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Introduction

The objective of the Flash Eurobarometer survey — “FL315 Attitudes of European entrepreneurs
towards eco-innovation” was to investigate the behaviour, attitudes and expectations of entrepreneurs
towards the development and uptake of eco-innovation as a response to rising prices of resources and
resource scarcity.

Eco-innovation is the introduction of any new or significantly improved product (good or service),
process, organisational change or marketing solution that reduces the use of natural resources
(including materials, energy, water and land) and decreases the release of harmful substances across
the whole life-cycle.’

In this Flash Eurobarometer survey (N° 315), a total of 5,222 managers of SMEs (small and medium-
sized companies) in the 27 EU Member States were interviewed by telephone between 24 January and
1 February 2011. A sample of SMEs was randomly selected in each country within certain activity
sectors (NACE Rev 2.0):

— A: Agriculture, forestry and fishing

— C: Manufacturing

— E: Water supply, sewerage, waste management and remediation activities
— F: Construction

I - 56: Food and beverage service activities

The targeted number of interviews varied dependent on the size of the country. In most countries, the
targeted sample size was 200. However, in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK, the sample size
was increased to 250, while in Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta, the sample size was reduced to 50.

In this report, results are discussed in terms of the EU average, followed by a discussion of the results
at an individual country level. Differences in entrepreneurs’ behaviour and attitudes will also be
studied in terms of the following company characteristics:

Company size: small (10-49 employees), medium (50-249 employees)

Annual turnover: up to €2 million, €2-10 million, €10-50 million, more than €50 million

Change in turnover over the past two years: increased, decreased, remained unchanged

Sector of activity: agriculture, industry, construction, water supply and waste management, food
service activities.

More details about these company characteristics can be found in annex tables 1a through 7b.

" Source: Eco-Innovation Observatory, Methodological Report 2010
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Main findings

The survey covered small and medium-sized companies in a number of sectors (agricultural,
construction, manufacturing, water supply and waste management, and food services).

Findings related to cost of materials

Almost a quarter of managers said that 50% or more of their company’s total costs consisted
of the cost of materials. About 3 in 10 respondents said that these material costs represented
between 30% and 49% of their company’s gross production value.

Companies with a high annual turnover were more likely to be material-intensive; for
example, a third of companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million reported that
50% or more of their total production value was represented by material costs.

Three-quarters of businesses had experienced an increase in material costs in the past five
years; 26% of respondents said material costs for their company had increased dramatically
and 49% said there had been a moderate increase in such costs.

In Germany, Poland, Malta and the UK, more than 80% of respondents answered that material
costs for their company had increased moderately or dramatically in the past five years.

Respondents in the water supply and waste management, and agriculture sectors were more
likely than their counterparts in other sectors to say that material costs had moderately or
dramatically increased for their company in the past five years.

Almost 9 in 10 interviewees said they foresaw price increases for materials in the coming 5
to 10 years; similar figures were seen in almost all countries and in all types of companies.

Over three-quarters of respondents answered that many of the materials they used came
from (or originated from) their own country, while half as many respondents said that they
came from other EU countries. For all types of companies, many of the materials were sourced
domestically.

In order to reduce material costs, 56% of companies had purchased more efficient
technologies in the past five years, while 53% had developed more efficient technologies in-
house during that time frame. A similar proportion (52%) mentioned recycling practices.

Across all countries, some of the largest proportions of respondents mentioned having
introduced material-efficient technologies in the past five years (i.e. they purchased such
technologies and/or developed them in-house).

Almost 9 in 10 companies had introduced at least one change in the past five years in order to
reduce material costs; at the individual country level, this proportion ranged from 76% in
Sweden to 98% in Greece.

Eco-innovative activities

Just over a third of companies reported that less than 10% of their innovation investments in
the past five years were related to eco-innovation and a quarter estimated that this share was
between 10% and 29%.

In just six countries, more than a fifth of respondents estimated that 30% of their innovation
investments were eco-related: Sweden (21%), Greece (22%), Austria (23%), Cyprus and
Luxembourg (both 24%) and Poland (30%).

Companies that had made the largest share of eco-innovation investments were more likely to
be found in the water supply and waste management, and agriculture sectors.

Roughly 3 in 10 companies in the EU had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-
innovative production process or method in the past two years, while roughly a quarter had
introduced a new or significantly improved eco-innovative organisational method. A similar
proportion (25%) had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-innovative product or
service on the market.

page 5



Analytical report Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Medium-sized companies, companies with an annual turnover between €10 and €50 million
and those that had grown in terms of turnover in the past two years were more likely to have
introduced these types of eco-innovation.

Among companies that had introduced at least one type of eco-innovation in the past two
years, the largest number (42%) said that such eco-innovation had led to a reduction in
material use of between 5% and 19% per unit of output, while roughly a third estimated that
the reduction in material use had been less than 5% per unit of output.

Barriers to an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation

Fourteen potential barriers were presented to interviewees and they were asked, for each one,
whether they considered these to be a serious barrier or not to a faster uptake of eco-
innovation in their company.

For each of the potential barriers related to financing and funds, a majority of respondents
thought that it was a very or somewhat serious barrier to an accelerated development and
uptake of eco-innovation. For example, insufficient access to existing subsidies and fiscal
incentives was considered a barrier by 6 in 10 respondents (30% “very serious” and 30%
“somewhat serious” responses).

Two-thirds of managers said that the uncertain demand from the market was a barrier to a
faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company (34% “very serious” and 33% “somewhat
serious” responses).

For most of the barriers listed in the survey, respondents in small companies (in terms of
workforce or annual turnover) were more likely than those in medium-size companies to
describe the barrier presented to them as being very serious or somewhat serious.

In terms of main activities, companies in the agriculture sector were the most likely to describe
various obstacles as being very serious or somewhat serious, while those in the water supply and
waste management, and food services sectors were frequently less likely to do so.

Drivers for an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation
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Managers were also presented with 14 potential drivers and were asked, for each, whether they
considered these to be important or not for a faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company.

For 10 of the 14 drivers listed, more than 70% of respondents said that it was a very or
somewhat important driver of eco-innovation uptake and development in their company. A
larger variation was seen in the proportion of “very important” responses.

One in two respondents considered current high energy prices to be a very important driver to
accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development in their company and a similar proportion
(52%) said the same about the expected future increases in energy prices.

Although 45% of respondents also thought that current high material prices were a very
important driver of eco-innovation uptake in their company, the proportion saying the same
about limited access to materials was considerably lower — at 30%.

Of the 14 drivers listed in the survey, current and future high energy prices were mentioned
most frequently as being very important drivers of accelerated eco-innovation uptake in
respondents’ companies.
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1. Companies’ material costs

1.1 Material costs as a percentage of “total costs”

Almost a quarter (24%) of managers said that 50% or more of their company’s “total costs” (gross
production value) consisted of “material costs” — i.e. all costs for materials used to manufacture a
product or perform a service. About 3 in 10 (31%) respondents said that material costs represented
between 30% and 49% of their company’s gross production value, while a quarter estimated that
between 10% and 29% of total costs were accounted for by material costs. Finally, roughly a tenth
(9%) of respondents said that the cost of materials represented less than 10% of all costs.

Cost of materials as a percentage of companies’
total costs

50% or more

24
Between 30% and 49%
m Between 10% and 29%
® Less than 10%
® Not applicable
31 DK/NA

Q1. What percentage of your company's total cost - i.e. gross
production value - is material cost?
Base: all companies, % EU27

Country variations

In Poland, almost half (47%) of the companies surveyed stated that material costs represented 50% or
more of their total production value. In three other countries, more than 4 in 10 respondents gave a
similar response: Romania (44%), Bulgaria and Latvia (both 42%). In these four countries, a fifth — or
more — of the companies reported that between 30% and 49% of “total costs” were costs of materials
(from 21% in Bulgaria to 33% in Latvia).

In France, Luxembourg, Belgium and Spain, less than half of respondents answered that 30% or more
of their company’s “total costs” consisted of “material costs”. For example, in Luxembourg, more than
a third (36%) of respondents said that material costs represented between 30% and 49% of their
company’s gross production value, while just 7% estimated that these costs represented 50% or more
of the total. For French companies, the corresponding figures were 26% and 12%, respectively. In
France, about a fifth (21%) of respondents answered that less than 10% of their company’s total costs
were material costs; in most other countries, however, less than 10% of respondents gave a similar

response.
In some countries, a considerable proportion of respondents found it difficult to estimate what

percentage of their company’s total costs consisted of material costs. The proportions of such “don’t
know” responses were the highest in the UK and Belgium (both 21%).
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Cost of materials as a percentage of a companies’ total costs
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1. What percentage of your compan; 's total cost - i.e. oss production value - is material cost?
Base: all companies, % by country

Company characteristics

Roughly a quarter (23%-27%) of agricultural, construction and manufacturing companies reported that
50% or more of their total production value was due to material costs; this proportion was lower in the
water supply and waste management, and food services sectors (14% and 10%, respectively). A
similar picture emerged when looking at the proportions saying that the percentage of material costs
was between 30% and 49% (from 13% in “water supply and waste management” to 33% in
“construction”).

The food services sector had the largest proportion of respondents answering that material costs
represented between 10% and 29% of their company’s gross production value (39% vs. 24% in the
construction and manufacture sectors). In the water supply and waste management sector, respondents
were most likely to say that that the share of these sorts of costs was less than 10% (29% vs. 8%-10%
in all other sectors).

Companies with a high annual turnover were more likely to be material-intensive. For example, 33%
of companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million reported that 50% or more of their
total production value was represented by material costs; the corresponding figure for companies with
an annual turnover of less than €2 million was 22%. Six in 10 respondents in the latter type of
company said that material costs represented between 10% and 49% of their company’s gross
production value, compared to only half as many respondents in the former type of company (32%).

For more details, see annex table 8b.
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1.2 Changes in companies’ material costs

Three-quarters of businesses had experienced an increase in material costs in the past five years; 26%
of respondents said material costs for their company had increased dramatically and 49% said there
had been a moderate increase in such costs.

About one in seven (15%) managers answered that their company’s material costs had remained
unchanged in the past five years and almost a tenth (8%) said that such costs had decreased in that
time frame.

How companies’ material costs have evolved
over 5 years

® Increased dramatically
Increased moderately

® Remained unchanged

m Decreased
® Not applicable

DK/NA
49

Q2. Have material costs for your company increased or
decreased in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % EU27

Country variations

In Germany, Poland, Malta and the UK, more than 80% of respondents answered that material costs
for their company had increased moderately or dramatically in the past five years (between 85% and
88%). The proportion of businesses that had experienced material cost increases was also higher than
50% in almost all other EU Member States; the only exception was the Czech Republic where 49% of
respondents said that their company had seen an increase in material costs in the past five years.

Focusing solely on companies that had experienced a dramatic increase in material costs in the past
five years, it was noted that the proportions of such companies were highest in Malta (50%) and the
UK (46%). In about half of the EU Member States, however, less than a quarter of respondents
answered that material costs for their company had increased dramatically in the past five years.

Respondents in the Czech Republic were the most likely to answer that their company’s material costs
had remained unchanged in the past five years (34%); in Denmark, Estonia, Bulgaria, Finland,
Slovakia and Sweden, a fifth — or more — of respondents gave a similar response (21%-28%). Finally,
in Bulgaria, Lithuania and Denmark, somewhat more than a fifth of interviewees reported that material
costs for their company had decreased in the past five years (21%-23%).
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How companies’ material costs have evolved over 5 years
u Increased dramatically = Increased moderately = Remained unchanged ® Decreased ®Not applicable = DK/NA
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Q2. Have material costs for your company increased or decreased in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % by country

Company characteristics

Material-intensive companies were more likely to have experienced an increase in material costs in the
past five years. For example, 65% of companies with less than 10% of material costs (as a percentage
of “total costs”) had seen a moderate or dramatic increase in the cost of materials in the past five
years, this proportion increased to 78% for companies with material costs of more than 50% of their
total costs. Furthermore, 22% of the former type of company, compared to 13% of the latter type, had
not seen any changes in material costs in that time frame.

Smaller companies — in terms of annual turnover — were also more likely to report that material costs
had remained unchanged in the past five years: 16% of companies with an annual turnover of less than
€10 million, compared to 8% of those with an annual turnover of more than €50 million.

More than 8 in 10 (83%) respondents in companies that had grown in terms of turnover in the past two
years answered that their company’s material costs had moderately or dramatically increased in the
past five years; the corresponding figure for companies that had seen their turnover decrease was 69%.
Conversely, 14% of the latter type of respondent, compared to 5% of the former type, said that
material costs for their company had decreased in the past five years.

Respondents in the water supply and waste management, and agriculture sectors were more likely than
their counterparts in other sectors to say that material costs had moderately or dramatically increased
for their company in the past five years (80% vs. 68% in the food services sector and 74%-76% in the

construction and manufacturing sector).

For more details, see annex table 9b.
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1.3 Expected changes in material costs

As noted above, 75% of businesses in the EU had seen an increase in their costs of materials in the
past five years; the proportion expecting price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years was
even higher: almost 9 in 10 (87%) interviewees said they expected such increases.

A tenth of respondents did not think that material costs would increase in the coming 5 to 10 years: 8%
expected that such costs would remain the same and 1% expected a decrease in material costs.

Expectations about how companies’ material costs
will evolve (5 — 10 years)
Yes, material costs will increase

® No, material costs will remain
approximately the same

® No, material costs will decrease
= Not applicable

DK/NA
87

Q3. Do you expect price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years?
Base: all companies, % EU27

Country variations

Across almost all countries, more than 8 in 10 entrepreneurs answered that prices for materials would
increase in the coming 5 to 10 years (from 82% in Spain and Romania to 97% in Luxembourg and
Germany). Moreover, across all countries, less than 5% of respondents expected a decrease in material
prices in that time frame.

Entrepreneurs in the Czech Republic were the least likely to think that prices of materials would
increase in the coming 5 to 10 years (73%); almost a quarter (23%) of respondents in that country
thought that material prices would remain approximately the same in the coming 5 to 10 years. In four
other countries, more than a tenth of interviewees shared the latter view: Belgium (11%), Spain (14%),
Italy and Portugal (both 15%).

Expectations about how companies’ material costs will evolve (5 — 10 years)

Costs will increase u Costs will remain the same m Costs will decrease DK/NA
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Q3. Do you expect price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years?
Base: all companies, % by country
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Company characteristics

Across all types of companies, the proportion of managers who answered that prices of materials
would increase in the coming 5 to 10 years was close to 90%; this proportion varied between 86% for
managers of companies that had experienced a decrease in annual turnover in the past two years and
93% for managers in the water supply and waste management sector.

For more details, see annex table 10b.

1.4 Where do companies’ materials originate from?

A majority (78%) of respondents answered that many of the materials they used came from (or
originated from) their own country, while half as many respondents (43%) said that they came from
other EU countries. Other (non-EU) European countries were mentioned by 9% of respondents.

A tenth of interviewees mentioned Asia as the region where many of their materials originated from,;
other continents were each mentioned by less than 5% of respondents (for example, 4% named North
America and 2% mentioned Africa).

Origin of most of the materials that companies use

Own country 78
Other EU countries | 43
Asia 1 10
Other European countries (non-EU) | 9

North America 4
South America 3
Africa | 2

Australia and Oceania | 1

DK/NA | 1

Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come/originate from?
Base: all companies, % EU27

Country variations

The proportion of companies that said they often used materials from their own country ranged
from a quarter of companies in Malta (26%) to more than 8 in 10 companies in the Czech Republic,
Germany, Poland and Spain (81%-90%). About a quarter of Italian companies (26%) and 3 in 10
Spanish companies (30%) were frequently using materials that came from other EU countries; in
smaller EU countries, this proportion was considerably higher: for example, 81% in Luxembourg and
82% in Malta.

In about two-thirds of the EU Member States, the largest share of companies frequently used materials
that came from (or originated from) their own country, while the second largest share of companies
often used materials from other EU countries. For example, somewhat more than 8 in 10 respondents
in Romania and the Czech Republic (79%-81%) said that many materials used in their company came
from their own country, while more than 4 in 10 respondents mentioned other EU countries (47% and
45%, respectively).

In nine EU Member States, companies that often used materials from other EU countries outnumbered
those that regularly used materials from their own country. For example, 82% of entrepreneurs in
Malta said that many materials they used came from other EU countries, while 26% of entrepreneurs

page 12



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Analytical report

mentioned their own country. A similar picture emerged in Luxembourg, Slovenia, Estonia, Cyprus,
Greece, Denmark, Ireland and Lithuania.

Origin of most of the materials that companies use
Companies’ own country
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Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come/originate from?
Base: all companies, % by country

Origin of most of the materials that companies use
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Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come/originate from?
Base: all companies, % by country

Other (non-EU) European countries were most frequently mentioned by respondents in Bulgaria and
Estonia (22% and 26%, respectively). Asia was selected as the region where many of their company’s
materials came from by roughly a sixth of respondents in Denmark, Greece, Bulgaria and Germany
(17%-19%). All other continents were mentioned by less than 10% of respondents across almost all
Member States.

For more details, see annex table 11a.
Company characteristics

Across all types of companies, the largest proportion of respondents said that their company often used
materials that came from (or originated from) their own country, while the second largest share said
they regularly used materials from other EU countries. For example, 87% of agricultural companies
frequently used materials that originated from their own country, while 42% used materials from other
EU countries.

Larger companies (in terms of workforce or annual turnover, but nevertheless, medium-sized), those
that had seen an increase in turnover in the past two years, material-intensive companies and those in
the manufacturing sector were more likely than other types of companies to often use materials from
other European countries or from other continents. For example, 52% of respondents in medium-sized
companies mentioned other EU countries, compared to 42% of respondents in small companies.
Similarly, other (non-EU) European countries were mentioned by 12% of respondents in the
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manufacturing sector, compared to 4%-5% of respondents in other activity sectors. Finally, while 22%
of respondents in companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million answered that many of
their materials came from Asia, this proportion was 9% for companies with an annual turnover of less
than €2 million.

For more details, see annex table 11b.
1.5 Changes implemented to reduce material costs

In order to reduce material costs, 56% of companies had purchased more efficient technologies in the
past five years, while 53% had developed more efficient technologies in-house during that time frame.
A similar proportion (52%) mentioned recycling practices as a strategy that they had used to reduce
material costs and 46% referred to an improvement of material flow in the supply chain.

In the five years prior to the survey, almost 4 in 10 (38%) companies had replaced expensive materials
by cheaper alternatives in order to reduce material costs and 3 in 10 companies had outsourced
production or service activities. Finally, 27% of businesses had chosen to change their business model
in order to reduce material costs.

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
m Mentioned Not mentioned = Not applicable DK/NA
6 [
40
40 n
44 ﬂ
|
61 n
63 n

Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % EU27

Purchasing more efficient technologies
Developing more efficient technologies in-house
Recycling

Improving the material flow in the supply chain
Substituting expensive materials by cheaper ones

Outsourcing production or service activities

Changing the business model

Country variations

Almost 9 in 10 (86%) companies in the EU had introduced at least one change in the past five years in
order to reduce material costs; at the individual country level, this proportion ranged from 76% in
Sweden to 98% in Greece.

Furthermore, at the EU level, companies had introduced, on average, three of the changes listed in the

survey. Greece and Ireland had the highest average scores (4.2 and 4.4, respectively), while the Czech
Republic and Hungary had the lowest scores (2.2 and 2.3, respectively).
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Companies that have implemented at least one change to reduce material costs
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % by country

Average number of implemented changes
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % by country

Across all countries, some of the largest proportions of respondents mentioned having introduced
material-efficient technologies in the past five years (i.e. they purchased such technologies and/or
developed them in-house).

In the UK, Romania, Cyprus and Ireland, more than 7 in 10 companies had purchased more material-
efficient technologies in the past five years (73%-77%); in Austria, the Netherlands, Sweden, Hungary
and France, on the other hand, less than half of companies had done the same (43%-49%).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Purchasing more efficient technologies

100 1
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country
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Companies in Austria and the Netherlands were also among the least likely to have developed more
material-efficient technologies in-house in the past five years (33% and 35%, respectively);
companies in the Czech Republic and Slovakia were even less likely to have introduced such changes
(21% and 30%, respectively).

In the UK, Cyprus and Ireland, roughly 7 in 10 companies had developed more efficient technologies
in-house in order to reduce material costs (69%-71%); respondents in Greece and Poland, however,
were the most likely to have done so (73% and 75%, respectively).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Developing more efficient technologies in-house
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country

A large variation was seen in the proportion of companies that had recycled in the past five years in
order to reduce material costs; these proportions ranged from 22% in Hungary to 82% in Ireland and
the UK. Greece, Finland and Spain were close to the UK and Ireland with roughly 8 in 10 companies
that mentioned recycling as a strategy to reduce material costs (78%-81%).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country
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Analytical report

While just 27% of companies in France reported having improved the material flow in the supply
chain in the past five years, this proportion increased to 70%-71% in Ireland and Romania. In a further
seven countries, more than 6 in 10 companies gave a similar response (from 61% in Greece to 68% in
Slovenia).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Improving the material flow in the supply chain

100

80

60

40

20

71

70 68 66 66 65 64 64 6
: 58 2 2
52 52 49 48 48 47 46 46 46 46 42 42 40 40 39

35 34

27

RO

IE
SI
Cy
PL

R

DK
EE
LT
LU
BE
CzZ
SE
NL

IT
FR

= - ] 23 =
2 = m%m a <

e
=

EU27

Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country

The individual country results for the proportion of companies that had reduced material costs by
replacing expensive materials by cheaper ones showed less variation; this proportion ranged from
roughly 30% in the Netherlands, Malta and France to about half of the companies in Latvia, Greece
and Slovenia (49%-50%) and a slim majority in Ireland (55%).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Substituting expensive materials by cheaper ones
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country
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Outsourcing production or service activities in order to reduce materials costs was mentioned by a
slim majority of entrepreneurs in Slovakia, Latvia and Estonia (51%-54%). In the Czech Republic,
Hungary and France, however, less than a fifth of entrepreneurs had implemented such a change in the
past five years (15%-18%).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Outsourcing production or service activities
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country

Finally, in about half of the countries surveyed, less than a third of companies had changed their
business model in an attempt to reduce material costs (from 15% in Sweden to 32% Slovakia and
Lithuania). Ireland was the only country were more than half of companies had implemented such a
change in the past five years (56%).

Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years
Changing the business model
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Q5. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
Base: all companies, % of 'Mentioned' shown by country

Company characteristics

Medium-sized companies were more likely than small ones to have introduced changes — as listed in
the survey — to reduce material costs. For example, 69% of medium-sized companies had purchased
more material-efficient technologies in the past five years, while 63% had developed more efficient
technologies in-house during that time frame; the corresponding proportions for small companies were
54% and 51%, respectively.

Companies with a high annual turnover and those that had recently grown in terms of turnover were
also more likely to have introduced changes to reduce material costs. For example, 44% of companies
with an annual turnover of less than €2 million reported having improved the material flow in the
supply chain in the past five years, whereas two-thirds (67%) of companies with an annual turnover of
more than €50 million had done this.
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The higher a company’s material costs (as a percentage of “total costs”), the more likely it was to have
implemented changes to reduce that amount. For example, about a third (32%) of companies with
material costs of more than 50% had changed their business model in the past five years, compared to
only half as many companies with material costs accounting for less than 10% of the total (17%).

It was noted in section 1.1 that companies in the water supply and waste management sector were less
likely to report that material costs represented 30% or more of their total production value; as such,
they were also less likely to have attempted to reduce material costs. Agricultural companies, on the
other hand, were the most likely to have introduced the material cost-saving changes listed in the
survey. For example, 45% of agriculture companies had replaced expensive materials by cheaper
alternatives, compared to 28% of companies in the water supply and waste management sector.

For more details, see annex tables 12b through 18b.
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2. Eco-innovative activities

2.1 Share of innovation investimments related to eco-innovation

A majority of companies included in this survey had made innovation investments in the past five
years. Respondents were asked what share of innovation investments during that time frame had been
related to eco-innovations — i.e. implementing new or substantially improved solutions resulting in
more efficient use of materials, energy and water.

Just over a third of companies (35%) reported that less than 10% of their innovation investments in the
past five years were related to eco-innovation and a quarter estimated that this share was between 10%
and 29%.

Relatively few (6%) managers answered that more than 50% of the innovation investments made by
their company in the past five years were related to eco-innovation; almost twice as many respondents
(10%) said that the share related to eco-innovation was between 30% and 49%.

Share of eco-innovation-related investments in
last 5 years

6
m More than 50%

18 m Between 30% and 49%

Between 10% and 29%

25 Less than 10%
None/no innovative activities

35 DK/NA

Q6. Over the last 5 years, what share of innovation investments in your
company were related to eco-innovation, i.e. implementing new or
substantially improved solutions resulting in more efficient use in
material, energy and water?

