions if targets are not met within clear deadlines;
 Retain the aim of consistent methodologies, within limits - Retain and clarify the
objectives of enhancing synergy and coherence between policies and instruments
in this area, including the desire to see common procedures and processes, for
example on LCA. However it should also be made clear that entirely common
procedures should not be pursued if they cause excessive complexity and delays.
This potential problem should be recognised and the benefits and workload
involved in adopting common procedures should be assessed as part of the process
of investigating and developing them;
 Improve the coverage of social issues, but only via high level alignment - It is
reasonable to consider where the AP and its constituent instruments (or any future
equivalent / successor) could be modified to better recognise and address the social
issues that are comparatively less covered than the economic and environmental
issues. For example the ecolabelling and GPP criteria could be expanded to
consider the quality of the employment rights for those involved in the
manufacture of the products, in a similar way to 'fair trade' criteria. However given
the large scale and high importance, and difficulty, of addressing the
environmental and economic challenges, and the existence of labour protection
legislation in the EU, we would recommend that social challenges are recognised
at high level but are not yet pursued via this route in a detailed way.
The roadmap and Action Plans should include the following aspects:
 Additional actions on consumer behaviour and awareness, beyond retailer driven
activity, ideally utilising successful existing MS and private sector schemes,
particularly those in labelling;
 A framework for MS activity, to allow for those more advanced in this issue to
continue to push the edges of best practice in this area while providing a basis for
the less advanced MSs to develop a credible and effective programme;
 The Action Plans should identify a suite of 'accompanying measures' which should
be a combination of existing activity such as the Competitiveness and Innovation
Programme, Life+ and Interreg and new activity aimed at increasing consumer
awareness and changing consumer behaviour;
 Allow alignment with / adoption of existing initiatives - The Action Plans should
allow for alignment with / integration of existing sector and MS led instruments.
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For example, this could take the form of EU validation / approval of existing
labelling schemes, in a similar way to which the proposed changes to the EMAS
scheme allow recognition of MS environmental management schemes.
Instrument Specific Recommendations
Although our recommendations are limited by the amount of material we have been able to
gather on each instrument within the time and budget constraints, there are a number of
instrument specific suggestions that have emerged from our work. Some of these should be
treated with caution, particularly where they rely on stakeholder opinions, as we have not
taken a large sample of views on all instruments:








The current studies and evaluations into the use of common methodologies should be
used (or expanded) to assess the practicality of the concept at a fundamental level –
Despite a recognition of the potential efficiency and consistency benefits these studies
may indicate that precise methodological alignment results in procedures which are
too long and complex, bearing in mind that many stakeholders already view the
process as too complex. If this is the case a potential compromise would be to agree on
common high level objectives and aims but allow for different detailed procedures.
This would run the risk of real (or apparent) contradictions stemming from the fact
that the prime focus of instruments is different. However these risks should be
recognised and accepted. The studies should also be able to investigate if more staff
resource would enable a workable methodology to be developed, or if there is a risk of
chasing an unobtainable compromise;
Firm outputs data is missing for the majority of the instruments – the current (and
planned) evaluations should be collated. There are a significant number of instrument
specific evaluations currently underway, for which the Commission should request
output and result data as well as consideration of any marginal benefit of AP inclusion
/ alignment. These results should be collated. We have attempted to collate what
information is available but there are a number of gaps in this;
Some strong (if isolated) criticism of the Retail Forum - The Retail Forum received
some (albeit isolated) criticism and its evaluation should carefully consider its
objectives and effectiveness and whether other methods to influence consumer
behaviour might be more effective instead (or in addition);
The Ecolabel and EMAS appear to be low impact and if they are to achieve significant
growth they may need to be radically reassessed, though EMAS is starting to address
this – The Ecolabel scheme although useful and well regarded by some, appears to be
suffering from low awareness and low uptake. This appears to relate to a combination
of multiple competing sectoral and MS labelling schemes as well as a perception of
overly complex criteria. The main options for its future appear to be either to stay as a
small, niche label or to radically alter its criteria and nature, possibly by seeking to set
principles to which sector and MS specific labelling schemes could adhere. EMAS
appears to have similar problems to the Ecolabel, with low take up and a perception of
complexity. The perceived 'low impact' is inherent to the voluntary nature of
instruments as EMAS and the lack of proper incentives in many Member States.
Solutions can be found in either an obligation for companies to have a certified
Environmental Management System (like e.g. in Norway) or in the creation of proper
(financial or regulatory) incentives in the Member States. The latest revision of the
EMAS regulation allows MSs to ask for recognition of existing environmental
management systems as complying with EMAS this appears a sound first step to
increasing uptake by association;
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The AP has done little to speed the Ecodesign process - Although this is the subject of
specific evaluations it would appear that a lack of staff resource may be part of the
reason for the slow progress, though others suggest the complexity of the modification
of the scope of products, from energy using to energy related has a role. If the
evaluations confirm this it should be addressed. Other factors that may need to be
considered are the inherent technical complexity, resistance by some stakeholders and
lack of political drive.
There is progress related to green public procurement but its (usually) voluntary
nature limits its impact – The uptake of GPP has increased with virtually all MSs now
setting criteria, with good evidence of common approaches being adopted. There
remains variation between MSs with a concern that the voluntary approach in many
MSs is a constraint;
Little value seen in attempting to identify and sum the marginal costs of AP from the
individual instrument evaluations - Individual instrument evaluations could attempt to
isolate the marginal cost of AP, but this is likely to be very small (and difficult to
achieve) as well as excluding some AP activity that does not come under the remit of a
programme or instrument large enough to be evaluated. We therefore suggest that
attempting to cost the implementation of the AP in a bottom up manner should not be
attempted.
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6.

SCP ACTIONS PROPOSED IN THE ROADMAP TO A RESOURCE EFFICIENT EUROPE

This initiative stems for the review of the SCP/SIP Action Plan and its evaluation (see Box 2)
and the SCP Chapter of the Resource Efficiency Roadmap, which provides a list of actions
that will be implemented through the Single Market for Green Growth Communication.
In order to promote further sustainable consumption and production, the Commission will:










Strengthen the requirements on Green Public Procurement (GPP) for products with
significant environmental impacts; assess where GPP could be linked to EU funded
projects; and promote joint procurement, and networks of public procurement officers in
support of GPP97 (in 2012);
Establish a common methodological approach to enable MS and the private sector to
assess, display and benchmark the environmental performance of products, services and
companies based on a comprehensive assessment of environmental impacts over the lifecycle ('environmental footprint') (in 2012);
Address the environmental footprint of products, building on an ongoing assessment due
in 2012 and following a consultation with stakeholders, including through setting
requirements under the Ecodesign directive, to boost the material resource efficiency of
products (e.g. reusability/recoverability/recyclability, recycled content, durability), and
through expanding the scope of the Ecodesign directive to non-energy related products
(in 2012);
Ensure better understanding of consumer behaviour and provide better information on the
environmental footprints of products, including preventing the use of misleading claims,
and refining eco-labelling schemes (in 2012);
Support the networking and exchange of best practice between agencies running schemes
on resource efficiency for SMEs (continuous).

Member States, with the Commission should as of 2012, assess:





Options to increase market rewards for genuinely environmentally friendly products;
Measures to extend producer responsibility to the full life-cycle of the products they
make (including via new business models, through guidance on take-back and recycling
schemes and support for repair services);
Actions to optimise the resource efficiency of packaging.

Member States should:




97

Put in place incentives that stimulate a large majority of companies to measure,
benchmark and improve their resource efficiency systematically (continuous);
Help companies work together to make the best use of the waste and by-products they
produce (e.g. by exploiting industrial symbiosis) (continuous);
Ensure that advice and support is available to help SMEs identify and improve their
resource efficiency and sustainable use of raw materials (continuous).

On joint procurement and networks of public procurement officers, DG ENV is soon to publish a call
for "Reinforcing procurement of eco-innovation - Network of green public and private procurers". If
this proves to be successful, further similar actions will be envisaged.
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THE STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

7.

The full report with the results of the Stakeholder consultation is available on-line at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/pdf/results_consultation.pdf
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 in order 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 201198.
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 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)
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 Organizations (answers from representatives of private or public organizations)

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 a graphic representation of the respondents’ categories for the 4 sections of the
questionnaire.

98

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) we assume 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.
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 analyzed at the end of each section by a qualitative and quantitative analysis.
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Where relevant, replies are further analyzed by disaggregating the type of respondent
according to the following categories: citizens, private companies, NGOs, public bodies,
industry associations and others.
7.1.

Sustainable Consumption and Production (SCP)

Respondents were 337, 24% private citizens and 76% organizations operating in private or
public sector.
Figure 2 Type of respondents in the SCP section

Focusing on the organizations, 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 EU 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 (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 - Product Environmental Footprint and OEF –
Organisation Environmental Footprint.
On the “demand side”, stakeholders deem that to provide incentives for purchasing
better products, the most effective measures are the introduction of schemes for
monetization 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 (Product Environmental Footprint) 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 recognized 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).
In order to promote sustainable lifestyles, stakeholders strongly recommend
introducing in Member States’ educational curricula subjects, methods, and materials
encouraging more sustainable consumption.

54

Figure 5 Answers to the question: Please indicate your opinion on the effectiveness of following options to
further prevent misleading green claims

7.2.

Green Public Procurement (GPP)

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
Citizens
Private company
Industry association

Total
57
22
63

NGO
Public body
Others

32
18
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
Citizens
55.6%
13.0%
Private company
81.0%
4.8%
Industry association
78.2%
9.1%
NGO
84.4%
3.1%
Public body
88.9%
5.6%
Others
68.2%
0.0%

I don't know
31.5%
14.3%
12.7%
12.5%
5.6%
31.8%

Total
54
21
55
32
18
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.
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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)
Lack of awareness of the
37.8%
benefits of green
products
Higher cost of green
28.3%
products
Too few products or
20.1%
suppliers complying with
the criteria
Perceived low quality of
8.0%
environmentally friendly
products
Legal complexities and
32.1%
lack of legal clarity about
what can be done to
include green criteria
Lack of knowledge on
46.7%
how to verify green
criteria
Unavailable or
20.9%
inadequate information
and training
Lack of political support
41.0%
Low communication
20.9%
between public procurers
in different authorities
Too high ambition of the
16.0%
EU GPP criteria
Too low ambition of the
9.6%
EU GPP criteria

2

3

4

Total

6.7%

5
(irrelevant)
5.2%

31.6%

18.7%

38.2%

25.1%

5.2%

3.1%

191

25.4%

33.3%

13.8%

7.4%

189

18.7%

24.6%

19.8%

28.9%

187

30.6%

22.3%

5.2%

9.8%

193

33.3%

9.7%

6.2%

4.1%

195

45.0%

21.5%

4.7%

7.9%

191

23.4%
31.3%

15.4%
24.2%

10.6%
13.2%

9.6%
10.4%

188
182

5.5%

19.9%

25.4%

33.1%

181

14.6%

22.5%

17.4%

36.0%

178

193

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 Green Public Procurement 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)
Strengthen or modify the current approach
GPP is an ineffective tool to promote environment friendly

56

%
64

29.6%

117
15

54.2%
6.9%

consumption, therefore, EU should significantly reduce own effort
on this policy instrument
The development of GPP policies at EU level is ineffective as
practices differ strongly across MS

20

9.3%

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
Slightly
Not
effective
effective
effective
Strengthen the ambition
level of common GPP
24.3%
50.0%
16.2%
9.5%
criteria for products and
services
Enlarging the scope of
the priority
38.4%
40.4%
7.5%
13.7%
sectors/product groups
Facilitate more
exchanges between
public authorities on
GPP, including joint
51.0%
39.9%
8.4%
0.7%
procurement, and
networks of public
procurement officers
Provide detailed training
material in all EU
languages to procurers
44.9%
39.5%
15.0%
0.7%
and business
associations with a
particular focus on SMEs
Develop easy-to-use Life
Cycle Costing (LCC)
37.2%
49.3%
4.7%
8.8%
methodologies for
relevant product groups
Widen the scope of GPP
by including social
criteria and move to
41.5%
33.8%
7.7%
16.9%
Sustainable Public
Procurement
Make the inclusion of
certain environmental
51.6%
30.7%
3.9%
13.7%
criteria mandatory in EU
Funding programmes
Set a new target for the
uptake of GPP at EU
47.2%
37.0%
11.0%
4.7%
level
Make the inclusion of
certain environmental
44.6%
36.5%
5.4%
13.5%
criteria in tendering
procedures obligatory in
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I don’t
know

Total

0.0%

148

0.0%

146

0.0%

143

0.0%

147

0.0%

148

0.0%

130

0.0%

153

0.0%

127

0.0%

148

sector specific
legislation, like in the
Energy Star Regulation
or the Clean Vehicles
Directive

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 life-cycle costing
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.
7.3.

Product Environmental Footprint (PEF)

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.
Table6: Respondents by organisation type
Type of organisation

Frequency

Private company

54

Member State 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 product environmental footprint 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 product environmental footprint
Verification and monitoring
Role of SMEs
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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”
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 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 product
environmental footprint.
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.
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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.

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.
7.4.

Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF)

A maximum of 252 unique responses were received for any question in the Organisation
Environmental footprint (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 Organisational Sectoral Footprint Rules
 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 amongst 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
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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
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 the figure below.
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 Member States. 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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Table7: Responses within each organisation type to encouraging organisations to display (report)
environmental performance based on a common approach
Organisation
Strongly
Agree
Undecided
Disagree
Strongly
Total
Type
agree
disagree
Industry
13%
41%
24%
15%
7%
100% (75)
association
Nongovernmental
10%
69%
14%
7%
0%
100% (29)
organisation
Others
13%
43%
13%
22%
9%
100% (23)
Private
20%
36%
20%
18%
6%
100% (50)
company
Public body
37%
63%
0%
0%
0%
100% (16)
Unspecified
45%
39%
7%
2%
7%
100% (44)
organisation
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 reporting, or, they are unsure of what
participation entails and responded as undecided.
Respondents were then asked for their views on the Organisation Sectoral Footprint 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 EC, 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, whilst also limiting the costs. Mixed
opinions on SME support were recorded. A majority of responses supported a simplified
approach at the EU level, but there is no clear preference for whether provision of targeted
information, incentives and support should also be at an 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
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%).
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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, with
Facilitated access to funding at 68%, Access to finance at advantageous rates at 65% and
Reputational incentives at 48%. There is a clear preference for EU level regulatory incentives
and national level access to advantageous rates incentives, but nothing to distinguish between
EU and national levels of 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 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 actions. Of the proposed
actions, a recommendation to Member States on the use of the common methodology, and the
EU promotion of the methodology 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.

7.5.

Key SME aspects in the public consultation

In average, 8 SMEs filled out the full questionnaire, with a maximum number of 10 SMEs
responding. The answers of one SME umbrella organisation are furthermore clearly
identifiable. UEAPME represents over 12 million enterprises with nearly 55 million
employees through 83 member organisations.
SME relevant issues are highlighted throughout the full report. This chapter summarises the
key contributions and issues for SMEs.
In the group of questions dedicated to Sustainable Consumption and Production (SCP, see
chapter 7), the effectiveness of measures to help SMEs contribute to a resource efficient
economy was explored. The choice among the following options was offered:






New actions to provide SMEs with information on the life cycle environmental
impacts of priority products and production processes and on related opportunities for
cost savings;
Support projects and initiatives to promote resource efficiency in SMEs through site
visits and advisory services
Establish partnership agreements to help SMEs with technology transfer and increase
market entry of eco-innovative technologies
ICT and web-based instruments to support environmental compliance and
improvement
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Transforming the Environmental Compliance Assistance Programme to help simplify
the adoption of product-related regulatory instruments in SMEs
Provide funding to SMEs e.g. in the form of vouchers to gain access to environmental
auditing and technical assistance
Set up a one-stop-shop for the provision of information and services on environmental
issues
More frequent use of SME networks for consulting on key environmental topics
Ensure that forthcoming legislation will seek wherever possible to alleviate regulatory
burden on SMEs
Introduce regulatory relief and simplification measures for SMEs and micro
companies (e.g. streamlining permitting, simplifying reporting).

Most options were considered effective by respondents.
According to stakeholders' reactions the highest priority actions are:




to support projects and initiatives to promote resource efficiency in SMEs through
advisory services such as in-house training, full diagnostics (65% considers it at least
effective)
to establish partnership agreements to help SMEs with technology transfer and ecoinnovative technology providers to increase their market entry (57% considers it at
least effective).

21% of those responding "other" stressed that simplification and better regulation should
embrace all economic actors and that requirements for entering and operating on the market
should remain neutral for all. 18% of respondents recognises the important role of dedicated
support to SMEs, however, they disagree to any exemption for firms based on their size.
Some stakeholders prompt that SMEs often lack the human resources or specialist skills to put
guidance into practice and they may need additional information (also via ICT instruments)
or practical assistance. Approximately 6% of respondents asks for giving priority to sectorspecific regulatory instruments and avoiding overlaps of legislation.
On this issue, UEAPME signalled that all supporting measures would be very effective, with
the addition that it would be also necessary to provide support for familiarising SMEs with
ICT-based support tools, and underlined the importance of the skills dimension. Regarding
one-stop shops, many SME organisations took up this role for their membership, thus
UEAPME urges for these to be strengthened rather than introducing new structures.
Regarding Green Public Procurement (see chapter 7.2.), a clear message came from
stakeholders (including SMEs) that there is a need to improve existing GPP criteria (73.4%).
Simplifying criteria to enable SME access was one of the recurrent suggestions by
respondents.
When prompted about how to improve GPP criteria, UEAPME thought that facilitating
more exchanges between public authorities; providing detailed training material to procurers
and business associations with particular focus on SMEs; developing easy-to-use Life Cycle
Costing (LCC) methodologies for relevant product groups were very effective measures.
Furthermore, UEAPME said that it is crucial to analyse input gained from practical
experience to make sure that enough tenderers participate in the GPP procedure. It pointed out
that green procurement mustn't lead to a distortion of competition or to inappropriate
preferences of certain products or services against the principle of free and fair competition.

64

However, the highest priority should be given to the implementation of the current GPP rules
before taking any further steps.
It also stressed that widening the dissemination of environmentally friendly products or
services in public contracts must be achieved without further hampering the access of SMEs
to the public procurement market. For example, the inclusion of social criteria in public
procurement, as well as making certain environmental criteria compulsory in EU fun ding
programmes would represent a further barrier to the participation of SMEs and should be
avoided.
In its opinion, it is necessary to empower SMEs to provide products and services with a high
environmental performance at competitive prices. In order to achieve this, a favourable
framework aimed at providing SMEs with the necessary technical assistance, targeted
information as well as easier access to finance is needed.
Participating public administrations were asked whether they experienced a higher, lower or
equal share of SME participants in GPP tenders compared to non-green standards. 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. An equally high
percentage (35.3%) responded that they don't know. Although the responses are not
representative for all Member State public administrations, this result suggests that many
public administrations are not aware of this aspect.
Regarding policy options on Product Environmental Footprinting (PEF, see chapter 7.3.),
most support was provided for a voluntary scheme based on the PEF methodology (50% of
private companies and 43% of industrial associations strongly agreed or agreed, with similar
figures for the other stakeholder groups participating).
Overall, UEAPME advised against introducing of a mandatory PEF scheme. According to
this organisation, even a voluntary approach would need to be evaluated critically, especially
if costs of implementation are estimated to be high. It expressed doubts that PEF would
improve the competitiveness of products, and questioned the added value of the instrument in
comparison with Ecolabel. It called to focus on products with high environmental impacts
first, to apply the Think Small First principle and the SME test; and to use the proportionality
principle. Among the measures, it strongly agreed with "improving the EU Ecolabel through
simplified criteria" and agreed with "increasing marketing budget and efforst for awareness
raising of the EU Ecolabel", whilst it also expressed its strong doubt that further intervention
is needed.
One of the key questions related to supporting actions at EU level to effectively increase
the uptake of green products and to improve the environmental performance of
products. Among support measures, defining an SME approach and simplification of
procedures to support them received support from many stakeholders. This was also one of
the potential measures that would influence companies to measure the environmental
performance of their products.
Strong backing came from citizens, Member States and Public bodies (above 70% each). 50%
of private companies agreed with this need. Based on position papers it seems that the
position of private companies is split, as some of them would like to see a level playing field,
where the same requirements should apply to all companies competing on the market.
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
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International coordination towards an international harmonisation of methodologies
for environmental footprint calculation

UEAPME expressed agreement or strong agreement on all options under this question, with
the strongest support for development of products' benchmarks, creating tools that make it
easier for companies to apply the PEF methodology, defining SME approach and
simplification procedures to support them, international coordination and implementation of
financial incentives/ mechanisms for SMEs.
A further question explored whether respondent private companies were currently
measuring the environmental performance of their products. 56 large enterprises and 9
SMEs provided a reply to this question. Most companies measuring environmental
performance are measuring it for carbon or using a multi-criteria methodology (thus,
measuring it for several environmental impacts). However, also the number of companies not
measuring environmental performance of their products is high, especially among SMEs
(56%). This also means that SMEs are vulnerable in an economy where environmental
performance is becoming a competitiveness factor for producers (including SMEs), and
many large companies are already measuring the environmental performance of their products
and to back this are also asking for data from their supply chains.
Regarding policy options on Organisation Environmental Footprint (OEF, see
chapter7.4.), most support was expressed for a recommendation to Member States on the use
of the common methodology, and the EU promotion of the methodology on a voluntary basis.
The majority disagreed with the use of mandatory instruments in all or priority sectors.
On this issue, UEAPME expressed preference for no further EU action and expressed
disagreement with all potential action, with strongest opposition towards mandatory
instruments for large organisations priority sectors or all sectors. In its opinion, the EcoManagement and Audit Scheme (EMAS) already provides a comprehensive and appropriate
environmental management instrument. It also stressed that approaches to measure, report,
benchmark and verify the environmental performance of organisations should be voluntary,
should be geared towards companies with a high environmental impact. In any case, it
recommends that for SMEs, and particularly for micro and small companies, all measures
should be taken to 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.
Most potential actions listed were supported by stakeholders, with most agreement for




Participating in efforts to align approaches internationally
Coordination of incnetives between EU and Member States
Incentivising/encouraging performance improvement

Industry associations more frequently disagree with the actions, most to the suggestion to
encourage benchmarking of performance at a sectoral level, whilst they very strongly support
efforts to align approaches internationally, with over 40% reporting strong agreement.
Based on a further questions in the SCP section (see chapter 7.1.), 5 of 7 SMEs consider that
linking subsidies and incentives to the reduction of impact according to the Product
Environmental Footprint and Organisation Environmental Footprint methodologies is an
effective option whilst only 10 of 41 large enterprises have this opinion, alongside other
stakeholders, who also considered this possibility as one of the least effective.
Among the incentives
 facilitated access to funding,
 access to finance and
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regulatory incentives are being considered most important (all around 75%).

