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Annex 1: The World Business Council for Sustainable Development vision 2050
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Annex 2: Summary of the Resour ce Efficiency Public Consultation and other
Stakeholdersinputs

On 26 January 2011 the European Commission adopted a Communication on a resource-
efficient Europe, a Flagship initiative of the Europe 2020 Strategy which sets the framework
for aseries of initiatives to be adopted in 2011 and 2012.

The planned 'Roadmap for a resource-efficient Europe will be one of the main initiatives
proposed. A public online consultation was launched with a press release and an
announcement on Your Voice in Europe website on 22 February 2011, with a closing date of
22 April 2011. The online consultation asked for informed opinions and suggestions on how
to best achieve the transition towards a resource-efficient Europe.

1. PUBLIC ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE

Out of the total 126 responses on behalf of organisations, the majority came from
companies/business associations (72), followed by NGOs (27), public authorities (10),
"others' (7), think-tanks (5), academic organisations (2) and one response from a consultancy
(see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Breakdown of respondent organisations

Academic
organisation ~ Other
2% 6%

Think-tank
4%

NGOs
21%

Company/business
association
56%

Public authority
8%
Law firm/consultancy/

1% Trade union

2%

Most of the respondents felt that impacts of resource consumption will affect us both in the
short and in the long-term (see figure 2). They felt strongly that unsustainable natural resource
consumption will only affect us in the long-term (76% thought so) but that the price of
materials will affect us significantly in the short-term (76% al so thought s0).
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Figure 2: We will consume natural resources at an unsustainable rate and
sustainability limits of natural resources will be exceeded

2%

15%

@ In the short term (by 2020)
m In the longer term

45%

O Not at all
g No opinion

54% of respondents believe resource efficiency has the potential to help in the long-term.
62% believe it will help creating jobs in the short-term with fewer respondents believing it
will relieve pressures on environmental resources in the short term.

Overall, the current use of resources was rated not efficient (food, fossil fuels, water, biotic
materials, ecosystem services and energy), or only more or less efficient (metals and minerals,
construction materials and chemicals).

Responses reflect that the policies with the highest potential to help make the European
economy more resource efficient were in the fields of agriculture and rural development,
climate change, energy policy, environmental policy, industrial policy, maritime and fisheries
policy, regional policy, research and innovation policy and transport policy. Consumers and
health policy, employment policy, and trade policy were rated as having some potential as
well.

In terms of barriers preventing us from developing a more resource efficient economy, there
were differing perspectives towards where these were relevant. They felt strongly that
inadequate market signals for RE had a global significance for them as well as consumers
purchasing decisions not reflection long term sustainability. They felt that there is a lack of
information (on alternative options) and this affects institutions also at aglobal level.

Other issues of global importance are lack of long-term thinking in decision making (for
example these could be awareness of new technologies, working methods and processes
among managerial staff), a large dependence on existing technologies and the current
business models.

Of EU level importance are the feeling that there is insufficient public funding/incentives for
investment and innovation promoting resource efficiency, limits in existing infrastructure
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(e.g. energy, transport and communication), unhelpful existing EU regulation and lack of
targets and indicators at EU level (and to some extent at a global level too). It is also felt that
there is a lack of prioritisation at EU level and that there is insufficient R&D funding and
investment. Skills gaps in the workforce and sub-optimal functioning of the labour market
were only perceived to have national relevance.

2. PuBLIC PoOLICY — INSTRUMENTS TO OVERCOME BARRIERS TOWARDS A MORE
RESOURCE EFFICIENT ECONOMY

Respondents concluded that the most effective ways to promote long-term thinking and
planning in the private sector would be, at a European level to focus on a mix of policies,
from R&D support to binding targets.

Effective ways to promote long-term thinking in the private sector at an EU
Level

Give support to R&D into new technologies and organisational
structures

Dewelop binding regulations and standards (e.g. fuel efficiency,
eco-design, compulsory resource accounting and reporting)

Establish trade policy measures (e.g. Introduction of
sustainability criteria for imported products)

Develop information tools to strengthen the market for
sustainable products (e.g. product labels indicating resource

Phase out environmentally harmful subsidies

Introducing market-based instruments (e.g. energy and
resource taxes and incentives) to induce resource-saving

Establishing mandatory long-term targets

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

A similar mix of policy tools should be employed also at national level.

Relevant Measures to introduce at national level

Educate & train consumers, entrepreneurs and w orkers to raise
aw areness of resource-saving opportunities

Give access to credit for efficient use of energy, w ater and w aste
management and other sustainable products and services for
households

Introduce incentives to consume less, re-use and recycle

Allow financial support to trigger long-term investments in the private
sector

Develop public-private partnerships in R&D and innovation

Have eco-friendly procurement contracts by public authorities (to
strengthen the market for resource-efficient products)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
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When looking at ways of boosting investment in innovation for resource efficiency and what
measures would be the most effective, respondents felt that most measures could and should
be adopted at a European level (as opposed to nationally or globally).