Base: all companies, % EU27

Country variations

As for the individual country results, many companies in all countries had made eco-innovation
investments in the past five years; however, a minority reported that the share of innovation
investments related to eco-innovation was 30% or more. In just six countries, more than a fifth of
respondents estimated that they had reached this level: Sweden (21%), Greece (22%), Austria (23%),
Cyprus and Luxembourg (both 24%) and Poland (30%).

In almost all countries, the largest proportion of respondents answered that less than 10% of their
company’s innovation investments were related to eco-innovation; respondents in Finland, Denmark
and the Czech Republic were the most likely to select this response (43%-44%).

In France, Hungary and Latvia, more than 30% of managers said that their company had not made any

eco-innovative investments (or had not made any innovation investments at all) in the past five years
(31%, 32% and 35%, respectively).
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Share of eco-innovation-related investments in last 5 years
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Q6. Over the last 5 years, what share of innovation investments in your company were related to eco-innovation, i.e.
implementing new or substantially improved solutions resulting in more efficient use in material, energy and water?
Base: all companies, % by country

Company characteristics

Companies in the water supply and waste management sector were not only less likely to have
implemented changes to reduce material costs (see section 1.4), they were also the least likely to have
made innovation investments in the past five years (26% “none/no innovative activities” vs. 13% in the
agricultural sector and 18%-19% in the remaining activity sectors). Other companies that were less likely
to have made innovation investments were the smaller ones (in terms of workforce or turnover), the ones
that had experienced a decrease in turnover in the past two years and those with low material costs.

Companies that had made the largest share of eco-innovation investments were more likely to be
found in the agricultural sector — but also in the water supply and waste management sector. In these
two sectors, about a fifth of entrepreneurs estimated that at least 30% of their innovation investments
of the past five years were related to eco-innovation (19%-21%), compared to less than a sixth of
entrepreneurs in the other activity sectors (15%-16%). In other words, although water supply and
waste management companies were among the least likely to have made innovation investments in the
past five years, those that had made such investments were very likely to have made a large share of
eco-innovation-related investments.

Other examples of managers who were more likely to have estimated that more than 30% of the
innovation investments made by their company in the past five years were related to eco-innovation
were those in companies with an annual turnover of more than €10 million (20%-22% vs. 15% in
companies with an annual turnover of less than €2 million) and those in companies that had
experienced an increase in turnover in the past two years (20% vs. 14% in companies that had seen
their turnover decrease).

For more details, see annex table 19b.
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2.2 Eco-innovations introduced in the past two years

Roughly 3 in 10 (29%) companies in the EU had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-
innovative production process or method in the past two years, while roughly a quarter (24%) had
introduced a new or significantly improved eco-innovative organisational method. A similar
proportion (25%) had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-innovative product or service on
the market.

Introduction of various eco-innovations in past 2 years

A new or significantly improved eco-innovative 5
production process or method 9

A new or significantly improved eco-innovative 5
product or service to the market 5

A new or significantly improved eco-innovative

organisational method 24

D5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation?
Base: all companies, % of 'Yes' shown, EU27

Country variations

More than 4 in 10 (45%) companies in the EU reported having introduced at least one eco-innovation
in the past two years. Companies in Poland were the most likely to have introduced a new or
significantly improved eco-innovative product or service, production process or organisational method
in the past two years (63%); companies in Hungary were the least likely to have done so (27%).

Companies that introduced at least one eco-innovation in the past 2 years
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D5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation?
Base: all companies, % by country
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In Poland, 42% of respondents answered that their company had introduced a new or significantly
improved eco-innovative production method or process in the past two years; in another eight
countries, roughly a third of respondents said that their company had done this (from 32% in Ireland,
Romania and the Netherlands to 35% in Luxembourg and Malta). In Hungary, on the other hand, just
15% of companies had introduced a new eco-innovative production process or method.

Introduction of a new or significantly improved eco-innovative production
process or method in the past 2 years

100
80
60 -
42
40 - 35 35 34 34 33 32 32 32 30 29 29 29 28 28 27 27 26 26 25 25 25 24 23 23 22
20
20 - 15
o — —_— 17—
— — [ — —
m;BE‘ﬁdza“ﬂﬁigbﬁ%Emﬁm‘ﬁ%%%%%SSg
=

D5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation?
Base: all companies, % of 'Yes' shown by country

Hungarian companies were also among the least likely to have introduced a new or significantly
improved eco-innovative organisational method in the past two years (12%). Companies in Finland,
however, were the least likely to have introduced such a new organisational method (7%), while those
in Poland and Luxembourg were — once again — the most likely to have introduced this type of
innovation (both 35%).

Introduction of a new or significantly improved eco-innovative organisational
method in the past 2 years
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D5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation?
Base: all companies, % of 'Yes' shown by country
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The proportion of companies that had brought a new or significantly improved eco-innovative
product or service to the market in the past two years ranged from somewhat more than a tenth (12%-
14%) in Hungary and Estonia to 4 in 10 companies in Cyprus. In Portugal, Malta, Italy and
Luxembourg, roughly 30% of companies had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-
innovative product or service (29%-31%); in a majority of the Member States, however, this
proportion remained below a quarter.

Introduction of a new or significantly improved eco-innovative product or service
to the market in the past 2 years
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D5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation?
Base: all companies, % of 'Yes' shown by country

Company characteristics

In accordance with results discussed in the previous section, medium-sized companies, companies
with an annual turnover between €10 and €50 million and those that had grown in terms of turnover in
the past two years were more likely to have introduced the types of eco-innovation listed in the survey.
For example, 32% of medium-sized companies had introduced a new or significantly improved eco-
innovative organisational method in the past two years and 41% said the same for a new or
significantly improved production method or process; the corresponding figures for small companies
were 22% and 26%, respectively.

Entrepreneurs who said that material costs represented less than 10% of their total costs, on the other
hand, were less likely to say that they had introduced different types of eco-innovation. For example,
21% said they had introduced a new or significantly improved product or service on the market in the
past 24 months, compared to 25%-26% among companies with higher shares of material costs.

Companies in the agriculture and food services sectors were more likely to have introduced a new or
significantly improved eco-innovative organisational method in the past two years (31%-32% vs.
18%-22% in other sectors of activity). Furthermore, agricultural companies were more likely than
those in other activity sectors to have introduced a new or significantly improved eco-innovative
production process (40% vs. 23% in “construction” and 29%-31% in the remaining activity sectors),
while companies in the food services sector were somewhat more likely to have developed a new or
significantly improved eco-innovative product or service (27% vs. 23%-25%).

For more details, see annex table 20b.
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2.3 Relevance of innovations in terms of resource efficiency

Among companies that had introduced at least one type of eco-innovation in the past two years, the
largest number (42%) said that such eco-innovation had led to a reduction in material use of between
5% and 19% per unit of output, while roughly a third (34%) of respondents estimated that the
reduction in material use had been less than 5% per unit of output.

Smaller shares of respondents answered that their company’s eco-innovations of the past 24 months
had reduced material use by at least 20% per output unit. A tenth said that this reduction had been
between 20% and 39%, while less than 1 in 20 respondents answered that their material use per unit of
output had decreased by at least 40% (2% for each of the “between 40% and 60%” and “more than
60%” responses). A tenth of respondents did not or would not answer this question.

Relevance of eco-innovation companies have introduced in terms of
resource efficiency in the past 2 years

10

10 ® More than 60% reduction of material use per unit of output

® Between 40% to 60% reduction of material use per unit of output

Between 20% to 39% reduction of material use per unit of output

34

Between 5% to 19% reduction of material use per unit of output

Less then 5% reduction of material use per unit of output

42
DK/NA

Qo. How would you describe the relevance of innovation you have introduced in the past 24 months in
terms of resource efficiency?
Base: companies that introduced an eco-innovation, % EU27

Country variations

The question about relevance of innovations in terms of resource efficiency was only presented to
companies that had introduced at least one type of eco-innovation in the past two years; as a result, the
sample size per country was less than 100 in most countries and caution should be exercised when
interpreting the results at an individual country level.

In the Czech Republic, roughly a tenth (9%) of managers answered that the reduction in material use
due to eco-innovations that their company had introduced in the past 24 months was between 20% and
39% per unit of output and somewhat more than a tenth (12%) answered that their material use per
unit of output had decreased by at least 40%. In Luxembourg and Portugal, somewhat more than a
fifth (21%-23%) of managers reported a decrease in material use of at least 20% per output unit.

A majority of respondents in three countries, and a relative majority in 16 countries, said that recent
eco-innovations in their company had led to a reduction in material use of between 5% and 19% per
unit of output (from 31% in Cyprus to 57% in Ireland). In the remaining countries, however, the
largest share of respondents thought that the reduction in material use had been less than 5% per unit
of output; respondents in Denmark were the most likely to select this response (48%).

In many countries, a considerable proportion of respondents found it difficult to estimate the relevance

of eco-innovations in terms of resource efficiency; the proportions of “don’t know” answers were
highest in Sweden and Cyprus (24% and 28%, respectively).
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Relevance of eco-innovation companies have introduced in terms of resource
efficiency (past 2 years)
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Qo. How would you describe the relevance of innovation you have introduced in the past 24 months in terms of
resource efficiency?
Base: companies that introduced an eco-innovation, % by country

Company characteristics

Across all types of companies, a minority of respondents answered that their company’s eco-
innovations in the past two years had reduced material use by at least 40% per unit of output;
furthermore, more than a quarter of respondents across all types of companies answered that the
reduction in material use had been less than 5% per unit of output (between 26% and 40%).

Companies with an annual turnover of between €10 and €50 million stood out with 18% of managers
who answered that their material use had decreased by between 20% and 39% per unit of output; the
corresponding proportion for companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million was 14%,
but this proportion decreased to 8% among companies with an annual turnover of between €2 million
and €10 million.

For more details, see annex table 21b.
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3. Barriers to an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation

This chapter analyses SMEs’ views about barriers to an accelerated development and uptake of eco-
innovation. In order to do this, 14 potential barriers were presented to interviewees and they were
asked, for each one, whether they considered these to be a serious barrier or not to a faster uptake of
eco-innovation in their company.

For each of the potential barriers related to financing and funds, a majority of respondents thought that
it was a very or somewhat serious barrier to an accelerated development and uptake of eco-innovation.
More than a third (36%) of managers said that a lack of funds within their enterprise was a very
serious barrier and roughly a quarter (27%) said that this was a somewhat serious barrier; the
corresponding figures for a lack of external financing were 31% and 26%, respectively.

Insufficient access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives was considered a barrier by 6 in 10
respondents (30% “very serious” and 30% ‘“‘somewhat serious” responses). Furthermore, 64% of
interviewees said that an uncertain return on investment or too long a payback period for eco-
innovations stopped them from introducing such innovations (32% said this was a very serious barrier
and 32% a somewhat serious barrier).

Two-thirds of managers said that the uncertain demand from the market was a barrier to a faster
uptake of eco-innovation in their company (34% “very serious” and 33% ‘“somewhat serious”
responses), but they were considerably less likely to say that they could not find suitable business
partners to develop eco-innovations (16% said this was a very serious barrier and 25% a somewhat
serious barrier).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious,
somewhat serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % EU27

A majority of respondents also said that existing regulations and structures did not provide
incentives to eco-innovate; 25% said this was a very serious barrier and 32% a somewhat serious
barrier. Respondents were, however, somewhat less likely to identify technical and technological
lock-ins (22% “very serious” and 29% “somewhat serious” responses) or a market dominated by
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established companies (21% “very serious” and 29% ‘“‘somewhat serious” responses) as barriers to a
faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company.

A lack of qualified personnel and technological capabilities within their enterprise was
considered a very serious barrier by 23% of respondents, while 28% said this was a somewhat serious
barrier. A smaller number of respondents thought that limited access to external information and
knowledge, including a lack of well-developed technology support services, was a barrier to
introducing eco-innovations in their company (16% “very serious” and 27% “somewhat serious”
responses). The corresponding figures for a lack of collaboration with research institutes and
universities were 13% and 21%, respectively (note: 20% of respondents said that this barrier was not
relevant for their company).

Finally, a slim majority answered that the fact that reducing their use of energy was not an
innovation priority was a barrier (26% said this was a very serious barrier and 29% a somewhat
serious barrier) and less than half of respondents said the same about a reduction in their use of
materials not being a priority (17% “very serious” and 27% “somewhat serious” responses).

Country variations

Somewhat more than 8 in 10 (83%) respondents in Greece said that a lack of funds within their
enterprise was a very or somewhat serious barrier to an accelerated development and uptake of eco-
innovation; this view was shared by 80% of interviewees in Cyprus and Spain. Respondents in these
three countries were also the most likely in the EU to say that such a lack of funds was a very serious
obstacle (between 58% and 68%).

In Sweden and Denmark, on the other hand, less than 4 in 10 managers were limited, in their
initiatives to eco-innovate, by a lack of internal funds (30% and 36%, respectively, of “very
serious/somewhat serious” responses). Furthermore, respondents in Sweden were also the most likely
to say that a lack of funds within their company was not at all a serious barrier (43%); the proportion
of such responses was also high in Finland (23%), Denmark and Estonia (both 28%).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Lack of funds within the enterprise
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

page 28



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Analytical report

A similar picture (to the one described above) appeared when looking at the results for a lack of
external financing. The proportion of respondents who thought that this was a very or somewhat
serious barrier to an accelerated development and uptake of eco-innovation in their company ranged
from 29% in Sweden and Denmark to 89% in Greece. Similarly, the proportion of “very serious”
responses ranged from less than a tenth in Sweden and Finland (8%-9%) to more than 6 in 10 in Spain
and Greece (61%-64%).

Sweden stood out with 41% of managers who said that a lack of external financing was not at all a
serious barrier to introducing and developing eco-innovations in their company. In Denmark, Finland

and Estonia, more than a quarter of respondents shared this view (28%-31%).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Lack of external financing
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

In the five countries at the right-hand side of the next chart, roughly 4 in 10 managers answered that
insufficient access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives was a very or somewhat serious barrier
to a faster uptake of eco-innovations in their company. Furthermore in these countries, the proportion
of “very serious” responses varied between 8% in Finland and 14% in the UK.

In Greece and Cyprus, however, twice as many interviewees thought that such insufficient access to
subsidies and fiscal incentives was a barrier to eco-innovation (82%-83% of “very serious” and
“somewhat serious” responses). In Cyprus, 71% of managers even said that this barrier was very
serious. In a further five countries, a majority of respondents gave a similar response: 52% in Spain,
53% in Bulgaria, 55% in Romania and 56% in Greece and Malta.
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Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Insufficient access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The individual country results for uncertainty about investment return and the payback periods
for eco-innovations — once more — showed that entrepreneurs in Sweden were the least concerned
about financial barriers: somewhat less than half (48%) of managers in this country considered this
type of uncertainty to be a very serious or somewhat serious barrier. Belgium was close to Sweden
with 50% of “very serious” and “somewhat serious” responses.

In Greece, on the other hand, the share of managers who felt limited in their eco-innovative initiatives
by their uncertain return on investment and payback periods that were too long was again somewhat
higher than 80% (45% “very serious” and 37% “somewhat serious” responses). The proportions of
respondents who considered this to be a very serious barrier, however, were highest in Malta (62%)
and Hungary (57%).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Uncertain return on investment or too long a payback period for eco-innovation
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Q7. Iwill list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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Similar to the uncertainty about investment returns and payback periods for eco-innovations, across all
countries, roughly one in two — or more — respondents answered that an uncertain demand from the
market was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier (from 49% in Sweden to 83% in Spain).

Focusing on the more extreme response options, it was noted that a majority of respondents in
Hungary, Cyprus, Malta and Spain said that an uncertain demand from the market was a very serious
barrier (55%-62%); this proportion decreased to less than a quarter in Sweden, France, Finland,
Denmark, the UK, Luxembourg and Slovenia (16%-24%). The proportions of “not at all serious”
responses were highest in Estonia (22%), Sweden (24%) and Latvia (29%); but remained below 10%
in about half of the countries surveyed.

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Uncertain demand from the market
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

More than 8 in 10 entrepreneurs in Greece thought that existing regulations and structures did not
provide incentives to eco-innovate; 54% said the regulations were a very serious barrier and 29%
thought that this barrier was somewhat serious. Cyprus and Bulgaria were close to Greece with 45%-
46% of “very serious” responses and 26%-29% of “somewhat serious” responses.

In Sweden, on the other hand, just 35% of entrepreneurs answered that existing regulations and
structures were a serious barrier to eco-innovation. Other countries at the lower end of the distribution
were Denmark, the UK and the Netherlands with 40%-43% of respondents who gave a similar answer.

More than 4 in 10 respondents in Sweden and Denmark said that existing regulations and structures
were not a serious or not at all a serious barrier to a faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company
(41%-44%); this proportion was lower in the UK and the Netherlands (35% and 26%, respectively). In
the latter countries, a considerable proportion of respondents thought that this barrier was not relevant
or did not know what to answer.
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Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Existing regulations and structures not providing incentives to eco-innovate
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The individual country results for “a lack of suitable business partners” showed a large variation
across Member States; the proportion of respondents who considered this to be a very serious or
somewhat serious barrier ranged from less than a quarter in Denmark and Malta (21%-24%) to
roughly two-thirds in Luxembourg (68%) and three-quarters in Greece and Cyprus (75%-76%).

In half of the countries surveyed, more than a fifth of respondents answered that a lack of suitable
business partners was not at all a serious barrier; managers in Estonia, Sweden and Latvia were the
most likely to select this response (36%-42%). There were, however, also some countries where a
considerable proportion of respondents said that this question about business partners was not relevant
to their company’s situation: 24% in the UK, 31% in the Netherlands and 44% in Malta.

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Lack of suitable business partners
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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Although managers in Hungary were each time among the most likely to answer that the financial
barriers listed in the survey caused very serious concerns, they were less likely than their counterparts
in other EU countries to worry about a lack of qualified personnel and technological capabilities
within their company: 32% said this was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier to a faster uptake
of eco-innovation in their company. Denmark was close to Hungary with 34% of respondents
answering in the same way, but this proportion increased to 80% in Luxembourg.

Managers in Luxembourg were also the most likely to say that a lack of qualified personnel and
technological capabilities within their company was a very serious barrier (44%), while managers in
Hungary — together with those in Estonia and Latvia — were the most likely to answer that it was not at
all a serious barrier (33%-34%).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Lack of qualified personnel and technological capabilities within the enterprise
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

Hungary was also found at the lower end of the country ranking when respondents were asked about a
limited access to external information and knowledge, including a lack of well-developed
technology support services: 33% said this was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier. In
Denmark and Finland, less than 3 in 10 respondents answered in the same way (26% and 28%,
respectively).

In Greece, however, roughly 7 in 10 (71%) respondents considered limited access to external
information and knowledge to be a very serious or somewhat serious obstacle to the introduction of
eco-innovation initiatives in their company; other countries where a majority of respondents shared
this view were Austria (55%), Luxembourg (56%), Spain (58%) and Cyprus (60%). Nonetheless,
Greece, Spain and Cyprus were the only countries where more than 3 in 10 respondents said that this
was a very serious barrier (31%, 35% and 39%, respectively).

page 33



Analytical report Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Limited access to external information and knowledge, including a lack of well-developed
technology support services
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

Across most countries, respondents were less likely to think that a lack of collaboration with
research institutes and universities was a barrier to eco-innovation in their company; for example,
the proportion of “very serious” and “somewhat serious” responses remained below a third in about
half of the countries (from 15% in the Czech Republic to 28% in Poland).

It should also be noted that, in almost all countries, a large proportion of respondents said that this
question was not relevant to their own company; the proportion of “non-applicable” responses ranged

from 3% in Greece to 52% in Malta and Hungary.

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Lack of collaboration with research institutes and universities
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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Luxembourg and Cyprus stood out from the pack with more than three-quarters (76%-79%) of
entrepreneurs who said that the market was dominated by established companies and that this was a
very serious or somewhat serious barrier to the development of eco-innovations in their company.

In Cyprus, 45% of respondents identified this as a very serious barrier, but this proportion was lower
in Luxembourg — at 33%. Spanish respondents were almost as likely as those in Cyprus to select this
answer (41%); in France, however, the corresponding figure was just 8%.

Sweden, Denmark and the UK were close to France with slightly more than a tenth (11%-12%) of
respondents who said that they were very seriously hindered because the market was dominated by
established businesses. Nonetheless, respondents in Estonia and Latvia were the most likely to answer
that this was not at all a serious barrier (36%-38%).

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Market dominated by established enterprises
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

Respondents in Cyprus and Luxembourg were also among the most likely to identify technical and
technological lock-ins (e.g. an old technological infrastructure) as a very serious or somewhat serious
barrier to the development of eco-innovations in their company (68%-75%). In a further five countries,
this proportion was also higher than 6 in 10 (from 62% in Poland to 72% in Greece).

In four countries, less than 40% of respondents agreed that technical and technological lock-ins were a
very serious or somewhat serious barrier to eco-innovation: 26% in Denmark, 30% in Sweden, 35% in
the Netherlands and 37% in the UK.

Entrepreneurs in Sweden and Denmark were also the most likely to say that such lock-ins were not a
serious or not at all a serious barrier (57% and 60%, respectively). In the Netherlands and the UK,
however, only half as many respondents shared this view (29%-30%); in these countries, a
considerable proportion of respondents thought that this barrier was not relevant or did not know how
to answer.
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Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Technical and technological lock-ins (e.g. old technical infrastructures)
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

In four Member States, at least 7 in 10 respondents answered that the fact that reducing energy use
was not an innovation priority was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier to eco-innovation:
78% in Cyprus, 72% in Ireland and 70% in Spain and Lithuania. In 10 countries, less than half of
respondents thought that reducing energy use was not an innovation priority, with respondents in
Sweden leading the way in this view (25% of “very serious” and “somewhat serious” responses).

Respondents in Sweden were also — by far — the most likely to say that a low priority to reduce energy
use was not at all a serious barrier to eco-innovation (38%); in Finland, France, Denmark, Estonia and
Latvia, between 25% and 28% of respondents gave a similar answer.

Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Reducing energy use is not an innovation priority
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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A similar picture emerged when looking at the results for the proportion of respondents who doubted
whether reducing material use was an innovation priority. The proportion of respondents who thought
that the fact that reducing material use was not an innovation priority was a very or somewhat
serious barrier ranged from 22% in Sweden to 69% in Cyprus. Moreover, the proportion of
respondents who thought that this was not at all a serious barrier was as low as 5% in the Czech

Republic and as high as 36% in Sweden.
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Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development for companies
Reducing material use is not an innovation priority
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The table on the next page shows — for each country — the barriers to an accelerated development and
uptake of eco-innovation that respondents were the most likely to identify as serious ones (i.e. the sum
of “very serious” and “somewhat serious” responses).

Of the 14 barriers listed in the survey, three could be identified as being mentioned most frequently as
a very serious or somewhat serious barrier to an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation in respondents’
companies: (1) uncertain demand from the market, (2) lack of funds within the enterprise and (3) an
uncertain return on investment or too long a payback period for eco-innovations.

In 20 Member States, some of the largest proportions of respondents said that an uncertain demand
from the market was a barrier to a faster uptake of eco-innovation. For example, 82% of respondents
in Spain said that this was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier for their company (first position).
The barriers in second and third position — both described as very serious or somewhat serious by 80%
of Spanish respondents — were a lack of funds within the company and uncertainty about
investment returns and payback periods. Each of the latter barriers appeared in the top three
barriers, receiving the highest proportions of “serious” responses in a majority of the Member States.
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Barriers to an accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development
(sum of “very serious” and “somewhat serious” responses)
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Q7. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake and
development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat serious,
not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?
Base: all companies, % EU27
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Company characteristics

For most of the barriers listed in the survey, respondents in small companies (in terms of workforce or
annual turnover) were more likely than those in the larger (medium-size) companies to describe the
barrier presented to them as being very or somewhat serious. For example, 32% of managers of
medium-sized companies, as opposed to 42% of managers in small ones, answered that a lack of
suitable business partners was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier to eco-innovation. Similarly,
while 34% of respondents in companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million thought that
limited access to external knowledge and a lack of well-developed technology support services were
very serious or somewhat serious barriers to an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation in their company,
this proportion increased to 45% among respondents in companies with an annual turnover of less than
€2 million.

Respondents in companies that had experienced a decrease in turnover in the past two years were each
time more likely to answer that the financial barriers listed in the survey stopped them from
introducing eco-innovations. For example, 71% of these respondents said that a lack of funds within
their enterprise was a very serious or somewhat serious barrier to eco-innovation and 64% said the
same about a lack of external funds; the corresponding figures for respondents in companies that had
seen an increase in turnover were 55% and 49%, respectively.

In terms of main activities, companies in the agriculture sector were the most likely to describe various
obstacles as being very serious or somewhat serious, while those in the water supply and waste
management, and the food services sectors were frequently less likely to do so. For example, 54% of
managers in agricultural businesses said that a lack of qualified personnel and technological
capabilities was a serious obstacle for eco-innovation developments, compared to 44% of managers in
the water supply and waste management sector. Similarly, 60% of the former group of managers
identified technical and technological lock-ins as a barrier to a faster uptake of eco-innovation in their
company, compared to 46% of managers in food services companies.