The use of reputational incentives was perceived to be less important, with 51% in support.
Roughly equal splits between EU-level or national level incentives are observed; no responses
encouraged the provision of incentives at local or regional level.
UEAPME regulatory and reputational incentives, access to finance at advantageous rates are
important to provide at national level, whilst facilitated access to funding is important to
provide at EU level. It also commented that while some of these incentives are in the
competence of Member States, certain priorities and a general framework should be
developed at the EU level, as there is a high likelihood that Member States 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.
It also stressed that technical assistance should be available for free on the market, particularly
as far as micro and small businesses are concerned. 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 credit to finance the necessary investments to reduce their
environmental impact.
A specific question explored how to help SME realise the opportunities from the
assessment, display and benchmarking of environmental performance. Specific barriers
highlighted included lack of information, skills, technical capacity and limited access to the
necessary financing on the market.
Reactions regarding SME support were mixed. A majority of responses supported:



simplified approach provided at the EU level,
provision of targeted information, incentives and support at national level.

When prompted for other ideas, the following issues were pointed out:





Certain trade association thought that the methodology for SMEs should conform to
the same standards and requirements as for large companies, in order to have a level
playing field and to avoid complicating the legal framework in Europe.
Other respondents highlighted that implications needed to be carefully considered for
SMEs, as indeed they had less capacity to address problems.
Proposals to address barriers included
 further improvement and simplification of the methodology;
 the application of the Think Small First principle, the SME test
 ensuring that procedures work in practice
 EC and MS should offer additional free expert advice and support for SMEs
 EC or national governments should set up consortia for SMEs which could focus
on tailor-made solutions for improving the environmental performance of SMEs
from different sectors
 SMEs applying OEF should benefit from regulatory relief and better access to
credit finance for the necessary investments.

UEAPME pointed out that the development of a simplified approach to environmental
footprinting for SMEs was important to provide at national level, whilst all other support
measures consulted upon (development of a differentiated approach for SMEs, provision of
targeted incentives and targeted information, and support to SMEs on measuring and
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improving their environmental performance) was important to provide at EU level. Another
action suggested by UEAPME was to set up consortia or for a of SMEs at the regional/ local
level which would have as purpose finding tailor-cut solutions for the improvement of
environmental performance in SMEs from different sectors.
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Complete List of Position papers received beyond on-line submissions
3M
a.v.e.c. (Association of Poultry Processors and Poultry Trade in the EU)
AIM (European Brands Association)
Belgium
BRC (The British Retail Consortium)
Canada
CBI
CEFIC (European Chemical Industry Council)
Cosmetics Europe
Denmark
EACA (The European Association of Communications Agencies)
EASA (European Advertising Standards Alliance)
Fundacion Entorno
EPHA (European Public Health Alliance)
ETUC (European Trade Union Confederation)
EuroCommerce
EuroFer
Eurometaux
European Bioplastics
EUROPEN (The European Organization for Packaging and the Environment aisbl)
FDF (Food and Drink Federation)
Federal Environment Agency Germany
FESI (Federation of the European Sporting goods Industry)
FEVE (the European Container Glass Federation aisbl)
Finnish Forest Industries Federation
FoodDrinkEurope
France
Friends of the Earth
Henkel
IFOAM
IKEA
Ing Vincent Magri
Johnson&Johnson
KEPKA (Consumers Protection Centre)
NDM (Confederation of Swedish Enterprise)
Nickel Institute
Norway
O-I Europe sprl
Orgalime
P&G (Procter and Gamble)
PlasticsEurope
Project Promise
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Siemens
Wirtschaftsvereinigung Stahl and Stahlinstitut VDEh
TESCO
The Netherlands
TUC (Trades Union Congress UK)
UK
UNESDA (Union of European Beverages Associations)
Unilever
VDMA (The German Engineering Association)
Vocea Ta
ZAW (Zentralverbands der deutschen Werbewirtschaft)
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8.

BENEFITS OF USING LIFE CYCLE BASED APPROACHES

The PEF and OEF methodologies are based on the concept of life cycle thinking (LCT) and,
associated methodology, life cycle assessment (LCA). It is generally accepted that companies
can achieve significant benefits from implementing LCA99. The use of a LCA-based
methodology as a policy instrument provides many opportunities for rational and costeffective environmental decision-making, as well as provides substantial economic incentives
to companies that integrate environmental sustainability as a business strategy100.
According to one study, the standout reasons for life cycle approach adoption are process
efficiency and cost-saving opportunities in energy and material. The benefits come from
comparing process, material and infrastructure alternatives. The identification of bottlenecks
in the processes is beneficial both from economic and environmental points of view. In this
sense LCA is a structured way of achieving efficiency, something that companies have always
aimed for regardless of environmental concerns101. The life cycle assessment method is
growing as a way to meet rising demands from customers and regulators for demonstrating
environmental performance and continuous improvement over time. It is estimated that the
number of product LCAs that are conducted in the US is rising between 30-40% annually and
even more so in some European markets102. There are multiple benefits and applications of
LCA, which together can form a large part of a company’s entire sustainability strategy. LCA,
however, must be nested within a broader sustainability management approach in order to
deliver the desired results.
Some of the benefits for organisations include:






99

100

101

102

LCA helps to reduce costs by finding inefficient use of energy, identifying excess waste
and suggesting how to reduce environmental pollution. Further it allows for more
informed materials selection
LCA helps increase revenues by:
 Responding to customer inquiries and helping to maintain customer
relationships, by marketing sustainability performance, by committing to
understand and reduce their environmental impact and by avoiding green
washing through the use of standards
 Identification of new business opportunities by gaining access to markets
that require or give preference to LCA
 Growth opportunities stemming from product innovation and improved
branding
Implementing Design for the Environment (Ecodesign) concepts: some LCAs show the
importance of design innovations that are focused on the use phase or end-of-life phase.
Finnish Environment Institute (2010) Use of life cycle assessment in global companies, available here:
www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?contentid=122926&lan=en; The Business Case For LCA,
www.linkcycle.com/businesscase; Deloitte (2009) Lifecycle Assessment. Where is it on your
sustainability agenda?
Schenck, Rita (2009) The Business Case for Life Cycle Assessment in US Policy and Legislation,
Institute for Environmental Research and Education, Available here;
lcacenter.org/Data/Sites/1/SharedFiles/whitepapers/thebusinesscaseforlca.pdf
Finnish Environment Institute (2010), Use of life cycle assessment in global companies,
www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?contentid=122926&lan=en
Link
Cycle
website,
accessed
LCA, www.linkcycle.com/businesscase

25/02/2012,
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The

Business

Case

For







Credibly meeting sustainability goals. Tracking metrics over time using LCA can form a
basis for decision-making, customer communication, and Corporate Sustainability
Responsibility (CSR) reporting.
Green marketing, without green washing: the use of science-based and providing
standard-compliant information to suppliers and consumers in order to establish a
competitive advantage.
Regulatory compliance and risk management. Companies can understand in advance the
environmental risks that may suddenly become regulatory red flags, their dependence on
critical raw materials, and their exposure to interruptions in supply.103

Figure 8.1 below shows the response of executives when asked what they perceive to be the
largest business benefits of LCA. 61% of the responses indicate that LCA will enable
companies to make better products and to respond to customer inquiries. Approximately 26%
of company executives felt that LCA would lower costs and 13% felt that LCA would
increase revenues. Box 1 below provides further information on the business benefits of LCA.
Figure 8.1 - Business benefits of LCA104

Furthermore, as mentioned based on the Eurobarometer survey105, many companies manage
to improve resource efficiency and reducing production costs. For companies with
environmental management systems (EMS) in place, 39% of SMEs in the EU consider an
environmental management system to be a useful tool for improving company performance.
30% say it gives them increased credibility in the outside world and 29% mention that it is a
response to demand from suppliers or customers. 51% of SMEs cited that an EMS is a useful
management tool to improve the performance of their company.
Similarly, the Polish Environmental Partnership Foundation carried out a survey in October
2009, where 107 SMEs from their Clean Business Program answered questions about
103
104
105

Deloitte (2009) Lifecycle Assessment. Where is it on your sustainability agenda?
Link Cycle website, accessed 25/02/2012, The Business Case For LCA
TNS Political & Social (2012) SMEs, Resource Efficiency and Green Markets. At the request of the
European Commission. Eurobarometer 342.
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environmental issues106. The survey showed that the main motives behind pro-environmental
activities are a reduction of operating expenses (76%); the desire to improve the surrounding
environment (without economic incentives); improve the corporate image (55%) and the need
for technology upgrades resulting from existing legislation (43%). Finally, 39% of the
respondents believe that such activities are an opportunity to improve their market position.
Some concrete examples of the potential benefits of using an environmental footprint
methodology are seen in some of the actions that Wal-Mart (a leading international retailer of
household goods) and Puma (a leading international manufacturer of sports products) have
recently implemented. Wal-Mart is part of the Sustainability Consortium and is using the
sustainability index to access the environmental impacts of their global supply chains. A
global database of information on products’ lifecycles is also being developed to then provide
customers with information about products in a simple, easy-to-understand manner. Through
some of their work on the sustainability index, Wal-Mart was able to identify areas where
environmental improvements and efficiencies could be made. For example, some of WalMart’s suppliers saved up to 71% of their annual energy bill by implementing the
sustainability index approach107. Furthermore, Wal-Mart was able to save nearly $1 billion –
$800 million (€0.8 billion - €640 million) last year by improving the efficiency of their fleet
and reducing their waste108. In particular, there are three main aspects that are focused on in
terms of the benefits of calculating and communicating environmental performance of
products based on LCA:




Energy and climate: to reduce costs and GHG emissions
Material efficiency: to reduce waste and enhance quality
Natural resources: to ensure high quality sourcing of raw materials

Another example of the cost savings and benefits reported by leading companies includes
Puma (an international manufacturer of sport shoes and equipment). As part of their
sustainability initiative, Puma published in 2011, the world’s first Environmental Profit and
Loss Account (EP&L). Puma calculates its EP&L using a methodology that is able to
measure and assign a cost to its use of ecosystems, using recognised ecological and economic
techniques and building on a large volume of work in the fields of environmental and natural
resource economics109.The exercise has allowed the company to understand the immense
value of nature’s services. The tool has been able to help Puma recognise that its supply chain
is responsible for 94% and Puma’s operations for only 6% of the overall environmental
impacts. Therefore, the tool reveals where Puma has to direct its sustainability efforts and,
working with others, make tangible improvements in reducing its footprint109. By putting a
monetary value on environmental impacts, PUMA is strategically positioning itself for
potential future policy or legislative changes, as well as enabling current and potential
investors to understand the full business offering.

106
107

108

109

Environmental Partnership website, accessed 25/02/2012 www.environmentalpartnership.org
Walmart Supplier Sustainability Assessment - Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., Available online here:
www.walmartstores.com/download/4055.pdf
Iseal Alliance website, “Spotlight on Walmart: Talking Sustainability with the World's Biggest
Retailer”, 19 April 2012”, www.isealalliance.org/news/spotlight-on-walmart-talking-sustainabilitywith-the-worlds-biggest-retailer?utm_source=ISEAL+Bulletin&utm_campaign=2853024517ISEAL_Bulletin_April_2012&utm_medium=email
Puma website, November 2011, “Puma Completes First Environmental Profit and Loss Account which
values Impacts at € 145 million, Accessed 02/05/2012: safe.puma.com/us/en/2011/11/puma-completesfirst-environmental-profit-and-loss-account-which-values-impacts-at-e-145-million/
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9.

THE PRODUCT ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT (PEF)
ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT (OEF) METHODOLOGIES

AND

ORGANIZATION

Both PEF and OEF110 are Life Cycle Assessment based methodologies to quantify the most
relevant environmental impacts of products (good and services) or a product & service
portfolio (organisation). They build on existing approaches and international standards111, but
using LCA for organisation-level assessment represents a relatively novel approach.
One important new feature of the methodologies is that it allows comparability of the results,
therefore it can be applied in the market as a tool to discriminate products or organisations.
Comparability is only possible if Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCR)
or Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector Rules (OEFSR) are developed (see
explanation below).
What is life cycle assessment?
Compilation and evaluation of the inputs, outputs and the potential environmental impacts of
a product system throughout its life cycle (ISO 14040:2006). The life cycle includes the
extraction, transportation, processing, use and disposal (or reuse/ recycling). This includes
both direct impacts (e.g. impacts on the production site, impacts of transport vehicles owned
by the company) and indirect impacts (e.g. occurring in the supply chain, at extraction, if
these activities are not owned by the company; occurring in the use phase).
The methodologies aim to cover all life cycle stages – however, it is possible that for certain
product groups or sectors some life cycle stages are excluded either because the life cycle
stage is not relevant for the environmental performance of the product/ sector, or because it is
impossible to get representative information (e.g. lack of information in what product
chemicals are used, in what concentrations, etc. makes it impossible to calculate impacts in
the use phase).
A full life cycle calculation for a company producing an end-product could be modelled in the
following way:

110

111

The
final
draft
methodologies
can
be
consulted
on
the
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/product_footprint.htm,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/corporate_footprint.htm)
Analysis of Existing Environmental Footprint Methodologies for Products and Organizations:
Recommendations, Rationale, and Alignment, JRC, 2011,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/pdf/Deliverable.pdf
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internet

The process of development of the PEF and OEF methodology
The methodologies were developed building on the International Reference Life Cycle Data
System Handbook (ILCD Handbook), as well as other existing methodological standards and
guidance documents (for products ISO 14040-44, PAS 2050, BP X30, WRI/WBCSD GHG
protocol, Sustainability Consortium, ISO 14025, Ecological Footprint; for organisations
Global Reporting Initiative, WRI GHG Protocol, CDP Water Footprint, ISO 140064, DEFRA
guidance on GHG reporting, ADEME Bilan Carbone, etc)112.
The International Reference Life Cycle Data System Handbook (ILCD) was developed as
a consequence of the Integrated Product Policy in 2003113, which was the first to establish the
take into consideration the entire life cycle of products and services, preventing the mere
transfer between life cycle-phases of environmental impacts.
The Handbook specifies further the broader provisions of the ISO 14040 and 14044 standards
on Life Cycle Assessment. Development started in mid-2005 and was concluded in 2010. It
involved broad and iterative international consultation process with experts, stakeholders and
the public. These included Member States (through the Integrated Product Policy regular
meetings), national life cycle database initiatives in 3rd countries, UNEP, EU industry
associations, life cycle assessment software and database developers, life cycle impact

112

113

The initial analysis of the methodoloiges is summarised in the document Analysis of Existing
Environmental Footprint Methodologies for Products and Organizations: Recommendations, Rationale,
and Alignment, JRC, 2011. Furthermore, an annex of the methodologies provides a description of the
main differences with key methodologies, due to necessary methodological choices.
Communication on Integrated Product Policy, COM (2003) 302
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assessment method developers. This was complemented by public consultations in various
phases of the process and review panels114.
Thus, the OEF and PEF methodologies are relying on this widely consulted and reviewed
development and have as an aim to translate the ILCD Handbook for practical use for the
assessment of the environmental performance of products and, respectively, organisations.
The timeline of the development of PEF and OEF was the following:

The draft methodologies were developed by JRC in 2011. Afterwards, they have been
submitted to a road testing by volunteering companies. The methodologies were tested for 10
products (agriculture, retail, construction, chemicals, ICT, food, manufacturing - footwear,
televisions, paper), and 10 organisations (retail, food, energy production, water supply, feed,
public sector, ICT, mining, chemicals and paper manufacturing). The name of the companies
performing the tests cannot be disclosed as requested in the confidentiality agreement signed
between the Commission and them.
An ad-hoc consultation was organised on the draft methodology in November 2011.
Comments were gathered through an invitation online and an invited stakeholder meeting,
with more than 100 participants.
Results of the methodologies road testing
The objective of the pilot test was to gather feedback from companies about the practical
feasibility of the draft PEF and OEF methodologies. Additionally, feedbacks on the content of

114

JRC Reference Report: The International Reference Life Cycle Data System (ILCD) Handbook Towards more sustainable production and consumption for a resource-efficient Europe, JRC, 2012
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both methodologies and the results from the pilot tests have been used to develop the final
PEF and OEF documents.
The pilot test of the draft methodologies took place from July to December 2011 for products
(PEF), and from July 2011 to February 2012 for organisations (OEF). The experience of the
pilot testers with regard to Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) ranged from beginners to expert
level. All pilot testers started with a 2-day training in Brussels to become acquainted with the
respective methodology. Some of the testers were asked to apply both the PEF and OEF to
analyse potential overlapping and synergies of the two methodologies. Pilot testers
participated on a voluntary basis. No funding was available to support participation in the
testing phase. Instead, a helpdesk was set up to support the pilot testers when they had
questions on the application of the PEF methodology or on LCA issues in general.
The helpdesk was staffed by experienced LCA practitioners of PRé Consultants. To assure an
optimal assistance, questions were answered within 2 to 5 working days via email or
telephone. In addition, two webinars were provided: one on data collection and one on impact
assessment. Newsletters were sent to inform pilot testers on the progress, including FAQ
(frequently asked questions) and general announcements.
Pilot testers were pleased to participate in the pilot test and to provide feedback on the
methods. Most pilot testers appreciate the comprehensive and multi-criteria approach taken by
the PEF and OEF methodologies and generally support the intention to develop and use
product category or sector rules (PEFCR and OEFSR). On the other hand, some companies
consider the methods too complex and too technical for non-LCA experts. Most companies
reported that the application of the methods is time- and resource-consuming. Accordingly,
some companies hired an external consultant for carrying out the study. Some other
companies hired a consultant during the pilot test at the moment they recognised that they
were not well-equipped with knowledge and tools. The companies that performed the study
themselves encountered certain difficulties that in some cases could not be properly solved. It
could be interesting to note that the number of pilot testers that submitted a report with help of
an external consultant was lower in OEF than in the PEF pilot test (33% against 55%,
respectively).
The main hurdles identified by companies when applying the PEF and OEF methods are:





Limited or no knowledge of LCA concepts
Lack of secondary data/ limited access to secondary databases
Absence of calculation tools or incompatible calculation tools
Carrying out impact assessment with Excel is time-consuming and in some cases
almost impossible, e.g. for toxicity.

Main points of feedback on content of PEF method:


Alignment with existing databases/tools





Alignment of secondary databases and recommended impact assessment methods
Data quality requirements are considered too high.
Limit number of impact categories to hot topics or a few categories with relevance for
product group or sector.
PEFCR should be developed in cooperation with JRC and sectors.



Main points of feedback on content of OEF method (those common to PEF methods are not
reported in the list below):


Requirements needed for defining subset of product/service portfolio.
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Scenario analysis for use and end-of-life phase should be explicitly mentioned in the
OEF guide in the section on “Choice-related uncertainties”.
Separate reporting of environmental footprint results of on-site activities, upstream
and downstream activities should be mandatory.
The applicability of the OEF guide will be increased by the use of sector rules
(OEFSRs).

Critical analysis of the results of the methodologies road testing
In general, we can conclude that the road test was very useful in highlighting some problems
that needed to be corrected in the PEF and OEF methodologies and that will require further
work in the coming months and years to improve them even further and support their full
deployment.
Some issues were solved quite easily on basis of the lessons learnt in the pilot test. The
mismatch of secondary databases and recommended impact assessment methods for example
was a main hurdle for most pilot testers. The mismatch between LCI and LCIA can partly be
diminished by JRC and database providers in the near future, e.g. by adjusting names and
units, and mapping flows and (sub)compartments. In the course of time, software providers
will possibly implement the recommended impact assessment methods in their software,
which will also facilitate impact assessment.
There are however other reasons that may create more persistent obstacles for
implementation. Companies indicated that both methodologies are too technical for non-LCA
experts. This can imply three things: the method is too difficult or the companies do not have
the necessary LCA knowledge, or both. This obstacle has been partly diminished by including
more practical guidance and examples in the guides. In addition, companies can be educated
in the methods and related LCA concepts. The World Resources Institute (WRI) also faced
this issue and decided to provide workshops for free to educate companies in applying the
GHG Protocol. This could also be a solution for both the PEF and OEF methods. Some pilot
testers indeed stressed the need for knowledge development within companies instead of
relying on consultancy firms. Education or facilitation of companies can possibly be
combined with the development of PEFCR, in which the main companies of a sector are
involved.
Most pilot testers agreed that the application of the PEF method is time- and resourceconsuming. Possible ways in reducing costs is diminishing obstacles in the implementation of
the method. Knowledge building, tools, cooperation and PEFCRs could reduce costs. A
sector-wide approach may reduce costs, because the wheel does not need to be reinvented by
each company. PEFCRs will specify relevant impact categories per product group, which will
also save a lot of effort.
The role of PEFCRs and OEFSRS is to ensure comparability between products in the same
category or organisations in the same sector. PEFCRs and OEFSRs are a set of tailored
specifications and instructions to be applied for that product group. Issues covered include:




defining goal and scope of the study (How is the product group defined? How is the
sector defined?);
defining irrelevant impact categories (focusing the analysis on relevant impact
categories);
identifying appropriate system boundaries for the analysis; (which life cycle stages
have to be covered?);
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Providing guidance on possible data sources;
Completing some methodological steps that are typical to the product group or sector
(e.g. solving multi-functionality problems, i.e. how to distribute impacts between
different products produced with the same production line);
Provide the environmental benchmark and/or a grading scale for comparison of
performance.