In responding to how effective different measures would be in ensuring private investment in
a resource-efficiency infrastructure, the respondents felt that measures would be effective at
either national or European level. For example, market-based instruments and subsidies were
seen as something relevant at a nationa level by the maority of institutions. Of national
relevance were also the development of demand-side management strategies in parallel with
any major infrastructure projects, and public-private partnerships.

Cap and trade-type quotas combined with economic incentives were seen as something
relevant to EU level by approximately 40% of the institutions, even though an equal
percentage felt that they were not effective.

Current Business Models

The factors seen as very significant barriers to adopting new business models/organisational
innovation by private companies that could contribute to more resource efficiency were the
excessive perceived risks, lack of funds and long payback periods for investments compared
to short term investors expectations, as well as uncertain market demand. They also felt that
regulations do not proved the right incentives, that there is alack of qualified personnel and a
lack of adequate infrastructure.

More or less significant are limited access to information, and knowledge, lack of suitable
business partners and a lack of technological and management capabilities. Market
domination by established firms was seen as not being significant.

Shifting Business Behaviour

In order to shift business behaviour to resource efficient business models, respondents felt that
market-based instruments (e.g. energy and resource taxes/incentives in support of resource
efficient business models) would be very effective. Education and training of employees and
binding technical regulations and standards would also be very effective.

Enabling access to investment/R&D and innovation funding, trade measures, as well as
introducing a requirement for public procurement to comply with sustainability and
ecological standards were seen to be potentially very effective. Cap and trade quotas were
seen to not be effective.

3. POSITION PAPERSAND WRITTEN CONTRIBUTIONS

In addition to the responses to the online questionnaire, the Commission received also some
more extensive contributions and 34 position papers. 25 from industry groups or companies, 6
from NGOs or think-thanks and the 4 from governmental organisation.

11
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3.1 Companiesbusiness associations

The points raised by companies and business associations can be organised along three broad
lines: 1) Creating the right framework conditions, 2) Improving governance and 3)
Competitiveness concerns related to resource efficiency.

3.1.1. Creating the right framework conditions

Many companies and business associations highlighted the importance of investing in R&D.
One association considered that Europe's main weak point is the commercialising of
innovations, whereas some others also insisted on the importance of more public funding for
R&D and innovation policy. One business association stated that boosting innovation is also
about creating new business models and targeting the key stages of the value chan
simultaneously. Finally some companies also suggested putting more effort into researching
substitution materials and recycling technologies.

Other points raised were the need to ensure access to finance, designing SME-friendly support
instruments and setting up SME research networks that would enhance research cooperation.

3.1.2. Improving governance

One concern that is widely resonated by business is that the Roadmap to a resource efficient
Europe should introduce an integrated approach to policy making to ensure improved policy
coherence. Some industry stakeholders raised the point that there is still room for
improvement with regard to reducing bureaucracy.

Many companies and industry associations also find that, with regard to resource efficiency, it
is important to consider the entire value chain and to adopt a life-cycle perspective to avoid
that policy measures would just shift the environmental impacts from one phase to another.

With respect to regulation not al views were unanimous. Whereas most contributions
suggested that more regulation is not necessary or desirable, two companies argued for more
regulation, arguing that this would increase policy certainty and hence a climate favourable to
investments and the creation of new markets. In general, many respondents invite the
Roadmap to a resource efficient Europe to set out a long-term vision of resource efficiency
and to present a cost-effective step-wise approach towards this long-term objective.

A magjority of business organisations pointed to the need for developing a sound knowledge
base, and some also suggested that this would include the development of appropriate
resource efficiency indicators. Two representative organisations argued against binding
numerical targets.

3.1.3. Competitiveness concerns

Many of the contributions received also insist on the importance of ensuring access to raw
materials. Better management of both primary and secondary materials as well as ensuring
free trade and avoiding monopolistic or oligopolistic market structures are considered to be
key in thisregard. A significant number of business associations also expressed their concern
about the recent volatility of resource prices.

12
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One business association also expressed its concern about the fact that there is limited
consumer awareness about resource efficiency issues.

Many in the business sector expressed the need to have regard to short-term competitiveness.
In particular, some business and industry associations express concern that resource taxation —
if applied only at the EU level — would negatively affect industry's competitiveness in the
short or even mid-term. One stakeholder stated that there is a need for more tax harmonisation
at the global level.

3.2 NGOs and think tanks

Nearly all respondents from think tank and non-commercial interest groups called for
Commission proposals for resource efficiency indicators in its Roadmap, with some
demanding that these indicators would lead to binding resource efficiency targets. Many
respondents called for more effective waste policies.