Material-intensive companies and less material-intensive companies also differed in their views about
barriers to eco-innovation, but no clear pattern emerged when these differences were analysed. The
largest difference was seen in the proportion of respondents who said that uncertainty about the return
on investment and a long payback period for eco-innovations were serious barriers; 58% of
respondents in companies with material costs accounting for less than 10% of the total said this was a
very serious or somewhat serious barrier, compared to 66%-68% in more material-intensive
companies.

Finally, for each of the barriers listed in the survey, respondents in companies that had introduced at
least one eco-innovation in the past two years were more likely to describe this barrier as being very
serious or somewhat serious. For example, 72% of managers in eco-innovative companies said that an
uncertain demand from the market was a barrier to a faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company;
the corresponding proportion in companies that had not introduced any eco-innovations in the past two
years was 63%.

For more details, see annex table 22b through 35b.
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4. Drivers for an accelerated uptake of eco-innovation

This chapter analyses managers’ views about drivers that could accelerate the development and uptake
of eco-innovation in their company. Interviewees were presented with 14 potential drivers and were
asked, for each one, whether they considered these to be important or not for a faster uptake of eco-
innovation in their company.

For 10 of the 14 drivers listed in the survey, more than 70% of respondents said that it was a very or
somewhat important driver of eco-innovation uptake and development in their company. A larger
variation, however, was seen in the proportion of “very important” responses for each of the 14
potential drivers.

One in two respondents considered current high energy prices to be a very important driver to
accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development in their company and a similar proportion (52%)
said the same about the expected future increases in energy prices. Although 45% of respondents
also thought that current high material prices were a very important driver of eco-innovation uptake
in their company, the proportion saying the same about limited access to materials was considerably
lower — at 30%. Somewhat more than a third (35%) of interviewees said that the expected future
material scarcity was a very important driver of eco-innovation.

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development

m Very important ® Somewhat important » Not important = Not at all important ® Not applicable = DK/NA

o |82

Current high energy prices (as an incentive to innovative, to - I
use less energy and decrease the cost) 9 23

Current high material prices (as an incentive to innovate to use ” l
less material and decrease the cost) 3 /15

1 | 8
Secure or increase existing market share 12 6

Access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives

Technological and management capabilities within the _
enterprise 37 14 17

Increased market demand for green products

Expected future increases in energy prices

Good business partners

Expected future material scarcity (as an incentive to develop
innovative, less material-intensive substitutes)

Good access to external information and knowledge, including 1 6 I
technology support services 4 & 4
Expected future regulations imposing new standards

Limited access to materials

/4]

Existing regulations, including standards
Collaboration with research institutes, agencies and
universities

Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not
important or not at all important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % EU27

Securing or increasing their company’s existing market share was mentioned as a very important
driver of eco-innovation developments by 42% of respondents and access to existing subsidies and
fiscal incentives was described as being very important by 40% of entrepreneurs. Existing
regulations and standards and expected future regulations and new standards were considered
very important eco-innovation drivers by, respectively, 30% and 33% of respondents.

Almost 4 in 10 (37%) managers said that technological and management capabilities within their
enterprise were a very important driver of eco-innovations and roughly a third (34%) answered in the
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same way when asked about the importance of good access to external information and knowledge,
including technology support services.

It was noted in the previous chapter that roughly a sixth (16%) of respondents believed that a lack of
suitable business partners was a very serious barrier to eco-innovation; however, three times as many
respondents (45%) said that having good business partners could be a very important driver of
accelerated eco-innovation development.

Similarly, it was noted before that roughly a third (34%) of respondents thought that uncertain demand
from the market was a very serious barrier to eco-innovation; at the same time, a similar proportion
(36%) identified an increasing market demand for green products as a very important driver.

Finally, respondents were the least likely to answer that collaboration with research institutes,
agencies and universities was a very important driver of eco-innovation initiatives in their company
(19%); this is in accordance with the finding that respondents were also the least likely to think that a
lack of such cooperation could be a very serious barrier to eco-innovation uptake in their company.

Country variations

Across most countries, more than three-quarters of interviewees said that current high energy prices
were a very or somewhat important driver of an accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development in
their company. Furthermore, in three countries, more than 9 in 10 respondents said that current energy
prices were very or somewhat important: Lithuania (93%), Cyprus and Greece (both 94%).

The proportion of entrepreneurs who said that current high energy prices were a very important driver,
however, showed more variation across Member States. More than 8 in 10 entrepreneurs in Malta
(84%), and roughly three-quarters of those in Spain and Cyprus (76%-77%), said that this driver was
very important to stimulate eco-innovation; in France and the Czech Republic, on the other hand, less
than 4 in 10 respondents selected the same response (37% and 30%, respectively).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Current high energy prices
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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A similar picture emerged when looking at the individual country results for the expected increases in
energy prices. In all countries, except for the Czech Republic, more than 70% of respondents said that
the expected increases in energy prices were a very or somewhat important driver to introduce eco-
innovations. Furthermore, in about half of the Member States, not more than a tenth of respondents
doubted whether this was an important driver of eco-innovation — i.e. they said that expected increases
in energy prices were not important or not at all important.

The Czech Republic — once more — stood out from the pack with somewhat more than 4 in 10
managers who answered that expected increases in energy prices were not an important driver of eco-
innovation. Nonetheless, although 40% of Czech respondents said that this driver was not important,
just 2% said it was not at all important.

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Expected future increases in energy prices
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

A majority of respondents across all countries also agreed that the current high material prices were
an important driver of eco-innovation in their company (from 59% in the Czech Republic to 91% in
Greece). Nonetheless, in most countries, the proportion thinking that high material prices were a driver
of eco-innovation was lower than the proportion saying the same about high energy prices.

The proportion of “very important” responses ranged from less than a third in the Czech Republic,

Sweden and Denmark (30%-32%) to more than double that number in Portugal, Spain, Romania,
Malta and Cyprus (67%-76%).

page 42



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Analytical report

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Current high material prices
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

Although in 21 Member States, more than 7 in 10 managers agreed that current high material prices
could drive eco-innovation uptake in their companies, there were only six Member States where more
than 7 in 10 respondents said that limited access to materials was a very or somewhat important
driver of eco-innovation uptake (from 72% in Spain to 77% in Romania and Greece).

In Portugal, a slim majority (53%) of respondents thought that a limited access to materials was a very
important driver of eco-innovative initiatives in their company; in Malta and Spain, almost one in two
respondents gave a similar response (48%-49%).

Respondents in the Czech Republic were — once again — the most likely to say that this driver was not
important (60% ‘“not important” and 6% “not at all important” responses); however, respondents in
Latvia were the most likely to say that limited access to materials was not at all important as a driver
of eco-innovation (33%).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Limited access to materials
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Only in one country — Greece — did more than 8 in 10 (83%) respondents say that the expected future
material scarcity was a very or somewhat important driver of eco-innovation development in their
company. A slim majority (54%) of Greek respondents said that this driver was very important; similar
figures were observed in Luxembourg, Austria, Portugal and Malta (51%-56% of “very important”
responses).

In two countries — Denmark and the Czech Republic — a majority of entrepreneurs believed that future
material scarcity was not important or not at all important as a driver of eco-innovation in their
company (53% and 59%, respectively). In the Czech Republic, just 7% of managers selected the “very
important” response; this proportion was 10 percentage points higher in Denmark (17%). Respondents
in Latvia were — once again — the most likely to say that this potential driver of eco-innovation was not
at all important (27%).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Expected future material scarcity
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

In all Member States (except Malta), at least 60% of respondents answered that good business
partners were very or somewhat important drivers of accelerated eco-innovation development and
uptake. In 10 Member States, more than 60% of respondents even said that having good business
partners was very important (from 61% in Latvia and Portugal to 79% in Luxembourg).

In Malta, just 36% of managers said that good business partners were important drivers of eco-

innovation. As for the question about barriers to eco-innovation, almost half (46%) of Maltese
respondents did not consider this question about business partners to be relevant.

page 44



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Analytical report

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Good business partners
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The proportion of respondents who said that technological and management capabilities within
their company were a very or somewhat important driver of eco-innovation development varied
between 58%-59% in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands and 93% in Luxembourg. Similarly, the
proportion of “very important” responses ranged from less than a quarter in France and the UK (22%-
24%) to more than 6 in 10 in Romania, Luxembourg and Malta (63%-66%).

The largest proportion of “not important” and “not at all important” responses was observed in the
Czech Republic (37%); this proportion was between 24% and 29% in Denmark, Estonia, Italy,
Slovakia and France.

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Technological and management capabilities within the enterprise
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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Entrepreneurs in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands were also the least likely to believe that
good access to external knowledge and technology support services could be important to stimulate
eco-innovation uptake in their company (56% and 58%, respectively). Roughly a third (32%) of
respondents in the Netherlands said that this factor was very important, this proportion decreased to
23% in the Czech Republic; a figure similar to the one observed in France and Denmark (both 20%)).

Respondents in Austria, Romania, Greece and Slovenia were the most likely to answer that good
access to external knowledge and technology support services was a very important or somewhat
important driver of eco-innovation in their company (between 85% and 87%).

Almost 4 in 10 (37%) managers in Slovenia and about half of those in Austria and Greece (49%-52%)
said that this eco-innovation driver was very important, in Romania, however, this proportion was
higher — at 59%. In two other countries, roughly 6 in 10 respondents said that access to external
knowledge and technology support services was very important: Hungary (61%) and Malta (59%).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Good access to external information and knowledge, including technology support services
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

Roughly 9 in 10 (91%) entrepreneurs in Greece said that access to existing subsidies and fiscal
incentives was a very or somewhat important driver of eco-innovation development; about two-thirds
(68%) of respondents in this country thought that such access was very important. Respondents in
Hungary and Malta, however, were even more likely to answer that access to existing subsidies and

fiscal incentives was very important to accelerate eco-innovation development in their company (72%
and 81%, respectively).

Denmark was the only country where less than half (47%) of respondents considered access to existing
subsidies and fiscal incentives to be important as an eco-innovation driver; the same proportion said
that this type of access was not important or not at all important for their company.
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Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

There was also only one country — Sweden — where less than half (46%) of respondents answered that
existing regulations and standards were important drivers of eco-innovation. In Slovenia,
Luxembourg and Malta, on the other hand, more than 80% of respondents said that existing

regulations and standards were very or somewhat important drivers of eco-innovation in their company
(82%-85%).

Malta stood out with 68% of “very important” responses; in all other countries, between 13% and 50%
of respondents thought that existing regulations and standards were very important to accelerate eco-
innovation development in their company.

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Existing regulations, including standards

® Very important ® Somewhat important = Not important ™ Not at all important = Not applicable =~ DK/NA

100 -
2, .= e
=- =I== i=i 13 - .i
17 - 7 i

80 I 14

60

40

20

) e T S I N R B ) m =3 =S om H N 23
g&?BBSEmu~mmm“~%gm5mm%zg<o%%m
€3]

Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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Entrepreneurs in Sweden were also the least likely to consider that expected future regulations,
imposing new standards, was a driver of eco-innovation in their company (19% “very important” and
33% “‘somewhat important” responses). About a third (34%) of Swedes answered that this factor was
not important or not at all important as an eco-innovation driver; a figure similar to the one observed
in Germany (33%).

Looking at the sum of “very important” and “somewhat important” responses, the highest numbers
were observed in Greece and Luxembourg (both 93%). A focus on the “very important” responses,
however, showed that respondents in Malta were again the most likely to select this response (63%). In
Greece and Luxembourg, a slim majority of respondents said that expected future regulations were
very important to stimulate eco-innovation development in their company (53% and 57%,
respectively).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Expected future regulations imposing new standards

® Very important ®Somewhat important = Notimportant = Not at all important = Not applicable =~ DK/NA

100 ~

£ Q@ - 2 e %5 51 = 1
= = 4 = ‘41 3 m3m 4
A -;E g . 54 7 g 8 2 o BN 4998 @
o 7 1o 9 12|, 1 5 7 15 22
(o] 11 14 o 3 5 6 17 13 12 14
40 9 6 20
36 38

60 26 36

40

20

IT
PL
SK
CZ
SE

EL

=)
-

0 QO
M

CY
LT

SI
ES
BE
IE
LV
EE

)
ani

DK

FI
DE
PT
FR

= = e )
= Z = <

EU27

Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The proportion of respondents who said that securing or increasing their company’s market share
was very or somewhat important as a driver of eco-innovation ranged from 62% in the Czech Republic to
90%-91% in Lithuania, Greece and Romania. Respondents in the Czech Republic — together with those
in France — were also the least likely to say that this driver was a very important one (24%-26%), while
respondents in Romania — together with those in Malta — were the most likely to say so (65%-66%).
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Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Secure or increase existing market share

® Very important ™ Somewhat important = Notimportant ®Not at all important = Not applicable = DK/NA
= « - m -1 F L %o w5 I
8 ? .i?9 -==m i==i§ '8
- 8 9 12 17 16
10 23] 0N 4 32 20
30
I VA
24

55

100 1

1
|

60

40

60 6060l 58

gl
=]

20

ISl >
S S 23881

IE
EE
ES
LV
DE

4
(%)

SI
FI
1T
BE
SE
PL
CzZ
FR

S ) =) X e
S | < Z A &)

EU27

Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country

The proportion of respondents who identified an increasing market demand for green products as a
very important driver of eco-innovation ranged from 22% in the Czech Republic to 67% in Greece.
Malta was close to Greece with 62% of “very important” responses. Finland, France, the UK, the
Netherlands and Estonia joined the Czech Republic at the lower end of the distribution — in these
countries, between 25% and 28% of interviewees said that the increasing market demand for green
products was a very important driver of eco-innovation developments in their company.

In the Czech Republic, one in two respondents said that an increasing demand for green products was
not important or not at all important as an eco-innovation driver; in all other countries, however, less
than a third of respondents gave a similar response (from 5% in Greece to 32% in Latvia).

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Increased market demand for green products
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Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please
tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?

Base: all companies, % by country
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The proportions of respondents who said that the question about collaboration with research
institutes, agencies and universities was not relevant in the context of their own company were —
once again (see previous chapter) — the highest in Hungary and Malta (45% and 53%, respectively).
However, in several other countries, a considerable proportion said that this question was ‘“not
applicable”; for example, 22% in the UK, 23% in the Netherlands and 25% in Latvia.

Respondents in Greece were the most likely to answer that collaboration with research institutes,
agencies and universities was an important driver of eco-innovation initiatives in their company (40%
“very important” and 40% “somewhat important” responses); it was noted in the previous chapter that
Greek respondents were also the most likely to think that a lack of such cooperation was a serious
barrier to eco-innovation uptake in their company.

Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development
Collaboration with research institutes, agencies and universities
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The table on the next page shows — for each country — the drivers for accelerated eco-innovation
development and uptake that respondents most frequently identified as being very important ones.

Of the 14 drivers listed in the survey, current and future high energy prices were mentioned most
frequently as being very important drivers of accelerated eco-innovation uptake in respondents’
companies. In 19 Member States, both the current and expected future high energy prices were
mentioned by some of the largest proportions of respondents. In a further six Member States, either
current or future high energy prices appeared in the top three drivers that received the highest
proportions of “very important” responses.

The table also shows that there was considerable variation across the Member States in the proportions
of entrepreneurs that identified each of the potential drivers as being very important for eco-innovation
uptake and development. For example, in the Czech Republic and France, the proportion of “very
important” responses for each of the 14 potential drivers remained below 40%. In Malta, on the other
hand, at least 80% of respondents described the highest ranked drivers as being very important.
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Drivers for an accelerated eco-innovation uptake and development

(proportion of “very important” responses)

BE % BG % CzZ %
Current high energy prices 66 Good business partners 69 Good business partners 39
Expected future increases in 60 Expected future increases in 66 Expected future increases in o
energy prices energy prices energy prices 3
. . . Access to existing subsidies . . .
Current high material price 56 and fiscal incentives 64 Current high material price 30
DK % DE % EE %
Expected fujture increases in 43 Good business partners 68 Expected fujture increases in 61
energy prices energy prices
. . Expected future increases in .
Current high energy prices 40 energy prices 58 Good business partners 58
Secure or increase existing . . Secure or increase existing
market share 39 Current high energy prices 54 market share 51
EL % ES % FR %
Expected future increases in . . . .
energy prices 76 Current high energy prices 76 Current high energy prices 37
. . Expected future increases in . . .
Current high energy prices 70 energy prices 75 Current high material price 33
Access to existing s.ub51d1es 68 Current high material price 67 Expectqd future material 32
and fiscal incentives scarcity
IE % IT % CYy %
Expected future increases in 68 Access to existing subsidies Expected future increases in 3
energy prices and fiscal incentives 44 energy prices 7
. . Expected future increases in . .
Current high energy prices 53 energy prices 42 Current high energy prices 77
Secure or increase existing . . . . .
market share 52 Current high energy prices 41 Current high material price 76
LV % LT % LU %
. . Expected future increases in .
Current high energy prices 63 energy prices 73 Good business partners 79
Expected future increases in . . Technological and
. 62 Current high energy prices 72 - 64
energy prices management capabilities
Good business partners 61 Current high material price 60 Secure or increase existing 58
market share
HU % MT % NL %
Access to existing subsidies Expected future increases in Secure or increase existing
. . 72 . 85 47
and fiscal incentives energy prices market share
Good business partners 66 Current high energy prices 84 Expected fuf(ure 1ncreases in 46
energy prices
Good access to external Access to existing subsidies . .
information and knowledge 61 and fiscal incentives 81 Current high energy prices 40
AT % PL % PT %
Good business partners 73 Expected fu_ture increases in 54 Expected fujture increases in 75
energy prices energy prices
Expected future increases in . . .
energy prices 62 Good business partners 43 Current high energy prices 70
Current high energy prices 58 Current high energy prices 43 Current high material price 67
RO % S1 % SK %
. Expected future increases in . .
Good business partners 73 energy prices 60 Current high energy prices 56
. . . . Expected future increases in
Current high energy prices 70 Current high energy prices 56 energy prices 55
Current high material price 69 Good business partners 48 Good business partners 55
FI % SE % UK %
Expected future increases in . Expected future increases in
. 47 Good business partners 44 . 53
energy prices energy prices
Current high energy prices 45 Current high energy prices 43 Current high material price 47
Good business partners 42 Increasing market demand 42 Current high energy prices 43

for green products

Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a company. Please

tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important or not at all
important driver in case of your company?
Base: all companies, % EU27
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Socio-demographic considerations

Looking at the proportions of respondents that described each eco-innovation driver as being very
important, there were mostly small differences between the small and medium-sized companies. There
were, however, a few exceptions; for example, managers of small companies were more likely than
their counterparts in medium-sized companies to say that access to existing subsidies and fiscal
incentives was a very important driver of eco-innovations in their company (41% vs. 36%).

Managers of companies with an annual turnover of less than €2 million were more likely to describe
current and future high energy prices as being very important drivers of eco-innovation in their
company. For example, 55% of these managers said that expected future high energy prices were a
very important driver for the acceleration of eco-innovation uptake in their company, compared to
42% in companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million.

Respondents in companies with an annual turnover of less than €2 million were also more likely to say
that good business partners and access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives were very important
drivers of eco-innovation in their company; securing one’s market share and expected future
regulations and new standards were more frequently said to be very important to accelerated eco-
innovation uptake in companies with an annual turnover of more than €50 million.

For most eco-innovation drivers, respondents who said that their company’s turnover had remained
unchanged in the past two years were the least likely to say that these were very important. For
example, among these respondents, 45% said that the current high energy prices were a very important
driver to accelerate eco-innovation uptake in their company; the corresponding figures for respondents
who reported an increase, or rather a decrease, in their company’s annual turnover were 52% and
54%, respectively.

As could be expected, respondents in material-intensive companies were more likely to say that the
current high material prices and limited access to materials were very important eco-innovation drivers;
they were, however, also more likely to describe the current and future high energy prices as being very
important drivers of eco-innovation in their company. For example, 45% of respondents in companies
with material costs accounting for less than 10% of the total said that expected fisture high energy costs
were a very important driver for a faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company, this proportion
increased to 56% in companies with material costs accounting for more than 50% of the total.

Companies in the various activity sectors also differed in their views about drivers of eco-innovation;
however, no clear pattern emerged when these differences were analysed. Once more, some of the
largest differences were seen in the proportions of respondents who said that current high material
prices and limited access to materials were very important eco-innovation drivers. Respondents in the
water supply and waste management sector were the least likely to say that access to materials and
material prices were very important (16% and 36%, respectively); respondents in agricultural
companies were most concerned about high material prices (52% vs. 45% in the remaining activity
sectors), while those in the manufacture and food services sectors were more concerned than their
counterparts about access to materials (32%-33% vs. 24%-29% in the remaining sectors).

Finally, respondents in companies that had introduced at least one eco-innovation in the past two years
were not only more likely to describe various eco-innovation barriers as being very serious or
somewhat serious ones, they were also more likely to think that each of the potential eco-innovation
drivers listed in the survey were very important. For example, 44% of managers in eco-innovative
companies said that the increasing market demand for green products was a very important driver for a
faster uptake of eco-innovation in their company; the corresponding proportion in companies that had
not introduced any eco-innovations in the past two years was 29%.

For more details, see annex tables 36b through 49b.
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Table 1a. Company size in terms of number of employees — by country

QUESTION: D1. How many employees do you have in your company?

Total N % 10-49 % 50-249
EU27 5222 83 17
COUNTRY
§ ] Belgium 201 84.8 15.2
mm Bulgaria 204 78.3 21.7
b Czech Rep. 200 79.2 20.8
m= Denmark 201 85.9 14.1
EE Germany 250 80.3 19.7
B Estonia 200 82.2 17.8
= Greece 201 88.8 11.2
2 Spain 250 88.1 11.9
B ] France 250 76.6 23.4
I [Ireland 200 78.4 21.6
J ] Ity 251 90 10
Cyprus 50 86.7 13.3
== Latvia 202 79.4 20.6
== Lithuania 202 76.3 23.7
=== Luxembourg 51 88.4 11.6
=== Hungary 202 83.9 16.1
l Malta 50 80.8 19.2
== Netherlands 200 82.6 17.4
== Austria 200 83.1 16.9
== Poland 200 83.5 16.5
Bl Portugal 201 87.1 12.9
B ] Romania 200 81.3 18.7
g== Slovenia 200 80.5 19.5
g Slovakia 200 85 15
-— Finland 205 84.9 15.1
== Sweden 200 83.8 16.2
Bl United Kingdom 251 79.2 20.8
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Table 1b. Company size in terms of number of employees - by segments

QUESTION: D1. How many employees do you have in your company?

Total N % 10-49 % 50-249
EU27 5222 83 17
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 100 0
50+ employees 885 0 100
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 78.1 21.9
Construction 1526 87.2 12.8
e DD T s 106
Manufacture 2843 80.2 19.8
Food services 543 87.4 12.6
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 97.3 2.7
2-10 million euro 1587 77.8 22.2
10-50 million euro 449 33 67
50 million euro and over 94 33.5 66.5
"3 ANNUAL TURNOVER OVER THE
PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 78.3 21.7
Remained unchanged 1518 84.2 15.8
Decreased 2110 85.6 14.4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 87 13
Between 10% and 29% 1326 83.1 16.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 83.6 16.4
50% or more 1236 81.4 18.6
ECO-INNOVATION
Yes 2331 78.6 21.4
No 2891 86.7 13.3
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Table 2a. Company size in terms of turnover — by country

QUESTION: D2. What is the annual turnover of your company?

% Up to 2 % 2-10 % 10-50 % 50
million million million million euro
Total N euro euro euro and over % DK/NA
EUz27 5222 48.1 30.4 8.6 1.8 11.1
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 26.9 33.5 12.5 3.4 23.7
mm Bulgaria 204 80.8 9.7 1.5 ) 8.1
b Czech Rep. 200 70.4 20.9 6.1 0.4 2.2
2= Denmark 201 27.5 45.1 15.1 3.8 8.5
BN Germany 250 43.8 39.5 10.5 3 3-2
== Estonia 200 62.8 24.6 5.3 0.5 6.9
= Greece 201 27.2 55.2 11.6 0.3 5.7
2 Spain 250 65.4 16.2 5.3 0.7 12.3
B France 250 38.6 40.5 14.1 2.3 4.5
B TIreland 200 42.9 32.6 12.3 2.7 9.6
J i Iltaly 251 41.5 26.1 5.9 0.5 25.9
Cyprus 50 46.8 24.5 12.8 o 15.8
== Latvia 202 78.8 15.1 3.2 0.2 2.7
@= Lithuania 202 81.8 14.3 0.7 o 32
== Luxembourg 51 22.1 43.2 9.1 4.1 21.5
= Hungary 202 70.2 21.3 3.9 1.6 3
B Malta 50 60.3 20.4 6.1 0 13.2
—— Netherlands 200 31.1 40.8 10.3 17 16.1
= Austria 200 41.5 37.4 11.5 1.1 8.5
= Poland 200 58.6 31.3 4.1 0.4 5.5
B Portugal 201 67.8 20.9 4.5 1.2 5.6
B Romania 200 45.6 17.2 8.4 12.3 16.5
gmm Slovenia 200 59.3 27.2 8.3 0 5.1
g Slovakia 200 43 30.8 9.3 1.7 15.2
<~ Finland 205 34.8 52.8 10.8 1.2 0.4
== Sweden 200 35 45.4 17.1 2.5 0
Sz United Kingdom 251 39 28.8 11.3 1.4 19.4
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Table 2b. Company size in terms of turnover - by segments

QUESTION: D2. What is the annual turnover of your company?