How will Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs) and Organisation
Environmental Footprint Sector Rules (OEFSRs) be developed?
PEFCRs and OEFSRs will be developed, starting with priority products and sectors, through a
multi-stakeholder approach. Priority sectors and product categories would be defined as part
of the future policy implementing the methodologies.
Why is comparability an objective?
Some of the differences between the PEF and OEF methodologies and other leading
methodologies is the fact that it takes methodological choices in order to promote consistency
and comparability of results. The main reasons for this are:











Companies can benchmark their performance within their sector or product group:
they can understand how their environmental performance is in comparison to their
peers and can better target their improvement efforts;
Benchmarking is a strong reputational incentive: for many companies, being a good
environmental performer is part of their business values and strategy. Product group
and sectoral benchmarks create a drive for strong improvements and have the potential
of shifting the performance of the whole sector or product group upwards;
It enables consumers to take better informed purchasing decisions by comparing the
performance of products in the same product group;
Investors can better target their decisions knowing how companies perform in
comparison to peers in their sector – they can better assess the level to which a
company deals with relevant environmental risk;
Governmental actors can better target their incentives: by knowing the performance of
beneficiaries within their sector, they can avoid Environmentally Harmful Subsidies
and can reinforce action in gap areas; they can provide incentives for sustainable
consumption focussing on reliably green alternatives.
Basis for future policy: reliable, comparable quantification of environmental
performance is a pre-condition to any policy that would eventually define minimum
environmental performance requirements and for reliably linking economic
instruments to environmental performance; furthermore, it makes targeted policy
interventions possible to cover weak performance areas.

How do the two methodologies fit together?
Having the same basis and many rules in common guarantees that organisations calculating
both their product and organisation footprint can exploit synergies and reduce the cost of the
exercise.
PEF is for calculating the environmental performance of an individual product, thus it
disaggregates environmental performance information to represent a single product.
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OEF is for calculating the environmental performance of a well-defined product & service
portfolio. OEF can be calculated using aggregated data – thus, there is no need to calculate
individual product footprints and sum them up in order to get the OEF result.
For organisation-level reporting it is possible to aggregate product & service portfolios' results
to provide information on the aggregate performance of an entire organisation and track
changes to its performance through time.
Comparisons are only possible within the same product category or business units producing
a comparable product & service portfolio.
How does it work? An organisation applying PEF or OEF






Selects a product (PEF) or a product & service portfolio (OEF),
defines system boundaries (which life cycle stages are covered),
identifies the most relevant environmental impacts within 14 impact categories
quantifies these impacts using the specified calculation rules, and
communicates this information to its stakeholders.

Which impact categories can be covered?
PEF and OEF can potentially cover 14 impact categories: climate change; ozone depletion;
human toxicity - cancer effects; human toxicity - non-cancer effects; particulate
matter/respiratory inorganics; ionising radiation; photochemical ozone formation;
acidification; eutrophication – terrestrial; eutrophication – aquatic; ecotoxicity - freshwater
aquatic; land use; resource depletion - water; resource depletion – mineral and fossil fuel.
Do we have to use all 14 impact categories? No. The methodology instructs on how to
identify irrelevant impact categories starting from the list of 14 default categories. This is to
be done for individual sectors in OEFSRs or product categories in PEFCRs. The calculation
of impacts is not required for the irrelevant impact categories.
In the case of PEF, if the information is used to communicate environmental performance to
consumers, a limited number of impact categories could be used (max 3-4) in order to
guarantee that consumers can easily grasp the information115. However, communication
aspects are not part of the PEF or OEF methods.
Why do we need the choice between 14? Relevant impact categories are different for
different sectors or product groups. For example, climate change (GHG emissions) is very
important for energy-intensive sectors, whilst they are not as important for example for
cosmetics– where it would be more the water use and toxicity aspects that define
environmental performance.
To take into account 14 impact categories will make it possible to focus on the 3-4 impact
categories that define the environmental performance of a product in reality, and focus
communication and improvement on those. Furthermore, it helps organisations focus on
improving environmental performance where it most matters, and ensures that trade-offs
between important impacts are avoided.
Where we are now: The methodologies are ready. Inputs that went into the development of
the methodologies include:
115

Different options for communicating environmental information for products, BIOIS/ DG Environment,
2012
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Draft methodologies prepared by the Joint Research Centre;
Road testing of the methodologies for 10 products and 10 organisations. Companies
volunteered to take part in the testing (about 40 companies volunteered for testing the
PEF, 35 for the OEF testing);
Expert consultation on the methodology: online contributions and expert meeting held
on the 29-30 November 2011;

Companies are already signalling interest and in leading the development of product category
and sector rules.
What are the risks? (actions needed to mitigate them)






Complexity of the methodology - simplification of some requirements, especially
through the PEFCR/ OEFSR process and by supporting the development of simple
interfaces and tools;
availability of high quality life cycle data: this point need to be addressed either at
international or European level. There is the need to have an easy (and economically
viable) access unique database or a network of existing databases all compliant with
pre-defined quality requirements;
need for international alignment: foresee international dialogue with governments who
are already active in this field

What are the next steps to complete the methodological work?
PEF and OEF methodologies can be used for a variety of applications. The existing
methodologies (as available by the end of 2012) could be used for the following applications:




in-house improvement of product environmental performance (design for
environment)
communication (B2B and B2C) of the environmental performance of a product or
organisations (without comparisons against similar products or organisations)
improvement of production processes along the life cycle

However, whenever the intention is to make a comparison against other products or
organisations, there will be a need to develop some further methodological features. In
particular:


116

Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCRs) and Organization
Environmental Footprint Sectoral Rules (OEFSRs) will need to be developed for
priority product categories and sectors through a multi-stakeholder process. This
process could be led by EC services, in collaboration with industries, SMEs, MSs,
NGOs or could be led by industries, with EC services playing a technical support role.
The development of these rules would rely on any existing Product Category Rule or
sectoral rule, will be coherent with the Product Environmental Footprint and
Organisation Environmental Footprint methodologies and allow comparability within
a product group or sector. These specific rules can then be directly used in instruments
such as the EU Ecolabel and EMAS for informing the criteria-development process
and the creation of Sectoral Reference Documents116. The costs for the development of
all these tools are not a cost for the individual companies participating in the scheme,
http://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/activities/emas/index.html
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but are borne by the EC, Member States and the stakeholders participating in the
process.
 Development of a European normalisation and weighting system. These two
elements are essential for the definition of the relevancy of different impact categories
and therefore for the consequent work on definition of environmental benchmarks and
performance classes.
Through normalisation the environmental footprint impact assessment results are
multiplied by normalisation factors in order to calculate and compare the magnitude of
their contributions to the environmental footprint impact categories relative to a
reference unit (typically the pressure related to that category caused by the emissions
over one year of a whole country or an average citizen, e.g. kg of CO2 emitted over
one year by a EU citizen). As a result, dimensionless, normalised environmental
footprint results are obtained. These reflect the burdens due to a product relative to the
reference unit (e.g. with how many kg of CO2 does the product contribute to the CO2
per capita in a region in a given year). This allows to understand the relevance of the
contributions made by individual processes in comparison to the reference unit of the
environmental footprint impact categories considered. Normalised environmental
footprint results do not, however, indicate the severity/relevance of the respective
impacts.
Weighting is an additional step that supports the interpretation and communication of
the results of the analysis. In this step, environmental footprint results, for example
normalised results, are multiplied by a set of weighting factors which reflect the
perceived relative importance of the environmental footprint impact categories
considered. Weighted results for impact categories can then be compared to assess
their relative importance (e.g. climate change more relevant than toxicity for a specific
product). Results can also be aggregated across environmental footprint impact
categories to obtain several aggregated values or a single overall impact indicator.
Weighting requires making value judgements as to the respective importance of the
environmental footprint impact categories considered. These judgements may be based
on expert opinion, cultural/political viewpoints, or economic considerations.
EC services (JRC) have already been working on normalization factors and this strand
of work could be finalised in 12-18 months.
The work on weighting factors has a more political nature and will need a different
development process that has not started yet and that will require at least 1-2 years of
work. Normalisation and weighting are not necessary conditions for the
implementation of environmental footprinting, but they are very important for the
communication of environmental performance, particularly in the case of
communication of products' environmental performance to consumers117.
 Actions to simplify and increase the user-friendliness of the implementation of the
OEF and PEF methodologies by individual organisations. This includes the
encouragement of development of simplified interfaces and promoting research for
supply chain cooperation in Life Cycle Assessment.
There are also some other activities that will need to be carried out independently from the
specific application, as they represent essential elements for a sound application of both
methodologies. In particular:

117

Different options for communicating environmental information for products, BioIS/ DG Environment,
2012
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118

There is the urgent need to improve data availability and quality. Data is currently
available both through public118 and private databases. The leading private databases
are based in Europe and provide a range of good quality data. The EC team received
indications that the existence of a common EU methodology would be a sufficient
push for commercial databases to start adapting to the high data quality requirements
necessary for comparability. However, these developments would enfold gradually.
Given the international nature of supply chains and the limited availability of good
quality data especially for developing countries, this work needs to be extended to the
international level by kicking off a dialogue and cooperation.
In order to create a level playing field globally, it is necessary to participate in
international dialogue on the approximation of multi-criteria, LCA-based
methodologies internationally. Furthermore, the EC needs to work towards the
acceptance of the EU common methodologies in leading initiatives (e.g. Global
Reporting Initiative, Carbon Disclosure Project, etc.)

European Life Cycle Database (ELCD)
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10.

ASSESSMENT OF COSTS OF PEF

10.1.

Administrative costs for companies to implement PEF methodology

Currently, there exists very little evidence or data related to the administrative costs for
business to implement PEF methodologies or the incremental costs/savings that would be
associated with using PEF versus the multitude of existing schemes/requirements. Costs
greatly depend on the type of product in question and data availability. Costs will change also
based on policy application (from zero or very low costs in case PEF is used to develop
environmental performance criteria in public policies like the EU Ecolabel, to relatively high
costs in case companies are requested to carry out a full PEF study).
Furthermore, as was discussed in the first chapter on problem definition, the size of the
company greatly affects how much implementing the PEF methodology would cost. SMEs
have less in-house resources and financial means compared to larger enterprises to allocate
towards implementing PEF. To illustrate, findings of a study that looked at European SMEs,
and social and environmental responsibility indicate that that smaller enterprises suffer higher
costs from integrating environmental management tools (i.e. ISO 14001 environmental
certificates) in comparison to their larger counterparts (see Table 10.1).119
Table 10.1 - Implementation cost for ISO 14 001 in Swedish SMEs120
Enterprise size

Certification cost (% of
turnover)

Total implementation cost (% of
turnover)

Less than 19
employees

0.42

2.7

20-49 employees

0.11

0.9

50-110 employees

0.05

0.3

Findings from a recent survey on SMEs and green markets 121 showed that many SMEs
reported that they experienced difficulties having to prove compliance administratively with
environmental requirements in public procurement tenders and the costs related to such
requirements. However, at the same time 0nly 3% of SMEs in the EU admit they have
difficulties in complying with environmental legislation. The same survey also indicate that
relatively few SMEs receive external support for offering green products and services: 30%
report that they receive external support. For 26% of companies, this support comes from the
private sector while 8% receive assistance from public sector. Interestingly, large companies
are considerably more likely than SMEs (to receive external support for the production of its
green products or services (44% vs. 30%).

119

120

121

European Commission (2002) European SMEs and Social and Environmental Responsibility,
Observatory of European SMEs, No. 4.
European Commission (2002) European SMEs and Social and Environmental Responsibility,
Observatory of European SMEs, No. 4.
Flash Barometer 342 (2012) SMEs, Resource Efficiency and Green Markets,
ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_342_en.pdf
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According to the preliminary evaluation of the French pilot programme on environmental
labelling122, it was shown that companies that had already performed LCAs on their products
benefited from their efforts and found it easier to access information and perform the
calculations. The evaluation also noted that even though the preparation of environmental
labelling could be a considerable investment, once this was done, every additional product
assessment was less time consuming and less costly.
Trials from the Swiss feasibility study provided different estimates for the workload of
performing an environmental impact assessment123:







Basic LCA for three types of spinach would take 15 days for an experienced
LCA consultant. An additional 3 more working days were required for variants
of the product
Basic LCA for one type of cloth for an experienced LCA consultant was
estimated to be about 15-20 days
For electricity supply, the workload would be 5–10 days as simplified models
already exist.
Basic LCA of a bottle of mineral water would require an experienced LCA
consultant 3 days
No quantified estimate was provided for cars, but it was thought “to be quite
huge”. If clear guidelines are provided then the workload would be much less.

The administrative costs for companies to implement PEF methodology can be applied to any
of the policy options described above.
The following assumptions were made to estimate approximate costs for enterprises to
directly implement the PEF methodology:


Under compulsory legislation to implement the PEF methodology, all concerned
products sold in the EU would have to be assessed regarding their lifecycle
environmental performance. This would apply to imports from outside EU as
well as those produced within EU.
 Under a voluntary scheme, the producers of relevant products can choose
whether to have their products assessed using PEF and, if so, whether to
communicate the information.
 Individual products (models) would only have to be assessed once – when they
are introduced. Legislation would be phased in so that existing models would not
have to be assessed.
The main administrative costs for companies to implement the PEF methodology can include:





122
123

124

Access to or development of a database with life cycle inventory (LCI) data
Costs related to hiring external consultants in the case that in-house expertise is
not available
If required by the PEF methodology, costs of third party verification124
Operating costs to run the methodology (i.e. monitoring, employee salaries, etc.)
Costs related to maintaining software, equipment, and other tools
http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/LPS125.pdf
(ESU-services (2011) Feasibility study for environmental product information based on life cycle
approaches. Study performed for the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN)
No decision has been made on whether this will be a requirement or not
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 Staff training costs
In the absence of any concrete cost information on implementation of the PEF methodology
for companies, costs information for similar or related instruments can give some insight into
costs on PEF. The related instruments use similar methodology as the PEF to measure
environmental performance (e.g. LCAs, GPP, EU Ecolabel, PCF, (environmental product
declarations - EPDs).
Based on in-house research, the cost range to carry out a LCA is approximately €1 500 per
product, however this figure is for a simple assessment, whose objective is to provide a
limited number of environmental indicators (3 to 5 environmental indicators) for
communication purposes. This cost assumes that there is already a user-friendly tool and
database available with LCA data. A more in-depth LCA can cost up to €4 000 - €10 000 as it
involves gathering and analysing a more significant amount of data for more environmental
indicators. The above cost estimations assumes that a database is already available and that
the LCA is not ISO compliant, meaning it does not include a sensitivity analysis, or required
to be presented in an exhaustive report, or has gone through an external review panel, but
however provides all expected results.
Other estimates on costs for calculating the environmental performance of products were
gathered from the stakeholder consultation. Several stakeholder responses included estimates
on the costs of calculating product environmental performance. The figures provided ranged
from € 35 000 - € 50 000. These figures also correspond to those found in existing literature,
which are included in Table 15.2 It should be noted that for some companies, this cost is only
a marginal percentage of the budget that is allocated for product development. Finally, these
costs refer to start-up costs and assuming that an LCI data is made available for companies.
The costs for carrying out an LCA vary significantly depending on whether or not it needs to
be ISO compliant. Annual costs to update the PEF would be considerably less.

Table 10.2: Breakdown of estimated costs to carry out
Product Environmental Footprinting (first time costs)125
Breakdown of
costs

Estimated costs

Source

Development of a
life cycle inventory
of specific primary
data126 resulting in
LCA database for all
EU-27

€ 3 000 000 - € 4 000 000127

LCA database for all EU27128

Costs of third party
verification/testing

125

126

127

128
129

€ 100 and €250 per product
group (documentary review,
excluding review of data)

€ 1 500 and € 5 000 per
product group (for on-site
audits)129

Product Carbon Footprint

These estimates are assuming that this is the company’s first time carrying out product environmental
footprint.
Primary data in the context of LCI inventory refers to raw data which is usually collected directly on
site, and which is usually more accurate than secondary data. Secondary data is usually obtained
through existing databases, previous analyses or published reports.
These estimated costs are recurrent costs per year. It is assumed that the costs of external consultants
are included in the costs to develop.
Estimate by the European Commission
OECD (2009) Global Forum on Trade and Climate Change, Paris, 9 and 10 June 2009, Counting
Carbon in the Market Place
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Breakdown of
costs

Estimated costs

Source

Costs of third party
verification/testing
for Eco-label

€1,000 - €10,000130

EU Ecolabel

- €1 500 per product for a simple assessment, with a limited
Based on in-house
number of environmental indicators (3 to 5 environmental research and assuming a
indicators)
LCA database is already
€4 000 - €10 000 per product group for a more in-depth LCA
available for use
€50 000 per product group (assuming it is ISO compliant).

Stakeholder consultation

€ 37 000 - € 49 000 per product group (based on figures for
Stakeholder consultation
carrying out a product environmental footprint)

Costs of carrying out
€7 500 to €45 000 per product group depending on the nature of
LCA
the assessment, how much existing information is available for
use and how many alternatives a company is looking to
review131.
€400 - €1000 but can cost as much as € 50 000 or more,
depending on the complexity of the product and its supply chain.
For “typical” agricultural products, between € 2 500 and € 6
000, depending on the size of the company. The annual
adjustments of the LCAs cost considerably less.

Industry report

OECD report 129

The costs of implementing an EU harmonised PEF methodology would probably be much
less that the estimates provided above, particularly if introduced to replace the environmental
assessment step in existing product policies.
First of all, as Product Footprint Category Rules would be developed (in order for products to
be comparable) for each product category, this would simplify the assessment process.
Depending on how this is implemented, the calculation of PEF could even be as straight
forward as providing information of a limited number of key environmental performance
indicators and a specially developed toolkit would calculate all the necessary information for
PEF.
For companies that already have environmental management systems (EMS) or have
performed product LCAs, it would not be less extra effort to implement PEF. According to
the Eurobarometer survey132, 48% of large companies and 25% of SMEs in the EU already
have an environmental management system in place.

130

131

132

European Commission (2008) Accompanying document to the Revision of Regulation (EC) No
1980/2000 on a revised Community eco-label award scheme: Impact Assessment,
ec.europa.eu/.../ecolabel/ecolabelled.../pdf/2007_impact_analysis.pdf
B Corporation (2008) B Resource Guide: Conducting a Life Cycle Assessment (LCA)
www.bcorporation.net/resources/bcorp/documents/B%20Resources%20%20Conducting%20a%20Life%20Cycle%20Assessment%20(LCA).pdf
TNS Political & Social (2012) SMEs, Resource Efficiency and Green Markets. At the request of the
European Commission. Eurobarometer 342.
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Table 10.3: Estimated initial investment costs to implement related tools
Related
tool

Estimated costs

GPP

Setting up a GPP policy and GPP strategy needs a one-time investment
of some € 40 000 on average (for public authorities) 133.

Ecolabel

€25 000 per product group134

EMAS/EMS

€ 10 000 for very small companies (< 10 employees); € 20 000 for
small companies (< 50 employees); € 35 000 for medium-size
companies (< 250 employees); and €50 000 for large companies (>
250 employees) .135

EPDs

Fees for registration and publication by the competent body is SEK
10 0000 (approximately € 1000). The annual fee is 0,1 thousandths of
the net sale of the product or service with a minimum value of SEK
10,000 and a maximum value of SEK
25 000 (approximately € 3 000)136,137.

EU Energy
Label

In the Commission’s IA for Energy Labelling, the combined cost for
testing products, printing labels and including them in product
packaging was estimated at € 3000 per product138.

If the proliferation of private and national environmental label schemes continues, this would
mean that the administrative burden and costs of having to respond to different information
requests based on different methods. Multiple reporting requirements would, however, only
apply to those firms that sell the same product in different national markets that each have
their own favoured label. If a firm only sells in its own national market, it does not matter
how many other schemes there are in other countries. It was not possible to determine the
extent of this, but large multi-national companies would have an advantage over SMEs in
managing multiple schemes for the same products. Nonetheless, this is against the idea of a
Single Market, where all firms should not have to face legal, technical or physical barriers for
selling their products in other Member States.
In general, the extent of administrative costs and burdens will depend very much on how the
PEF is introduced and on whether the affected companies already have (one or several)
reporting schemes in place. In addition to the possible administrative costs, the following
section describes other potential economic impacts for SMEs.
133

134

135

136

137

138

ICLEI & Oko Institute (2007) Costs and Benefits of Green Public Procurement in Europe,
ec.europa.eu/environment/gpp/pdf/eu_recommendations_1.pdf
AEAT (2004) The Direct and Indirect Benefits of the European Ecolabel – Final Report,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/ecolabel/about_ecolabel/reports/benefitsfinalreport_1104.pdf
AEAT (2004) The Direct and Indirect Benefits of the European Ecolabel – Final Report,
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/ecolabel/about_ecolabel/reports/benefitsfinalreport_1104.pdf
Swedish Environmental Council, 2000, Requirements for Environmental Product Declarations.
http://www.world-nuclear.org/uploadedFiles/org/stewardship/e_epd_msr19992.pdf
The registration fee is intended to cover the costs for the competent body for managing the system,
which principally consists of providing general information about the system to
companies/organisations and to the public. An annual fee is charged for maintaining the register up-todate and including the possibly for companies and organisations to correct and amend information in
the declarations.
Presumably this means per model, not per unit sold.
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10.2.

Costs to communicate environmental information

Other potential economic costs for companies include costs for communicating results of the
PEF calculations. The cost of communicating product environmental performance would
depend on whether the information needs to be on the product, provided in the store close to
the product, or only online. If the former, then there would be a (small) additional cost per
product, or no additional cost if it can be easily incorporated in the packaging design for new
products. Costs for communicating environmental performance information is beyond the
scope of this study, therefore detailed information on communication costs is not included
here.

10.3.

Impact on firms’ production costs

There would be a fixed cost associated with performing the PEF for each product when it is
introduced. The costs will vary between product types due to differences in complexity of
lifecycle systems and how the Product Footprint Category Rules are defined. This would be
amortised over the life of the product (i.e. total cumulative production) and hence the cost per
unit is likely to be insignificant. Large producers are likely to have the resources to do the
assessments “in-house”. SMEs are likely to use specialist environmental consultants to assist
them. The European Commission or industry associations could also consider the possibility
to develop standard software packages that would reduce the assessment cost significantly.
The impact on unit production costs depends on whether the intervention leads to an
improvement in the environmental performance of products. The direction of the impact
depends on where in the supply chain the main impacts arise and hence where the main
improvements are likely to occur. If they relate to improvements in production efficiency,
then there should be an overall economic benefit (as measured by the balance of income after
paying material and energy suppliers). However, if they relate to improvements in use
efficiency, then there is likely to be an economic cost. However, even where there is an
overall benefit, there are winners and losers along the supply chain.
The impact on investment (capital costs) depends on whether changes to product
specifications and / or production processes require additional investment (i.e. new production
lines), or the bringing forward of existing capital equipment replacement.
Based on the Eurobarometer survey139, a majority (62%) of SMEs undertake resource
efficiency actions at no particular production cost for them, or with the result of decreasing
their production costs. For the SMEs that report that their production costs have increased,
most of them say that the increase has been modest. There is a difference between large
companies and SMEs, large companies tend to be able to be better at reducing their
production costs with resource efficiency actions than SMEs.