A couple of NGOs found that the EU's product policy needs to be strengthened as to ensure
that our production and consumption does not negatively affect Europe's resource base. One
association adds that both the supply and the demand side should be equally addressed. It also
points to the importance of taking into account the findings from research on consumer
behaviour. Another association further suggests that green consumer choices should be made
more affordable.

One NGO specifically pointed to investment related issues of resource efficiency policies,
such as avoiding lock-in in large infrastructure works, urban planning and cohesion policy.
One think tank insisted that the Roadmap would address the underlying drivers of increasing
resource use. It also pointed to the importance of policy integration and developing a better
understanding of the links between the different resources and the environmental impacts.

3.3. Governmental organisation

The Commission aso received 4 position papers from governmental (national or
international) organisations. Several of them stressed the need for global governance,
addressing the geopolitical and development dimensions of resource use. Other points raised
are the need for a coherent and integrated approach, the need to involve MS and private actors
and the need of addressing the rebound effect.

13
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Annex 3. Tarqget Areasfor Removing Barriersto Resour ce Efficiency

I ntroduction

This Annex provides the rationale for actions in particular areas of the economy, their
application to particular resources and governance problems.

1 TRANSFORMING THE ECONOMY
1.1 Improving products and changing consumption patterns

1.11. Specific barriersto transition

Behavioural studies show that people often stick to their previous behaviours and purchasing
habits. They are influenced by social conventions, lock-in to existing, familiar technology and
the set of information available to them.

As consumption is the prime driver of production patterns and some innovation, these issues
slow response to changing conditions. It weakens markets for innovations and traps
consumers and organisations into inefficient resource use (e.g. in energy consumption in
buildings) even if prices rise. New business models such as car-sharing or ‘product service
systems' can be slow to expand.

Many of the barriers come from the way people are influenced by marketing information on
products, much of which fails to accurately convey the fully life-cycle costs of production and
consumption. This can partly be attributed to knowledge gaps on the life-cycle impacts, and
partly to the way that purchasers wrongly interpret the information is presented (e.g. getting
confused by green claims).

1.1.2. Policy Actions

o Practically applicable knowledge of full life-cycle impacts can come from creating
agreed methodologies for life-cycle impacts (or environmental footprint) and
increasing applied research. This can be used for consumer information, supply chain
improvements and policy.

o Markets for products or services with lower life-cycle impacts can be increased
through changes to labelling and marketing that, in practice, help consumers choose.
Bearing in mind that issues of trust and image are often more influential than
information, greater diffusion of scientific research into drivers of consumer choice
would support this. Other options to increase market rewards for these products
include incentives.

o Incorporating life-cycle considerations into public procurement can increase markets
and stimulate innovation. Joint public and private procurement can be used to cost-
effectively buy innovations that would not otherwise be able to break quickly into
commercial markets.

o Setting minimum environmental performance standards for products as part of

integrated policy — under the Eco-Design Directive — can boost diffusion and markets
for more resource efficient products, by removing the least resource efficient.
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1.13.

Including a wider range of products and looking at recycled content and durability of
products could reduce the market demand for resource-heavy products, promoting
recycling markets. New business models for products that promote recycling could
be promoted by extension of producer-responsibility.

Analysis of strengths and weaknesses

Strengths

Consumption is a very significant driver for change (or lock-in)! because it is the
fundamental driver of up-stream production activities and the resulting resource use’.
54% of income is spent in final consumption; public procurement accounts for
roughly 17% of the EU's GDP. It can change firms' behaviour.

Greener public and private procurement can create markets and greater rewards for
innovative products and production changes. For example, actions on private, public
or joint procurement can remove blocks to investment in innovation by creating
market certainty, reducing technological lock-in. This can overcome barriers to
innovation. Removing least efficient products from the market increases the market
rewards for innovation in more efficient products and services.

Actions encouraging broader lifestyle changes can bring significant benefits only be
encouraging |ess-resource intensive patterns of consumption®.

Changing purchasing and behaviours has significant cost saving potential for
consumers and public authorities through life-cycle efficiency gains, often with short
payback periods. For example:

A 2011 report of the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment*
concludes public sector energy consumption would be reduced by 10% and 3
million tonnes of CO2 would be saved if all Dutch public authorities applied the
national sustainable public procurement criteria. NOx and fine particle pollution
would drop 1%. The UK found it would save £40.7 million (€47.2 million) if
proposed Green Public Procurement furniture criteria are applied®.

A 2009 study found that using a Life Cycle Costing approach for procurement
reduced costs by 1 %, even if initial costs were higher®.

These actions would be able to overcome some of the policy and market failures that
can not be tackled by measures affecting price. For example, many of the resource
impacts of consumption happen outside the EU, during production. (Annex 4 shows
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duurzaam inkopen op markt en milieu (The impact of the programme bying sustainably 2011 — Follow-
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