% 50
% Up to % 2-10 % 10-50 million
2 million million million euro and %
Total N euro euro euro over DK/NA

EU27 5222 48.1 30.4 8.6 1.8 11.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 56.3 28.5 3.4 0.7 11.1
50+ employees 885 7.8 39.8 34 7.1 11.4
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 51.3 32 7.8 2.4 6.4
Construction 1526 50 32.3 6.1 1.8 9.9
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 43.1 34.2 11.5 2.2 9
activities
Manufacture 2843 43.9 31.6 11 1.9 11.5
Food services 543 64.2 17.1 2.6 0.9 15.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 100 0] o] o]
2-10 million euro 1587 0 100 0 0]
10-50 million euro 449 0] 0 100 (o)
50 million euro and over 94 o] 0 0] 100 o]

i ANNUAL TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 38.6 37.9 11.5 2.8 9.2
Remained unchanged 1518 49.2 30.9 7 1.7 11.3
Decreased 2110 55.8 25.4 7.9 1.2 9.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 55.2 26.9 7.5 2.4 7.9
Between 10% and 29% 1326 52.8 20.1 6.4 0.9 10.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 50.1 33.7 8.2 1.1 6.9
50% or more 1236 43.8 30.7 12.5 2.5 10.5
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 44.5 32.9 10.6 1.9 10.1
No 2891 51 28.4 7 1.7 11.9
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Table 3a. Evolution of companies’ annual turnover — by country

QUESTION: D3. Has your company's annual turnover decreased, remained unchanged or increased over the past

two years?
% Remained
Total N % Increased unchanged % Decreased % DK/NA

EU27 5222 28 20.1 40.4 2.5

COUNTRY
BB Belgium 201 35 311 28.3 5.6
mm Bulgaria 204 20.4 23 55.3 1.3
b Czech Rep. 200 16.2 36.6 46.9 0.3
o= Denmark 201 27.3 17.4 55.3 0
BN Germany 250 39.5 37 21.8 1.7
B Estonia 200 41 26.3 31.2 1.6
= Greece 201 29.1 14 53.2 3.7
Z- Spain 250 11.5 18.1 70 0.4
BN France 250 34.5 33.1 31.6 0.7
J | Ireland 200 25 16.4 55.7 2.9
J1 Ity 251 14.6 32.3 48.5 4.5

Cyprus 50 7.4 28.6 64 (0
== Latvia 202 29.8 20.3 48.1 17
&= Lithuania 202 18.9 8.5 69.4 31
== Luxembourg 51 23.5 44.4 26.8 5.3
== Hungary 202 21.7 32.4 45.7 0.1

J Malta 50 23.2 20.5 55.2 1.1

== Netherlands 200 35.4 27.7 32.9 4
=— Austria 200 36.5 31.2 313 1
mm Poland 200 34.2 30.6 31.6 3.5
Bl Portugal 201 33.5 28 374 11
B 1 Romania 200 24.4 22 51.8 1.9
g== Slovenia 200 21.6 22.5 55.6 0.3
g Slovakia 200 17.7 27.4 51.8 3.1
== Finland 205 40.7 28.3 28.8 2.3
== Sweden 200 52.7 22.6 24.2 0.5
g% United Kingdom 251 32.8 24.1 36.2 6.9
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 3b. Evolution of companies’ annual turnover - by segments

QUESTION: D3. Has your company's annual turnover decreased, remained unchanged or increased over the past

two years?
% Remained
Total N % Increased  unchanged % Decreased % DK/NA

EU27 5222 28 20.1 40.4 2.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 26.4 29.5 41.7 2.5
50+ employees 885 35.8 27.2 34.2 2.8
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 32.1 35.3 30.4 2.2
Construction 1526 25.9 31.5 41.4 1.2
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 34.9 43.1 19.5 2.5
activities
Manufacture 2843 28.6 26.2 41.9 3.3
Food services 543 27.9 32 37.8 2.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 22.4 29.7 46.8 1
2-10 million euro 1587 34.9 20.6 33.8 1.7
10-50 million euro 449 37.5 23.6 37 1.9
50 million euro and over 94 43.4 26.7 27.4 2.5

: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 100 0 o]
Remained unchanged 1518 0 100 0
Decreased 2110 0 o] 100
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 29.7 30 38.7 1.7
Between 10% and 29% 1326 30.8 28.3 39.7 1.2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 26.2 32.1 39.7 1.9
50% or more 1236 27.7 26.2 44.2 1.9

%, ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 33.1 27.6 36.9 2.3

No 2891 23.8 30.3 43.2 2.7
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 4a. Companies’ main activity — by country

QUESTION: D4. What is the main activity of your company?

.
EE g ZEE 3 :

: s s i

I X = N X2ELR X X
EUz27 5222 3.9 29.2 2 54.4 10.4

COUNTRY

Bl Belgium 201 3.8 36.7 4.2 44.3 11.1
mm Bulgaria 204 12.8 18.3 0 63.2 5.7
B Czech Rep. 200 11.6 23.1 2.8 51 11.4
2= Denmark 201 5.2 39 1.6 46.2 8
BN Germany 250 2.3 28.7 2 60.1 6.9
E= Estonia 200 10.1 30 2.3 47.9 9.7
= Greece 201 2.1 15.7 0.7 67.5 14
2 Spain 250 2.8 39.4 1.6 45.9 10.4
Bl France 250 2.7 32.4 3.6 38.4 23
I Ireland 200 3.7 24.8 2.3 42.9 26.2
B [Italy 251 1.2 20 13 73.2 4.2
Cyprus 50 4.1 33.2 1.4 36.1 25.3

=== Latvia 202 8.7 24.5 2.6 56.4 7.8
@ Lithuania 202 8.1 33.6 2.2 44.2 11.8
== Luxembourg 51 1.6 62.5 0.9 22.9 12.1
= Hungary 202 9.2 29.2 2.4 50.5 8.7
J Malta 50 3.3 21.4 4.4 48.2 22.6
== Netherlands 200 8.2 33.7 1.6 42.6 14
=— Austria 200 4.2 37.5 0.5 47.1 10.6
= Poland 200 5.7 28 3.6 56.7 6.1
B Portugal 201 1.1 34.6 1 52.3 1
B 1 Romania 200 7.1 30.3 1.9 52.7 8
g Slovenia 200 2.1 35.4 2.6 50.8 9.1
g Slovakia 200 13.2 30.6 2 52.7 1.5
== Finland 205 4.5 34.3 1.8 51.3 8.1
== Sweden 200 2 35.9 2.5 49.1 10.6
S United Kingdom 251 3.5 27 0.6 56.2 12.6
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 4b. Companies’ main activity - by segments

QUESTION: D4. What is the main activity of your company?

E o N E o B
© S R 5 g
5 5 S =5% 5 2
= = SEELw B Z
z B o 2 SPg.Ee g g
= 5.g g S5S9E 3 S
g <= S = 2585 = -
& B! X XRFELER X X
EU27 5222 3.9 20.2 2 54.4 10.4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 3.7 30.7 2.2 52.5 10.9
50+ employees 885 5.1 22.1 1.4 63.7 7.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 100 0]
Construction 1526 0 100 0 0
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 0 0] 100 0 0]
activities
Manufacture 2843 0] 0] o) 100 0]
Food services 543 0 o) o) 0 100
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 4.2 30.4 1.8 49.7 13.9
2-10 million euro 1587 4.1 31 2.3 56.7 5.9
10-50 million euro 449 3.6 20.7 2.7 69.9 3.2
50 million euro and over 94 5.2 29 2.4 58 5.2
ANNUAL TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 4.5 27 2.5 55.6 10.3
Remained unchanged 1518 4.8 317 3 49.1 11.4
Decreased 2110 3 20.9 1 56.4 9.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 3.8 31.5 6.3 47.1 11.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 4.3 27.1 1.5 51 16.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 3.9 31.3 0.9 56.5 7.5
50% or more 1236 3.7 20.1 1.2 61.8 4.3
ECO-INNOVATION
Yes 2331 4.8 26.6 1.9 55.7 11
No 2891 3.2 31.3 2.1 53.4 9.9
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Annex

Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 5a. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories - part1 — by country

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub category of your company?

ri

i

H

un TEFSELINT=UHIEN

N
/A

8 )
.8 =
- . g 25 §5
2
EI- g2 - 52 E%
o0 O o0 & ) = S k31 B '4% 9] s
EE EE8 E 51 5 = B TE BS
52 E2 B I £ 2 Z ¢ 5% =
50 < © [=) o S} R =} S} s S SR
£ £ < £ 2 5 8 % S5 £%
g8 28 £ T S e - ) SE 3&F
2% % L = g & 2 B= & =8 3E
= ob @ g o0 2 = =, °= cwj Bl S 3

17} S 17} 173 E ) 5] S 38 = o = o S L E’

Z. Ly = 5] = 2 — o= L5 4 = 2 % .23

z &S Zg 5 2 2§ B 2% Ea 3 §5 2T:

£ <% BS = & O S LE 2 9 @ %2 = 28

&= XE XRE X X ® X s X& ¥ XE X8
EU27 5222 2.7 02 05 02 113 38 123 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.5

COUNTRY

Belgium 201 2.2 o 0.6 o 9 3.7 18.1 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.5
Bulgaria 204 9.6 0 32 0 7 4.7 6.3 0 0 0 0
Czech Rep. 200 10.3 0.3 1 0 7 5.5 10.7 0 0 0 1.1
Denmark 201 1.7 1.7 0 o] 10.1 3 19.1 0.2 0.6 0 0.4
Germany 250 1.1 o 0.8 o 1 4 13.2 1 0.5 o 0.5
Estonia 200 6.7 0.7 1.9 0 12.9 3.1 5.5 1.2 0.9 0.2 [}
Greece 201 0.8 0.6 0o 0.3 0.4 0.4 14.1 0.5 0 0.3 0o
Spain 250 2.4 0.2 0o 0.2 16.3 3.6 19.1 o} 0.5 0.5 0.5
France 250 1.6 0.4 0.1 0.3 18.8 0.9 9.9 0 0.9 0.9 0.9
Ireland 200 2.9 0.3 0o 03 64 4 10.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8
Italy 251 1.2 0 0o 0 8.2 1.8 9.3 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.4
Cyprus 50 4.1 0 0 o] 12.9 1.6 14 0 0 0 1.4
Latvia 202 4.8 1.1 2.5 0.2 7.2 6.1 10.5 0.5 1.1 0.5 0.3
Lithuania 202 3.5 1 1.6 03 34 94 6.1 1.5 0 0 0.8
Luxembourg 51 1.6 0 0 0 29.2 9.3 17.2 0 0 0.2 0.5
Hungary 202 8.2 0.6 0.1 0.3 8 5.1 14.6 0.9 0.1 0.5 0.6
Malta 50 3.3 0 o 0 6.6 0 11.5 4.4 0 0 0
Netherlands 200 4.8 06 03 03 7.3 6.3 18.3 0 0 0 1.3
Austria 200 1.5 0 1 0 17.5 1.4 15.3 0.1 0.2 0 0.2
Poland 200 4.2 04 06 04 83 88 108 18 06 0.8 0.4
Portugal 201 0.9 0.2 0o 0 14.9 1.9 15.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4
Romania 200 2.5 0 2.5 1.3 3.8 13.8 10.7 0 0.7 0 0.7
Slovenia 200 1.3 0 03 O 6.7 1.6 184 04 1 0.4 0.4
Slovakia 200 111 0 12 0 8.2 7.9 125 01 04 0.4 0.7
Finland 205 2.2 0 23 0 17 3.5 12 02 04 0 1
Sweden 200 1.5 0o 0.3 0 10.1 4.6 11.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.3
United Kingdom 2531 2.6 0.4 o 05 121 13 10.2 0 0 0.2 0.2
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 5b. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories - part1 - by segments

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub category of your company?

2= w0 % E %
R 2 2 g g s, E
< < = =] o= = N = -E;
wo 08 = < 5 s S g S ..
g8 EE £ B 5 2 B NS B3
£ EE B - 2 w7 o B SE
£ 58 £ & ® £ £ B s BErg
< =B
58 g8 T = & & < 3 g8 358
EE 9t £ 08 %8 5 %3 B, n Zz BEE
5% £33 £ ¥ E § =Sg =& £ TE, a2
Z, 2g B ) = |2 — BSE 2E g g8 ©.2.8
— E’:DB Izt ’6 ) g E as S @ % o =2 ST 5
g <3 BEZ & 3 o S @5 v w K2E2EETE
2 XRE KRE R X R X RE X®E X RBEExREE
EU27 5222 2.7 0.2 0.5 0.2 11.3 3.8 12.3 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 2.6 0.2 0.5 0.1 12.3 3.6 13 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.5
50+ employees 885 3.1 0.3 0.6 0.6 6.6 4.5 9.1 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 69.2 5.9 121 4.9 o] o] 0
Construction 1526 0] 0 0 o) 38.8 13 42.1
Water supply;
sewerage; waste 6 6 26.2
management and 10 o) o] o] o) o] o] o] 23.3 20.3 16.9 .
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0 o 0 o]
Food services 543 0 0 o] o) 0 0 o] o] 0 o] o]
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 2.9 0.2 05 0.2 11.8 36 135 04 0.3 0.2 0.7
2-10 million euro 1587 29 04 03 03 129 5.1 11.3 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.2
10-50 million euro 449 2 0.2 11 o) 6.6 2.1 9.7 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.6
50 million euro and
over 94 2 0 2.4 0 2.2 9.3 13 o] 0.3 o] 1
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 3 0.3 1 0.2 9.3 3.3 12.3 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.7
Remained unchanged 15188 3.5 0.3 0.4 o) 13.2 4.3 125 06 0.8 0.2 0.7
Decreased 2110 2 0.1 0.2 0.3 12 3.9 124 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 22 0.2 0.6 0.5 13.3 4.2 12.4 1.3 2.7 1.5 0.8
Between 10% and 29% 1326 2.9 0.2 0.7 0.2 9 3.2 13 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.4
Between 30% and 49% 1628 2.8 0.2 0.5 0.1 13 3.7 128 0.1 0 0.2 0.2
50% or more 1236 2.5 05 0.2 0.2 112 45 1.9 0.4 0.1 0 0.5

ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 3.3 0.3 0.5 0.3 97 35 119 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.4
No 2801 22 0.2 04 01 127 4 126 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.7
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 6a. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories — part2 — by country

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub-category of your company?

o 558
£ g - 5 3
= T w & = X
o o 3
E o 5 - £ 28 % 5 5 § g g%’g
2 g p 2y = 85 g 2% 8513 28
s 2] 15 = 0 = =] g 288 oa¥s5 25358
3 2 = =S g 2o 9 w23 259 B35
S i 8 2% = sa S 88Eg E°S Ecg3
o [ [ = =2 iy = g B o B R o Ba A, 3-4
1S 1S 1S S =+ 15 S g cg ©A/AA 8o B E
& I gp pE5 & Lo 2 £8SE L& g£-
Ew B Eg3 EE8 2 2T 25 E£E EZE ZER
S o 3] o5 ©ad 3) o B S8 ©ES BT¥ZE ©
g2 &£, €8 €5 £ g% £5 g8 g28 g39¢§
> 5 R ga ER = o 5 S8 s 2Ry 222
4 = I E"U =] QQ .2 QEE E_g: ﬁg.,_.
= S = S5 S22 < s 3 SE SEE S¢3F S8&
£ =2 =8 =g A2g=E = SE A% 2SS =2%g ~5¢g
= ®XE ®&8 RE&E XL ¥ XEE RT XREE REE REE
EU27 5222 5.1 0.2 2 5.1 3.9 0.2 1.6 0.5 4.2 11
COUNTRY
I I Belgium 201 7.6 0.4 3 4.6 2.5 0 0.9 2 1.8 6.4
mm Bulgaria 204 127 1 2.7 12 6.5 0 1.6 0.5 6.5 7.6
b Czech Rep. 200 5.4 o o 2.9 3.9 o 2.4 0 5.9 11.2
amm Denmark 201 2.5 0.5 1.8 1.8 2 o 0.8 0.5 5.5 9.1
BN Germany 250 5.3 0.4 1.6 0.8 4.1 0.4 0.8 0.4 6.1 14.4
= Estonia 200 3.3 o 1.9 3.8 8.9 o 0.5 0.5 0.9 9.4
= Greece 201 15 0 7.7 7.7 2.2 o 7.5 0.5 10.1 4.4
2 Spain 250 2 0.4 0.8 7.7 3.9 o 2.7 0.4 1.9 13.3
§ § France 250 4.3 0 15 2.1 3.3 0.2 1.7 0.8 2.7 7.7
Jl || Ireland 200 3.1 0 8.2 1.9 2.8 0 0.4 3 5.5 3.5
§ | Ttaly 251 4.5 o 2.2 9.6 4.7 ) 1.8 0.4 5.8 15.6
Cyprus 50 0 0 2.7 0 8.1 0 0 0 0 5.4
== Latvia 202 5.1 o) 4.4 6.9 10.7 1.9 1.2 1.2 2.5 5
g Lithuania 202 5.6 0 1.2 8.4 5.6 0 0 0.4 1.2 3.6
——
== Luxembourg 51 4.3 0 17 1.7 1.7 0 0.9 0 ) 4.3
= Hungary 202 5.2 0.3 2.6 7.6 2.3 o 4.2 1.1 3 7
[l Malta 50 3.3 0 6.6 0 6.6 0 0 4.4 5.5 9.9
= Netherlands 200 5.9 0 3.6 0.6 1.6 0 2.4 0 3.7 6.6
== Austria 200 6.2 o 1.4 1.6 9.1 o 1.4 0 1.6 7.7
= Poland 200 8.6 0 0 1.8 4.1 0.6 2.5 0 6.9 15.6
[l Portugal 201 7.1 o 2.1 12.8 7.1 0.5 o 0.4 3 7.6
J § Romania 200 12.5 1.9 0.9 10.2 2.9 0 0.4 17 1.4 5.5
T Slovenia 200 2.1 o 2.1 3.1 5.7 o 1.1 0.5 3.8 12.2
gem Slovakia 200 0.9 0 1.9 4.1 3 0.6 2.2 0 2 5.9
<— Finland 205 5.8 0 1.4 1.7 1.8 0 0.9 0 2.2 17
== Sweden 200 2.6 o) 4.1 1.6 0.8 0.5 1.6 0.5 4.9 6.8
EfZ United Kingdom 551 1.4 0 4.4 6.5 1.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 3.4 8
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 6b. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories — part2 - by segments

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub-category of your company?

2 2 =2 T2 3
s 5§ 45 & T8 & £S5, <%
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EU27 5222 5.1 0.2 2 5.1 3.9 0.2 1.6 0.5 4.2 11
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 4.7 0.2 1.7 5.1 4 0.2 1.4 0.5 3.9 10.7
50+ employees 885 6.7 0.2 3.2 5.5 3.6 0.3 2.9 0.6 6 12.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205
Construction 1526
Water supply;
sewerage; waste 6
management and 10 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o}
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 9.3 0.3 3.6 9.4 7.2 0.4 3 0.9 7.8 20.2
Food services 543 0 0 o) o] [ o] o] 0] o] o)
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 4.8 0.2 1.2 5.5 4.4 0.1 1 0.4 3.6 10.1
2-10 million euro 1587 4.1 0.2 2.4 3.9 3.3 04 2 0.7 3.8 12.3
10-50 million euro 449 7.7 0 4.9 3.9 2.6 0 4.1 0.6 6.6 13.2
50 million euro and
over 94 6.5 0.5 4.4 3.6 o 0 7.6 0.2 3.7 10.5
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 6.3 0.2 2.1 5.1 3.1 0.1 1.5 1.1 5.2 8.3
Remained unchanged 1518 55 0.3 1.3 4.2 3.6 0.5 2.3 0.5 3.2 9.1
Decreased 2110 3.5 0.1 2.5 6.1 4.7 0.1 1.4 0.1 4 13.8
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 3.1 0.1 0.6 8.5 2 0.8 1 0.7 1.9 7.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 5.9 0.2 1.6 4.5 3.7 0.3 1.8 1 2.7 11.6
Between 30% and 49% 1628 3.6 0.2 2.8 4 5.2 o 1.4 0.4 5.8 11.5
50% or more 1236 7.6 0.3 2.3 5 3.9 0.3 2 0.3 4.9 12.9
ECO-INNOVATION
Yes 2331 5.1 0.2 1.9 4.1 3.4 0.3 2.7 0.5 5.1 10.8
No 2891 5 0.2 2 6 4.3 0.2 0.8 0.5 3.6 11.2
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 7a. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories — part3 — by country

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub-category of your company?

% Manufacture of electrical

% Manufacture of computer,
electronic and optical products
% Printing and reproduction of
% Restaurants and mobile food
% Beverage serving activities

% Manufacture of machinery
% Manufacture of transport

3
=
o
<
=
3+
= 8 5 .%D
g B E .§ 0
£ S% 2 g g 83 «
e 2 o b5 s 2% o) Z
Z Eg EE EE T 38 88 2 2
2 ] 5 5 8 EOAZ o )
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EU27 5222 7.5 0.8 2.6 1 1.9 6.3 2.7 0.9 9.4 0.2
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 3.9 0.9 1.8 1.6 o 5.1 3.3 0 18.4 o
mm Bulgaria 204 4.8 0.5 3.3 1.6 o} 3.1 0 2.1 2 0.5
b Czech Rep. 200 5.3 1.5 3.9 0.5 0.5 o 1.9 3.8 15.1 o
ams Denmark 201  10.2 1.3 2.5 1.3 1.3 5.5 ) 2.5 13.8 0.1
B Germany 250  13.5 0.8 2.9 0.8 2.4 5 0.9 0.9 6.2 o
E= Estonia 200 2.3 0.9 2.8 1.4 0.9 6.5 2.4 0.8 19.6 0
= Greece 201 1.6 1.1 1.4 0.8 3.3 1.7 7.8 3.3 6.3 o
2 Spain 250 3.5 0.4 1.5 0.4 3.1 7.5 2.9 o 4.3 o
B B ‘France 250 3.9 1.3 2.6 1.7 1.3 13.9 9.1 o) 7 o)
|| Ireland 200 3.5 0.4 11 0.8 0.4 15 1.9 1.8 204 O
Bl Ity 251 11.8 0.4 4.3 0.9 1.7 2.3 1.2 0.8 10.3 o
Cyprus 50 2.7 o o o o 11.7 9 2 24.4 o
== Latvia 202 1.9 o 0.6 0 1.9 3.4 4.3 o) 14.2 o)
g Lithuania 202 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.4 2 6.7 1.7 o 20.6 1.2
== Luxembourg 51 1.7 ) 17 0 0 9.4 o o 14.6 o
= Hungary 202 6.7 1.4 2.3 0.8 3.4 5.4 3.3 0 4.2 0.3
l Malta 50 1.1 0 0 3.3 2.2 13.6 6.8 2.3 8.8 o}
== Netherlands 200 87 0.6 0.4 1 2.1 10.6 1.8 1.6 69 27
= Austria 200 4.8 0.5 3.3 1.9 3.5 9.3 0 0.6 8.5 1.2
= Poland 200 7.4 2.2 1.9 1.2 2.2 5.3 0.8 0 12 06
Bl Portugal 201 2 0.5 2.2 0.8 ) 4.5 2.8 3.7 8.8 )
11 Romania 200 0.5 0 1.5 0 0 2.4 3.7 0.6 17.6 0.4
gmm Slovenia 200 5.5 1.4 1.5 0.9 0.9 6.3 1.4 o 20.5 0.5
gim Slovakia 200 15.6 11 3.3 0.6 11 0.3 0.6 0.5 13.7 0
-— Finland 205 6.6 0.8 3.1 0.9 0.8 8.1 0 0 10.3 0
2= Sweden 200 11.8 0.8 2.8 0.5 0.5 5.8 3.3 o) 21 0.3

NV
/N

United Kingdom 251 7.1 0.5 2.4 1.1 2.8 7.6 14 2.3 20.4 )
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 7b. Companies’ main activity: sub-categories — part3 - by segments

QUESTION: D4a. What is the sub-category of your company?
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EU27 5222 7.5 0.8 2.6 1 1.9 6.3 2.7 0.9 94 0.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7.1 0.7 2.6 0.9 1.9 6.5 2.9 0.9 9.8 0.2
50+ employees 885 9.5 1.5 2.9 1.2 1.9 5.3 1.7 0.6 7.5 0.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 o] 7.4 0.5
Construction 1526 o] 0] o] o] o] o o] o] 6 0.1
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.3 1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 13.8 1.5 4.8 1.8 3.4 0 (o] o] 12.2 0.2
Food services 543 0o 0 0o 0 0 60.7 26 8.5 4.8 0.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 5.9 0.7 2.3 0.7 2.1 9 3.3 1 9.1 0.2
2-10 million euro 1587 10.6 1.1 2.5 1.4 1.3 3.7 1.6 04 88 01
10-50 million euro 449 12.4 0.3 4 0.2 2.3 01 25 01 115 0.2
50 million euro and
over 94 3 3.2 5.7 3.4 0 0.4 0 3.6 126 0.9
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 7.8 0.7 3.5 1.5 2.4 6.8 2.4 0.8 9.3 0.1
Remained unchanged 1518 7 0.4 2.6 0.9 1.4 6.7 3.4 0.9 9.6 0.1
Decreased 2110 7.8 1.2 2.1 0.7 1.9 5.8 2.6 0.8 88 04
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 5.3 1 2 2.1 2.8 7.3 3.1 08 92 05
Between 10% and 29% 1326 7.1 0.2 3.4 0.9 1.5 10 4.7 0.5 7.4 0.2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 10.4 1.1 1.7 0.8 1.5 3.9 2 1.4 85 0.2
50% or more 1236 6.8 1.4 3.2 0.9 2.3 1.7 1.3 0.7 10.3 0.1
ECO-INNOVATION
2331 8.4 0.7 2.5 1.1 1.9 7.7 2 0.9 9.5 0.1
No 2891 6.8 0.9 2.7 0.9 1.9 5.2 3.3 0.9 94 0.3
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 8a. Cost of materials as a percentage of a companies’ total costs — by country

QUESTION: Q1. What percentage of your company's total cost - i.e. gross production value - is material cost?
Material cost is the cost of all materials used to manufacture a product or perform a service.