139

TNS Political & Social (2012) SMEs, Resource Efficiency and Green Markets. At the request of the
European Commission. Eurobarometer 342.
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10.4.

Indirect costs

 Impacts on product prices
If intervention leads to a shift in demand to products with higher environmental performance,
there is likely to be an increase in average prices (assuming that these are more expensive).
However, since the shift is voluntary, consumers will be better off – i.e. have improved utility.
However, if it leads to a shift in supply, with manufacturers removing poorer performing
products from their ranges, prices would rise and consumers may be worse off. But see next
point about ranges.
 Impact on product ranges (consumer choice)
It is unclear what the potential impacts of PEF would be on consumer choice of diversity of
products. It may not have any impact (or may increase ranges), if firms use environmental
performance as a means of product differentiation. It is likely to depend on distribution of
consumer demand across products of differing environmental performance.
 Impacts on firm’s profits
It is unclear what the potential impacts of PEF would be on firm’s profits. If it allows firms to
differentiate products on the basis of environmental performance, it may lead to increased
profits.
 Impacts on competition
Additional cost of introducing new products and administration costs may create a barrier to
entry for new producers – particularly small producers with low sales volumes. This is
unlikely to be a significant problem and it could be ameliorated by exempting small firms
from the regulation.
Nonetheless, without a harmonised methodology for measuring product environmental
performance, some companies will experience a loss in competitiveness due to free-riders
who are taking advantage of the system. Further, increased costs could also be experienced by
supply chain actors due to multiple reporting requirements from already existing and new
initiatives in MS. Finally, there is a potential loss of markets for certain suppliers due to
similar actions already started by larger companies towards their suppliers.
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11.

ASSESSMENT OF COSTS OF OEF

It is very hard to find any accurate studies that discuss the economic impact of undertaking
LCA. We would regard LCA as an intangible asset as it is an investment in knowledge capital
to support decision making, as distinct from physical capital or labour. The fact that it is an
intangible asset, and therefore inconsistent with traditional growth accounting, may be a
contributing factor to the lack of agreed quantitative measures. The main barriers to
addressing the economic impact of LCA are:


existing accounting procedures lack environmental or wider sustainability
considerations yet research has shown that 80% of environmental impacts are
determined at the design stage and LCA is a key tool in identifying potential impacts;



clarity on when is the best time to make the measurement i.e. ex ante, during LCA
project or ex post;



lack of commonly agreed statistical methods for measuring the impact of intangibles
in business;



problems related to attribution, causation and correlation;



complexities in measuring yields due to a lack of consistent benefits and rationales for
undertaking LCA;



difficulty to isolate LCA from other activities within the product development or
wider innovation process;



The stage of the product development or innovation process at which the assessment
takes places could impact on return, e.g. if it is early on in the process the impact
could be profound yet difficult to trace back from product launch.

Administrative costs are defined as the costs incurred by enterprises, the voluntary sector,
public authorities and citizens in meeting legal obligations to provide information on their
action or production, either to public authorities or to private parties. Therefore, policies that
stimulate organisations to more systematically assess and display environmental performance
information will be associated with these costs.
The administrative costs consist of two different cost components: the business-as-usual costs
and administrative burdens. While the business-as-usual costs correspond to the costs
resulting from collecting and processing information which would be done by an entity even
in the absence of the intervention, the administrative burden stem from the part of the process
which is done solely because of a the intervention.
For each of the policy options, the administrative cost/burden have been quantified in
accordance with the EU’s standard cost methodology. The results are displayed in the step by
step approach set out by the EU’s standard cost model.

11.1.

The Standard Cost methodology

The standard cost methodology calculates the net cost of information obligations, taking into
account the additional requirements of the intervention, and any reduced costs from
administrative activities that are no longer required. The administrative costs should be
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assessed on the basis of the average cost of the required administrative activity (Price)
multiplied by the total number of activities performed per year (Quantity).
The SCM also outlines how voluntary options are to be dealt with:
‘Voluntariness is not an issue when determining whether the costs of information should
count in terms of Administrative Burdens or not. Whenever a business is confronted with costs
for supplying information as a result of legislation or regulations, these costs are deemed to
be Administrative Burdens. Measuring voluntary rules is necessary in order to subsequently
identify possible areas of simplification’ (SCM, 2004).
In accordance with the standard cost model, the administrative costs have been estimated by
following a series of sequential steps140. Since the OEF methodology is still in its infancy
certain aspects of how the methodology will be implemented are necessarily uncertain. This
requires certain assumption to be made for the purposes of the impact assessment.
Step 1: Identification and classification of information obligations
The Standard Cost model sets out a consistent typology for classifying information
obligations. In relation to actions to stimulate the more systematic assessment and display of
environmental performance the following categories are relevant:






Submission of (recurring) reports – The submission of reports include activities from
setting up a system for data collecting to verification and are describe in detail under step
2. The draft guidelines that accompany the OEF methodology do not set out the frequency
with which reports need to be submitted. However, it might be expected that as a
minimum the analysis is repeated yearly.
Registration – Registration is not a specific requirement of the methodology. However, in
order to be eligible for certain incentives, it may be deemed necessary that the OEF
reports and/or data are registered in some way.
Certification - It is not an explicit requirement that the data or reports are certified.
However, a review is required of external published information. This is covered below.
Cooperation with audits and inspections – The draft OEF guidance document states “If
intended for external use, the study shall be reviewed by an independent and qualified
external reviewer (or review team)”. Assuming that most of the users of the OEF
methodology will wish to report the results, then time for a review and external validation
needs to be allowed for.

Step 2: Identification of the required actions
As with the information obligation, the Standard Cost methodology employs a consistent
typology when classifying the type of required action. The following categories are relevant
in this case:


140

Familiarisation with the information obligation – Organisations will be required to
familiarise themselves with the OEF methodology, and its links with the policy options
(e.g. what is required to qualify for incentives). The time taken to perform this action will
depend in part upon the organisations current understanding of environmental reporting
methodologies, and of the OEF methodology specifically. This familiarisation is likely to
be more time consuming the first time round, but may involve some regular updates.

http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/commission_guidelines/commission_guidelines_en.htm
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Data Collection – Organisations will be required to collect the information relevant to the
OEF process. The effort required by organisation will largely depend on the fact whether
they already report or display information on their environmental performance or not.
Thus organisations who already gather information might have less effort than
organisation that do not yet have a system in place. Activities led by the European
Commission may help to reduce the costs of data collection in the future. For example, the
European Commission will develop sector specific reporting rules (OEFR) defining a
series of steps for organisations to more systematically assess and display environmental
performance information. The OEFR sectoral guidance documents address specific
sectoral issues; ensure comparability within sectors as well as setting sectoral benchmarks.
In addition, the European Commission further will develop an EU and international
database, in corporation with the JRC, sectoral organisations, international organisations,
and 3rd country governments to simplify the data collection process. This Database is part
of a wider reporting platform developed by the EU. The platform will contain
functionalities such as automated calculator to simplify the data collecting and reporting
process.
 Retrieving relevant information from existing sources – Certain information
required for the more systematic assessment and display of environmental
performance will be available from other sources, e.g. EU database. Indeed, certain
organisation may already report some of the information as part of existing regulatory
and voluntary reporting initiatives. However, other data may need more time for
retrieval if not part of existing reporting initiatives.
 Adjusting existing data – the format of reporting required for the OEF
methodology may require the adjustment of data collected, analysed and reported for
other purposes. Therefore some work to adjust this data will be necessary. However
the EU reporting platform will facilitate the data processing in line with the defined
OEF rules.
 Producing new data – one of the key principles of the OEF methodology is
completeness141. The OEF will require new data to be collected and analysed. In
particular, the production of new data relating to ‘indirect’ environmental impacts is
likely to be an important area where new data will need to be produced.





Inspecting, checking, verifying – some internal checking will be necessary. In addition
some external checking and verification may be required. The draft OEF guidance
document states “If intended for external use, the study shall be reviewed by an
independent and qualified external reviewer (or review team)”
Submitting the information to the relevant authority – In order to be eligible for
certain incentivise organisations may be required to submit certain information to relevant
authorities.

It is important to note that certain requirements of the policy options are not fixed so certain
assumption have had to be made in the assessment of the importance and scale of the actions.
For example, the extent to which submitting information is required as part of eligibility for
incentives. While the OEF methodology will be coordinated at EU level incentives are likely
141

Quantification of the Environmental Footprint shall include attention to all environmentally significant
material/energy flows and other environmental interventions as required for adherence to the defined
system boundaries, the data requirements, and the impact assessment methods employed.
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to be introduced at a Member State level. Furthermore, the OEF methodology itself allows
some flexibility in terms of the information that “shall” be reported, and the information that
“should” be reported. Therefore, there is likely to be some variability in the time taken to
complete these tasks, based on the approach taken within the respective organisation.
Step 3: Classification by regulatory origin
The regulatory origin originates from European Commission. Therefore all net costs are
attributed to the policy proposals.
Step 4: Identification of the target group
The information obligations are targeted at organisations. This includes businesses, the public
sector, and third sector. With these groups the target audience affected will vary by policy
option type.
The Draft OEF guidance document requires that organisations shall be defined with reference
to the characteristic sectorial Product/Service Portfolio using NACE codes.
Some assumptions have been made in defining the scope of the different policy options as
follows:
General assumptions applicable to all policy options are:
1. Under the voluntary measures organisations can choose whether they would like to
take up the OEF methodology when displaying their environmental performance
regardless whether they are already covered under an existing scheme, voluntary or
mandatory. This is relevant for options 3.
2. Under the obligatory measures all organizations will have to implement the OEF
methodology regardless whether they are already covered under an existing scheme,
voluntary or mandatory. This is relevant for options 4.1 and 4.2.
Step 5: Identification of the frequency of required actions
The frequency indicates how many times a year an action is required. For each of the actions
described in Step 2 a judgement has been made on the frequency of the actions. The results
are summarised in the table below.

Action

Frequency

Familiarisation with
the information
obligation
Retrieving relevant
information from
existing sources

Assume that a one-off upfront effort, with some regular (biannual) but
smaller effort.

Adjusting existing
data

Producing new data

Depends upon how frequently the analysis is updated. It is assumed
that for a ‘normally efficient entity’ this is carried out on a yearly
basis. For the first implementation of the methodology the time taken
might be expected to be longer.
Depends upon how frequently the analysis is updated. It is assumed
that for a ‘normally efficient entity’ this is carried out on a biannual
basis. For the first implementation of the methodology the time taken
might be expected to be longer.
It is assumed that the first time the methodology is followed this will
involve a large upfront effort. For subsequent (biannual) updates the
time taken is expected to be reduced.
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Inspecting and
checking
Submitting the
information to the
relevant authority

Depends upon how frequently the analysis is updated. It is assumed
that for a ‘normally efficient entity’ this is carried out on a biannual
basis.
Depends upon how frequently the information needs to be submitted
for eligibility for necessary incentives and/or compliance. It is
assumed that this is required on a biannual basis for consistency with
the other actions.

Step 6: Identification of relevant cost parameters
The main costs associated with information obligations are typically labour costs. Some
equipment and IT costs may also be relevant e.g. purchase of third party data or information
management tools.
The costs have been estimated on the basis of the costs provided by three organisations which
took part in the trial run of the OEF methodology. These estimates have been compared and
checked against reporting costs for similar reporting initiatives.
Step 7: Choice of data sources
Since the OEF methodology is currently in development there is limited information available
on the cost of implementing the methodology. Some information is available from selected
organisations that have piloted the methodology (Table A4.1). In addition, it is possible to
make some comparison with cost estimates that have been made for analogous reporting
initiatives. However, few initiatives have the same scope as the OEF, so this comparison is
limited.

11.2.

Data collected from the piloting of the OEF methodology

Some information is available from those organisations that offered to pilot the OEF
methodology on the potential level of administrative burden. While the sample size is very
small, and cannot be considered representative, it does provide an indication of the potential
costs associated with the OEF methodology specifically.
Furthermore, the costs are only representing first application in organisations, without
the existence of cost-reducing tools (Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector Rules,
commercial interfaces and software taking into consideration the Organisation Environmental
Footprint methodology, data quality indicators available in databases due to the application of
the OEF methodology, increased availability of data in compliance with OEF). Thus, it is
reasonable to expect that through regular application and the increased availability of tools,
these costs would be reduced significantly in the near future142.
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For example, it is estimated that data collection and validation typically absorbs 70-80% of the cost of
the study. By improving on this aspect only, very significant cost reductions would be obtained (Frans
Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle approaches by industry: patterns and impacts,
Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
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Data was provided by three organisations. In the first pilot, the time cost and additional
expenditure was estimated at €30,000143, no further breakdown on these costs were provided.
In the second example, a time cost of €10,000 in consultancy fees was estimated, together
with a cost of €25,000 for licences for the LCA software and associated inventory that was
used. This was based upon a single production site. In the third pilot more detail was provided
on the number of days. An estimated 20 days was used for internal data collection, with an
initial 19 days of a consultant’s time. In total, the cost of participating in the pilot was
estimated at €25,000. The analysis was performed for a sub-set of the organisation, and the
organisation already collected a lot of primary data for its carbon footprints.
Whilst limited in detail the evidence suggest that the cost of implementing the methodology
falls within the range of €25,000 to €35,000 (average of €30,190), and potentially including a
mix of internal and consultancy staff time, as well software licences and data fees. These
costs reflect the cost of first application of the methodology in a company. Due to
organisational learning, it is expected that staff and/or consultancy time declines over time, so
the recurring cost is expected to be less than this value. At the same time, it should be noted
that all three of the organisations already assess and display their environmental performance
to some degree, so already have existing systems and infrastructure in place to support these
activities. Therefore, the cost estimates provided by the pilots may underestimate the costs to
organisations that have more limited experience in environmental assessment and reporting.
However there will be cost savings for organisations using the OEF methodology for their
existing reporting requirements. Finally, the three organisations are all large organisations.
Costs for medium and small organisations are not available.

11.3.

Data from other similar initiatives

Given the small sample size of the cost estimates from the OEF pilot, a comparison was
performed with costs estimates from the published literature for analogous reporting
initiatives. These schemes and regulations do differ in their approach and scope to the OEF
methodology but contain some overlapping elements. These initiatives also provide an
understanding of the current costs incurred by organisations involved in environmental
assessment and reporting activities. The chosen studies all include costs for setting up the
systems and infrastructure for data collection and reporting, and also for the dissemination of
results.
It is, however, notable that the range of administrative costs varies widely within each study,
as does the sample size. Where possible the cost estimates have been split into the different
actions. However, it was not possible to breakdown the costs incurred in the first year and
those incurred in subsequent years, for most studies. The table below summarises the
administrative costs associated with the display of environmental performance under various
existing voluntary schemes. All costs have been converted into € using a conversation rate of
1.2. No further adjustments have been made to the original data collected for each study since
it was not clear in which price year the cost were expressed in. The year the different studies
have been published are indicted in the title heading in the table below.
Table 11.1: Summary of the administrative costs associated with the display of
environmental performance under various existing voluntary schemes
143

The actual value give was 60,000 for both the implementation of the OEF and PEF methodology
together. The cost has been split equally to derive an estimate for OEF alone.
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Action

Frequency

Familiarisation with the
scheme/strategy
formulation
stage
of
identifying the business
case for reporting
Developing
maintaining
the
collection
system
Record keeping)

data
collection

and
data
(ie

Retrievin
g
relevant
informati
on from
existing
sources

Adjusting
existing
data

Assume that a
one-off upfront
effort, with some
regular
(biannual)
but
smaller effort.
Assume that a
one-off upfront
effort, with some
regular
(biannual)
but
smaller effort.
Depends upon
how frequently
the analysis is
updated. It is
assumed that for
a
‘normally
efficient entity’
this is carried out
on a biannual
basis. For the
first
implementation
of
the
methodology the
time taken might
be expected to
longer.
Depends upon
how frequently
the analysis is
updated. It is

Report on a Survey of
Environmental
Reporting Costs and
Benefits
(2001),
Environ
2001,
(original
costs
expressed in £)
Time (hours)/Cost

Company GHG Emissions Reporting – a Study on Methods and Initiatives, ERM, 2010 (original costs expressed in €)
USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA - company

USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA
–
regulatory
public sector

DECC 2010 CRC
RIA - company

DEFRA 2009 Guidance
RIA - company

Ethical
2008

Time (hours)/Cost
per entity

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

€ 360 to €
360,000

€ 360 to €
129,600

Corporation

€ 2,100

€ 1,300

€ 1,020

€ 738 to €
120,00

€ 3,100
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€ 437,500

Study on the Costs and
Benefits
of
EMAS to Registered
Organisations, Milieu,
2009 (original costs
expressed in €)
Time (hours)/Cost

Action

Frequency

Producin
g
new
data

Consulta
nt

Report on a Survey of
Environmental
Reporting Costs and
Benefits
(2001),
Environ
2001,
(original
costs
expressed in £)
Time (hours)/Cost

Company GHG Emissions Reporting – a Study on Methods and Initiatives, ERM, 2010 (original costs expressed in €)
USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA - company

USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA
–
regulatory
public sector

DECC 2010 CRC
RIA - company

DEFRA 2009 Guidance
RIA - company

Ethical
2008

Time (hours)/Cost
per entity

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

assumed that for
a
‘normally
efficient entity’
this is carried out
on a biannual
basis. For the
first
implementation
of
the
methodology the
time taken might
be expected to
longer.
It is assumed
that the first time
the methodology
is followed this
will involve a
large
upfront
effort.
For
subsequent
(biannual)
updates the time
taken is expected
to be reduced.
It is assumed
that the first time
the methodology
is followed this
will involve a
large
upfront
effort.
For
subsequent
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Corporation

Study on the Costs and
Benefits
of
EMAS to Registered
Organisations, Milieu,
2009 (original costs
expressed in €)
Time (hours)/Cost

Action

Inspecting
and
checking/veri
fication (ie.
copywriting
the text for
the report)

Submitting
the
information to
the relevant
authority

Frequency

Submittin
g data to
coordinat
or

Internal
checking
(data/rep
ort)
External
checking
(data/rep
ort)
Data
Submissi
on/Repor
ting

(biannual)
updates the time
taken is expected
to be reduced.
Depends upon
how frequently
the analysis is
updated. It is
assumed that for
a
‘normally
efficient entity’
this is carried out
on a biannual
basis.

Report on a Survey of
Environmental
Reporting Costs and
Benefits
(2001),
Environ
2001,
(original
costs
expressed in £)
Time (hours)/Cost

Company GHG Emissions Reporting – a Study on Methods and Initiatives, ERM, 2010 (original costs expressed in €)
USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA - company

USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA
–
regulatory
public sector

DECC 2010 CRC
RIA - company

DEFRA 2009 Guidance
RIA - company

Ethical
2008

Time (hours)/Cost
per entity

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

€ 804 to €
60,000

€ 1,400

€ 360 to €
36,000

Depends upon
how frequently
the information
needs to be
submitted
for
eligibility
for
necessary
incentives and/or
compliance. It is
assumed that this
is required on a

€ 437,500

€ 270

1,200 to €
120,000

€ 5,000

€ 400
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Corporation

€ 67,500

Study on the Costs and
Benefits
of
EMAS to Registered
Organisations, Milieu,
2009 (original costs
expressed in €)
Time (hours)/Cost

Action

Frequency

Report

biannual basis
for consistency
with the other
actions.
Hard copy
Internet version

Responding
to
surveys/com
ments
Total

Report on a Survey of
Environmental
Reporting Costs and
Benefits
(2001),
Environ
2001,
(original
costs
expressed in £)
Time (hours)/Cost

Company GHG Emissions Reporting – a Study on Methods and Initiatives, ERM, 2010 (original costs expressed in €)
USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA - company

USEPA 2009 GHG
reporting
RIA
–
regulatory
public sector

DECC 2010 CRC
RIA - company

DEFRA 2009 Guidance
RIA - company

Ethical
2008

Corporation

Time (hours)/Cost
per entity

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Time (hours)/Cost

Study on the Costs and
Benefits
of
EMAS to Registered
Organisations, Milieu,
2009 (original costs
expressed in €)
Time (hours)/Cost

€ 2,736 to €
165,600
€ 96 to
60,000
€ 187 to €
36,000

SME

€ 5,900

€3,200 - €109,000

Large

€ 24,100

€11,000 - €153,000

Average

€6,841 to €
1,087,200

€4,800 to
€ 8,000

€ 1,290

99

€ 11,600

€ 3,350 to €
4,450

€ 875,000

The costs in the above table are predominately based on surveys and interviews with
companies. The cost estimates vary significantly, both within studies and across studies.
The variance across studies reflects the different scope of the reporting initiatives
examined. The variance within studies is more related to the different size and operating
sector of the organisations.
Environ144 found that organisations in the banking, finance, and investment sector tend
to have the lowest reporting costs whereas organisations in the metals and mining sector
have the highest reporting costs. This differential relates to the complexity of
environmental information; organisations in the metal and mining sector have the
highest relative administrative cost for displaying their environmental performance due
to the complexity of the activities they perform.
However, the Environ study found no correlation between the size of the organisation
and the cost of reporting on environmental performance. In contrast, Miliue & RPA145
suggested that costs for SMEs are proportionally higher than for medium to large size
organisations because SMEs do not necessarily have a dedicated budget set up for
environmental reporting unlike larger organisations. Other factors influencing the cost
of environmental reporting include the region. Milieu & RPA found that large
organisations in northern Europe tend to face highest costs related to EMAS
registration, with SMEs in southern Europe having the lowest costs in subsequent years.
The Milieu & RPA study also found that private organisations tend to incur higher costs
than public organisations.
No detailed information is available on the mix of internal staff and external consultant
involved in each step. However, for the reporting activities as a whole, the data matches
quite well with the comments provided by organisations participating in the pilot study
of the OEF in that the costs are split fairly even between internal staff and external
consultant.
More generally, the OEF trial study suggested that the annual average costs to comply
with the OEF methodology was of the order of €30,000, for organisations with some
existing experience in environmental assessment and reporting. This falls within the
large range identified for these related initiatives.
It is also important to understand the additional cost of reporting. For some
organisations, the assessment and reporting of some of the impacts captured within the
OEF methodology is already current practice. However, other aspects of the OEF
requirements such as reporting on the indirect environmental impacts may be new
elements. In other organisations, almost all of the requirements of the OEF may be new.
Where these elements are new, the respective organisations are likely to incur a higher
one off cost in the first year of implementation as part of the development of the
relevant data collection infrastructure.
Insufficient data is available from either the OEF trial, or from the related initiatives to
determine a robust estimate of the potential cost differential between these one-off costs
incurred in the first year and those recurring costs incurred in future years from
implementing these systems. However, as an indication, Milieu & RPA found that the
costs of EMAS registration in subsequent years are approximate half the costs occurred
in the first year, particularly for fixed and external costs. The 50% reduction in cost in

144

145

Report on a Survey of Environmental Reporting Costs and Benefits, Prepared for DEFRA,
November 2001, Environ
Miliue & RPA, Study on the Costs and Benefits of EMAS to Registered Organisations, October,
2009
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subsequent years was equally observed across all organisation sizes (Micro, Small,
Medium and Large).
Figure 11.1: Proportion of administration burden across all organisations
Automotive
3%

Banks, Finance,
Investment
1%

Civil Engineering/
Homebuilding
2%

Utilities
7%

Diverse Services
3%

Entertainment/Leisure/
Hotel/Restaurant
2%

Transport
6%
Pulp & Paper
3%

Food Production
7%

Pharmaceuticals
8%

Food Retail
10%

Petrochemicals
3%
General Retail
4%

Metals/Mining
15%

Government/
Authoriti/Agencies
7%
Information &
Communications
7%
Insurance
13%

Under the mandatory initiative all organisations that currently do not assess and display
their environmental performance will take up the OEF methodologies by 2020 whereas
under option 3 these organisations will be able to choose to report on their
environmental performance.
Organisation not yet displaying their environmental performance will have a
significantly higher costs since they do not yet benefit from an infrastructure to collect,
verify and display information related to their environmental performance.
Step 8: Assessment of the number of entities concerned
As described above the number of entities concerned will be to some extent related to
the particular policy options.
Step 9: Assessment of the performance of a “normally efficient entity”
The standard cost model requires that the costs are assessed on the basis of ideal types
(i.e. typical firms). This requires the removal of data that is considered as outliers. Since
the sample size for data from the OEF pilots is small, all records have been used.
Step 10: Extrapolation of the validated data to EU level
As described above, it is reasonable to assume that the time taken for the given
organisations to carry out the actions can be related to the size of the organisation and
sector they operator in.
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11.4.