% %
Between Between
% Less 10% and 30%and % 50% or % Not

Total N than 10% 20% 49% more applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 9.3 25.4 31.2 23.7 0.3 10.2

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 9.8 24.3 22.6 21.2 1 21
mm Bulgaria 204 11.2 16.8 20.8 42.3 0.5 8.3
b Czech Rep. 200 5.5 23.7 38.2 26.1 o] 6.4
amm Denmark 201 9.6 317 36 20.8 o 1.8
BN Germany 250 6.2 35.4 37.7 16.4 0] 4.4
B Estonia 200 9.2 22.5 26.7 27.7 0 14
= Greece 201 12.7 24.5 23.8 26.8 o} 12.3
i Spain 250 11.8 28.8 25.1 19.6 0.4 14.3
Bl France 250 21.4 31.8 25.5 12.1 o 9.1
J | Ireland 200 12.1 20.7 30.6 23.2 ) 11.4
J ] Itly 251 7.6 25.3 33.9 20.5 0.4 12.2

Cyprus 50 5.8 23.5 25.5 26.6 o 18.6
=== Latvia 202 4.6 13.2 32.5 41.5 0.6 7.7
@ Lithuania 202 2.9 17.6 34.9 35.8 1.2 7.5
== Luxembourg 51 9 44.1 36.2 7.2 o 3.6
== Hungary 202 4.8 15 31.9 37.8 15 9

B Malta 50 4.4 19.9 33.3 34.1 0] 8.3

=== Netherlands 200 7 28.5 34.3 18.2 1.1 10.8
=— Austria 200 3.7 21.1 50.4 17.9 o 6.8
=mm Poland 200 6.4 14.5 26.2 47.4 0.6 4.9
[l Portugal 201 14.4 20.1 26.3 27.8 0.7 10.7
[ N | Romania 200 4.8 12.8 26.9 43.8 0.5 11.2
gmm Slovenia 200 7.9 16.9 35.3 36.1 0 3.8
gim  Slovakia 200 6 20 33.5 30.3 0.6 9.6
-~ Finland 205 12.4 28.8 36 20 0.5 2.4
2= Sweden 200 4.9 26.4 37.1 24.6 o 7.2
s United
B Kingdom 251 4.7 21.5 31.6 21.1 0 21.1
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 8b. Cost of materials as a percentage of a companies’ total costs - by segments

QUESTION: Q1. What percentage of your company's total cost - i.e. gross production value - is material cost?
Material cost is the cost of all materials used to manufacture a product or perform a service.

% %
% Less Between Between
than 10%and 30%and % 50% % Not %
Total N 10% 20% 49% ormore applicable DK/NA

EUz27 5222 9.3 25.4 31.2 23.7 0.3 10.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 9.7 25.4 31.4 23.2 0.3 9.9
50+ employees 885 7.1 25.4 30.1 26 0.2 11.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 9.1 28 30.6 22.5 0 9.9
Construction 1526 10 23.5 33.4 23.6 0.2 9.3
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 28.9 18.5 13.2 13.5 0 26
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 8 23.8 32.4 26.9 0.5 8.4
Food services 543 10.1 39.3 22.4 9.7 0 18.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.7 27.9 32.5 21.6 0.5 6.9
2-10 million euro 1587 8.2 24.3 34.6 23.9 0 9
10-50 million euro 449 8.1 18.9 20.6 34.5 0.1 8.7
50 million euro and over 94 12.5 12.9 19.5 33 0 22.2
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 9.9 27.9 29.2 23.5 0.4 9.1
Remained unchanged 1518 9.6 24.8 34.4 21.3 0.1 9.8
Decreased 2110 8.9 24.9 30.6 25.9 0.3 9.4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 100 o) o) o] o]
Between 10% and 29% 1326 0] 100 0 0] 0]
Between 30% and 49% 1628 o) 0 100 0 0 0
50% or more 1236 0] 0 0 100 0 0

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 7.8 26.5 31.3 25.5 ) 8.8
No 2891 10.5 24.5 31 22.2 0.6 11.2
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 9a. How companies’ material costs have evolved over 5 years — by country

QUESTION: Q2. Have material costs for your company increased or decreased in the past 5 years?

33 EE Iy E v <
<. s < ‘T o g = Z
z 5 g £ g E g g 5.2 Z
g R ke 25 a ) A
= X 5 X E X 3 X X ® X
EU27 5222 25.7 48.9 14.9 7.9 0.3 2.3
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 32.1 47.1 12.8 4.5 1 2.5
mm Bulgaria 204 11.4 41.5 22.6 21.1 0.5 2.9
b Czech Rep. 200 5.8 42.7 34.4 15.5 0 1.8
2= Denmark 201 10.9 42 21.4 22.7 0 2.9
BN Germany 250 28.6 55.5 10.8 3.8 (o] 1.3
= FEstonia 200 27.9 30.5 22 11.7 o] 7.9
i= Greece 201 18.6 45.4 17.1 16.6 0 2.3
2. Spain 250 27.3 38.2 17.5 14.4 0.4 2.1
Bl France 250 28.6 47.2 17 5.8 0 14
B}l Ireland 200 20.8 43.6 9.6 15.7 0 1.4
J B Ity 251 19.3 54.2 15.7 8.1 0.4 2.2
Cyprus 50 28.4 37.1 17.1 15.9 0 1.6
== Latvia 202 27 37.9 16.6 12.9 0.6 5.1
g Lithuania 202 30.2 28.6 14.8 22 1.2 3.2
== Luxembourg 51 18.4 62.2 10.1 6.7 0 2.6
= Hungary 202 33.4 38.6 11.7 9.3 1.5 5.5
"M Malta 50 49.9 36.9 7.7 2.3 o 3-3
= Netherlands 200 21.7 53.6 12.9 7.6 1.1 3.2
=— Austria 200 27.4 52.4 15.3 2.7 0 2.3
mm Poland 200 24.1 60.9 11.4 17 0.6 1.4
[ Portugal 201 26 47 14.9 10 0.7 1.4
B I Romania 200 16.6 49.5 16.6 14.9 0.5 1.9
gmm Slovenia 200 23.3 42.7 15.7 14.8 0 3.4
gm Slovakia 200 19.5 35.1 24.7 14.7 0.6 5.4
<~ Finland 205 9.4 58.4 22.8 7.8 0.5 1.2
== Sweden 200 13.3 50 27.7 5.4 o] 3.5
SEZ  United Kingdom 251 45.7 42.4 4.2 3 0 4.7
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table gb. How companies’ material costs have evolved over 5 years - by segments

QUESTION: Q2. Have material costs for your company increased or decreased in the past S years?

g £E 28 &% A& 2% A8
= X © X E X 3 X X = X
EU27 5222 25.7 48.9 14.9 7.9 0.3 2.3
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 26 48.2 15.5 7.7 0.3 2.2
50+ employees 885 23.8 52 12 9.2 0.2 2.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 29.2 50.8 11.1 6.9 0 2
Construction 1526 21.1 52.5 16.6 7.4 0.2 2.2
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 20.1 59.8 12.7 5 0 2.3
activities
Manufacture 2843 28.5 47.1 13.5 8.3 0.5 2.1
Food services 543 23.5 44.9 19.3 8.6 0 3.7
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 27 46.7 15.6 8.2 0.5 2
2-10 million euro 1587 24.7 51.6 15.6 6.8 0] 1.2
10-50 million euro 449 24.5 54.5 10 9.1 0.1 1.8
50 million euro and over 94 24.9 52.7 8.2 9.6 o] 4.6
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 28.3 54.4 10.4 4.6 0.4 1.8
Remained unchanged 1518 23.2 51.6 20.7 2.8 0.1 1.7
Decreased 2110 26.3 43 14.2 14.2 0.3 2.1
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 22.7 42.2 21.7 11.3 o 2
Between 10% and 29% 1326 21.6 54.4 15.1 8 0 0.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 25.7 50.8 15.1 7.2 o 1.2
50% or more 1236 33.3 44.7 13 7.7 0 1.3
ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 27.5 51 12.4 7 0 2
No 2891 24.2 47.1 16.9 8.7 0.6 2.5
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 10a. Expectations about how companies’ material costs will evolve (5 — 10
years) — by country

QUESTION: Q3. Do you expect price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years?

% No, material

% Yes, costs will % No,
material remain material
costs will approximately costs will % Not %
Total N increase the same decrease applicable DK/NA
EUz27 5222 87.4 7.9 0.9 o} 3.8
COUNTRY

B ] Belgium 201 83.5 10.5 2.4 0 3.7
mm Bulgaria 204 88.2 5.4 1.3 ) 5.2

e Czech Rep. 200 73.3 23.4 1.3 0] 2
o= Denmark 201 92.7 4.2 2 o 1.1
BN Germany 250 97.4 2.2 (o) 0] 0.4
= Estonia 200 84 6.6 1.9 o] 7-5
i= Greece 201 83.6 6.9 1.7 o 7.9
2 Spain 250 82.2 13.5 1.6 0 2.7
BB France 250 92.1 3.9 1.7 o 2.3
Bl Ireland 200 88.7 5.9 1.8 0 3.6
BB [Iltaly 251 78.9 14.6 o] 0] 6.5
Cyprus 50 83.3 5.4 0 0 11.2
=== Latvia 202 80.1 9.1 1.2 o 9.5
m= Lithuania 202 85.6 4.8 o o) 9.6

== Luxembourg 51 96.6 3.4 0 o] 0]
== Hungary 202 92.3 2.5 0.8 o 4.4
B Malta 50 92.3 2.2 o] o] 5.5
== Netherlands 200 92.2 3.4 1 o} 3.4
=— Austria 200 94 4.2 1.3 0] 0.4
mmm Poland 200 84.9 8.9 0.8 0] 5.4
[l Portugal 201 79.7 15 2.3 o} 3.1
BB Romania 200 82.4 8.7 3.4 o} 5.5
g=m Slovenia 200 86.4 9.3 1.5 0] 2.8
Slovakia 200 78.9 9.5 2.4 0 9.2
=}—  Finland 205 92.1 5.5 0.8 o] 1.6
mm Sweden 200 90.9 5.3 1.3 0 2.5
£i%  United Kingdom 251 94.5 1.2 0 0 4.3
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 10b. Expectations about how companies’ material costs will evolve (5 — 10
years) - by segments

QUESTION: Q3. Do you expect price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years?

% Yes, % No, % No,
material material costs material
costs will remain costs
will approximately will % Not %
Total N  increase the same decrease applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 87.4 7.9 0.9 o 3.8
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 87.3 8.2 0.9 o 3.6
50+ employees 885 88 6.5 1 0 4.6
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 90.4 6.3 0.8 0 2.5
Construction 1526 86.6 9.3 1.4 (0] 2.7
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 93.3 2.9 0.5 o] 3.3
activities
Manufacture 2843 86.5 7.9 0.8 0 4.7
Food services 543 92 5.4 0.3 0 2.2
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 88 7.9 0.8 0 3.3
2-10 million euro 1587 89.9 5.8 0.8 0] 3.5
10-50 million euro 449 90.2 6.9 1.3 0 1.6
50 million euro and over 94 88.3 1.2 3.3 0 7.2

: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 90.3 6.5 0.7 o] 2.5
Remained unchanged 1518 88.1 7.9 0.6 0 3.4
Decreased 2110 85.9 8.8 1.3 0 4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 85.7 9.8 2 o] 2.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 89.4 7 0.4 0] 3.2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 89.1 8.3 0.8 0 1.9
50% or more 1236 86.6 8.5 1 0 3.9

% ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 89.7 6.7 1 0 2.6

No 2891 85.6 8.8 0.9 o 4.7
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 11a. Origin of most of the materials that companies use — by country

QUESTION: Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come/originate from?

% of “Mentioned” shown

3 =)
5 q A
5 88 g g =
g s g 5 5 £
: ¢ £ 22 ¢ § £ % i %
= S} 5 &8 4 = 2 8 <O A
EU27 5222  77.8  43.3 8.5 10 1.9 3.8 3.1 1.1 1.2
COUNTRY
BB Belgium 201 65.2 437 112 9.2 2.8 4.4 3.4 0.4 )
mm Bulgaria 204 66.9 511 224 187 15 0.9 0.5 1.6 0.4
b Czech Rep. 200 814 45 5.8 2.9 0.5 1.9 3.3 0.5 0.3
mmm Denmark 201 50.2  61.3 18 16.9 3.2 6.9 5 0.8 2.3
BN Germany 250 856 525 13.8 19.3 2 5.6 6.2 0.9 1.3
E= Estonia 200 62 68.8 26.6 11.3 0.5 1.4 0o 0 0.5
= Greece 201 54 67.9 11 17.1 2.2 2.8 1.7 0.8 2.7
T Spain 250 89.6 30 5 9.8 3.1 3.2 3.8 1.1 o)
B France 250 77-5 43.1 2 5.9 1.8 3.6 2.2 0.2 0.7
B | Ireland 200 547 60.8 12.8 13.5 2 11.7 5.8 2.3 1.4
J Italy 251 76.7 25.5 4.6 3.9 0.4 1.7 1.6 0] 1
Cyprus 50 52.9 68 16.1 15.3 2.7 8.6 6.3 o o
== Latvia 202 62.1 58.3 14.5 10.2 1.9 0.7 0 0.6 (o]
@ Lithuania 202 431 534 185 9.6 2 1.6 1.6 1.5 3.5
== Luxembourg 51 55.3 81.1 17.2 5.2 2.6 0.2 o] 0 o]
== Hungary 202 72.3  43.5 4.2 4.1 0.5 o o o 0.5
Bl Malta 50 25.9 81.8 8.8 3.3 0 2.2 o] 0 0
== Netherlands 200 631 475 10.4 13 2.4 7.8 4.1 1.6 1.9
== Austria 200 71.9 54.7 8.6 9.9 3.9 3.1 3.8 1.6 1.7
mm Poland 200 85.7 41.1 7.4 8.2 2 3.3 0.8 0.8 1.2
El Portugal 201 771 48.9 6.4 8.2 3.5 4 5.6 0.5 0
B ] Romania 200 78.6  46.7 9.2 6.8 0.5 1.5 0.5 0 1.2
gmm Slovenia 200 57.4 73.9 11.6 13.1 1.2 5.3 3.6 1.4 1.3
gem Slovakia 200 67.7  63.3 12.7 8 1.4 3.5 1.7 1.6 2.8
-— TFinland 205 77.2 488 109 9.9 0.5 2.2 1.3 0.5 1.2
2= Sweden 200 71.3 49 10.2 13.9 2.8 4.9 3.5 2 4.8
S5iE United Kingdom 251 785  49.9 14.6  16.3 2.8 7.7 5 56 3.6
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 11b. Origin of most of the materials that companies use - by segments

QUESTION: Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come/originate from?

% of “Mentioned” shown

5
R SH
s g 2 Ef ¢ £ % OE 23 %
= 5 5 868 £ =2 =z & <o A
EU27 5222 77.8 43.3 8.5 10 1.9 3.8 31 1.1 1.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 78.5 41.5 7.9 9.5 17 37 29 0.9 12
50+ employees 885 74.7 51.9 11.4 128 25 4.6 39 1.8 1.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 86.6 42.2 3.9 3.1 1.9 6.4 3.3 1.1 1.2
Construction 1526 84 35.4 4.3 5.9 1 22 1.9 0.2 14
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 91.6 20.2 4 2.1 0.9 1.4 0.7 0.4 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 71 48.9 11.7 13.8 2 4.8 3.1 1.3 1.2
Food services 543 90 39.6 5.4 6.3 35 29 6.7 23 1.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 82.1 40 7.2 9.1 1.8 3.8 3.2 0.8 0.7
2-10 million euro 1587 74.2 46.1 9.2 10.5 15 3.9 24 1 1.1
10-50 million euro 449 70.5 60.2 12.3 154 2.7 52 3.7 1.5 1
50 million euro and over 94 74.9 56 128 224 25 52 75 25 27
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 75.7 48.3 9.1 129 22 51 3.8 1 1.7
Remained unchanged 1518 80.8 41.3 6.4 88 18 31 29 16 0.8
Decreased 2110 77 42.3 9.6 9.1 1.6 3.3 29 0.7 0.9
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 74.4 42.2 3.9 8.1 1 1.9 1.2 0.5 2
Between 10% and 29% 1326 81.5 41.8 7.4 10.5 1.5 5 3.5 1.1 1.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 77 45.4 9.1 10.3 29 3.7 3.9 1.2 0.7
50% or more 1236 75.2 47.1 11.5 10.8 1.7 4.1 2.5 1.2 0.2
ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 78 49.2 10 12 2.2 4.4 4.1 1.4 0.6
No 2891 77.7 38.5 7.2 8.4 1.6 34 23 0.8 1.7
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 12a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Changing
business model — by country

QUESTION: Q5_a. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past S years? - Changing
business model

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 26.6 62.6 8.7 2.1
COUNTRY
BB Belgium 201 25.8 64.3 7-9 2
mm Bulgaria 204 48.1 41.4 9.7 0.8
B Czech Rep. 200 21.8 75.2 1.6 1.4
mmm Denmark 201 24.2 66.8 7.9 1.1
BN Germany 250 22 65 11.2 1.7
B Estonia 200 33.6 30.2 32.9 3.3
= Greece 201 48.1 49.2 0.9 1.7
T Spain 250 18 78 4 0
Bl France 250 23.2 759 0.9 0
J | Ireland 200 55.6 39.6 3.5 1.4
J 1 Ity 251 22.3 66.7 9.7 1.3
Cyprus 50 44.2 43.7 12.1 (o)
=== Latvia 202 27.7 63.7 8 0.6
@= Lithuania 202 31.6 39.8 25.4 3.1
=== Luxembourg 51 36.4 50.7 12.9 (0]
=== Hungary 202 15.6 60.5 21.1 2.8
[l Malta 50 42.7 42 13.2 2.2
== Netherlands 200 26.8 37.6 29.8 5.8
== Austria 200 20.4 63.3 12.5 3.8
= Poland 200 41.9 52.1 3.2 2.7
Bl Portugal 201 33.9 52.7 11.7 1.7
B 1 Romania 200 34.8 56.5 5 3.7
g== Slovenia 200 40.6 55.2 4.1 o]
g Slovakia 200 31.6 46.5 15.4 6.5
<= Finland 205 21.7 75.6 2.7 (o
== Sweden 200 14.8 69.7 10.2 5.4
Sj% United Kingdom 251 33.3 47.7 12.7 6.3
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 12b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Changing
business model - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_a. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past S years? - Changing
business model

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 26.6 62.6 8.7 2.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 25.6 63.5 9 1.9
50+ employees 885 31.5 58.4 7 3.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 34.3 55.6 7.9 2.2
Construction 1526 21.9 65.9 9.6 2.5
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 31.2 60.9 7.2 0.7
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 27.9 61.5 8.7 1.9
Food services 543 20.1 62.1 6.4 2.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 23.6 66.3 8.5 1.5
2-10 million euro 1587 28.7 62.1 7.6 1.5
10-50 million euro 449 37.9 54 6.7 1.4
50 million euro and over 94 20.9 67.1 7.8 4.2
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 29.5 58.8 9.6 2.1
Remained unchanged 1518 23.2 66.7 8.4 1.7
Decreased 2110 27.3 63.2 8 1.5
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 17 73.2 9 0.7
Between 10% and 29% 1326 25.6 65.2 6.5 2.7
Between 30% and 49% 1628 25.3 65.4 8.4 0.9
50% or more 1236 31.8 57.8 9.1 1.2

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 38 52.6 8 1.4
No 2801 17.4 70.7 9.3 2.6
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 13a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Improving
the material flow in the supply chain — by country

QUESTION: Q5_b. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Improving the
material flow in the supply chain

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EUz27 5222 46.1 43.5 8.2 2.2
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 40.1 44.5 11.9 3.5
mm Bulgaria 204 65.3 28 4.6 2.1
e Czech Rep. 200 39.5 59.8 0.7 (o]
== Denmark 201 45.8 43.7 8.5 1.9
B Germany 250 47.6 40.3 10.4 1.7
E= Estonia 200 45.8 20.8 26 7.5
= Greece 201 61.3 31.2 3.2 4.2
T Spain 250 51.8 43.3 5 Y
B France 250 26.5 69.8 2.3 1.4
J | Ireland 200 69.6 24.8 3.5 2
B Italy 251 34.3 53.1 11.6 1
Cyprus 50 66.2 30.7 1.6 1.6
=== Latvia 202 51.5 42 5.8 0.8
== Lithuania 202 42.1 29 18.4 10.5
=== Luxembourg 51 41.7 44.4 13.8 (o]
=== Hungary 202 46.2 35.1 14.9 3.7
l Malta 50 63.7 30.3 6.1 (o]
== Netherlands 200 35.3 34.1 23.1 7.5
== Austria 200 47 39.7 11.2 2.2
= Poland 200 66.1 30.3 2.1 1.6
Fl Portugal 201 47.6 37.6 14 0.8
B 1 Romania 200 70.9 21.6 5.2 2.3
gmm Slovenia 200 67.8 28.3 3.1 0.8
gm Slovakia 200 48.5 30.9 15.7 5
<= Finland 205 64.2 32.4 2 1.3
== Sweden 200 39.2 43.9 11.1 5.8
EjE United Kingdom 251 57.6 27.9 8 6.5
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Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 13b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Improving
the material flow in the supply chain - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_b. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Improving the
material flow in the supply chain

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 46.1 43.5 8.2 2.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 44.1 44.8 8.9 2.2
50+ employees 885 56.1 36.9 4.7 2.3
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 50.2 38.1 9.1 2.6
Construction 1526 45.5 44.7 8 1.8
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 42.9 47.7 5.6 3.8
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 46.6 42.9 8.4 2
Food services 543 44 44.4 7.3 4.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 43.8 46.6 8 1.6
2-10 million euro 1587 48.7 42.3 7.3 1.6
10-50 million euro 449 53.7 38.9 5.3 2
50 million euro and over 94 66.9 28.2 4 0.9
-3 ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 52.5 38 7.5 2
Remained unchanged 1518 40.6 48.4 8.9 2.1
Decreased 2110 46.3 43.9 8 1.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 30.1 57.8 11.3 0.8
Between 10% and 29% 1326 42.5 47.6 7.5 2.3
Between 30% and 49% 1628 47.7 44.5 6.6 1.2
50% or more 1236 54.5 36.6 6.7 2.2
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 59.7 31.9 6.5 1.8

No 2801 35.1 52.8 9.5 2.6
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Table 14a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Substituting
expensive materials for a cheaper ones — by country

QUESTION: Q5_c. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Substituting
expensive materials for a cheaper ones

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 37.8 52.5 8.2 1.5
COUNTRY
I 1 Belgium 201 42.6 46.3 10.7 0.4
mm Bulgaria 204 43.8 47.6 5.8 2.8
e Czech Rep. 200 32.3 62.4 3.9 1.4
== Denmark 201 36 58.5 5 0.5
BN Germany 250 36 54.6 8.6 0.9
B Estonia 200 41.2 28.3 26.2 4.2
i= Greece 201 49.7 48.1 1.9 0.3
T Spain 250 38.8 57.3 3.5 04
BB France 250 30.8 67.8 0.5 0.9
I Ireland 200 54.8 41.9 2.9 0.4
B Italy 251 33.5 52.7 12.8 1
Cyprus 50 38.2 57.1 4.7 o]
=== Latvia 202 49 41 9.2 0.7
== Lithuania 202 43.5 35.6 18.6 2.3
=== Luxembourg 51 46.2 43.5 10.3 o
== Hungary 202 38 44.2 14.6 3.2
l Malta 50 30 61.2 6.6 2.2
== Netherlands 200 29 38.7 26.3 6.1
== Austria 200 32.3 50.4 13.7 3.6
= Poland 200 47.3 46.3 5.5 0.9
Bl Portugal 201 42.6 45 11.7 0.8
B 1 Romania 200 44.7 44.5 9.3 1.4
gam Slovenia 200 49.9 45 4.8 0.3
g Slovakia 200 32.1 46.1 15.9 5.9
<= Finland 205 36.4 58.8 4.3 0.5
== Sweden 200 34.2 51.5 10.9 3.4
g% United Kingdom 251 46.4 44.3 6.5 2.9
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Table 14b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years:
Substituting expensive materials for a cheaper ones - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_c. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Substituting
expensive materials for a cheaper ones

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 37.8 52.5 8.2 1.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 37.4 53 8.3 1.2
50+ employees 885 39.9 49.8 7.7 2.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 44.6 44.4 9.9 1
Construction 1526 37.7 52.7 8.2 1.3
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 28 65.3 6 0.7
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 37.9 51.8 8.7 1.6
Food services 543 37.4 55.8 5.1 1.7
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 37.5 53.6 7.9 1
2-10 million euro 1587 37.4 54.1 7.9 0.6
10-50 million euro 449 44 48.3 5.7 2
50 million euro and over 94 48.5 43 6 2.5
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 38.9 51.7 7.7 1.7
Remained unchanged 1518 35.7 55.6 7.6 1
Decreased 2110 38.7 51.6 8.7 1.1
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 33.3 57.2 8.7 0.8
Between 10% and 29% 1326 40.4 51.9 6.3 1.4
Between 30% and 49% 1628 36.6 54 8 1.4
50% or more 1236 40.1 50.1 9.1 0.7

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 43.7 47.6 7.5 1.2
No 28091 33.2 56.4 8.7 1.7
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Table 15a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Purchasing
more efficient technologies — by country

QUESTION: Q5_d. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Purchasing
more efficient technologies

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 56.2 36.4 6.3 1.2

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 57.6 34.3 7.2 0.9
mm Bulgaria 204 55.9 39.3 4.8 o]
B Czech Rep. 200 53.6 44.8 1.6 o
e Denmark 201 60.2 34.3 4.5 1.1
BN Germany 250 58.1 30.8 10.2 0.9
B Estonia 200 65.6 19 11.4
= Greece 201 70 27.7 2.3
T Spain 250 55.2 41 3.5 04
BB France 250 49.3 50.1 0.6 (o]
| Ireland 200 77.3 19.2 1.8 1.7
B Italy 251 49.9 41.9 6.8 1.4

Cyprus 50 76.6 19.9 3.5 0
=== Latvia 202 60.5 34.5 5.1 o
== Lithuania 202 57.4 23.6 15.9 3.1
=== Luxembourg 51 57.9 36.1 6 (o]
== Hungary 202 47.2 33.7 15.9 31

B Malta 50 54.7 36 9.3 o

== Netherlands 200 44.2 20.8 18.9 7.2
== Austria 200 43.2 43.6 10.4 2.7
= Poland 200 59.2 35.7 5 0
B Portugal 201 62.2 30 7.1 0.8
B 1 Romania 200 73.5 20.8 4.1 1.6
gmm Slovenia 200 68.6 27.8 2.7 0.9
g Slovakia 200 54.2 29.8 10.1 5.9
-}— Finland 205 51 47 2 (o]
e Sweden 200 46.1 39.1 10.6 4.2
g% United Kingdom 251 72.8 21.6 4.5 11
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Table 15b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Purchasing
more efficient technologies - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_d. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Purchasing
more efficient technologies

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 56.2 36.4 6.3 1.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 53.5 38.6 6.8 1.1
50+ employees 885 69.2 25.7 3.6 1.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 68.9 24.2 5.9 1
Construction 1526 56.2 35.7 6.9 1.3
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 48.2 49.2 1.9 0.7
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 56.9 35.9 6.2 0.9
Food services 543 48.8 42.9 5.9 2.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 52.7 39.9 6.6 0.8
2-10 million euro 1587 57.2 36 6 0.8
10-50 million euro 449 67.3 28.7 3 1.1
50 million euro and over 94 71 21.6 7.4 0
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 64.7 20.1 5.5 0.7
Remained unchanged 1518 54.9 38.7 5.8 0.6
Decreased 2110 51.1 40.8 6.9 1.2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 50.7 42.3 6.4 0.6
Between 10% and 29% 1326 56.6 38 4.4 1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 54.5 37.9 6.6 1
50% or more 1236 60.7 33.1 5.7 0.5

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 70.7 24.8 3.6 0.8
No 2801 44.4 45.7 8.4 1.5
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 16a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Developing
more efficient technologies in-house — by country

QUESTION: Q5 _e. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Developing
more efficient technologies in-house

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 52.8 39.6 6.6 1.1
COUNTRY
I 1 Belgium 201 45 45.9 8.3 0.9
mm Bulgaria 204 55 40.3 3.8 0.9
B Czech Rep. 200 21 75.9 2.2 0.9
o Denmark 201 51.1 43 5.4 0.5
BN Germany 250 55 32.3 11.8 0.9
E= Estonia 200 59.9 24 10.4 5.7
= Greece 201 73 24.5 1.3 1.2
Z= Spain 250 54.1 42 3.5 0.4
B France 250 40.4 59.2 0.5 ()
I Ireland 200 70.7 26.6 2.3 0.4
Il ltaly 251 49.7 43.5 6.3 0.6
Cyprus 50 70.2 23.2 6.6 (o)
=== Latvia 202 62.1 30.7 6.6 0.6
== Lithuania 202 52.5 28.2 17.1 2.2
=== Luxembourg 51 62.4 31.7 6 0
=== Hungary 202 47.4 37.5 12.6 2.5
l Malta 50 55.9 42.5 0 1.6
== Netherlands 200 34.9 33.5 25 6.7
== Austria 200 33 53.9 10.4 2.7
= Poland 200 74.5 21 4.2 0.3
[l Portugal 201 58.8 33.6 7.5 0.1
B 1 Romania 200 65.9 30.5 2.1 1.5
g== Slovenia 200 53.4 41.8 4.7 (o]
g Slovakia 200 30.3 50.5 13.4 5.8
<= Finland 205 48.5 47.4 2.8 1.3
== Sweden 200 43.9 40.3 10.4 5.4
g% United Kingdom 251 68.9 24.4 5.5 1.2
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Table 16b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Developing
more efficient technologies in-house - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_e. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Developing
more efficient technologies in-house

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 52.8 39.6 6.6 1.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 50.6 41.1 7.2 1
50+ employees 885 63.1 32.3 3.3 1.4
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 56.8 35 7.5 0.8
Construction 1526 45.6 45.3 8 1.1
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 45.2 51.8 2.3 0.8
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 58.1 35.5 5.5 0.9
Food services 543 45.1 44.3 8.6 2.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 51.9 41.1 6.2 0.8
2-10 million euro 1587 50.9 40.7 7.5 0.8
10-50 million euro 449 62 33.6 3 1.4
50 million euro and over 94 60.8 31.5 7.8 0
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 58.5 34.6 5.9 1
Remained unchanged 1518 48.8 43.9 6.5 0.7
Decreased 2110 51.5 41 6.7 0.8
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 43 50 6.4 0.6
Between 10% and 29% 1326 53.5 39.9 5.8 0.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 53.1 39.1 7.2 0.6
50% or more 1236 58.3 35.7 5.3 0.7

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 69.2 25.9 4.2 0.7
No 2801 39.5 50.6 8.4 1.4
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Table 17a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Outsourcing
production or service activities — by country

QUESTION: Q5_f. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Outsourcing
production or service activities

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 20.9 60.9 7.6 1.6
COUNTRY
BB Belgium 201 30.4 56.3 12 1.4
mm Bulgaria 204 20.5 65 4 1.5
e Czech Rep. 200 14.7 79.9 4.1 1.4
e Denmark 201 26 69 3.5 1.5
BN Germany 250 27.6 61.9 9.6 0.9
B Estonia 200 53.9 27.3 15.3 3.5
= Greece 201 35.5 64.5 0] 0
2 Spain 250 38.7 56.3 4.6 0.4
B France 250 18 79.4 2.3 0.2
| Ireland 200 34.5 62 2.1 1.3
B Italy 251 27.1 61.3 10.1 1.5
Cyprus 50 35.7 53 9.7 1.6
=== Latvia 202 51.8 38.8 7-4 2.1
== Lithuania 202 41.5 35.2 14.9 8.3
=== Luxembourg 51 39.4 45 15.6 o
== Hungary 202 15.4 64.8 17.4 2.5
l Malta 50 32.5 62.6 4.9 0
== Netherlands 200 22.8 41.8 28.1 7.3
== Austria 200 28.1 55.8 12.3 3.8
= Poland 200 36.1 61.4 0.9 1.6
Bl Portugal 201 43.6 47.9 8.4 0.1
B 1 Romania 200 38.8 48.8 8.5 3.9
g== Slovenia 200 30 66.2 3.4 0.5
g Slovakia 200 50.9 36 8.6 4.5
== Finland 205 44.8 54 1.2 o
2= Sweden 200 23.5 58.9 11.6 5.9
g% United Kingdom 251 34.7 56.8 6.6 1.9
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Table 17b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years:
Outsourcing production or service activities - by segments

QUESTION: Q5_f. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years? - Outsourcing
production or service activities

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 20.9 60.9 7.6 1.6
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 29.4 60.8 8.1 1.7
50+ employees 885 32 61.4 5.1 1.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 30.5 57.9 9.6 2
Construction 1526 31.8 58.7 7.6 1.8
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 28.3 63.4 7.1 1.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 31 60.3 7.3 1.4
Food services 543 18.4 70.8 8.1 2.7
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 28.6 62.7 7.4 1.3
2-10 million euro 1587 30 62.1 7 1
10-50 million euro 449 35.8 57.6 5.7 0.9
50 million euro and over 94 52 40.2 6.6 1.3
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 31.9 59.9 7.1 1.2
Remained unchanged 1518 27 63.3 8.2 1.5
Decreased 2110 30.9 60.4 7.3 1.4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 20 69.6 9.6 0.9
Between 10% and 29% 1326 28.7 62.5 7.5 1.3
Between 30% and 49% 1628 20.2 63.3 6.3 1.3
50% or more 1236 36.2 55.9 6.6 1.3

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 37.2 54.6 6.8 1.4
No 2801 23.9 66.1 8.2 1.8
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Table 18a. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Recycling —
by country

QUESTION: Q5_g. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past S years? - Recycling

% Not % Not
Total N % Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 52 39.5 7.6 0.9
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 58.7 33 8.3 Y
mm Bulgaria 204 29 62 9 o}
b= Czech Rep. 200 32.3 64.4 2.3 1
ae= Denmark 201 30.4 61.8 7.3 0.5
EE Germany 250 47 41.9 10.6 0.4
B Estonia 200 34.2 43.8 18.9 3.1
= Greece 201 78.2 19.4 2.4 o
T Spain 250 80.5 18 1.2 0.4
B France 250 50.2 49.5 0.2 o
B Ireland 200 82 15.9 2.1 0
Bl Itly 251 34.5 52.9 11.4 1.2
Cyprus 50 61.3 21.4 17.3 o
== Latvia 202 34.7 49.9 14.7 0.6
@ Lithuania 202 24.2 45.3 28.4 2.2
=== Luxembourg 51 68 27.7 4.3 0
== Hungary 202 22.2 49.9 25.4 2.5
| Malta 50 66.9 21.6 11.5 (o]
== Netherlands 200 47.7 20.8 17.7 4.8
== Austria 200 43.4 44.8 9.1 2.7
=mm Poland 200 55.4 41.2 3 0.4
[l Portugal 201 60.8 27.3 11.8 0.1
B ] Romania 200 48.4 35.1 14.6 1.9
g== Slovenia 200 47.6 45.7 6.2 0.5
g Slovakia 200 50.1 32.8 11.9 5.2
<= Finland 205 79.2 19.6 0.7 0.5
==  Sweden 200 53.2 32.2 9 5.6
Ef% United Kingdom 251 82.1 15.6 2.2 0
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Table 18b. Changes implemented to reduce material costs in past 5 years: Recycling -
by segments

QUESTION: Q5_g. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past S years? - Recycling

% % Not % Not
Total N Mentioned mentioned applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 52 39.5 7.6 0.9
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 50.7 40.5 7.9 0.9
50+ employees 885 58.5 34.9 5.7 1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 41.1 48.6 8.6 1.7
Construction 1526 51.7 38.9 8.6 0.9
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 34 59.3 6.4 0.3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 52.3 39.3 7.5 0.8
Food services 543 58.6 35.1 4.8 1.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 49.8 41.6 7.9 0.7
2-10 million euro 1587 52.8 39.9 6.6 0.7
10-50 million euro 449 61.4 33.1 4.7 0.8
50 million euro and over 94 53.1 34.7 9.6 2.6

s ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 53.6 38.3 7.4 0.7
Remained unchanged 1518 47.5 44 7.7 0.8
Decreased 2110 53.7 38 7.5 0.9
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 52.9 40.9 5.8 0.4
Between 10% and 29% 1326 53.7 40 5.3 1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 50 41.9 7.4 0.7
50% or more 1236 52.4 38.2 9 0.5

", ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 63.6 29.5 6.1 0.8

No 2801 42.6 47.6 8.8 1
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Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 19a. Share of eco-innovation-related investments in last 5 years — by country

QUESTION: Q6. Over the last S years, what share of innovation investments in your company were related to eco-
innovation, i.e. implementing new or substantially improved solutions resulting in more efficient use in material,
energy and water?

§ 3 o X o
£ 5. 5. £ 5, =
z 2 £S5 E% a 2 £.8 Z
CHNNE NN O LA B A R
= X X X X X X N
EU27 5222 5.8 10.4 24.5 35.4 16.1 2.3 5.5
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 7.2 6.2 25.2 37.2 1 2.4 10.8
mm Bulgaria 204 6.2 7.8 28.2 31.8 15.2 6.9 3.9
= CzechRep. 200 3.6 1.8 33.6 44 12 o] 5.1
E= Denmark 201 3.8 9.2 17.8 43.5 16.6 2.4 6.7
BN Germany 250 4.8 11.5 26 41.3 13.4 0.8 2.2
E= Estonia 200 7.9 8.8 23.1 36.2 13.6 6.9 3.6
= Greece 201 11.3 10.5 27.5 25.9 15 6.7 3
i~ Spain 250 6.3 14.4 21.6 38.1 15.3 0.8 3.5
BB France 250 2.8 6.2 15 41.2 27.5 3.3 3.9
Bl Ireland 200 6.8 11.7 34.2 38.8 3 0.4 5.1
B Il 251 2.9 11.6 27.9 32.5 16.8 1.1 7.3
Cyprus 50 9.3 14.5 28 18.8 18.2 6.2 5
== Latvia 202 5.4 7.4 16.5 35.2 31 3.5 1
@ Lithuania 202 4.9 7.5 22.7 32.2 17.3 11.4 4
=== Luxembourg 51 1.7 21.8 44.4 26.1 3.4 2.6
= Hungary 202 6.5 9 16.8 29.9 25.9 6.2 5.7
B Malta 50 6.6 5.6 21.6 32 27.6 o) 6.7
== Netherlands 200 7.3 10.7 18.8 36.9 14.8 3.5 7.8
== Austria 200 11.8 11.3 28.2 30.9 10.7 33 3.8
=== Poland 200 14.4 16 33.8 22.7 9.2 0.9 3.1
Bl Portugal 201 4 9.5 22.2 40 14.2 6.5 3.5
B 1 Romania 200 6.3 10.6 23.5 20.8 16.7 5.1 7.9
gmm Slovenia 200 8.5 8.6 26.5 32.3 17.2 2.5 4.3
pm Slovakia 200 3.4 11.3 26 34.3 12.9 2.6 9.4
-—| Finland 205 9.1 7.3 22.4 43 11.5 3.2 3.4
== Sweden 200 11.8 9 19.3 27.9 15.1 5.3 11.7
Ef% United Kingdom 251 5.5 8.2 26.9 33.9 11.1 1.1 13.4
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Annex

Table 19b. Share of eco-innovation-related investments in last 5 years - by segments

QUESTION: Q6. Over the last S years, what share of innovation investments in your company were related to eco-

innovation, i.e. implementing new or substantially improved solutions resulting in more efficient use in material,

energy and water?

S <) X Qo
= 5 5
=] [2p] — <
s = = g 3
2 Sx &8x£ g 2
Z 2 go z 0 & R &
= S D < o A 3 o NS X
£ = e M g = Z, Z 5 A
= x ®E x§ X ® X g ®
EU27 5222 5.8 10.4 24.5 35.4 16.1 2.3 5.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 5.7 10.2 24.1 35.3 16.9 2.6 5.1
50+ employees 885 6.2 11.3 26.4 35.5 12.1 1 7.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 10.5 8.7 35.3 20.1 12.2 0.8 3.3
Construction 1526 4.6 10.8 25 35.8 16.4 2.9 4.5
Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation 106 10 10.6 20.7 27.7 19.5 6.1 5.3
activities
Manufacture 2843 6.4 9.9 23.9 36.2 15.9 2.1 5.6
Food services 543 3.4 12.2 22.8 33.8 16.6 1.9 9.2
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 5.4 9.5 25 35.9 17.7 2.7 3.7
2-10 million euro 1587 6.8 9.6 23 38.3 15.5 1.8 5
10-50 million euro 449 6.9 15.5 29.3 36.1 7.9 1 3.2
50 million euro and over 94 1.2 18.3 19.4 31.8 17.8 1.9 9.6
ANNUAL TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 7.5 12.1 25.6 34.7 12.9 2.2 5
Remained unchanged 1518 6 10.2 23.9 36.1 17.1 2.2 4.5
Decreased 2110 4.6 9.5 24.5 36.4 18.2 2.2 4.5
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 5.9 6.8 14.3 43.5 26.3 2 1.2
Between 10% and 29% 1326 5.4 11.7 28.1 38.9 12.8 1.1 1.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 5.9 11.4 25.2 36 18 1.9 1.8
50% or more 1236 7.2 10.8 26.7 35.4 13.7 1.5 4.6
ECO-INNOVATION
Yes 2331 10.1 15.6 34.2 29.8 5.1 0.5 4.7
No 2891 2.4 6.2 16.6 39.9 24.9 3.8 6.2
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Table 20a. Introduction of various eco-innovations in past 2 years — by country

QUESTION: DS. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation
% of “Yes” shown

A new or significantly

A new or significantly A new or significantly improved eco-
improved eco- improved eco- innovative
innovative product or  innovative production organisational
Total N service to the market process or method method
EUz27 5222 24.8 28.8 23.5
COUNTRY
B B Belgium 201 20 24.6 20.6
= Bulgaria 204 18.4 24.8 23.8
b Czech Rep. 200 20.7 22 19.1
2= Denmark 201 19.1 28.4 13.4
BN Germany 250 24.9 26 21.2
= Estonia 200 13.9 24.9 19.7
= Greece 201 27.9 33.4 25.3
%~ Spain 250 22.1 33.7 312
BB France 250 23.5 23.4 24.1
I Ireland 200 24.9 31.5 28.4
J B Iltaly 251 30.5 28.8 20.2
Cyprus 50 39.5 22.7 17
= Latvia 202 25.7 28.9 20.8
@ Lithuania 202 22.6 20.2 14.8
== Luxembourg 51 30.8 34.5 35.4
= Hungary 202 12 15.4 11.9
J Malta 50 29.8 34.9 30.5
== Netherlands 200 21.6 31.8 27.6
= Austria 200 27.3 27.3 20.2
mm Poland 200 26.3 42.2 35.4
Bl Portugal 201 28.6 34.4 30.1
B ] Romania 200 27.6 31.6 27.5
gmm Slovenia 200 24 26.7 19
g Slovakia 200 19.9 24.3 22.6
== Finland 205 19.2 25.9 7
== Sweden 200 19.4 29.8 17.4
Sz United Kingdom 251 24.7 28.3 17.6
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Table 20b. Introduction of various eco-innovations in past 2 years - by segments

QUESTION: DS. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation
% of “Yes” shown

A new or A new or A new or
significantly significantly significantly
improved eco- improved eco- improved eco-
innovative product innovative innovative
or service to the production organisational
Total N market process or method method

EUz27 5222 24.8 28.8 23.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 24 26.4 21.6
50+ employees 885 28.6 40.5 32.4
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 23.2 39.8 31.2
Construction 1526 25.3 23 21.7
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 22.7 28.7 18.3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 24.1 30.8 22.4
Food services 543 27.4 30.4 32.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 24.3 25.4 21.4
2-10 million euro 1587 25.1 31.8 23.8
10-50 million euro 449 27.8 39.2 32
50 million euro and over 94 24.7 31.7 30.5
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 30 35.3 20.4
Remained unchanged 1518 24.4 25.3 20.8
Decreased 2110 21.5 26.8 21.3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 20.5 23.1 19.9
Between 10% and 29% 1326 26.1 29.3 26.2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 25 20.3 23.9
50% or more 1236 26.4 31.1 22.4

5 ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 55.4 64.5 52.6
No 2801 0 0 0
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Table 21a. Relevance of eco-innovation companies have introduced in terms of
resource efficiency in the past 2 years — by country

QUESTION: Q0. How would you describe the relevance of innovation you have introduced in the past 24 months in
terms of resource efficiency?

Base: companies that introduced at least one eco-innovation

X X
5., $E,. 9. S8E, 0
22 gg22 22E £s8E2 x:&i
REE xEZ TEz $EZ SEE
o5 = L5 = R BRE= g% =
£58 8§55 BgE 855 =358 <
£ =g g aE g = AE g =g a A
= X &3 X &3 X E£3 X £ 3 X E£3 X
EUz27 2331 34.2 42.4 10.4 1.8 1.7 9.5
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 76 23.6 41.1 16.8 0 3.4 15.1
= Bulgaria 77 28.9 39 15.9 o] 0 16.2
= Czech Rep. 82 41.5 32.3 9.2 10.5 1.1 5.4
e Denmark 93 47.8 23.6 16.5 11 2.2 8.8
BN Germany 118 38.9 49 3.5 1.4 0 7.2
= Estonia 76 35.2 33.8 14.7 3.1 1 12.2
i= Greece 100 24 49.2 11.7 3.4 0 11.7
2 Spain 119 24 51.9 11.3 2.4 1.2 9.2
B France 103 30.3 39.8 12.4 2.8 4.9 9.9
B | Ireland 93 25.5 56.8 10.7 3.7 2.5 0.9
Bl Ity 106 43.2 32 8 1.3 2 13.4
Cyprus 24 23.8 30.5 13.7 4.1 o 27.9
== Latvia 87 28 41.4 13.7 2.9 1.4 12.6
g Lithuania 68 39 40.8 6.5 1.2 ) 12.5
== Luxembourg 25 30.6 42.7 16.4 5.4 0] 4.9
= Hungary 54 42.4 34.4 8.9 o o 14.2
B Malta 26 45 28.8 6.3 (o] o 20
== Netherlands 96 42.8 32.8 8.3 1.7 2.7 11.9
== Austria 96 30.1 39.5 14.6 0.8 1.2 13.7
mem Poland 125 34.9 50.1 11.1 0 1.8 2.1
Bl Portugal 91 28.4 43.9 18.2 1.8 3.3 4.4
B ] Romania 83 20.6 52.3 10.6 4.3 2.5 9.6
gmm Slovenia 92 31.2 45.5 15.2 4.1 o] 4
pom Slovakia 82 20.4 47.6 2.7 o 5 15.3
-}— Finland 81 46.2 44.8 4.6 0 0.9 3.5
=& Sweden 86 31 34.5 7.4 3.5 0 23.6
BjZ United Kingdom 102 30.7 38 18.9 0.8 ) 11.7
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Table 21b. Relevance of eco-innovation companies have introduced in terms of
resource efficiency in the past 2 years - by segments

QUESTION: Q0. How would you describe the relevance of innovation you have introduced in the past 24 months in
terms of resource efficiency?