Conclusions

Based on data gathered during the OEF road testing, the administrative costs per
organisation currently captured under either a voluntary or mandatory scheme are
expected to increase to €30,190 in the first and subsequent year. It must be considered
that data gathered is only representing first application in organisations, without the
existence of cost-reducing tools (Organisation Environmental Footprint Sector Rules,
commercial interfaces and software taking into consideration the Organisation
Environmental Footprint methodology, data quality indicators available in databases
due to the application of the OEF methodology, increased availability of data in
compliance with OEF, tools for compatibility with other reporting requirements). Thus,
it is reasonable to expect that through regular application and the increased availability
of tools, these costs would be reduced significantly in the near future146.
Cost will vary amongst different sectors. The complexity in the supply chain and
processes or services performed by organisation will have a significant impact on the
administrative burden. The figure below shows the proportion of administration burden
across all organisations. Organisations in the metal and mining sector have the
proportional highest administrative cost displaying their environmental performance due
to the complexity of the activities they perform147.
Under option 3.4 "Recommending the application of PEF and OEF on a voluntary
basis", we make the conservative estimate of a natural uptake of 48% of SMEs148 and
3%149 of large organisation which will display their environmental performance by
2020. Under option 3.2. "New legislation for EU sustainable production policy", all
organisations in priority sectors will take up the OEF methodologies by 2020.
Some sectors are already highly regulated and already report a lot of the information
covered by the OEF methodology. Depending on the amount of the information
displayed organisations spend a significant amount on data collection and verification,
€ 120,000 each p/a (Environ). This cost is expected to drop in further years, as data
collection infrastructure is put in place, as the reporting is becoming common practice
increasing access to data and a s the availability of secondary data increases.
The cost for producing and printing of a report can range between € 2,400 and € 79,200
per year (Environ). We assume that the time spend on each task is the same across all
sectors. The majority of time will be spent on the data collection and verification, either
by internal staff or external consultants, as well as reporting. It is assumed that
information will be displayed both in hard copy reports and online even though some
organisations might chose to just display information through one of the 2 media.

146

147

148

149

For example, it is estimated that data collection and validation typically absorbs 70-80% of the
cost of the study. By improving on this aspect only, very significant cost reductions would be
obtained (Frans Berkhout, Rupert Howe: The adoption of life-cycle appraoches by industry:
patterns and impacts, Resources, Conservation and Recycling 20 (1997) 71-94
Report on a Survey of Environmental Reporting Costs and Benefits, Prepared for DEFRA,
November 2001, Environ
The uptake of 48% for SMEs (employees of less than 500) under the voluntary scheme is based
on scaling up the Grenelle 2 annual figure
The uptake of 3% for large Organisations (employees of 500 and more) is based on the uptake
rate in the EIDSME database (http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/businessenvironment/files/technical_annex.pdf)
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12.

POTENTIAL VOLUNTARY UPTAKE OF THE PEF METHODOLOGY

The estimated uptake of the PEF methodology under a voluntary option will depend on
several factors including the implementation of supporting individual policy actions that
would work towards encouraging voluntary uptake of the PEF methodology. Many
organisations already employ other methodologies to calculate and communicate the
environmental performance of products. Therefore, to encourage organisations to take
up the PEF methodology, several individual policy actions have been identified. These
include:


Development of Product Environmental Footprint Category Rules (PEFCR)
based on prioritisation of products. This can be carried out either under the
leadership of the EC, or through voluntary initiatives from industry.



Establishment of EU normalisation and weighting system: to help prioritise the
environmental improvement efforts and ease communication of environmental
performance.



Setting up of a European free access Life Cycle Inventory (LCI) database



Setting up of an international dialogue to establish an international free access
Life Cycle Inventory (LCI) database



Principles for the communication of the environmental footprint of products



Alignment of SCP instruments (knowledge base, criteria settings, etc.)



Training and capacity building on PEFCR especially for SMEs



Seek agreements with leading reporting/ labelling initiatives



International cooperation in view of approximation of methodologies and
promotion of PEF.

Making any estimates on the potential uptake of the PEF methodology is a difficult
exercise as robust data on which to base the estimations is not available. To calculate
the estimated uptake of PEF under a voluntary option, data has been gathered from the
most similar voluntary schemes that currently exist. These include the EU Ecolabel, the
EU Organic Label and EMAS150. It is assumed that companies already using these
schemes will be the most likely to adopt the PEF methodology.
Using Prodcom data, the number of companies that manufacture the relevant products
under the above mentioned initiatives were extrapolated. Further, the manufacturing
sectors taken from Prodcom were further refined in order to narrow the manufacturing
sector as closely as possible to the products concerned. Nonetheless, it should be noted
that it is likely that the number of companies affected is an overestimate as it is not
possible to narrow down the data to specific products based on Prodcom data.
According to a rough calculation, approximately 0.3 - 0.5% of the total number of
manufacturing companies that could be considered within the scope of EU Ecolabel
products have an Ecolabel license (see Error! Reference source not found.).
Although, this constitutes a very small percentage of the total EU manufacturing sector,
within specific manufacturing sectors the uptake of EU Ecolabel is much higher, e.g.
150

EU Ecolabel and the EU Organic Label only require companies to fulfil certain criteria in order
to obtain the label. They do not require companies to report on the actual environmental
performance. EMAS is not a product based scheme, but it is similar to PEF as it requires
companies to gather and report their environmental performance.

103

6.7% (soap and detergents), 5.7% (lubricants) and 4.5% (paper products). It should be
noted that the manufacturing sectors from Prodcom are very aggregated, therefore with
more detailed data, the percentage of companies concerned could be much higher. For
example, if micro-sized enterprises (less than 10 employees) were excluded from the
calculations, the total share of relevant companies that use the EU Ecolabel is 1.6%,
with up to 22.9% for soap and detergent manufacturers, 13.9% for lubricant
manufacturers and 10.5% for paper product manufacturers.
Past and current trends show that the EU Ecolabel continues to grow every year.
Starting with just six awards in 1996, the number of EU Ecolabelled products and
services has steadily increased since then, reaching 1357 Ecolabel awards in 2012.
Based on past growth trends, the average annual growth of the number of licenses
between 1996 and 2013 is 38% and over 30% average annual growth over the past five
years (see Table 15.4 and Table 15.5). This trend is most likely expected to continue in
the future, especially as evidence shows that every year an increasing number of
companies are implementing environmental labels.
Table 12.1: Number of EU Ecolabel Awards151
Table 12.2: Annual growth of number of licences152
Year
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

151

152

Licenses
0
6
11
33
39
53
95
128
166
128
166
224
249
386
514
754
1015
1064
1357

Period
1996-1997
1997-1998
1998-1999
1999-2000
2000-2001
2001-2002
2002-2003
2003-2004
2004-2005
2005-2006
2006-2007
2007-2008
2008-2009
2009-2010
2010-2011
2011-2012
2012-2013
Average annual
growth rate

Annual growth of
number of licenses
83.33%
200.00%
18.18%
35.90%
79.25%
34.74%
29.69%
-22.89%
29.69%
34.94%
11.16%
55.02%
33.16%
46.69%
34.62%
4.83%
27.54%
37.56%

EU Ecolabel website: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/ecolabel/facts-and-figures.html Accessed
13 July 2012
The formula for the average annual growth is (6/1357)^(1/(2013-1996)). It calculates the
constant growth rate that is necessary to go from 6 licenses in 1996 to 1357 licenses in 2013.
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Table 12.3: Percentage of EU manufacturing sector concerned by the EU Ecolabel
Number of companies in the EU (per number of employees)
NACE Sector
Manufacture of wearing apparel,
C141
except fur apparel
C142 Manufacture of articles of fur
Manufacture of knitted and
C143
crocheted apparel
C152 Manufacture of footwear
C171

Manufacture of pulp, paper and
paperboard

Manufacture of refined
petroleum products
Manufacture of basic chemicals,
fertilisers and nitrogen
C201 compounds, plastics and
synthetic rubber in primary
forms
Manufacture of paints, varnishes
C203 and similar coatings, printing ink
and mastics
C192

Manufacture of soap and
detergents, cleaning and
polishing preparations,
perfumes and toilet
C204 preparations
Manufacture of other porcelain
C234
and ceramic products
Manufacture of computers and
C262 peripheral equipment
Manufacture of consumer
C264
electronics
Manufacture of electric lighting
C274
equipment
Manufacture of domestic
C275
appliances
Manufacture of general —
C281
purpose machinery
C310 Manufacture of furniture
Concerned with EU Ecolabel

Data for 2009 - NACE REV. 2.

0-9

10-19

20-49

50-249

GE250

TOTAL

92936

9782

7004

2939

404

113065

4252

79

32

23

7

4393

8668

1125

653

486

68

11000

16120

2614

1864

1001

115

21714

1287

225

210

340

207

2269

663

137

117

119

88

1124

713

128

117

128

49

1134

2472

651

557

515

128

4323

Corresponding EU Ecolabel
product

Total number
per product
group

Number of
licenses

% of EU
% of EU ecolabelled per
ecolabelled
sector (excl. micro
per sector
companies)

Clothing and textiles

Footwear

7

Copying and graphic paper

26

Toilet paper

77

Lubricants Hydrolic Fluids

64

Growing media

11

Soil improvers

17

Indoor paints and varnishes
Outdoor paints and varnishes

113

7

0.0%

0.1%

103

4.5%

10.5%

64

5.7%

13.9%

28

2.5%

6.6%

125

2.9%

6.8%

534

6.7%

22.9%

12

5620

833

705

611

180

7949

All purpose cleaners and cleaners for sanitary facilities
319
Detergents for dishwashers
18
Hand dishwashing detergents
103
Laundry detergents
39
Soaps and shampoos
55

214

9

5

4

2

233

Toilets

6384

361

233

200

56

7234

Personal computers
Portable computers

2337

168

148

132

57

2842

6091

804

672

400

97

2035

295

320

334

1704

432

390

95057

7934

246553

25577

0.0%
4
1

5

0.1%

0.6%

Televisions

18

18

0.6%

3.6%

8064

Light bulbs

5

5

0.1%

0.3%

149

3133

Heat pumps

5

5

0.2%

0.5%

435

163

3124

5016

2606

828

111441

18043

10273

2598

Estimated values are in bold and italic

0.0%

Bed mattresses
Hard floor coverings
303042 Uptake of EU Ecolabel

3
12

15

0.0%

0.1%

909

0.3%

1.6%

0.5%

2.7%

Uptake of EU Ecolabel (not including clothing and textiles)
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Assuming that the uptake of the PEF methodology is at least similar to trends seen in the EU
Ecolabel, we could conclude that initial take up of the PEF methodology would be small
(under one percent) – most likely due to low awareness of the scheme in the beginning.
However, as seen with the EU Ecolabel, steady growth was observed in the following years
after its establishment. This could be due to growing awareness of the scheme and the
observed benefits such as competitive advantage over non-Ecolabelled products and
consumer demand. Policy initiatives at the EU level such as EU Ecolabel and GPP as well as
at national level will continue to promote green products and increase their uptake on the
market.
In addition, some sectors may have a greater uptake potential than others of the PEF
methodology based on the specific market context of the product (i.e. the existence of a
multitude of different ecolabels for a specific product group could incite stakeholders to apply
the PEF methodology backed by the EC and MS). Ultimately, the number of companies that
would be affected by the introduction of a voluntary PEF option will depend on which
products are selected for the definition of Product Footprint Category Rules (PEFCR). The
PEFCR will determine which types of products are covered, and what system boundary
should be used. The product definitions in PEFCR will determine which companies are
directly affected by PEF (i.e. companies that perform the PEF calculations). The system
boundaries will determine to what extent companies in the supply chain will indirectly be
affected (e.g. by having to provide specific information or change their product or operations).
Further, it should also be considered that as a voluntary scheme, companies may use only
certain elements of the PEF methodology and not apply it globally. This has been observed
with the EU Ecolabel – where companies did not necessarily take the step to apply for an EU
Ecolabel award, but instead used the criteria and guidelines to benchmark their own products.
Finally, as reflected in the stakeholder consultation, it is likely that more stakeholders will be
encouraged to adopt the PEF methodology assuming that the individual policy actions (listed
earlier above) are implemented under the voluntary scheme for PEF methodology. Many
stakeholders voiced their wish for a harmonised LCA database, methodology for calculating
environmental performance, PEFCRs, etc., to facilitate their work in this area.
Although under consideration, the EU Ecolabel does not currently include any food products.
In order to get an idea of the potential uptake of PEF among food and drink manufacturers,
the number of EU registered organic processing operators were used as a proxy153. In 2008,
around 9% of EU manufacturers of food products and beverages were registered as organic
operators154.
Although EMAS is not a product based scheme, it is similar to PEF as it requires companies
to gather and report their environmental performance. EMAS is based on sites and
organisations, whereas PEF is product based. The methodology to determine environmental
performance is however similar enough to base an assumption that the uptake would be
similar as well. When considering the share of companies registered under EMAS to the EU
total of businesses, only about 0.02%155 of all private companies were registered. The shares
vary considerably when considering their size and sector. Although micro-enterprises (less
153
154

155

This is a very weak assumption, as the organic label is only indirectly related to environmental impacts.
According to Eurostat 26,967 food processing operators were registered in 2008. The total number of
food product and beverage manufacturers in the EU in 2008 was over 310,283. The share of organic
operators is then (26,967/310,283 =) 8.7%
In 2011, 4532 organisations were EMAS registered, of which 503 were public administration
organisations (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/emas/register/reports/reports.do ). Assuming this then
corresponds to 4000 EMAS registered private companies. The total number of businesses in the EU are
over 19,640,000. The share is then (4000/19,640=) 0.02%.
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than 10 employees) represent 95% of all EU businesses, only 23% of EMAS organisations are
micro-enterprises. Likewise, small enterprises (between 10 and 50 employees) represent 4%
of all EU businesses, 33% of EMAS registered companies are small enterprises. Around 1%
of all EU businesses have more than 50 employees, over 44% of EMAS registered companies
have more than 50 employees. Based on this it would seem that medium sized and large
companies are most likely to adopt an EU voluntary environmental footprinting scheme.
When comparing the number of EMAS registered companies in individual sectors in relation
to EU totals, 0.7% of chemical manufacturers and 0.5% of paper and paper product
manufacturers are EMAS registered.
Table 12.4: Distribution of organisation size – EMAS registered versus EU businesses
(based on number of organisations)
Size of organisation
Registered
under EU businesses
EMAS
Micro (0 – 9 employees)
23%
94.9%
Small (10 – 49 employees)
23%
4.1%
Medium (20 – 249 employees)
0.02%
0.8%
Large (equal or more than 250 19%
0.2%
employees)

The above listed estimations are probably lower than the real expected uptake, as they do not
take into account the potential uptake linked with similar scheme under development in
Europe and internationally. In those cases it is expected that the European schemes in
development would prefer to use the European harmonised methodology (or parts of it)
instead of developing their own scheme. Similarly, several international programmes that are
developing methodologies similar to PEF have already stated that they will consider
endorsing the European methodology or at least to adhere to it as much as possible.
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13.

SCREENING OF POLICY INSTRUMENTS FOR THE VOLUNTARY APPLICATION OF PEF
AND OEF

The screening was carried out using some of the relevant categories of the screening
suggested for policy options by the Impact Assessment guidelines:







Effectiveness: the extent to which the option achieve the environmental and economic
objectives of the initiative.
Level playing field potential: the ability of the option to balance the competition
among economic actors, by for instance preventing greenwashing and free-riding or
reducing fragmentation.
Technical feasibility: indicates the technical hurdles/risks that might prevent the
successful development and implementation of the option. The tougher the
hurdles/risk, the lower the mark.
Administrative feasibility: the administrative burden for policy makers linked to the
development and implementation of the option (i.e. length and complexity of the
administrative/legislative process). The higher the burden, the lower the mark.

Each criterion is assessed against the objectives of the policy proposal using a simple set of
marks and are ranked based on a simple aggregate:

+++
++
+
0
----

Very positive
Positive
Slightly positive
Neutral
Slightly negative
Negative
Very negative
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Effectiveness

Level playing field
potential

Technical Feasibility

Administrative Feasibility

RANK

Commission Recommendation

+

++

++

+++

1

Recommendation of the EP and Council

+

++

++

+

2

Regulation for voluntary application

++

++

++

-

3

Directive for voluntary application

+

+

++

-

4

Justification of the marks
Commission recommendation
This option would have a positive effect on costs for administrations and companies through
the wider use of a single methodology to assess environmental performance – however, the
positive effect would be limited by the "soft" nature of the instrument, which risks to result
still in different approaches being pursued in different Member States.
Environmental effectiveness would be also positive through by covering all relevant
environmental impacts relevant for a given product group or sector and enhancing
improvement potentials by focussing on all relevant life cycle stages and through
benchmarking – however, effects would be limited again by the nature of the instrument.
Similarly, the level playing field potential scores positive, but is limited by the nature of the
instrument – some fragmentation might still persist, and due to these differences there would
also be limits to the ability to prevent greenwashing and freeriding.
Technical feasibility is positive for voluntary applications and positive for mandatory
applications with the condition of gradual introduction of any such instrument due to gaps in
the key technical pre-conditions for mandatory applications. Administrative feasibility scores
very positive due to the "soft" nature of the instrument and the flexibility provided to Member
States in applying the methodology as it best fits to their policy framework.
Recommendation from the European Parliament and Council
The assessment of this option is very similar to the Commission Recommendation.
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Differences are due to the fact that the origin of the instrument would result better buy-in by
Member States, therefore slightly more effect would be obtained on effectiveness and level
playing field potential.
However, these slight differences don't justify a very good score, as the limitation of the
"soft" recommendation instrument also apply in this case.
From the point of view of technical feasibility the situation is the same as for the Commission
Recommendation. On administrative feasibility, this is a more difficult option in terms of the
EU policymaking process.
Directive
A voluntary approach for the implementation of OEF and PEF in the form of a directive
would entail similar results as for the previous two instruments.
Effectiveness would be more positive than in the case of a Recommendation and level playing
field potential due to the obligation for Member States to transpose the directive into their
own legal system. However, these advantages would be partially offset by the risk of
variability in application, which would diminish the positive level playing field effect. Due to
the limitations of the instrument, differences do not warrant a very good score for this option.
In terms technical feasibility the option scores the same applies as for previous instrument for
the same reasoning. In terms of administrative feasibility the adoption and then transposition
of this instrument requires more resources both on the side of the EC and of Member States.
Regulation
The effects would be more positive than in the case of previous instruments on effectiveness
and level playing field potential due to the direct applicability of the instrument in the 27
Member States. However, these advantages would be partially offset by the voluntary
approach, which would entail the risk of low-take up, thus not necessarily resolving the issues
of the co-existence of multiple initiatives and a level playing field. Due to the limitations of
the instrument, differences do not warrant a very good score for this option.
In terms of technical feasibility the option scores the same as the previous instruments.
In terms of administrative feasibility, it is similar to the directive, with a slightly more
positive situation due to the omission of the transposition step.
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14.

ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS IN INVESTMENT

An on-going study by DG market on improving the disclosure of non-financial information by
EU companies as part of a broader set of EU initiatives on corporate governance and
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) shows that investors currently consider non-financial
information to lack materiality, accuracy and comparability and reliably156. Due to the uneven
and fragmented reporting incentives across Member States the quantity of information
currently available fails to provide the market (i.e. investors) with a sufficient degree of
transparency157. This is caused by the different methods and parameters used and a lack of
consistency in the level of verification. Further, companies tend to focus on positive
performance without providing the context of their operations158.
The study further refers to the 2011 Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights159
which mentions that existing legal requirements for the disclosure of non-financial
information vary significantly between Member States. It states that the information reported
by companies lacks balance and consistency, making it challenging for investors and
stakeholders to evaluate whether companies take account of CSR in their acuities.
Transparent and reliable information are vital for investors to fund clean technology projects
vital for the realisation of the 2050 Roadmap to a low carbon economy160.
Currently environmental risk is taken into consideration in the following ways when
considered for investment decisions:








156

157

158

159

160

Excluding companies violating certain principles (norms- and values based
exclusions) – this supposes a screening against international standards such as
the UN Global Compact and the definition of a core set of principles (defined
by the investor) against which companies are excluded from investments;
Best-in-class: fund managers choose the top performing companies in a sector
or category with targeted screening (e.g. water performance). The classification
is weaker in the absence of quantitative information on performance, and on
information on the average performance in a sector.
Thematic funds: e.g. investments targeted to clean energy sector. Thematic
funds are on a growth trend (Eurosif), and widening to other areas than energy
efficiency.
Quantification of environmental risk: currently this is done e.g. using spot
price fluctuations of CO2 emission rights and the relative CO2 footprint of
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/docs/2010/nonfinancial_reporting/summary_report_en.pdf
Summary report of the responses received to the public consultation on disclosure of non-financial
information by companies, European Commission/Directorate General for the Internal Market and
Services, April 2011, p. 6, http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/docs/2010/nonfinancial_reporting/summary_report_en.pdf
Summary report of the responses received to the public consultation on disclosure of non-financial
information by companies, European Commission/Directorate General for the Internal Market and
Services, April 2011, p. 6, http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/docs/2010/nonfinancial_reporting/summary_report_en.pdf
See in particular Guiding Principle 21
http://www.business-humanrights.org/media/documents/ruggie/ruggie-guiding-principles-21-mar2011.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/roadmap/index_en.htm
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different sectors (e.g. Trucost, commercial service based on input-output
model). Due to limited availability of data, only CO2-related risks are
considered, and those as well in a limited way.
Using sustainability indices
Sustainability indices are typically calculated taking into account
 company documentation (questionnaire/ self-declaration)
 examination of media coverage
 stakeholder commentaries
 other publicly available sources

Newly evolving investment concepts such as the Sustainable and Responsible Investment
(SRI) evaluate and incorporate Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) issues into fund
management.
The SRI161 market is sharply increasing and almost doubled recently from €2.7 trillion in
2007 to €5 trillion in 2009162 (€1.2 trillion Core SRI163; €3.8 trillion Broad SRI164).
The market share of SRI to the overall European asset management market shows that Core
SRI assets represent 10% of the asset management industry in Europe (Figure 10.1).
Figure 14.1: Geographic Allocation of European SRI

Source: Eurosif European SRI study 2010165

161

162
163

164

165

SRI is a generic term covering any type of investment process that combines investor's financial
objectives with their concerns about Environmenta, Social and Governance (ESG) issues.
Source: European SRI study 2010, Eurosif
Core SRI: norms- and values/ethical-based exclusions (3 or more criteria – e.g. Global Compact based =
10 principles); positive screening, including best-in-class and SRI thematic funds
Broad SRI: simple screening (one or two exclusion criteria, norms-based or values/ethical-based);
engagement; integration – typical of large institutional investors
http://www.eurosif.org/images/stories/pdf/Research/Eurosif_2010_SRI_Study.pdf
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The main drivers of the SRI market (in order of importance) are:


demand from institutional investors,



international initiatives (e.g. UNPRI),



external pressure (NGOs, media, unions),



demand from retail investors (banks).

The European SRI market is driven by institutional investors, representing 92% of the total
EU SRI market. 700 institutional investors and asset managers with a combined investment
volume of more than USD 20 billion (as of April 2010) have signed the six “Principles for
Responsible Investment”166. In September 2010, the number was already 808 signatories,
reaching USD 22bn. Figure 10.2 shows the breakdowns of the type of Institutional Investors
by volume of SRI assets.
Figure 14.2: Type of Institutional Investors by volume of SRI assets

Source: Eurosif European SRI study 2010

Sustainability indices have the potential to address information failure by providing a ‘filter’
on companies’ environmental claims. These sustainability indices (e.g. Dow Jones
Sustainability Index167 (DJSI), FTSE4Good168) ask companies for additional information via
questionnaires and/or direct contact, usually once per year. Information provided is
independently verified leading to a more reliable measure of the environmental attributes of
companies. The amount of quantified data used for these assessments is currently limited,
focussing on risks related to carbon price and GHG emissions.

166

167
168

Source:
Alliance,
http://www.allianzglobalinvestors.de/cms-out/kapitalmarktanalyse/docs/pdfeng/portfoliopractice-sustainability.pdf , UNPRI
http://www.sustainability-indexes.com/
http://www.ftse.com/Indices/FTSE4Good_Index_Series/index.jsp
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From the start date in 1994 onward, the Dow Jones Sustainability World Index posted a
performance of about +200% (using a net return index in USD)169. This corresponds to an
average annual return of 7.8%. In comparison, the MSCI World (an all-country, world equity
index) reflected a performance of about +150% in the indicated time frame.
Risk (measured as a standard deviation of the annual return for the Dow Jones Sustainability
World Index at 18.1% per year is somewhat higher than the risk of the MSCI World at 16.5%
per year. However, the additional risk the investor takes by investing in a sustainability
strategy relative to a traditional investment (e.g. MSCI World) historically seems to be
outweighed by higher returns from a sustainability strategy (Figures 10.3 and 10.4).
Figure 14.3: Is sustainable investing successful?

Source: Allianz

169

http://www.allianzglobalinvestors.de/cms-out/kapitalmarktanalyse/docs/pdf-eng/portfoliopracticesustainability.pdf
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Figure 14.4: Is sustainable investing successful?

Source: Allianz

Sustainability factors are being evaluated as risk factors over a period of 20 years, initially
with respect to the risk of the asset class Global Equities showing that the estimated annual
extreme downside risk of global equity investments whose risk profiles are optimised for
sustainability factors is, at -26.6 % p. a., significantly lower (by 12.2 %) than an investment in
an average global equity index, whose tail risk is estimated at -38.8 %.170
If global equities component replaced by investments optimized based on sustainability
criteria, the portfolio can be increased by 0.3 percentage points while maintaining portfolio
risk at the same level (reference portfolio invested 70 % in government bonds and 30 % in
global equities).
In its 2011 report, also the Carbon Disclosure Project found a positive correlation between
reporting and return: the leaders in the CDP's two main indexes generated approximately
double the average total return of the Global 500 index of the world's largest stock-exchange
listed companies between 2005 and May 2011171.

170

171

Source: Sustainable investing: just a fad? 2011, Allianz Global Investors AG & risklab
(http://www.allianzglobalinvestors.de/cms-out/kapitalmarktanalyse/docs/pdf-eng/portfoliopracticesustainable-investing-just-a-fad.pdf)
https://www.cdproject.net/CDPResults/CDP-G500-2011-Report.pdf
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15.

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND INNOVATION

The relationship between environmental monitoring and innovation has been explored in
previous research. Some studies consider innovation as the driver for environmental or
corporate responsibility reporting, while others consider monitoring and reporting as a driver
for innovation. KPMG states in its International Survey of Corporate Responsibility
Reporting 2011 “that corporate responsibility (CR) reporting provides financial value and
drives innovation, reflecting the old adage of ‘what gets measured gets managed”. More
generally, ’innovation and learning’ were found to be important drivers for CR
responsibility172.
In the Eurobarometer on “Attitudes of European entrepreneurs towards eco-innovation”173,
the monitoring and assessment of environmental performance was not considered as an
explicit variable. However, lack of qualified personnel and technological capabilities ranked 9
out of 14 suggested barriers to eco-innovation, with technological and management
capabilities within the enterprise ranked 7 out of 14 suggested drivers. This is consistent with
the view that access to information and expertise on environmental performance can help to
stimulate innovation and drive performance improvement.
This view is supported by research174, which showed that organisational capabilities play a
key-role in increasing the level of resources allocated to eco-innovation activities. Demand
factors were found to affect the decisions of firms to invest in eco-innovation, but not the
level of investment. This suggest that firms might take some minimum level of ecoinnovation in response to societal pressures and market requirements, but these factors do not
necessarily make firm commit large amounts of resources into eco-innovation.
These results build further on the study of Florida et al. (2001)175. This latter study focused on
the role of organisational capabilities, namely organisational resources, organisational
innovativeness and organisational monitoring systems. The results showed that too much
explanatory weight is often given to external factors for why firms adopt environmental
innovations. Organisational capacities both encourage and act as obstacles to the process of
better environmental performance. Two classes of organisational capabilities were of
particular importance: organisational resources and organisational monitoring. An
environmental measurement system is an important tool for measuring results, determining
progress, evaluating the effectiveness of alternative projects, motivating new initiatives and
identifying opportunities for better environmental performance. The authors suggested
organisational monitoring as perhaps the key differentiating factor in environmental
performance of a company.

172

173

174

175

KPMG
(Apr
2011)
Corporate
Sustainability
A
Progress
Report,
http://www.kpmg.com/Global/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/corporatesustainability-v2.pdf
Flash Eurobarometer 315 – The Gallup Organisation (Mar 2011) Attitudes of European entrepreneurs
towards
eco-innovation,
Published
by
European
Commission,
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_315_en.pdf
Kesidou, E. and Demirel, P. (2010) ‘On the Drivers of Eco-Innovations: Empirical Evidence from the
UK’ Nottingham University Business School Research Paper Series No. 2010-03.
Florida, R., Atlas, M. and Cline M., (2001). What Makes Companies Green? Organizational and
Geographic Factors in the Adoption of Environmental Practices. Economic Geography 77, 2009-224
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Other studies have examined how disclose of information within one company may help to
stimulate innovation in other organisations. Rennings et al. (2003)176 showed that in a survey
of environmental monitoring and reporting “71.4% of all interviewed facilities use other
facilities’ environmental reports for the preparation of their own reports. At least a substantial
share of the respondents used them to gather ideas for environmental innovations. 38.7% of
the respondents state that they gather ideas for organisational innovations in environmental
reports, for 34.6% this is true with regard to process innovations and for 20.2% with regard to
product-related innovations.” The conclusion of the authors was that, from the facilities’ point
of view, environmental reports are very useful for the diffusion of environmental innovations.
This can be related to the “learning effect” from other public company disclosures on
environmental issues that are highlighted in the report by PWC and CDP177.
While not directly comparable, further insights into the impacts of environmental assessment
and reporting initiatives on environmental performance can be gained from research
associated with environmental management schemes. A literature study by Webb et al.
(2006)178 found that the majority of available studies indicate that the presence of an
environmental management system (EMS) is associated with at least a modest improvement
in performance. However, there were some studies that didn’t find a correlation between an
EMS (EMAS or ISO14001) with continued environmental improvement. A possible
explanation is that EMAS does not specify a certain level of environmental performance, so
firms may choose to concentrate on relatively easy, short-term goals and thus fail to tap the
full potential for environmental improvements179.
In conclusion, the direct impact of environmental assessment and reporting on eco-innovation
is difficult to assess, with previous studies providing contradictory evidence on the scale of
impacts. Contradicting evidence is present, where some studies find a relation between
monitoring of environmental performance and innovation, while in other studies no
correlation was found. But it is clear that the presence of an environmental monitoring system
is of key importance to identify opportunities for improvement and innovation, and measuring
result and progress. In addition, it has been shown that environmental reports can provide
inspiration for eco-innovation with other companies.

176

177

178

179

Rennings, K., Ziegler, A., Ankele, K., Hoffman, E. andNill, J., (2003). The influence of the EU EMAS
on environmental innovations and competiveness in Germany: an analysis on the basis of case studies
and a large-scale survey, ZEW, Discussion Paper No. 03-14
PWC, 2010: Review of the Contribution of Reporting to GHG Emissions Reductions and Associated
Costs and Benefits (EV0437), August 2010
Webb, B., Chilvers, J. and Keeble, J., (2006). Improving Business Environmental Performance:
Corporate Incentives and Drivers in Decision Making. Arthur D Little Ltd. Report to Defra, London
Ghisellini, A. and Thurston, D., (2005). Decision traps in ISO 14001 implementation process: case
study results from Illinois certified companies. Journal of Cleaner Production 13, 763-777
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16.

THE IMPORTANCE OF INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Indirect environmental impacts result from actions of an organisation in indirect ways and
occur outside of the organisational boundary. For example, environmental impacts will be
associated with the supply chain of the organisation, as the production of goods and services
purchased (e.g. feedstock or input material, energy used in upstream processes) will have
environmental impacts. The provision of the goods and services causes environmental
impacts, both at the site of the supplier, and earlier in the supply chain. For the supplier, there
are also direct and indirect impacts (e.g. from the suppliers own supply chain), all of these can
be related indirectly to the purchase decision of the organisation later in the product chain.
This scope is called ‘cradle to gate’.
Indirect impacts can also relate to waste streams. For example, a company that manufactures
its goods according to ‘design for recycling’ principles makes it easier and more efficient for
other organisations, further downstream in the product chain, to recycle materials with lower
total environmental impacts as a result.
By assessing and managing the indirect environmental impacts and the whole value chain, an
organisation can improve its overall environmental performance. It can also more effectively
understand and manage risks associated with environmental performance in its supply chain
(e.g. water security).
The scale of indirect environmental impacts can be very significant relative to the direct
impacts of an organisation180. The indirect impacts vary widely from sector to sector; for
example in power generation, emissions due to resource extraction and transportation of fuels
are of minor impact compared to the emissions at the power plant (e.g. 2-5% for pipeline
natural gas; 10-15% for LNG181), whereas in the construction sector, the supply chain
emissions are very important given CO2-intensive manufacturing of e.g. concrete/cement etc.
Since the policy proposals aim to stimulate improvements in the environmental performance
of organisations along the whole value chain, it is important to understand the relative
importance of these indirect impacts. A first estimate of these impacts has been made using a
simplified macroeconomic input/output analysis. Mathews et al, 2008 use this method to
indicate the importance of indirect emissions reporting. A simplified version of this
methodology is applied below in order to explore the indirect environmental impacts of
organisation in the EU.
Using input/output analysis, the impacts of a unit of production for other economic sectors
can be assessed yielding insights into ‘ripple effects’ of an additional unit of production in
one sector throughout the larger economy. Input/output analysis is also used in
LCA/sustainability analysis to allocate ecological footprints to e.g. final consumption
patterns.
The results from this analysis can be considered illustrative. A more detailed assessment is
required to fully understand the indirect impacts of companies in the EU. However, the results
180

181

For example, The Carbon Disclosure Project's Supply Chain Report of 2011 noted that more than 50%
of an average corporation's carbon emissions are outside of its four walls. In the CDP 2012 report they
quote “indirect emissions (meaning those from the supply chain) represent as much as 86% of a
company’s total emissions; Mathews, H S., C.T. Hendrickson, C.L. Weber: .The importance of carbon
footprint estimation boundaries. Environmental Science and Technology, 2008, 42, 5839-5842
See for example M. Sevenster, H. Croezen, The natural gas chain, toward a global life cycle
assessment.CE Delft, 2006
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are sufficient to highlight the potential scale of the impacts, and the key issues to consider in
the design and assessment of the policy proposals.
The approach followed in this study uses as input data:
-

Input/output tables for the aggregated whole of the EU27 for the mid 2000’s182. The
tables are specified for 37 sectors, yielding total intermediate and final demand by
sector and sector output (value added, exports, imports, etc.)
Direct environmental pressure data from the EIDSME Database183, for four impact
categories (energy, non-hazardous waste, NOx -, CO2 emissions) and eight aggregate
sectors that incorporate 21 of the 37 sectors of the OECD input/output data.

The analysis works by deriving environmental impact intensities for the different impact
categories and sectors and analysing the relative impacts of imports and economic flows to
the supply chain in relation to impacts of sector outputs184. Results are given in the following
figure where, for the different impact categories and the different sectors analysed, the
magnitude of indirect impacts is shown relative to the normalized magnitude of the direct
impact categories of the sector (normalised as 1 for each category). Thus, where the impacts,
for a given category are <1, the indirect impacts are less than the direct impact, and where >1,
the indirect impacts are greater than the direct impacts.

182

183

184

Input-Output tables for the European Union. Period: mid-2000’s. Accessed: April, 2012.
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=STAN_IO_TOTAL#
Calogirou Constantinos, Stig Yding Sørensen, Peter Bjørn Larsen, Stella Alexopoulou et al. (2010)
SMEs and the environment in the European Union, PLANET SA and Danish Technological Institute,
Published
by
European
Commission,
DG
Enterprise
and
Industry.
(http://web.me.com/kkalog/SMEENV/LinkedDocuments/EIDSME_maps.swf)
Approach: (1) A total I/O table from the sectors in the data source is constructed, grouping sectors to the required
analysis level. (2) The average intensity of environmental impacts of the different sectors per dollar worth of total
gross sector output, for each impact category, is determined. Input data are the environmental impacts of the sector
and the total gross output of a sector, given by: “Total production of sector = supply for intermediate consumption
in other sectors + final consumption of governments, households + exports + gross fixed capital formation” (3)
With the average intensity per sector, for all cells of the I/O table, the impact for the cell, for all impact categories,
is calculated. (4) The corresponding total indirect impacts of each sector are summed up and compared with direct
impacts. For the sectors not analysed but present in the data source, a weighted average environmental impact
intensity was used. This is applicable to ISIC Rev.3 codes 1, 2, 5, 15-29, 5-67, and 75-99 (e.g. food products,
agriculture, wood/pulp/paper, refinery/chemicals, metals). It is possible that this yields an underestimation of
impacts.
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Figure 16.1 Magnitude of indirect environmental impacts relating to direct impacts (per
sector normalised as 1)

In can be observed that the service sectors and construction sectors have rather large indirect
impacts for many of the impact categories. Furthermore, it can be seen that the energyintensive sectors, such as energy supply, transportation, manufacturing and mining seem to
have lower indirect impacts. Indirect impacts differ between the different impact categories.
In all sectors indirect impacts seem significant for at least one impact category.
In the assessment of the importance of indirect impacts, it is also useful to consider the
absolute impacts. If a sector has high impacts, indirect impacts can also be high. Figure
shows these absolute impacts, where per impact category the total of indirect impacts are
shown next to the total of direct impacts of all sectors (normalised at 100%).
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Figure 16.2 Indirect and direct environmental impacts per impact category, with relative
share of sectors

From the figure a number of interesting observations can be made:





For all categories, the indirect impacts represent at least 50% of the direct impacts on
average. This is comparable to the estimated indirect GHG emissions reported by
companies as part of the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) 2011 Supply Chain Report.
A value of 40% can be taken as a lower limit estimate for the importance of the
indirect impacts, across all sectors and for all impact categories. The average figure of
50% is exceeded by a large margin for the non-energy intensive sectors, such as
service, trade, hotels/restaurants, and construction. We can realistically assume that for
all impact categories, in these sectors the indirect impacts are at least as big as direct
impacts.
If for a specific impact category, such as NOx, the direct impacts for a sector are very
low, indirect impacts can be far larger (in this analysis values of >400% are observed
in this analysis). This is expected to hold for other impact categories as well.

It is important to note that this first assessment has been carried out at a sector level and
indirect impacts are estimated based on economic flows. Certain simplifications are implicit
within the methodology. This can mean that for specific sub-sectors, products or
organisations, the outcomes can be very different.
One limitation with the analysis is that we have no impact data for some of the sectors present
in the input/output model, nor have we been able to estimate the impacts of imports from
outside the EU. These sectorial and monetary flows have been included in this analysis, using
derived weighted average impact-intensities. However, it remains unknown if the derived
average impact-intensities are realistic. The possibility of supply chain flows of limited
economic value and high environmental impacts or vice versa could alter the analysis.
In this analysis, the relative importance of imports from outside the EU differs between
sectors. The OECD input/output data show an average import level of 11% of the value of
output of a sector. The values range from 0 to 20% between sector, with the mining and
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quarrying sector far exceeding this with 60%. So the amount of indirect effects that occur
outside of the EU27 can be either significant, or more or less negligible between sectors.
On the basis of this simplified analysis the following conclusions can be drawn on the indirect
impacts of organisations in the EU:






Indirect impact represents an important proportion of the total environmental impacts
of companies in the European Union. On average indirect impacts represent around
50% of the overall impacts, based on data for CO2, waste and NOx.
A large share of the indirect impacts occur within the European Union
However, there is significant variability in the importance by sector. The sectors with
the largest direct impacts are: electricity, gas and water supply; transport, storage and
communication; manufacturing; mining and quarrying. The sectors with the largest
indirect impacts are: wholesale and retail trade; construction; hotels and restaurants;
real estate, renting and business activities. It is therefore important that any policies
linked to the OEF methodology, including incentives, takes into account these
sectorial variations.
There is variability in the importance on environmental impacts, by impact category.
Therefore, it is not possible to define a ‘typical’ or a ‘maximum’ value for the relative
importance of indirect environmental performance.
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17.

EXISTING EU POLICY WITH ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTING ELEMENTS

There are several existing EU policy instruments which require a certain level of company
environmental reporting. These instruments typically focus on specific environmental issues
and/or industry sectors. They also tend to focus on direct emissions from sites and
installations.
The Directive on Industrial Emissions (IED) (2010/75/EU) requires industrial activities to be
subject to integrated permits. This Directive recast the IPPC Directive and six other industryspecific directives into a single legislative instrument185. The IED streamlines and simplifies
permitting, reporting and monitoring requirements.
The European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register (Regulation 166/2006) establishes an
integrated register at EU level for pollutant releases and transfers. Emissions higher than
certain set thresholds have to be reported to the competent authority at national level, while
member states report to the Commission. This information is publically available on the
internet at installation level. The E-PRTR covers app. 25.000 industrial installations, most of
which are also covered by the IED (50.000 installations).
Industrial installations and aircraft operators covered by the EU Emissions Trading System
(Directive EC/2003/87) are required to have an emission permit and an approved monitoring
plan, according to which they survey and report their emissions during the year. There are
detailed guidelines for the monitoring and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions (carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydro fluorocarbons, per fluorocarbons and sulphur
hexafluoride) defined by Commission Decision 2007/589/EC. Activities subject to the ETS
are: energy activities (combustion installations); ferrous metals, minerals and pulp/paperboard industry; and, by Commission Decision 2009/339/EC, also airlines and aircraft
operators.
In the Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC), undertakings that process hazardous waste
(produce, treat, collect, transport or act as dealers and brokers) are required to keep a full
record of the hazardous material they collect/process/treat/sell, and make the information
available to competent authorities (at the level of the member state) upon request. Information
on waste transfers is also included in the EPRTR.
Other policies that are relevant to company reporting, but not currently requiring the reporting
of environmental information by specific companies, are the Water Framework Directive
(2000/60/EC), the Urban Waste-water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC) and the EU Nature
directives (Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and Birds Directive (79/409/EEC)). In these
Directives there are no provisions that explicitly target reporting obligations at the level of the
individual organisation.
A summary of the main instruments is provided in the table below.