Base: companies that introduced at least one eco-innovation

X X
3. SE. SE. 83, =
2 SEE 28R 23E s:%
X ES e &35 XEB XEB SE3S
10 g > X g 1) o £ o o g ) = o
5582 S2%x2 2%z Bz §%%
£25 325 3E5 3E5 TEE 3
=  pfs zgs zgs g8 EEL S
Tﬁ Q = o [} = o [ = o 5] = o = o
£ 2%y =%y =gy =%y =%y 12
= X &3 X &3 X &3 X &= X &3 X
EU27 2331 34.2 42.4 10.4 1.8 1.7 9.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 1832 33.5 43.4 10.5 1.7 1.8 9
50+ employees 499 36.4 38.6 10.1 2 1.6 11.4
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 112 28.6 46.5 11.6 3.9 0.9 8.5
Construction 620 33.9 42 11.4 2 1.4 9.3
Water supply; sewerage,
waste management and 43 25.6 39.4 4.6 9 1.3 20.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 1298 35.5 41.6 10.3 1.2 1.8 9.6
Food services 257 31.8 45.9 8.7 2 3.1 8.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 1037 31.8 46.1 10.4 1.5 2.5 7.8
2-10 million euro 767 40.4 43.1 8.4 1.3 0.4 6.3
10-50 million euro 247 30.1 35.6 17.6 3.3 1.6 11.8
50 million euro and over 44 33.6 37.1 14.4 0 2 12.9
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 772 31.6 43.6 11.7 1 1.5 10.6
Remained unchanged 643 39.1 39.9 10.4 1.6 2.1 6.9
Decreased 861 33 44.7 8.3 2.2 1.7 10.1
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 183 38.6 45.8 6.9 2.1 2 4.7
Between 10% and 29% 618 34.8 45.5 9.6 1.1 0.6 8.4
Between 30% and 49% 731 33.4 44.2 11.9 1.9 1.2 7.3
50% or more 594 32.5 42.2 11.5 2.1 3.9 7.8
ECO-INNOVATION
Yes 2331 34.2 42.4 10.4 1.8 1.7 9.5
No 0 0 0 (o) o (o)
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Table 22a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of funds within enterprise —
by country

QUESTION: Q7_a. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of funds within enterprise

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious  applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 14.2 17.2 26.5 35.8 4.9 1.5
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 20.8 20.5 26.3 17.7 9.1 5.6
mm Bulgaria 204 8.9 11.8 25.6 49.8 3.9 0
b Czech Rep. 200 2.4 27 38 30.7 1 1
am Denmark 201 27.6 29.6 24.5 114 5.9 1
BN Germany 250 20.3 25.6 24.5 24.3 4.9 0.4
= Estonia 200 28.4 11.8 24.5 28.1 4.8 2.4
i= Greece 201 8 7.3 22.1 61.4 1.2 o]
I Spain 250 6.7 11.8 12.4 67.6 0.9 0.6
BB France 250 15.4 18.5 33.3 30.1 2.6 0
B Ireland 200 9.9 17.8 30.5 36.6 3.7 15
J ] Ity 251 13.1 13.1 28.6 39.6 4.4 1.2
Cyprus 50 10.1 5.8 21.7 58 2.9 1.6
== Latvia 202 20 9.9 23.4 43.5 2.4 0.7
g Lithuania 202 6.1 16.9 34.4 39.8 1.2 1.6
== Luxembourg 51 18.6 10.5 32.2 36.1 1.7 0.9
= Hungary 202 8.7 8 17.8 53.5 10.8 1.3
B Malta 50 16.5 7.7 22.5 49.9 3-3 0
= Netherlands 200 13.5 18.6 20.1 22.9 23.2 1.7
= Austria 200 17.7 18.4 34.9 23.7 4.3 1
= Poland 200 11.4 16 32.5 38.1 1.5 0.5
[Zl Portugal 201 10.4 19.8 26.9 36.8 5.4 0.6
B 1 Romania 200 13 7.7 20.9 50.5 3.6 4.3
gmm Slovenia 200 7.3 16.6 34.9 40.3 0.5 0.5
Slovakia 200 2.5 15.1 34 37.1 4.3 6.9
<= Finland 205 23.1 32 28.8 15 0.7 0.5
Bm Sweden 200 43.3 21.8 18.1 12.2 0.8 3.9
EjE United Kingdom 251 15.6 17.4 25.5 22.4 13.1 6
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Table 22b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of funds within enterprise -
by segments

QUESTION: Q7_a. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of funds within enterprise

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 14.2 17.2 26.5 35.8 4.9 1.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 13.9 15.7 26.3 37.8 4.9 1.5
50+ employees 885 15.6 24.5 27.3 26.2 4.8 1.6
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 8.6 14.7 29.4 40.5 5.8 1.1
Construction 1526 13.1 17.2 290.1 34.4 4.8 1.5
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 19 21.8 26.8 20.1 3.2 0.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 15.4 17.5 24.6 36.1 4.7 1.5
Food services 543 11.9 15.3 27.5 37.8 5.9 1.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 12.3 13.7 26 43.4 3.8 0.7
2-10 million euro 1587 15.8 21.1 26.9 29.8 5.1 1.2
10-50 million euro 449 19.3 26.8 24.6 22.8 5.9 0.6
50 million euro and over 94 11.2 25.8 30.8 22.9 4.4 4.9
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 16.3 22.4 27.8 27 5.6 0.9
Remained unchanged 1518 16.2 19.8 27.7 31.4 3.5 1.5
Decreased 2110 11.2 11.7 24.6 46.3 5.2 1
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 18.6 14.6 31.4 28.4 6.5 0.4
Between 10% and 29% 1326 13.8 17.4 27.7 36.9 3.3 0.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 13.8 16.5 26.5 38.1 4.6 0.5
50% or more 1236 14.4 19 24.6 37.1 4 1
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 13.5 17.6 28.7 36.6 2.8 0.8
No 2891 14.7 16.9 24.7 35.2 6.5 2
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Table 23a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of external financing — by
country

QUESTION: Q7_b. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of external financing

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious  applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 14.6 18.5 25.9 30.8 8.4 1.8
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 201 20.6 19.8 18.3 24.9 11.9 4.5
mm Bulgaria 204 7.5 17 25.9 45.3 3.1 1.1
B Czech Rep. 200 5.4 41.2 29.5 20.5 1.9 1.5
@ Denmark 201 27.5 33.6 16 13.1 8.9 0.9
BN Germany 250 20.4 28.3 24.7 16.2 9.2 1.2
= FEstonia 200 30.8 14.2 22.1 19.6 11.6 1.7
i= Greece 201 5.8 4 24.7 63.9 1.5 0
I Spain 250 8 10.8 17.5 60.8 2.1 0.8
BB France 250 17.5 15.3 38.1 20.4 8.5 0.2
I Ireland 200 11.2 16.7 29.1 36.6 4 2.3
J ] Ity 251 14.3 13.4 26.5 39.2 5.4 1.2
Cyprus 50 7.2 8.5 14.3 49.4 9.1 11.4
=== Latvia 202 25.1 8.9 17.1 37.9 10.5 0.5
@ Lithuania 202 2.3 15.6 313 33 10.5 7.2
== Luxembourg 51 13.2 8.6 34.7 34.2 9.3 0
= Hungary 202 8.2 6.7 14 48.8 19.2 3.2
B Malta 50 9.9 11.1 16.4 42.6 19.9 0
== Netherlands 200 12.7 23.7 15.4 20.1 25.7 2.5
= Austria 200 12.1 25.8 25.2 27.5 7-4 2.1
mm Poland 200 9.5 20 32.1 32.8 5.2 0.3
Bl Portugal 201 16.1 15.3 25.3 31.1 11 1.2
B 1 Romania 200 12.8 12.4 23.3 34.5 10.6 6.4
gmm Slovenia 200 10.5 24.2 37.4 25.1 1.1 1.7
Slovakia 200 5.6 18.1 29.8 33.1 6.3 7.1
<~ Finland 205 27.5 32.3 28.2 9.3 1.7 1
== Sweden 200 41.2 19.7 21.3 7.7 5.6 4.5
£i% United Kingdom 251 14 20.5 20.3 23.3 17.2 4.7
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Table 23b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of external financing - by
segments

QUESTION: Q7_b. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of external financing

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA

EUz27 5222 14.6 18.5 25.9 30.8 8.4 1.8
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 14.1 17.7 26.2 31.9 8.3 1.8
50+ employees 885 17.1 22 24.4 25.5 9.1 1.9
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 10.2 22.2 29.5 30 7.6 0.5
Construction 1526 12.6 18.4 28.2 31.3 7.9 1.6
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 23.3 15.6 33.2 23.5 3.5 0.8
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 16.1 19 24.1 31.2 7.7 1.9
Food services 543 12.3 15.2 26.1 28.5 15.1 2.8
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 13.1 16.7 26.9 35.1 7.1 1.2
2-10 million euro 1587 17.1 21.1 24.9 25.6 9.9 1.4
10-50 million euro 449 19.4 24.5 23.7 24.6 6.4 1.4
50 million euro and over 94 6.4 21.4 35.9 20.9 11.3 4.1
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 18.6 22.5 24.9 23.9 8.3 1.7
Remained unchanged 1518 14.3 19.9 27.4 27.4 9.5 1.4
Decreased 2110 12 14.3 26 38.4 7.7 1.6
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 17.9 12.9 31.9 28.9 7.8 0.7
Between 10% and 29% 1326 16.5 18.8 27.7 30.2 5.8 1.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 14 20.2 25.2 31.5 8 1.1
50% or more 1236 13.9 19.3 23.7 32.8 8.9 1.5
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 14.8 18.1 25.8 33.7 6.3 1.2
No 2891 14.5 18.7 26 28.4 10.1 2.3
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Table 24a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Uncertain return on investment or
too long payback period for eco-innovation — by country

QUESTION: Q7_c. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Uncertain return on investment or too long
payback period for eco-innovation

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 10.5 14.3 32.4 31.7 7.6 3.4
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 201 14.6 18 28.4 21.5 12.1 5.4
mm Bulgaria 204 5.9 8.9 28.9 46.7 6 3.6
b Czech Rep. 200 1.8 23.1 44.6 23.2 3.3 4.1
e Denmark 201 12.5 19.4 36.8 21.8 5.9 3.7
BN Germany 250 11.2 15 29 31.9 9.6 3.3
S Estonia 200 14.9 8.6 28.6 30.7 10.4 6.9
i= Greece 201 5.5 7.9 37.1 45.3 2.4 1.6
Z_ Spain 250 6.4 8.6 26.7 52.8 2.9 2.7
BB France 250 14.4 13.3 45.9 17.8 6.9 1.8
j | TIreland 200 11.2 14.5 40.5 26.6 4.1 3.1
J ] Italy 251 13.7 19.7 28.5 30.5 5 2.7
Cyprus 50 4.7 7.8 28.5 43.4 4.7 11
== Latvia 202 21.8 9.9 20.5 34.9 10.5 2.4
m= Lithuania 202 5.7 7.9 32.1 33.6 10.4 10.3
=== Luxembourg 51 12.2 15.8 37.9 32.4 1.7 o]
== Hungary 202 3.1 4.5 13.7 56.5 18.3 3.8
B Malta 50 5.5 7.8 13.8 61.9 7.7 3.3
=== Netherlands 200 6.5 9.2 23.9 38.6 19.1 2.8
= Austria 200 5.1 14.6 29 40.6 6.5 4.1
=mm Poland 200 9 13.3 38 36.5 3.2 o]
Bl Portugal 201 11 20.3 20.5 31.8 6.8 0.6
J ] Romania 200 10.4 15.9 28 33.7 5.2 7
gmm Slovenia 200 6.4 20.7 33.8 31.4 6.2 1.4
Slovakia 200 2 10.7 36.3 37.2 5.8 7.9
-— Finland 205 10.1 18.1 43.7 23.8 2.6 1.7
Bm Sweden 200 21.6 15.8 30.3 18.4 5.9 8
5% United Kingdom 251 9.7 12.2 33.8 18.5 17.4 8.4
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Table 24b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Uncertain return on investment or
too long payback period for eco-innovation - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_c. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Uncertain return on investment or too long
payback period for eco-innovation

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 10.5 14.3 32.4 317 7.6 3.4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 10.3 14.1 31.8 324 7.8 3.5
50+ employees 885 11.4 15 35.4 28.4 6.5 3.3
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 5.1 12.6 35.5 39.1 6.1 1.7
Construction 1526 10 13.1 30.6 33.7 8.8 3.8
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 13.3 20.3 31.9 26.9 6.9 0.7
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 10.8 15.5 32.7 30.8 7.1 3.1
Food services 543 11.6 10.9 35.2 29.3 7.7 5.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.4 13.3 31.9 34.6 7.2 2.6
2-10 million euro 1587 12.4 16.1 31.4 29.9 7.1 3.1
10-50 million euro 449 7.5 15.7 40.2 27.5 6.2 2.8
50 million euro and over 94 9.1 12.1 39.4 30.4 4.3 4.6
: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 10.1 14.9 36.4 27.7 7.2 3.7
Remained unchanged 1518 11.8 14.3 32.3 29.7 8.2 3.6
Decreased 2110 9.6 14.2 29.5 36.8 7.3 2.5
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 17.3 15.2 29.4 28.2 8.9 1.1
Between 10% and 29% 1326 12.2 12.8 36.5 31.1 5.4 2.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 9.6 14.8 32 33.5 7.5 2.6
50% or more 1236 9.1 15.2 30.5 36.8 6.1 2.2
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 10 14.3 34.1 35 4.3 2.2
No 2891 10.9 14.3 31.1 20.1 10.3 4.4
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Table 25a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of qualified personnel and
technological capabilities within the enterprise — by country

QUESTION: Q7_d. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of qualified personnel and
technological capabilities within the enterprise

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 19.5 22.4 27.6 23 6.3 1.1
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 12.7 15.1 21.2 39.6 9.2 2.2
m= Bulgaria 204 12 22.5 25.4 35.3 4.2 0.5
b Czech Rep. 200 8.1 50.9 21.3 17.8 0.9 1
am Denmark 201 24.5 34.7 26.8 7.4 6.5 0
BN Germany 250 20.3 23.7 26.7 24.1 5.2 0
&= Estonia 200 33.5 13.9 27.9 19.5 4.7 0.5
2= Greece 201 17.1 17.3 36.1 27.4 1.7 0.4
Z_ Spain 250 19.4 19.2 21.9 37 2.1 0.4
B ] France 250 17.6 18.3 41.6 18.2 4.3 0
|| Ireland 200 17.5 28 315 17.6 4.6 0.8
Bl lwaly 251 20.2 23.1 26.8 22.1 7.1 0.8
Cyprus 50 16.3 7.2 31.6 37.1 3.5 4.3
== Latvia 202 33.5 11.2 16.2 30 8.5 0.5
m= Lithuania 202 6.3 24.9 27.4 31.3 7.5 2.7
== Luxembourg 51 5.7 12.2 36.4 44 1.7 0
= Hungary 202 33.1 16.8 14.5 16.8 17.3 1.5
B Malta 50 30.9 16 13.2 34.4 5.5 o
=== Netherlands 200 14.7 23.5 19.6 23.3 17.5 1.5
= Austria 200 13.4 22 28.2 32.6 3.3 0.5
=mm Poland 200 23.3 20.5 31.3 11.5 4 0.5
Bl Portugal 201 19.4 21.4 21.7 31.4 6 0.1
] Romania 200 22.3 15.7 21.7 33.9 3.2 33
g=m Slovenia 200 6.4 25.9 32.9 31 3.7 0
Slovakia 200 12.2 28 30.4 19.4 4.3 5.6
<= Finland 205 21.6 31.6 35.7 9.3 0.5 1.3
E=  Sweden 200 21.9 25.4 29.4 17.3 2.5 3:5
% United Kingdom 251 21.6 16.3 23.3 17.5 16.1 5.2
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Table 25b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of qualified personnel and
technological capabilities within the enterprise - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_d. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of qualified personnel and
technological capabilities within the enterprise

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 19.5 22.4 27.6 23 6.3 1.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 19.3 22.8 27 23.3 6.4 1.2
50+ employees 885 20.8 20.7 30.3 21.6 5.8 0.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 14 22.8 31.1 23.2 8.8 0.1
Construction 1526 18.5 22.6 290.3 22.8 5.7 1.1
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 12.8 41.9 31.4 12.7 0.4 0.9
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 20.6 22.6 26.8 22,7 6.3 1.1
Food services 543 20.2 17.1 24.8 27.5 8.4 2.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 19.2 22.9 25.6 25.8 5.7 0.7
2-10 million euro 1587 18.7 22.8 28.7 22.8 6 0.9
10-50 million euro 449 21.6 22.3 34.6 14.9 6.3 0.4
50 million euro and over 94 26.6 26.7 18.6 22 3.4 2.7
: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 18.8 23 27.3 23.7 6.4 0.8
Remained unchanged 1518 21.7 23 27.6 21.5 4.9 1.4
Decreased 2110 18.5 22 27.5 24.1 7.1 0.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 17.2 23.3 32.2 19.2 7.6 0.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 19.9 20.9 28.6 24.8 5.2 0.7
Between 30% and 49% 1628 18.6 22.5 27.9 24 6.5 0.6
50% or more 1236 21.6 25 27.2 21.4 4.3 0.5
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 20.4 21.4 27.9 25.5 4.1 0.7
No 2891 18.9 23.2 27.2 21 8.1 1.5
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Table 26a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Limited access to external
information and knowledge, including lack of well-developed technology support
services — by country

QUESTION: Q7 _e. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Limited access to external information and
knowledge, including lack of well-developed technology support services

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  all serious  serious serious serious  applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 18.9 26.4 26.9 16.3 8.6 2.9
COUNTRY
§ ] Belgium 201 16.9 23.6 25.5 21.9 8.9 3.2
mm Bulgaria 204 18.8 315 27.4 16.3 2.8 3.2
b Czech Rep. 200 8.8 57 23 8 1.8 15
i= Denmark 201 26.7 36.6 22.1 3.7 7.7 34
BN Germany 250 24.3 31 21.4 13.5 9 0.8
= Lstonia 200 37 18.5 21.6 11.6 8.3 3.1
i= Greece 201 15.8 10.6 40.3 31.4 0.9 1.1
I Spain 250 17.2 21.3 22,7 35.2 3.2 0.4
BB France 250 19.3 27.5 34.9 12.1 5.5 0.6
B Ireland 200 16.3 30.5 32.8 13.7 4.2 2.4
Bl ltaly 251 17.6 23.2 29.6 19.1 7 3.5
Cyprus 50 ~.8 12.4 20.6 38.8 14 6.3
== Latvia 202 45 11.7 16.2 17.4 8.6 1.1
g Lithuania 202 8.7 31 30.6 14.9 6.8 8.1
== Luxembourg 51 19.9 16.5 40.5 14.5 6.9 1.7
= Hungary 202 21.9 19.6 13.7 18.9 23.8 2.2
B Malta 50 23.2 17.1 19.9 18.7 17.8 3.3
== Netherlands 200 13.1 24.2 14.6 14.9 28.8 4.3
= Austria 200 13.5 23.5 34 21.3 6.1 1.6
mm Poland 200 18.3 30.3 31.9 10 6.6 2.9
[Zl Portugal 201 19.1 19.2 28.5 20.1 12.5 0.6
B Romania 200 21.1 19.5 20.7 23.6 9.2 5.8
gmm Slovenia 200 17.1 30.3 32.2 16.7 2 17
Slovakia 200 8.1 33.6 32.8 11.6 6.3 7.6
-—| Finland 205 23 40 22.6 5.1 2.6 6.8
== Sweden 200 30.3 22.5 28.6 8 3.3 7.2
EjE United Kingdom 251 15.7 24.1 25.9 7.6 17.8 8.9
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Table 26b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Limited access to external
information and knowledge, including lack of well-developed technology support
services - by segments

QUESTION: Q7 _e. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Limited access to external information and
knowledge, including lack of well-developed technology support services

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA

EUz27 5222 18.9 26.4 26.9 16.3 8.6 2.9
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 18.5 25.4 26.7 17.3 9 3.1
50+ employees 885 21.1 31.1 28 11.7 6.5 1.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 14 31.6 31.4 14.4 7.6 1
Construction 1526 20.2 24.8 28.1 15.6 9.2 2.1
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 16.8 37.2 27.2 13.3 2.7 3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 19.4 27.9 25.3 16.3 7.9 3.2
Food services 543 15 19.2 30 20 11.9 3.8
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 18.7 25.5 27 18.3 8.1 2.5
2-10 million euro 1587 20.3 28 24.9 16.3 8 2.5
10-50 million euro 449 21.8 32.5 28.9 9.5 5.7 1.6
50 million euro and over 94 22.7 31.9 15.4 18.3 7.8 3.8
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 19.6 27.5 28.7 13.9 7.9 2.4
Remained unchanged 1518 20.1 25.7 28 16.3 7.3 2.5
Decreased 2110 17.6 26.4 25.1 18.6 9.4 2.9
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 19.4 28.6 24.4 15.5 11.2 0.9
Between 10% and 29% 1326 20.7 23.7 30.8 16.8 6 2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 18.9 28.5 24.7 17.2 8.4 2.4
50% or more 1236 19.6 25.9 28.2 17.4 6.9 2

. ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 20.6 26.2 26.9 18.9 5.6 1.9
No 2891 17.6 26.6 26.9 14.3 11 3.7
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Table 27a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of suitable business partners
— by country

QUESTION: Q7_{. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of suitable business partners

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious  applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 22 25.8 24.7 16 9.4 2.2
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 17.6 29.6 16.1 16.5 16.6 3.6
mm Bulgaria 204 15.1 28.1 30.1 21.5 4.6 0.5
b Czech Rep. 200 10.5 54.8 17.9 14.1 1 1.8
i= Denmark 201 26.7 39.8 15.2 6.1 8 4.2
BN Germany 250 24.8 35.6 18.4 12.6 8.1 0.4
E= Lstonia 200 35.8 17.2 26.5 10.6 8.1 17
i= Greece 201 11.8 11.2 43.2 32 1.9 0]
i Spain 250 32.1 23.5 16.9 21.3 5.8 0.4
B B France 250 22.3 20.5 37.1 11 7.7 1.3
B Ireland 200 18 34.8 24.6 10.2 10.4 1.9
J ] Ity 251 18.9 24.7 23.5 21.3 8.9 2.7
Cyprus 50 7.8 8 31.8 44.3 3.9 4.3
=== Latvia 202 42.1 12.6 18.8 16.7 6.6 3.2
@ Lithuania 202 7.5 23.6 31.8 27.9 5.8 3.5
== Luxembourg 51 14.6 13.9 32.4 35.6 3.6 0
= Hungary 202 23.8 12 19.5 25.9 16.7 2
B Malta 50 23.7 7.2 9.9 14.3 43.7 1.1
== Netherlands 200 16.1 23.2 18.4 9 30.9 2.4
= Austria 200 18.6 24.7 32.5 17.1 4.8 2.3
mm Poland 200 22.7 29.8 29.1 12.3 4.6 15
Bl Portugal 201 14.6 16.7 35.4 22.2 10.5 0.6
B 1 Romania 200 23.8 19.3 22.4 25.7 5.6 3.3
g=s Slovenia 200 10 30 35.6 20 3.4 1
Slovakia 200 6.5 28.2 36.4 18.4 4.1 6.3
<= Finland 205 25.2 38.7 27.5 5.9 1.4 1.2
E=  Sweden 200 38.7 23.9 21 7.1 3.6 5.6
EjE United Kingdom 251 20.5 20 18.9 9.7 23.9 7
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Table 277b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of suitable business partners -
by segments

QUESTION: Q7_f. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of suitable business partners

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 22 25.8 24.7 16 9.4 2.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 21.3 24.7 25.2 17.2 9.2 2.2
50+ employees 885 25.1 30.8 21.9 10.1 10.2 1.9
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 18.1 35.2 26.7 11.2 8.3 0.5
Construction 1526 22.3 24.5 27 14.7 10 1.6
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 18.7 28.9 32.7 12.2 4.6 2.9
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 22.1 26.4 24 17.1 8.1 2.3
Food services 543 22.6 21.6 19.7 16.5 15.9 3.7
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 21.4 24.4 25.1 19.2 8.2 1.6
2-10 million euro 1587 23.3 29.8 23.7 11.5 9.9 1.9
10-50 million euro 449 27.1 23.2 25.4 15.2 7.3 1.8
50 million euro and over 94 18.6 25.4 317 14.2 4.1 6.1
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 22.1 27.2 24.3 15.7 9 1.8
Remained unchanged 1518 22 26.1 26.5 13.6 8.9 2.9
Decreased 2110 21.9 24.6 23.8 18.4 9.9 1.5
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 24.9 26.8 26.9 13.7 7 0.7
Between 10% and 29% 1326 22.4 25.2 26.7 16.5 7.2 1.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 19.5 28 24.2 17.2 9.9 1.2
50% or more 1236 25.1 25.8 24 16.8 6.4 1.7
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 22.9 25.7 24.6 18.4 6.9 1.6
No 2891 21.2 25.8 24.8 14.1 11.4 2.7
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Table 28a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of collaboration with research
institutes and universities — by country