185

The Directive replaces these directives as of 7 January 2014, with the exemption of the LCP Directive
(Large Combustion Plants), which will be repealed from 1 January 2016.
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Policy option / instrument

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

The purpose of the IPPC
Directive (2008/1/EC) is to
achieve
integrated
prevention and control of
pollution
arising
from
industrial activities (Annex I)

Industrial
activities
(specified in Annex I of
the Directive), in total
app.
50.000
installations in the EU27.

Annex III provides an
indicative list of the
main
polluting
substances to be taken
into account for fixing
emission limit values

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements
The permit shall contain Competent
(…) an obligation to Authority
supply the competent
authority with

Frequency
Frequency
determined
permit

Other relevant remarks

in

data
required
for
checking
compliance
with the permit. (article
9.5).
The operator shall inform
the competent authority
of incidents/ accidents
significantly affecting the
environment (article 14).
The results of monitoring
of releases shall be made
available to the public
(art. 15.2).

The Industrial Emissions
Directive
(IED)
(2010/75/EU) recasts seven
existing Directives related to
industrial emissions into a
single clear and coherent
legislative instrument. The
recast includes the IPPC
Directive,
the
Large
Combustion
Plants

Industrial
including
industrial
(Annex I)s

activities, Annex II provides a list
agri- of the main polluting
activities substances to be taken
into account for fixing
emission limit values

The permit conditions
shall
include
an
obligation to supply the
competent
authority
regularly ,and at least
annually, with:
(i) information on the
basis of results of
emission
monitoring
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Competent
Authority
within the
Member
State

Frequency
of
monitoring
emissions
determined
by
the permit. At
least
yearly
supply of the
competent
authority
with
information on

New elements (additional
to the IPPC) are:

- Operators shall report
regularly on compliance
with permit conditions.

Policy option / instrument
Directive,
the
Waste
Incineration Directive, the
Solvents
Emissions
Directive and 3 Directives
on Titanium Dioxide.

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

Frequency

referred to in point (c)
and other required data
that
enables
the
competent authority to
verify compliance with
the permit conditions; and

emission
monitoring.

(ii)
where
Article
15(3)(b) is applied, a
summary of the results of
emission
monitoring
which
allows
a
comparison with the
emission
levels
associated with the best
available techniques;

Regular basis

(article 14(1)(d))
The operator shall inform
the competent authority
of incidents/ accidents
significantly affecting the
environment (art. 7)).
The competent authority
shall make available to
the public results of
emission monitoring as
required under the permit
conditions (artcile24, 3b).
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In
case
incident/
accident

Other relevant remarks
- Operators shall prepare a
baseline report regarding
the initial state of the soil
of and the groundwater.

- - Member States shall
ensure that information is
made
available
of
representative data on the
emissions
and
other
environmental effects, on
emission limit values and
on the application of best
available techniques.

Policy option / instrument

Target group

The European Pollutant
Release
and
Transfer
Register
(Regulation
166/2006) establishes an
integrated pollutant release
and transfer register at
Community level.

Industrial
activities
(specified in Annex I of
the Regulation). The
operators
of
these
activities shall report
amounts of emissions
of pollutants. Annex I
of the E-PRTR shows
large similarity with
Annex of the IPPC
Directive.

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

List
of
specified
pollutants of which
emissions
exceed
threshold levels (Annex
II)

Member states shall idem
provide
all
data
delivered by operators
to the Commission

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements
The register contains data
reported annually by
some 25,000 industrial
facilities (each production
site)
covering
65
economic
activities
across Europe.
Operators
provide
information concerning
the amounts of pollutant
releases to air, water and
land as well as off-site
transfers of waste and of
pollutants in waste water
for a list of 91 key
pollutants (reporting is
trigger if above certain
thresholds)
including
heavy metals, pesticides,
greenhouse gases and
dioxins for the year 2007
onwards.
Activity level information
(e.g. production hours) is
reported by op on
voluntary basis.
Format
included
Annex III
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Competent
Authority
within
Member
State

in European
Commission

Frequency
Annually

Other relevant remarks

Policy option / instrument

Target group

EU
ETS
Directive
(EC/2003/87)
Industrial installations and
aircraft operators covered by
the EU Emissions Trading
System (EU ETS) are
required to have an emission
permit and an approved
monitoring plan, according
to which they survey and
report their emissions during
the year.
Guidelines for emission
monitoring and reporting are
demanded for in article 14.
This is known as "MRG”.
There are common rules for
the accreditation of verifiers
and the verification of annual
emissions reports, important
for improving the quality of
verification
of
annual
reporting.

Companies, specified
by annex I of ETS
directive:
- energy
activities
(combustion
installations, e.g.
chemical industry,
refineries);
- ferrous
metals
industry;
- mineral industry;
- pulp/paper-board.

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

For each activity, each
installation and each
fuel:
emission
of
greenhouse
gases
(Annex II):
- Carbon
dioxide
(CO2)
- Methane (CH4)
- Nitrous
Oxide
(N2O)
- Hydrofluorocarbon
s (HFCs)
- Perfluorocarbons
Commission Decision
(PFCs)
2009/339/EC:
- Sulphur
- airlines;
aircraft
Hexafluoride (SF6)
operators
Possible also: litres of
fuels, etc.

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements
Annex IV of the ETS accredited
Directive outlines the verification
principles of monitoring body
and reporting.
Detailed guidelines for
the
monitoring
and
reporting of greenhouse
gas emissions, known as
"MRG”. The most recent
forms are described in
Commission
Decision
2007/589/EC.
For the reporting of CO2
emissions
data
of
aviation, spreadsheets can
be downloaded from the
Commission’s website,
and also an XML
computer language has
also been developed to
automate the reporting.
For the submission of
other data, the national
verification bodies have
specific formats that
implement Commission
Decision 2007/589/EC
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Frequency

Other relevant remarks

- Annually, by At
the
website
the
31st
of “Monitoring,
Reporting
March
and
Verification
of
Greenhouse
Gas
Emissions under the EU
ETS”, it is stated that the
Commission
currently
revises the MRG and that
they will be harmonised in
all the Member States.

Policy option / instrument

Target group

The Water Framework Member states
Directive
(2000/60/EC)
establishes integrated water
management for EU member
states on a river basin level.
It establishes a mandatory
Programme of Measures
with
monitoring
and
requirements for member
states, and mandatory River
Basin Management Plans
(RBMPs) that include the
measure
plans,
with
reporting requirements.
In the Water Framework
Directive are no provisions
that explicitly target the
level of companies.
The Programme of Measures
for each river basin district
needs
to
incorporate
measures from 11 existing
directives (see right). In
addition, programmes of
Measures
may
contain
supplemental measures. One
of
these
possible
supplemental measures is
“administrative measures”,
which could entail company
reporting (as decided by

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

The
River
Basin The required format for European
Management
Plans the RBMP reporting is in Commission
(RBMPs) need to be Annex VII.
submitted to the EC.
Periodic reporting of
Amongst others, the impact analyses and
status for the following monitoring programmes
aspects need to be results,
relating
to
monitored and reported: programmes of measures
-Surface water quality
-Ground water quality
-Protected areas
There are three kinds of
monitoring demanded:
surveillance, operational
and investigative.
Monitoring
is
on
biological,
hydromorphological,
physico-chemical water
quality
and
on
pollutants (priority list;
other).
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Frequency

Other relevant remarks

-RBMP’s
are
required to be
revised every six
years
(from
2015),
-Interim reports
for
measure
plans three years
after
RBMP
update
- For surface
water quality and
ground
water
quality, different
frequencies are
required
for
different kinds of
monitoring

Annex V of the directive
addresses monitoring.
In the Measure Plans need
to incorporate relevant
measures
from
the
following, directives:
(i) The Bathing Water
Directive (76/160/EEC)
(ii) The Birds Directive
(79/409/EEC)
(iii) The Drinking Water
Directive (80/778/EEC) as
amended by Directive
(98/83/EC)
(iv) The Major Accidents
(Seveso)
Directive
(96/82/EC)
(v) The Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Directive (85/337/EEC)
(vi) The Sewage Sludge
Directive (86/278/EEC)
(vii) The Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive
(91/271/EEC)
(viii) The Plant Protection
Products
Directive
(91/414/EEC)
(ix) The Nitrates Directive
(91/676/EEC)
(x) The Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC)

Policy option / instrument

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

member states).

Other relevant remarks
(xi)
The
Integrated
Pollution
Prevention
Control
Directive
(96/61/EC)
In these directives there
may be requirements for
company reporting, not all
have been checked.

Being a directive, the water
framework directive needs to
be implemented by member
states in national law to
assert effects. The national
regulations in question are
the River Basin Management
Plans
(RBMPs)
and
Programmes of Measures.
The Waste Framework Member
Directive
(2008/98/EC) (directive)
provides a framework for EU
waste
management,
focussing on preventing or
reducing the adverse impacts
of the generation and
management of waste, and
by improving efficiency of
resource use.
The directive defines what
substances entail waste. For
producers
the
directive

Frequency

states EC
needs
to
be -Sectoral report
informed on Waste
Management Plans and -Waste
Management
Waste
Prevention Plans
Programmes, both when
they are first drawn up
and after adjustment
(art. 33).
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European
Commission
(WMP’s;
WPPs)

Sectoral report: The Directive introduces
three years
the
"polluter
pays
principle"
and
the
Notification of "extended
producer
WMP and WPP: responsibility".
It
Invitation to after completion incorporates provisions on
EEA
for or evaluation (in hazardous
waste
and
WPP
practice
every waste oils (old Directives
six years).
on hazardous waste and
waste oils being repealed
with the effect from 12
December 2010), and
includes
two
new

Policy option / instrument

Target group

establishes
producer’s Waste
responsibility (Art. 8) and a companies
“polluters pay” principle
(Art. 14).
Member states are required
to
establish
Waste
Management Plans that
include measures to improve
the fraction of waste for reuse, recycling, recovery and
disposal,
and
Waste
Prevention Programmes for
prevention measures.
For
waste
treatment
activities/firms, the directive
requires that member states
issue permits for waste
treatment undertakings, incl
registrations of companies
(processors,
dealers,
brokers)
and
minimum
environmental standards (Ch.
IV).
Related to the framework:
-Decision
2000/532/EC
establishing a
list of
hazardous
and
nonhazardous wastes (related to
Annex III of the Waste F.D.)
- Regulation (EC) No
1013/2006 on shipments of

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

Treatment Chapter VI deals with Bookkeeping
inspections and record hazardous wastes
keeping for companies.
For hazardous waste,
undertakings
that
produce, treat, collect,
transport or act as
dealers and brokers
“[…] shall keep a
chronological record of
the quantity, nature and
origin of the waste, and,
where relevant, the
destination, frequency
of collection, mode of
transport and treatment
method foreseen in
respect of the waste,
and shall make that
information available,
on request, to the
competent authorities.”
(article 35)
Environmental aspects
such as energy use and
CO2 emissions could be
made a part of this
record keeping.
For
non-hazardous
wastes, there is no such
requirement, although
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Frequency

for Competent
The records need
authority in to be kept for 12
member
months
states
(registrations
, permits);

Other relevant remarks
recycling and recovery
targets. The Directive
requires that Member
States
adopt
waste
management plans and
waste
prevention
programmes.

Policy option / instrument

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

Frequency

Other relevant remarks

In the urban waste-water
directive, there are no
reporting demands for
specific companies or
undertakings.

waste between countries.

member states may
require producers of
such wastes to comply
with the above.

The Urban Waste-water Member states
Treatment
Directive
(91/271/EEC) concerns the
collection, treatment and
discharge of urban waste
water and the treatment and
discharge of waste water
from
certain
industrial
sectors (mainly food/agroindustry).

The directive requires Member
States
to
submit
information
collected by competent
authorities on waste
water collection and
treatment, to verify
compliance with Annex
I B of the Directive

European
Commission

Every two years

The Habitats Directive Member states
(92/43/EEC) and the Birds
Directive (79/409/EEC) aim
for the conservation of
natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora. Under the
name of Natura 2000 an EUwide network of sites is
established, where habitats
and flora/fauna are protected.

Every six years: report Defined by committee
on the implementation
and evaluation of the
conservation measures
taken
under
the
directives
(Habitats
Directive art.17 + Birds
Directive Art. 12)

European
Commission

Every two; six There are no direct
years
provisions for company
reporting
in
the
biodiversity directives.

The

2011

EU
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Companies may however
be required to carry out
appropriate assessments
according to Article 6 of
the Habitats Directive, for

Policy option / instrument

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

A Natura 2000 site is
determined based on the
presence of bird species of
Annex or migratory bird
species, in the case of the
Birds Directive, or on the
presence of habitat types
(annex I) or endangered
species (annex II species) of
Community importance, in
the case of the Habitats
Directive..
The nature directives define
strict protection of fauna and
flora, this impacts anyone
wanting
to
undertake
activities near a Natura 2000
site that likely impact the
species or habitat types for
which
the
site
was
designated. However, the
directive does not prescribe
reporting requirements for
companies, this is done only
for Member States.

Biodiversity
Strategy
towards 2020 (COM
(2011) 244) explicitly
targets
better
monitoring
and
reporting
and
information
systems,
under
Action
4
(improve and streamline
monitoring
and
reporting), related to the
full implementation of
the nature directives,
amongst which art. 17
of
the
Habitats
Directive.

Corporate Sustainability & Companies
Responsibility (CSR)
One of the aspects of
Commission communication
“Twelve levers to boost
growth
and
strengthen
confidence” (COM (2011)

The Commission plans
a legislative proposal on
the transparency of the
social
and
environmental
information provided by
listed companies in all

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

Frequency

Other relevant remarks
any plans or projects
likely to affect a Natura
2000 site.

None specified
Possibly recommend use
of
international
frameworks covering all
CSR aspects
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Annual

Impact Assessment on this
possible
proposal
is
concluded, and adoption is
planned for Autumn 2012.
Many of the details are not
yet fixed.

Policy option / instrument
206
final)
is
entrepreneurship.

social

Target group

Components,
substances
to
reported

be

Reporting formats and
Authority
requirements

sectors.

Frequency

Other relevant remarks
The Commission might
wish to align European
approach to CSR with the
following
global
approaches:
- OECD Guidelines for
Multinational
Enterprises,
- 10 principles of the
UN Global Compact,
- UN
Guiding
Principles
on
Business and Human
Rights,
- ILO
Tri-partite
Declaration
of
Principles
on
Multinational
Enterprises and Social
Policy,
- ISO 26000 Guidance
Standard on Social
Responsibility.

The
Commission
communicated a new EU
strategy
for
CSR
to
encourage businesses to
pursue actions with social or
environmental objectives as
part of their daily activities.
One action item deals with
“Improving
company
disclosure of social and
environmental information”.
(COM(2011) 681 final)
No final decisions have been
yet taken on the proposal
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18.

KEY INITIATIVES IN THE AREA OF REPORTING ON ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE

There is a wide range of existing initiatives relating to the assessment, display and
benchmarking of organisations’ environmental performance, as well as incentives to improve
environmental performance. Some initiatives are driven by policies, others are voluntary.
Some initiatives focus on specific environmental issues, whereas others include multiple
parameters relevant for environmental performance. Likewise, some initiatives focus on
certain sectors or activities, whereas others cover multiple sectors. This makes the
determination of a robust baseline challenging.
A range of initiatives have been reviewed so as to provide an understanding of the breadth of
initiatives that currently exist, and the depth of their scope. The initiatives have been grouped
into one of two types:



Voluntary initiatives applicable to organisations in the EU
National initiative implemented at country level in the EU

In each case a review has been carried out of the main characteristics of the initiatives. The
review has not been exhaustive; certain initiatives and certain characteristics of these
initiatives may not have been explored in detail. However, the review provides a sufficient
basis for determining – in broad terms – how the environmental performance of organisations
within the EU may develop in the future, in response to these initiatives.
Further examination and comparison of existing initiatives has been made in previous
studies186. The results presented below are consistent with this previous analysis.
Voluntary initiatives
There are a large number187 of voluntary initiatives associated with the monitoring and
display of organisations’ environmental performance. These initiatives have been developed
by voluntary and non-governmental organisations in response to existing drivers and market
forces.
A number of organisations have established guides, standards and calculation tools for the
monitoring and display of environmental performance. Internationally agreed standards
include the GRI guidelines for corporate sustainability reports, developed by the multistakeholder network Global Reporting Initiative, and the Greenhouse Gas Protocol on the
calculation of GHG emissions, developed by the World Resources Institute (WRI) and the
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). Both guidelines cover all
types of organisations worldwide. As part of the stakeholder consultation, a number of
stakeholder referenced the GRI as the methodology used most widely amongst organisations
currently displaying their environmental performance.
Several sector-specific guidelines exist, that are underpinned by the guidelines mentioned
above, such as the Oil and Gas Industry Guidance on Voluntary Sustainability Reporting, and
the Responsible Care - Health, Safety and Environmental reporting guidelines of the
European Chemical Industry Council. Other sector-specific initiatives focus on increasing
186

187

Company GHG emissions reporting - a study on methods and initiatives, ERM, 2010 and Analysis of
Existing Environmental Footprint Methodologies for Products and Organizations: Recommendations,
Rationale, and Alignment, Joint Research Centre, 2011
For example, the Ethical Corporation Institute in Corporate GHG Emissions Reporting (2008) indicated
that, amongst the FT500 companies that took part to the 5th Carbon Disclosure Project, 34 different
protocols and guidelines were identified
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environmental performance of companies, for example, the Retailers' Environmental Action
Programme and the Business Charter for Sustainable Development of the International
Chamber of Commerce.
Alongside these guidelines and calculation tools, environmental management standards can
also be considered as voluntary environmental reporting initiatives. EMAS, the EU EcoManagement and Audit Scheme, requires a statement of environmental performance.
Conversely, certification of ISO 14001 does not require environmental reporting, but if a
company chooses to do so then a procedure for the reporting needs to be developed. ISO
14064 is the standard for quantification and reporting of greenhouse gas emissions and
removals.
Finally, there are a range of voluntary reporting initiatives are driven more by the investment
community. These include, for example, the Carbon Disclosure Project, the Water Disclosure
Project and the Forest Footprint Disclosure Project. All of these projects collect and compile
information from large companies with relevant environmental impacts and make it publicly
available to institutional investors, corporations, policymakers, academics and other
stakeholders.
To inform the baseline assessment, four of the most important voluntary reporting initiatives
have been reviewed in more detail. These have been selected to reflect the different types of
initiatives that are currently used by organisations in Europe, and are comparable in some
ways to the OEF methodology. The initiatives examined in more detail are:





Carbon disclosure project (CDP),
Global reporting initiative (GRI),
Forest footprint disclosure project (FFD),
Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS),

A summary of the main characteristics of the initiatives is provided in the table below.
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Carbon
(CDP

Category
Geographic coverage
Start Year
Historic evolution

Future
development
plans/commitments

Level of disaggregation of
data
Data in public domain

Number
of
organisations

sites

or

Disclosure

Project

Global Reporting Initiative
(GRI)

Forest Footprint Disclosure
Project (FFDP)

EMAS

Global
2000
Since its formation in 2000,
CDP has become the gold
standard for carbon disclosure
methodology and process,
providing essential climate
change data to the global
market place.
Diversifying (water, public
procurement).E.g. June 2011:
launch of the 1st annual CDP
Cities
report.
+ more focus on strengthening
(e.g. Issue of verification in
2014 information request)
Organisation level, but data
published on sector level
Yes

Global
1997
1997: idea was born; 2000:
launch of 1st guidelines + test
phase;
2002: launch of 2nd guidelines;
2006: launch of 3th guidelines;
March
2011:
update
of
guidelines
The mission of GRI is to make
sustainability
reporting
a
standard practice all over the
world, by providing guidance
and support to organizations.

Global
2008
Forest Footprint Disclosure is
initiated in 2008 by the Global
Canopy Foundation. Since then,
3 annual Disclosure Request
have been launched.

EU
1993
1993: open to industry 1995:
open to manufacturing sector
1996: link with ISO 14001;
2001:
EMAS
II
2009: EMAS III

Augmenting the response rate)

Targeting of SME's (e.g. with
EMAS EASY). To minimise
the barriers to registration and
to provide targeted assistance to
new organisations.

Organisation

Organisation level, but data
published on sector level
Yes

Organisation

3,715 (2011) in the investor and
supply chain program; 42 cities
(2011)

GRI website encloses more
than 8,000 reports, which is
only a fraction of the number or
reports based on GRI guidelines

Yes
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>350 companies

Yes,
publishing
of
environmental statements is an
obligation under the standard.
8,112
sites
and
4,531
organisations. (01/2012)

Initiatives at a country level in the EU
A number of EU Member States have implemented or plan to implement national initiatives
to overcome some of the market failures associated with the environmental performance of
organisations. These include both legal instruments (e.g. French Grenelle II Law and the UK
GHG reporting obligation under the Companies Act) and voluntary approaches (e.g. UK
voluntary reporting guidelines). Some of the initiatives relate specifically to environmental
performance, whereas others are broader in coverage to also include non-environmental
issues. In particular, current requirements of the EC – which may be strengthened in the
future - are that organisations report non-financial information (social and environmental
information) in the case where it affects financial performance188.
While the national approaches may have common elements, other aspects are less consistent
and result in different requirements for the same organisations in different geographic
locations. This includes the criteria for when a company needs to assess and display
information on environmental performance, the type of information that has to be reported
and the format in which the information is presented.
A summary of some of the main initiatives that have developed and implemented at a national
level, and their characteristics, is provided in the table below.

188

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/2010/non-financial_reporting_en.htm
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Category

French Grenelle II

Spanish
reporting

CSR

Reporting on
CSR in the Danish
Financial Statements
Act189

Basic
information

The law on the national
commitment to the
environment
is
translating the EU’s
2020 strategy into
French law. It came
into force in 2010.

The initiative is aimed
at
sustainable
economic development
and
societal
and
environmental
responsibility, in order
to ensure economic
growth
and
employment in the
future.

Danish
Financial
Statements Act, which
was adopted in Act no.
1403 of 27
December 2008. Under
this initiative Danish
companies are obliged
to report on Corporate
Social Responsibility.

Geographic
scope
Start year
Reporting
entity

France

Spain

Denmark

2009
It
covers
all
organizations
with
more
than
500
employers. The law
does not target SMEs.

2008
It
covers
organizations
more
than
employers.

Parameters

The law coverers all
aspects
of
environmental
performance
from
climate change to air
pollution and energy

CSR is trying to
encourage
organisations to take
into
account
their
impact on customers,
staff,
shareholders,

189

all
with
500

UK
voluntary
environmental
reporting
(Environmental Key
Performance
Indicators)
Voluntary Guidelines
that companies are
encouraged to use to
measure, manage and
communicate
their
environmental
performance.

UK

2008
It covers approx. 1100
large companies in
accounting
class C and businesses
in accounting class D.

Companies have to
report their Corporate
Social Responsibility
(CSR) policies, how
these
policies
are
translated into actions,

http://www.dcca.dk/graphics/publikationer/CSR/CSR_and_Reporting_in_Denmark.pdf

138

The guidelines
applicable
to
companies

are
all

Companies can report
on 22 environmental
KPIs, together with
information on how
environmental impacts
arising from the supply

UK mandatory GHG
reporting

UK
Carbon
Reduction
Commitment Energy
Efficiency Scheme

The requirement will
be introduced through
the Companies Act and
will require businesses
listed on the Main
Market of the London
Stock Exchange to
report their levels of
greenhouse
gas
emissions from the
start of the next
financial year.
UK

CRC is a mandatory
cap and trade scheme
for CO2 emissions from
large business and
public
sector
organisations. It also
includes a system of
voluntary
benchmarking
and
reporting of energy
use.

2013
Businesses listed on the
Main Market of the
London
Stock
Exchange. Review is
foreseen for 2015,
which could lead to an
extension
of
the
requirement to all large
companies from 2016.

2010
It covers organisations
with
electricity
consumption
greater
than >6000MWh/year

GHGs

Only captures direct
emissions of CO2.

UK

Category

Methodology

Verification

Incentives

190

French Grenelle II

Spanish
reporting

CSR

Reporting on
CSR in the Danish
Financial Statements
Act189

savings. It goes beyond
just direct impacts, and
encourage the inclusion
of
upstream
and
downstream impacts
GHGs measured using
Bilan Carbone

local communities, the
environment
and
society in general.

and what the business
has achieved as a result
of working with CSR
and expectations for
the future (if any).
The report has to
address the aspects
covered by the Danish
Financial Statements
Act.

There is no verification
although
ADEME
provide
training
sessions in the Bilan
Carbone method and a
series of tools to
support users.
None

UK
voluntary
environmental
reporting
(Environmental Key
Performance
Indicators)
chain and from the use
of products.

UK mandatory GHG
reporting

Guidance is available
on how to measure and
report
companies’
greenhouse
gas
emissions. A separate
guide for SMEs is
available too.

It is not yet clear
whether the Act will
prescribe the use of a
specific guidance or
not.

The
initiative
for
government
departments
and
associations
require
third party verification,

The CSR reports are
audited by third parties.

None

Defra, in partnership
with the Department
for Energy and Climate
Change
(DECC),
provides guidance for
businesses
and
organisations on how
to measure and report
their greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions190.
Not specified yet.

None

There is a reputational
incentive due to the

None

Not specified yet.

http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/2011/03/26/ghg-guidance-pb13309/
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UK
Carbon
Reduction
Commitment Energy
Efficiency Scheme

Self-verification

Reputation incentive
from
performance

Category

Sectors

19.

French Grenelle II

This is a non-sector
specific initiative.

Spanish
reporting

CSR

This is a non-sector
specific initiative.

Reporting on
CSR in the Danish
Financial Statements
Act189

publication
of
information for share
holder purposes.
This is a non-sector
specific initiative.

UK
voluntary
environmental
reporting
(Environmental Key
Performance
Indicators)

This is a non-sector
specific initiative.

UK mandatory GHG
reporting

This is a non-sector
specific initiative.

UK
Carbon
Reduction
Commitment Energy
Efficiency Scheme

leagues table. Financial
incentive from trading
mechanism.
Not sector specific, but
accounts for overlaps
with other policies.

EXAMPLES OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL LABELLING SCHEMES AND RELATED INITIATIVES

Many countries in Europe and beyond are developing a strong expertise in environmental life cycle assessments. Today the EU and some of its
MS are seen as the leading examples of the successful application of LCA based environmental policy.
France is currently evaluating a pilot programme on product environmental labelling. Since 2008, private companies have been invited to
participate in the programme to demonstrate and test concrete example of multi-criteria environmental labelling191. A preliminary evaluation of
agri-food products show that 75% of the companies involved in the pilot programme intend to continue with environmental labelling and about
64% are in favour of a EU harmonised approach. A large majority of the companies believe that environmental labels are useful for their
organisation and partners. Companies thought it was too early to determine whether the environmental labels were understood by the consumer.
Half the companies found that life cycle data was easy to access, while one third found it difficult or inaccessible192.
The UK has recently set up a Product Sustainability Forum (PSF) to lead, co-ordinate, and progress efforts in measuring the environmental
performance of products193. The PSF is a collaboration of more than 80 organisations made up of retailers and suppliers, academics, NGOs, and
UK Government representatives.
191

192
193

The programme allows companies to experiment different communication methods, but all labels have to be compliant with the French methodology (BPX 30323)
and be based on a multi-criteria life cycle analysis. See http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/-Consommation-durable,4303-.html
http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/LPS125.pdf
http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/product-sustainability-forum
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Since 2010 the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN) has been investigating the feasibility of a general approach for assessing
environmental impacts of products and informing consumers about them. A study performed for FOEN found that carbon footprinting is not
sufficient for environmental information194. Only an approach based on multi-criteria life cycle assessments would be able to provide complete
and meaningful information to guide a wide array of decisions (e.g. choosing between eating meat or vegetables; or choosing between two types
of tomatoes). FOEN is keen on collaborating with the EU and other international partners to ensure a "true and fair" view of the environmental
performance of products that provide relevant, reliable, and understandable information.
Japan, Australia, and Canada are also using LCA approaches in policy making. For example, the Ministry for Economic Development,
Innovation and Exportation in Quebec has recently announced that they will invest $24 million in a pilot programme to set up a Carbon
Footprinting Scheme. The programme will pay up to 40% of the costs that companies incur to certify products. The programme aims at
efficiency improvements and cost saving opportunities for business as well as driving innovation and preparing businesses for GPP requirements.
The government also expects benefits for Quebec’s export industries.
A growing number of nationally supported ecolabels (in particular product carbon footprinting schemes) has been recently blossoming in Japan,
South Korea, China, Taiwan, Thailand, Singapore, and Chile195.
Besides national governments, multi-national companies and industry organisations are also working towards establishing standards and tools to
measure and report on the sustainability of products. The Sustainability Consortium is a leading example: it consists of several global companies,
NGOs, and government organisations (e.g. US EPA, Defra)196.
Wal-mart already requires that suppliers perform a Supplier Sustainability Assessment in order to rate them. Similarly, Sainsbury, a UK based
retailer, uses a supplier environmental scorecard to track and measure supplier environmental footprints. Sainsbury has stated that in the long
term it will cease to do business with suppliers that do not meet their social and environmental standards. While there seems to be a growing
number of private initiatives, some companies have decided not to provide environmental performance information due to lack of incentives.
These numerous initiatives demonstrate that suppliers will be increasingly asked to assess the environmental performance of their products.
Without a harmonised methodology for that, companies will have to comply with multiple requests and methodologies. In the stakeholder

194

195
196

ESU-services (2011), Feasibility study for environmental product information based on life cycle approaches. Study performed for the Swiss Federal Office for the
Environment.
PCF World Forum News (2010) International Developments in Product Carbon Footprinting and Carbon Labelling.
http://www.sustainabilityconsortium.org
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consultation, both business and governmental representatives clearly stated their preference for a global harmonisation of product environmental
footprint methodologies to avoid market fragmentation and putting additional burden on businesses and suppliers around the world.
To further illustrate the situation, the table below we presents additional examples of labels applicable for different product groups.
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Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

Comments

Food

Farming

 EU Organic Farming Label (EU)
 National and private organic labels

Support services to agriculture,
hunting forestry, fishing, mining and
utilities

- Sustainability
Commodity Initiative
- Rainforest Alliance
- The Cocoa
Sustainability
Partnership
- Roundtable on
Sustainable Palm Oil
(RSPO)
- Global Roundtable for
Sustainable Beef
- Better Sugarcane
Initiative

Ecolabel for food
products are being
considered
(proposed as most
likely dairy, bread,
non-alcoholic
beverages and
processed fish
products)198







(KRAV, Soil, Association, Bioland,
Demete, Agricultura ecologica etc.)
Stichting Milieukeur (NL)
LEAF Marque (UK)
Red Tractor Farm Assurance (UK)
IP SUISSE (CH)
EUREPGAP

 Marine Stewardship Council
 The Best Aquaculture Practices

Mineral or chemical fertilizers

Vaccines for human or veterinary
medicine

Certified (BAP Certified)

 Dolphin Safe / Dolphin Friendly

Fruits and nuts

label
 Friend of the Sea

Products of agriculture, horticulture
and market gardening

- Aquaculture
Stewardship Council
(ASC)

Vegetables

France: Grenelle I
and II:
French
experimentation
with environmental
information display

Kiwi fruit
Olives
Hen eggs in shell, fresh
Fishing

Fish and other fishing products
Fish, fresh or chilled

197
198

Identified through www.environdec.com/en/Product-Category-Rules/PCR-Search/
Oakdene Hollins (2011) EU Ecolabel for food and feed products – feasibility study. A report for the European Commission, DG Environment.
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UK: PAS 2050
Carbon Trust

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

Food processing/
manufacturing

 Stichting Milieukeur (NL) –

Machines for filling and packaging
of liquid food

 European Food

bakeries, butchers
 Red Tractor Farm Assurance (UK)

Meat, fish, fruit, vegetables, oils and
fats; Meat of mammals; Meat of
poultry
Preserves and preparations of meat,
meat offal or blood
Frozen vegetables, pulses and
potatoes; Other prepared and
preserved fruit and nuts; Fruit juices;
Jams, fruit jellies and marmalades;
Virgin olive oils and its fractions;
Dairy products and egg products;
Processed liquid milk; Seasoning;
Sauces
Grain mill products; Groats, meal
and pellets of wheat and other
cereals; Bakery products; Pastry
goods and cakes; Bread and other
bakers’ wares; Uncooked pasta, not
stuffed or otherwise prepared; Pasta,
cooked, stuffed or otherwise
prepared; couscous
Beverages; Sparkling wine; Wine of
fresh grapes, except sparkling wine;
grape must; Beer; Bottled waters,
not sweetened or flavoured; Coffee,
decaffeinated or roasted
Containers of paper and paperboard;
Beverage cartons; Glass and glass
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Sustainable
Consumption and
Production Round Table
 Global Protocol on
Packaging
Sustainability 2.0 (The
Consumer Goods
Forum)
 The Courtauld
Commitment
 Green Dot

Comments

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

Comments

products and other nonmetallic
products; Aluminium beverage cans
made from UBC cans; Cork stopper,
Natural single-piece; Cork stopper
for sparkling wine
Distribution/
Transport/
Warehousing



Wholesale/
Retail

 Nordic Swan – supermarket grocery

Dairy transports
Logistic service applied to meal
delivering in public catering
Retail trade services

- The Sustainability
Consortium
- European Retail
Forum
- Walmart’s
Sustainability Index
- Carbon Index Casino
- Greenext/Leclerc
- Climate Certification
Scheme, SE
- Stichting De
Noordzee, Goedevis
VISwijzer199

stores

 Stichting Milieukeur (NL) – Fruit
and vegetables

 Carbon labelling (Tesco (UK),
Casino (FR), climatop (CH)

Construction
products

Catering/ Private
consumption

 Nordic Swan - restaurants

Accommodation, food and beverage
services

Mining/
Quarrying/
Forestry

-

Support services to agriculture,
hunting forestry, fishing, mining and
utilities; Sawn timber;

-

199

Forest Stewardship Council
certification label (for wood and
paper products)
Programme for the Endorsement of
Forest Certification schemes (PEFC)

Copper, ores and concentrates; Basic

www.goedevis.nl Source: de Vos, B. I. & Bush, S. (2011). Far more then market-based: Rethinking the impact of the Dutch Viswijzer (Good fish guide) on
fisheries’ governance. Sociologia Ruralis. 51(3) DOI: 10.1111/j.1467-9523.2011.00539.
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Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

Comments

Environmental Product
Declaration Schemes exist
for construction products
in Europe:

Environmental
Product Declaration
Schemes exist for
construction
products in Europe

metals
Stone, clay and sand
Manufacturing

 EU Ecolabel
 Programme for the Endorsement of

















Forest Certification schemes (PEFC)
for timber
Nordic Swan
Blue Angel (DE)
Cradle to Cradle Certification
Climatop
Energy Saving Recommended (UK)
Carbon Reduction Label (UK)
BRE Certified Enviromental Profile
(UK)
Waterwise (UK)
GreenGuard
Eco-INSTITUT label (DE) –
indicates hazardous materials
content in construction products
NF-Environnement Mark (FR)
ANAB - Architettura Naturale (IT)
Bundesverband Deutscher Fertigbau
(BDF)
ECOproduct (NO)
Carbon Reduction Label (UK)
Climatop (Switerland)

Construction products and
construction services
Tiles, flagstones, bricks and similar
articles of cement, concrete or
artificial stone; Clay construction
products
Cement; Concrete; Concrete roof
coverings; Engineered stone;
Flooring materials
Wood particleboards (expired);
Building products - quality
controlled treated timber; Products
of wood, cork, straw and plating
material; Wood particle and
fibreboards; Builders' joinery and
carpentry of wood;
Steel for reinforcement of concrete;
Self supporting profiled sheet and
light for roof coverings; Air ducts substantial materials
Insulation materials
Paints and varnishes and related
products;
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 BRE environmental
profiles (UK)

 Fiche de Declaration
Environmentale et
Sanitaire (FDES) (FR)
 IBU EPD (DE)
International EPD system
(SE)

Construction Products
Directive (EU)

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197
Sanitary ware of ceramic
Sanitary ware of iron, steel, copper
or aluminium
Windows - Frames, transparent
surfaces, shutters; Products in glass
yarn for reinforcement use

Construction/
DIY

Cars

Manufacture of
basic materials
and components








Nordic Swan
BREEAM (UK)
The HQE label (FR)
LEED US Green Building Council
EU Energy Labelling of Buildings
100% Energia Verde (IT)

Constructions; Buildings;
Highways, streets and roads
Construction services

Crude petroleum and natural gas;
Fuels; Lubricants;
Basic metals; Steel products; Metal
castings; Copper wires; Fabricated
metal products; Corrosion protection
of fabricated steel products
Plastics in primary forms; Rubber
and plastic products; Products in
glass yarn for reinforcement use;
Glass and glass products and other
nonmetallic products;
Ball or roller bearings
Machine-tools for drilling, boring or
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Identified related
initiatives

Comments

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

milling metal; AC Motor
Manufacture of
motor vehicles

Energy Labelling for Tyres
EU CO2 label for new vehicles

Wholesale/
Retail

Passenger vehicles; Transport
equipment; Bus traffic; Passenger
transport services; Rental services of
transport vehicles with operators

French Bonus-Malus
initiative

Leasing/ Private
ownership
Computers

Manufacture of
basic materials
and components

Steel products; Fabricated metal
products; Copper wires; Electric
wire and cables;
Plastics in primary forms; Rubber
and plastic products
Glass and glass products and other
nonmetallic products Electronic
devices based on printed circuit
boards; Power supply; Integrated
Circuits

Manufacture of
computers

EU Ecolabel

Personal digital assistants and
similar computers

Energy Star
TFT-LCD Displays
Wholesale/
Retail

Laser printers used with data
processing machines
Microcomputers

Leasing/ Private

Radio, television and
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- GeSi (Global eSustainability Initiative)
- EICC (Electronic
Industry Citizenship
Coalition)
- European Computer
Manufacturers
Association ECMA:
TR/70; ECMA-370 The Eco Declaration

Comments

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

ownership

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

communication equipment and
apparatus; ADSL (Asymmetrical
Digital Subscriber Line Customer
Premises Equipment)

- EPEAT (Electronic
Product Environmental
Assessment Tool)
- Group for Energy
Efficient Appliances
Label

Office, accounting and computing
machinery
IT-services
Telecommunications, broadcasting
and information supply services
White goods

Manufacture of
domestic
appliances

-

EU Ecolabel
Energy Labelling
Nordic Swan
Blue Angel (DE)

Refrigerator for household
appliances; Washing machines and
dishwashers for household use;
Household Washing ; Cooker hood

Wholesale/
Retail
Leasing/ Private
ownership
Clothing
(cotton)

Cotton farming

Manufacture of
textiles and
wearing apparel
Wholesale/
Retail
Private

Better Cotton Initiative

-

EU Ecolabel
Energy Labelling
Nordic Swan
Blue Angel (DE)
Oeko-Tex Standard 100
Coop Naturaline: Switzerland
The bluesign® standard

Textile yarn and thread;
Knitted or crocheted fabrics;
wearing apparel;
Nonwovens for clothing, protective
clothing and upholstery
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- Global Organic Textile
Standard
- FESI (Federation of
the European Sporting
goods Industry)
environmental working
Committee

Comments

Product

Value chain

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

ownership /

- Ecoproof (DE)

Table linen for industrial and private
use
Textile articles other than apparel

Paper

Professional
cleaning

- Nordic Swan

Forestry

-

-

Manufacture of
pulp, paper and
paperboard
Manufacture of
stationary paper
Wholesale/
Retail
Use

Cleaning

Manufacture of
chemical

Forest Stewardship Council
certification label (for wood and
paper products)
Programme for the Endorsement of
Forest Certification schemes (PEFC)

- EU Ecolabel
- Nordic Swan
- Blue Angel (DE)

Identified related
initiatives
- Sustainable Apparel
Coalition EOG Eco
index
- Sustainable Clothing
Action Plan
AISE Charter for
Sustainable Cleaning (EU
wide)

Support services to agriculture,
hunting forestry, fishing, mining and
utilities
Forest cranes

Pulp, paper and paper products;
Tissue products; Processed paper
and paperboard; Containers of paper
and paperboard; Beverage cartons;
Absorbent hygiene products; Books,
in print
Paper chemicals
Other manufacturing services;
publishing, printing and
reproduction services; materials
recovery services
Chemical products; Basic chemicals;
Basic organic chemicals; Basic
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Comments

Product

Value chain

products

products

Manufacture of
cleaning
products

Existing environmental labels

Identified Product Category Rules
for EPD197

Identified related
initiatives

inorganic chemicals

- EU Ecolabel
- Nordic Swan
- Blue Angel (DE)

Detergents and washing preparations

-

Accommodation, food and beverage
services; Hotel services

AISE Charter for
Sustainable Cleaning

Professional cleaning services of
buildings

Wholesale/
Retail
Private or
professional use
Tourist
accommodation
services

Hotels
Energy and
water utilities
HVAC and
water using
products

EU Ecolabel
Nordic Swan
Blue Angel (DE)
Green Key
BIO Hotels (DE)
Green Tourism Business Scheme
(UK)

International Hotel
Environment Initiative
International Ecotourism
Standard
Green Globes 21

Treatment of
waste and
wastewater
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Comments

20.

INCENTIVISING PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT FOR ORGANISATIONS

Based on the public consultation200 and on a preparatory study201 it is clear that linking
meaningful incentives to environmental performance would create a favourable framework
for environmental performance improvements. Therefore, this element is present in each of
the policy option. Meaningful incentives would need to be defined on a case by case basis,
and in cooperation with Member States, thus the analysis doesn't provide a detailed
assessment of their effect on costs and environmental improvements.
The incentives that could be provided include reputational (e.g. league tables, reporting
schemes), economic (e.g. advantageous loans, subsidies) and administrative (e.g. favourable
thresholds for obligatory reporting).
Reputational incentives are particularly important for large companies or multinationals, for
which economic performance is particularly vulnerable to reputational issues. Organisation
Environmental Footprint (OEF) together with sectoral rules is an ideal basis for such a
scheme: by providing sectoral benchmarks and comparability within a sector on the mediumterm, it can provide a reliable picture of the relative performance of an organisation within its
sector.
Reputational incentives could be provided through existing schemes. For example, voluntary
schemes such as the Carbon Disclosure Project and national schemes such as the UK Carbon
Reduction Commitment publish yearly leagues tables which not only name the organisations
with the best environmental performance but also show progress made. Alternatively,
reputational incentives could be facilitated through an EU scheme (such as an EU reporting
platform).
As setting up an EU reporting platform would implicitly mean stepping into competition with
well-established national and international schemes, it is preferable to first attempt
agreements with relevant, leading international and national schemes to include the OEF
methodology. Depending on the success of this initiative, in the future, it is possible that an
EU scheme/ platform would be created.
Economic incentives are important for organisations of all sizes. Particularly SMEs require
financing in order to face the initial costs of investments leading to environmental
improvement or to enter green markets202. Subsidies are relevant for large companies as well.
200

201

202

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 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, with Facilitated access to funding at 68%, Access to finance at advantageous rates at
65% and Reputational incentives at 48%. There is a clear preference for EU level regulatory incentives
and national level access to advantageous rates incentives, but nothing to distinguish between EU and
national levels of 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.
Incentives Driving Improvement of Environmental Performance of Companies, Ecorys/ DG
Environment, 2012
Flash Eurobarometer 342 SMEs, resource efficiency and the green markets, 2012
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In these cases it is essential to avoid environmentally harmful subsidies and provide
incentives for companies to improve their environmental performance.
OEF can be an effective tool for quantifying resulting environmental improvements, or for
reliably establishing the environmental performance of an organisation that receives the
incentive.
Administrative incentives are instruments that reduce the burden (and / or cost) of regulatory
compliance. Rewards would typically be available for organisations demonstrating very good/
excellent environmental performance to guarantee compliance with the requirements from
which an exemption is provided. Another possibility is to reward organisation displaying a
significant improvement in their year on year environmental performance. Historically, the
take-up of administrative incentives was the lowest despite the perceived high administrative
burden related to environmental regulation. Administrative incentives are regarded as
particularly relevant for SMEs, however, it is pointed out that these should be granted
automatically based on performance information within administrations.
OEF can be a reliable basis for establishing good/ excellent performance. The relevance and
proportionality of its application would need to be defined on a case by case basis.
Most of economic and administrative incentives are managed at Member State or even
regional/ local level. It is important that incentives are applied in a coherent way across all
Member States to ensure a level playing field, especially for organisations that operate in
more than one country. If a Member State decides not to provide incentives available to other
organisations across the EU, a competitive disadvantage might be created and conditions for
operating across different Member States might become more complex. The EU could
support Member States in the coordination of incentives to ensure that a coherent and level
playing field exists across Europe.
21.
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