QUESTION: Q7_g. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of collaboration with research
institutes and universities

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 19.3 23.6 21.1 12.8 20.1 3.2
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 21.3 17.2 19.9 12.7 24 4.9
m= Bulgaria 204 15.7 24.8 24.6 24 8.4 2.5
hw CzechRep. 200 22.1 44 7.9 6.8 16.4 2.9
e Denmark 201 28.2 31.8 13.9 6.1 18.2 1.9
BN Germany 250 20.3 28.4 184 6.3 24.6 1.9
= Estonia 200 36.2 16.5 16.9 9.9 18.9 1.6
= Greece 201 16.3 14.8 20.8 34.5 3.1 1.5
Z_ Spain 250 15.2 16 25.9 28.1 13.1 1.8
BB France 250 22.8 22.4 28.4 6.3 18.4 1.6
I TIreland 200 19.2 27.5 24.5 17.3 10 L5
Bl Italy 251 14.3 24.4 21.8 17.5 17.9 4.1
Cyprus 50 18.9 18.9 13.7 324 91 7
== Latvia 202 35.3 8.6 10.6 14.2 20.6 1.7
m= Lithuania 202 10.3 25.4 25.7 8.6 27 3
== Luxembourg 51 19.4 12.9 17.8 28.1 19.1 2.6
== Hungary 202 19.1 7.7 8.5 11.6 51.6 1.6
B Malta 50 12.2 5.5 7.7 18.6 52 3.9
=== Netherlands 200 15.1 21 10.6 9.5 41.4 2.4
= Austria 200 15.7 24.7 26.9 17.9 12.1 2.6
mm Poland 200 26.5 29.2 21 7.2 13.6 2.5
[l Portugal 201 17.3 17.9 24.3 17.2 22.3 0.9
§ ] Romania 200 19.5 15.5 17.5 23 19.2 5.4
gmm Slovenia 200 11.3 28.1 32.5 14.7 10.6 2.9
Slovakia 200 8.4 34.2 22.8 11.9 13.4 9.2
<~ Finland 205 28.3 35.6 19.2 6.1 9.2 1.7
=== Sweden 200 20.4 27.5 13.2 5.7 16.9 7.3
Ef% United Kingdom 251 18 22 19 7 25.6 8.4
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Table 28b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Lack of collaboration with research
institutes and universities - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_g. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Lack of collaboration with research
institutes and universities

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 19.3 23.6 21.1 12.8 20.1 3.2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 19.2 23.1 19.4 13.5 21.3 3.4
50+ employees 885 19.4 26.1 29.2 9.1 13.9 2.3
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 13.4 30.5 20.6 19.3 13.9 2.4
Construction 1526 19.3 24.7 18.9 13.4 20.2 3.6
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 12.9 317 16.8 20.5 15.7 2.4
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 20.3 23.7 21.7 12.2 18.8 3.3
Food services 543 17.3 15.9 25 9.7 29.7 2.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 19.7 22.8 19.1 13.5 21.9 3.1
2-10 million euro 1587 20.8 25.3 22.5 11.4 17.7 2.2
10-50 million euro 449 20.9 26.4 26.8 11.3 11.8 2.8
50 million euro and over 94 22.7 31.2 20 6.3 14.4 5.5
. ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 19 26 21.9 9.8 20.1 3.2
Remained unchanged 1518 20.3 23.1 22 12.2 19.5 2.9
Decreased 2110 18.8 227 19.6 15.6 20.3 3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 22.4 23.2 19.3 14 20.2 1
Between 10% and 29% 1326 19.3 24.4 22.6 12.2 18.9 2.5
Between 30% and 49% 1628 19.9 25.2 19.7 11.9 20 3.3
50% or more 1236 19.6 24.5 21.2 15.8 17.2 1.7
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 18.9 23.5 23.9 14.8 16 2.9
No 2891 19.5 23.8 18.8 11.1 23.4 3.5
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Table 29a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Uncertain demand from the
market — by country

QUESTION: Q7_h. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Uncertain demand from the market

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious  applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 11.2 14.4 33.1 33.5 5.8 2
COUNTRY

B 1 Belgium 201 15.5 16.1 31.3 27.2 5.3 4.6
mm Bulgaria 204 7.9 8.9 30.7 45.7 4.3 2.4
b Czech Rep. 200 5.1 29.2 36.1 27.2 0.5 1.9
o= Denmark 201 12.9 18.3 37.9 21.9 8.5 0.5
BN Germany 250 15.8 18.4 27.9 20.6 7.4 0.9
= Estonia 200 21.5 10.3 33.1 28.3 6.2 0.6
= Greece 201 8.4 8.6 33.1 46.4 1.1 2.4
T Spain 250 5.5 10.3 20.5 61.6 1.7 0.4
BB France 250 14.1 14 45 20.7 5.6 0.7
B | Ireland 200 6.2 15.6 39.6 32.4 3.8 2.4

Bl lwaly 251 8 14.8 35.7 35.4 5.1 1
Cyprus 50 7.8 4.7 23.6 54.5 4.7 4.8
=== Latvia 202 28.7 12.2 23.2 28.2 5 2.8
g Lithuania 202 5.3 16.4 3.7 32.2 3.5 11
== Luxembourg 51 19.6 11.3 44.4 23.1 1.7 0
= Hungary 202 12.4 3.2 16.3 55 11.2 1.9
B Malta 50 9.9 7.2 24.3 54.8 3.8 o
== Netherlands 200 10.2 18.5 24.6 28 16.2 2.5
= Austria 200 12.8 15.9 36.6 26 6.5 2.2
= Poland 200 10.3 10.7 41.4 34.8 1.7 1.1
[Zl Portugal 201 10 14.1 31.8 36.7 6.8 0.6
B 1 Romania 200 13.5 9.8 25.8 44.9 2.8 3.3
g=s Slovenia 200 9.4 24.7 39.4 24.3 1.7 0.5
Slovakia 200 4.6 11.2 35.1 35.8 5.8 7.6
<= Finland 205 9.8 21.4 44.4 21.9 0.5 2.2
E=  Sweden 200 23.6 19.1 32.6 16.1 3.4 5.3
£ United Kingdom 251 10.3 14.5 32.6 22.5 12.7 7.4
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Table 29b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Uncertain demand from the
market - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_h. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Uncertain demand from the market

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 11.2 14.4 33.1 33.5 5.8 2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 10.6 14.2 32.7 34.9 5.9 1.8
50+ employees 885 14.2 15.5 35.3 26.8 5.3 2.9
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 7 13.2 38.2 32.9 6.4 2.3
Construction 1526 11.1 13.7 35.4 33.6 4.6 1.6
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 13.7 23.5 21.6 35.4 4 1.9
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 11.3 14.4 31.8 34.6 5.7 2.1
Food services 543 11.7 15.1 33.6 27.8 9.5 2.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.8 13.4 32 37.5 4.7 1.6
2-10 million euro 1587 11.6 15.5 34.5 31.6 5.6 1.2
10-50 million euro 449 11 20 34.1 29.1 4.4 1.4
50 million euro and over 94 20.6 13.1 24.7 31.4 4.6 5.6
ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 15.1 16.4 34.2 26.9 6.1 1.4
Remained unchanged 1518 10.9 14.7 37.8 20.4 5.5 1.7
Decreased 2110 8.5 12.9 29.6 41.8 5.3 2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 9.8 17.5 28.5 34.9 8.8 0.4
Between 10% and 29% 1326 13.7 14.5 34.7 30.7 4.6 1.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 11.2 15.4 32.9 33.1 5.5 1.8
50% or more 1236 9.8 13.6 34.3 36.8 4.4 1
ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 10 13.2 36.1 35.5 3.8 1.4
No 2891 12.1 15.4 30.7 31.9 7.4 2.5
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Table 30a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Reducing material use is not an
innovation priority — by country

QUESTION: Q7_i. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Reducing material use is not an innovation

priority
%
% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 18.1 25 27.4 17.4 8.7 3.4
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 15.9 19.6 21.2 22.6 12 8.6
m= Bulgaria 204 19 20.9 27.2 15.9 8.8 8.2
e Czech Rep. 200 4.6 47.3 26.4 14.7 3.7 3.3
am Denmark 201 29.1 27.4 19.4 11.6 9.5 3
BN Germany 250 17.4 30.7 23.9 18.6 7.4 2.1
= Estonia 200 26.6 18.9 22.3 8.9 20.1 3.3
2= Greece 201 21.7 13.2 32.6 24.2 3.1 5.2
Z_ Spain 250 16.6 23 25.6 30.5 3.1 1.2
BB France 250 28.6 31.9 26.8 6 6.1 0.6
|| Ireland 200 12.9 24.8 36.3 18.7 4.9 2.3
Bl lwaly 251 15.8 26 29.6 20.4 6.7 1.5
Cyprus 50 12 11.1 26.8 41.6 5.1 3.5
=== Latvia 202 34.9 16.1 19.3 15.2 9.5 5
m= Lithuania 202 6.5 18.5 40.9 14.7 11.1 8.3
=== Luxembourg 51 16.4 17.7 33.8 25.2 4.3 2.6
= Hungary 202 14.5 14.6 17 17.9 27.6 8.5
B Malta 50 18.1 13.8 14.9 29.4 16.1 7.7
=== Netherlands 200 17 18.1 16.9 20.8 24.5 2.6
= Austria 200 13.3 25 20.1 20.8 8.4 3.3
= Poland 200 15.1 21.9 38.7 13.8 7.5 2.9
El Portugal 201 11.1 18.6 22,7 28.2 17 2.4
§ ] Romania 200 19.6 18.2 31.2 16.6 7.4 6.9
gmm Slovenia 200 16 29.1 33.1 11.2 6 4.7
Slovakia 200 6.4 25.7 34.7 15.4 7.2 10.6
-}— Finland 205 20 31 25.8 12.5 7.1 3.7
E=  Sweden 200 36.3 22.9 15.3 7.4 6.7 11.3
Bl United Kingdom 251 16.4 17 20.9 14.9 13.5 8.2
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Table 30b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Reducing material use is not an
innovation priority - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_i. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Reducing material use is not an innovation

priority
% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 18.1 25 27.4 17.4 8.7 3.4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 17.2 25.2 27.5 17.7 9 3.3
50+ employees 885 22.3 24.1 27 16.1 6.7 3.8
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 10.5 30.3 29.2 18.2 8.7 3.1
Construction 1526 16.2 25.4 30.9 14.2 9.8 3.5
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 20.9 26.2 26.2 17.4 5.3 4
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 18.8 25 26 19.4 7.5 3.3
Food services 543 21.5 22.2 25 15.8 12.2 3.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 16.5 25.7 29.3 17.3 8.1 3.1
2-10 million euro 1587 21.4 26.4 25.8 15.3 8.7 2.5
10-50 million euro 449 21.3 24.5 27 19.2 6.1 2
50 million euro and over 94 8.5 40.5 18.8 20.8 5.6 5.8
: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 18.3 25.9 28.4 17.1 7.6 2.7
Remained unchanged 1518 20.7 27.1 25.6 15.5 8.1 2.9
Decreased 2110 16.2 23.4 28.2 19.3 9.5 3.4
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 20.1 26.1 26.8 15.2 11.1 0.8
Between 10% and 29% 1326 20.2 27 30.5 13.9 5.9 2.6
Between 30% and 49% 1628 16.7 23.7 29.5 19.6 8.1 2.3
50% or more 1236 16.7 27.5 25.1 20.3 7.1 3.3
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 18 24.4 29 20.7 5.6 2.3
No 2891 18.1 25.5 26.2 14.8 11.1 4.2
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Table 31a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Reducing energy use is not an
innovation priority — by country

QUESTION: Q7_j. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Reducing energy use is not an innovation

priority
%
% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EU27 5222 15.2 21.3 28.7 25.5 6.4 2.9
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 14.1 11.7 22.1 34 7.8 10.2
m= Bulgaria 204 14.9 26 25.6 22.1 4.7 6.6
b Czech Rep. 200 7.2 44.6 28.4 14.2 3.3 2.2
am Denmark 201 26.2 30 23.5 14 4.1 2.2
BN Germany 250 18.2 22.1 23.8 28.7 6.4 0.7
= FEstonia 200 26.6 14.6 25.2 14.5 13.7 5.3
= Greece 201 20.9 8.8 27.1 39.8 1.7 1.7
% Spain 250 10.5 16.4 27.3 43.1 2.1 0.6
BB France 250 24.6 25.7 35.2 8.3 4.6 1.6
B} Ireland 200 8.3 16.5 38.2 335 2.5 1
Bl Italy 251 12.8 24.9 26.3 29 6 1
Cyprus 50 3.3 3.5 20.4 49.4 8.2 6.2
== Latvia 202 28.1 12.5 20.7 25 10.4 3.3
g Lithuania 202 5.2 13.4 38.7 31.2 7.9 3.6
=== Luxembourg 51 19.1 18.7 24.5 33.4 4.3 0]
= Hungary 202 13.2 11.4 25 16.5 22.9 11
B Malta 50 18.2 9.9 20.3 39.5 9.9 2.2
== Netherlands 200 6.6 15.4 21.9 393 13.9 3
= Austria 200 14 14.8 35.8 28.8 3.7 3
=mm Poland 200 12.7 20.1 41.1 15.7 5.2 5.2
Bl Portugal 201 5.8 18.3 27.3 38.8 8.2 17
§ ] Romania 200 11.5 16 28.8 34.1 4.5 5.1
gmm Slovenia 200 16.3 31 32.1 11.8 6.9 1.9
Slovakia 200 5.1 24.5 28.6 29.3 4.9 7.6
-— Finland 205 25.1 30.1 29.5 11.2 2.7 1.3
mmm Sweden 200 38.2 21.1 15.1 10.4 6 9.2
Bl United Kingdom 251 13.2 17.7 27.1 25.5 10.6 6
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Table 31b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Reducing energy use is not an
innovation priority - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_j. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Reducing energy use is not an innovation

priority
% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 15.2 21.3 28.7 25.5 6.4 2.9
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 14.4 21.5 28.6 25.9 6.5 3
50+ employees 885 19.1 20.3 20.1 23.6 5.5 2.3
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 11.1 24.5 23.6 30.5 8 2.4
Construction 1526 15 21.7 30.3 23.1 7.1 2.8
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 8.7 24.3 39.8 20.7 1.2 5.3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 16.3 21.6 26.4 26.6 6.2 3
Food services 543 13 16.9 35.9 25.8 5.8 2.6
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 12.9 20.8 30.5 27.1 6.2 2.5
2-10 million euro 1587 18.3 24.2 25.2 24 5.4 2.8
10-50 million euro 449 21.5 20.5 25 26.4 4.3 2.3
50 million euro and over 94 15.5 22.4 33.3 20.9 4.8 3.1
: ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 15.4 21.8 28.1 25.7 5.1 3.9
Remained unchanged 1518 14.6 24.1 30.9 22.3 6 2.1
Decreased 2110 15.9 19.2 28 27.5 7.2 2.3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 15.2 22.3 20.6 23.1 8.3 1.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 15 23.2 30.8 24.3 4.8 1.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 16.1 21.9 26.8 27.3 5.4 2.4
50% or more 1236 16.9 21.2 27.4 26.4 5.6 2.4
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 14.7 20.2 28.1 31.3 3.8 2
No 2891 15.7 22.2 29.2 20.9 8.4 3.6

page 119



Annex Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation

Table 32a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Technical and technological lock-
ins in economy — by country

QUESTION: Q7_k. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Technical and technological lock-ins in
economy (e.g. old technical infrastructures)

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 16.3 19.7 29.1 21.9 9.1 4
COUNTRY

Bl Belgium 201 17.3 21.8 23.6 22.3 10.4 4.6
m= Bulgaria 204 6 20.8 27.5 37.5 5.2 2.9
b Czech Rep. 200 6.3 27.5 43 14.3 5.6 3.3
E= Denmark 201 26.8 33.1 20.9 4.7 6.7 7-9
BN Germany 250 17.8 26.2 27.9 14.6 10.6 2.9
= Estonia 200 28.7 15.3 25.5 18.9 7.4 4.1
= Greece 201 16.7 10.7 37.7 34.1 0.3 0.5
Z— Spain 250 15.3 15.2 22.4 42 4 1.2
BB France 250 21.9 19.1 34.4 16.2 6.8 1.6
B I Ireland 200 14.7 23.8 35.5 11.8 7.7 6.5
J ] Italy 251 17.5 20.8 28.6 23.3 7.4 2.3

Cyprus 50 3.9 7 304 38 11.7 9

=== Latvia 202 29.8 12.1 19 27.9 6.6 4.6
@ Lithuania 202 8.6 18.3 34.9 28.9 7.5 1.9
== Luxembourg 51 8.4 10.5 40.5 34.4 2.6 3.6
= Hungary 202 12.3 8.4 19.3 40.5 15.6 3.9
B Malta 50 23.9 19.9 21.5 23.2 10.5 1.1
=== Netherlands 200 10.6 17.9 17.9 16.6 29.6 7.4
== Austria 200 10.7 19.1 36.1 20.7 7.5 5.9
mem Poland 200 16.2 15.2 38.6 22.9 6 1.2
Bl Portugal 201 10.8 18 20.6 26.8 13.6 1.2
[N | Romania 200 14.6 14.6 26.9 30.5 8.2 5.3
gmm Slovenia 200 13 25.4 36.7 20.8 2 2.1
Slovakia 200 5.2 24.7 32.6 16.2 9.3 12
<~ Finland 205 13.5 32.1 35.8 12.7 1.6 4.3
E=  Sweden 200 38 19 18.7 11.4 4.4 8.5
ElZ United Kingdom 251 11.2 19.2 24.9 11.8 17.2 15.6

page 120



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 32b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Technical and technological lock-
ins in economy - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_k. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Technical and technological lock-ins in
economy (e.g. old technical infrastructures)

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 16.3 19.7 20.1 21.9 9.1 4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 16.7 19.1 28.6 21.8 9.7 4.2
50+ employees 885 14.1 22.6 31.6 22.7 6 3.1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 11 18.2 33.8 25.8 8.4 2.8
Construction 1526 15.5 19.9 29 21.1 10.1 4.4
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 18.5 23.2 35.6 20 2.5 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 16.5 20.5 29.4 224 7.5 3.7
Food services 543 18.4 14.5 25.1 20.5 15.9 5.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 16.9 18.7 30.3 22.9 7.8 3.5
2-10 million euro 1587 16.9 22 27.2 21 9.6 3.3
10-50 million euro 449 16.7 21.2 33.1 21.4 4.9 2.7
50 million euro and over 94 8.3 19.2 30.8 27 8.8 5.9
. ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 16 21.2 29.8 18.8 10 4.2
Remained unchanged 1518 16.6 19.3 29.8 20.9 8.8 4.6
Decreased 2110 16.3 19.5 28.1 25.2 8.3 2.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 15.6 20.4 30.1 18.7 12.8 2.4
Between 10% and 29% 1326 18.1 20.8 30.4 20.4 7 3.4
Between 30% and 49% 1628 16.2 19.8 30.4 22.7 8.4 2.6
50% or more 1236 15.2 22,2 27.3 25.2 7.5 2.6
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 14.7 21 31 24.3 6.1 2.8
No 2891 17.5 18.6 27.6 20 11.5 4.9
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Table 33a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Market dominated by established
enterprises — by country

QUESTION: Q7_1. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Market dominated by established

enterprises
%
% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 16.9 22.6 28.9 21.4 7.5 2.7
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 14.3 18.2 31 23.5 7.8 5.3
m= Bulgaria 204 12.5 20.2 34.7 28.9 3.1 0.5
hw CzechRep. 200 6.9 45.8 28.6 15.2 15 1.9
o= Denmark 201 23.7 32.1 21.5 12.3 6.9 3.5
B Germany 250 15.7 21.6 27.5 25.9 7.6 1.6
B Estonia 200 36.1 14 22.9 19.2 5.5 2.3
= Greece 201 14.2 18.2 33.8 20.8 2.8 1.1
Z_ Spain 250 13.4 20.2 23.6 40.5 15 0.8
BB France 250 22.7 28.7 29 8.3 10.4 0.9
|| Ireland 200 11.7 23.3 35.2 18.8 7.4 3.5
J ] Italy 251 19.3 19.7 29.1 23 6.7 2.2
Cyprus 50 3.9 9.3 33.7 44.7 5.6 2.7
== Latvia 202 37.7 11.4 20.8 18.3 8.8 2.9
m= Lithuania 202 8.1 22.9 35.7 23 6.3 3.9
== Luxembourg 51 13.1 5.2 43.4 33 3.6 1.7
== Hungary 202 19.2 13.5 20.8 26.3 16.3 3.9
B Malta 50 27 14.9 13.2 33.3 11.5 (o)
== Netherlands 200 12.6 23.2 19.6 20.1 22.4 2.1
== Austria 200 13.9 16.2 35.9 26.1 6.1 1.7
mm Poland 200 11.8 24.4 38.4 21.3 3.5 0.6
[El Portugal 201 13 19 32.5 27.7 7.2 0.6
§ ] Romania 200 30.4 24.6 21.8 14 3.8 5.4
gmm Slovenia 200 9.4 26 42 16.2 3 3.4
Slovakia 200 6.8 18.9 33.2 25.6 5.8 9.6
-~ Finland 205 17.1 29.9 37.7 12.3 0.5 2.4
E=  Sweden 200 27.5 26.7 23 11.2 5.6 6
5% United Kingdom 251 13.4 20.2 30.1 11.9 14.1 10.2

page 122



Flash EB Ne 315 — Attitudes towards eco-innovation Annex

Table 33b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Market dominated by established
enterprises - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_1. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Market dominated by established

enterprises
% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 16.9 22.6 28.9 21.4 7.5 2.7
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 16.7 21.3 29.7 22.4 7.4 2.6
50+ employees 885 17.8 28.9 25.3 16.8 8.1 3.1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 9.2 20.5 28.9 23.9 7.5 0.9
Construction 1526 15.1 24 29.9 22.1 6.9 2.1
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 17.6 25.5 32.6 21.2 3.1 0
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 18 21.4 29.3 21.9 6.3 3.2
Food services 543 18.9 21.8 23.7 16.3 16.2 3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 15.9 21.4 29.7 24 6.9 2.1
2-10 million euro 1587 18.3 23.6 27.1 21 7.9 2.1
10-50 million euro 449 21.7 28.4 26.1 16.6 5.3 1.8
50 million euro and over 94 16.6 28.5 26.9 17.3 4.5 6.2
. ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 18 24.1 27.3 20.6 6.6 3.4
Remained unchanged 1518 18.2 23.3 29.9 19.8 6.9 1.9
Decreased 2110 14.9 21.6 28.8 24.1 8.3 2.3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 12.3 26.7 28.6 21.1 10.1 1.1
Between 10% and 29% 1326 19.1 21.9 29.5 20.5 6.6 2.5
Between 30% and 49% 1628 17 24 29.4 21.3 6.3 2
50% or more 1236 16.1 23 29.3 24.1 6 1.6
! ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 17.1 22.5 29 24.1 5.1 2.2
No 2891 16.7 22,7 28.8 19.3 9.4 3.1
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Table 34a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Existing regulations and structures
not providing incentives to eco-innovate — by country

QUESTION: Q7_m. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Existing regulations and structures not
providing incentives to eco-innovate

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 12.6 19.2 32.1 25 7.1 4
COUNTRY

Bl Belgium 201 14.8 16.7 29.6 19.3 10.9 8.7
m= Bulgaria 204 4.1 12.2 20.1 44.8 3.4 6.5
e Czech Rep. 200 4.4 33.4 42.3 15.4 1.8 2.7
B Denmark 201 14.9 29 27.4 13.3 9.1 6.2
BN Germany 250 12.9 30.2 32.3 17.7 5.2 1.7
B Estonia 200 22.4 11.3 22.2 26.1 9.8 8.2
= Greece 201 9 4.1 29 53.7 3.3 0.9

T~ Spain 250 6.5 21.1 317 35 3.7 2
BB France 250 18.5 17.5 37.7 19 5.7 1.6
B Ireland 200 7.8 18.9 37.3 27.5 3.8 4.7
Bl ltaly 251 14 17.3 30 29 6.3 3.3
Cyprus 50 7 6.7 25.5 46.3 6.2 8.3
=== Latvia 202 18.9 9.6 22.2 34.7 11.1 3.5

m= Lithuania 202 3.2 13 26.8 37.5 8.5 11

== Luxembourg 51 23.4 6.9 45.3 21.7 2.6 o
= Hungary 202 9.3 7.9 22.6 37.9 16.1 6.2
B Malta 50 10.5 12.7 20.4 42.7 9.3 4.4
=== Netherlands 200 11.3 15.2 21.2 21.9 25.3 5.1
= Austria 200 11.8 13.5 39.3 29.3 2.9 3.3
=mm Poland 200 9.4 15.3 42.8 26.4 4.5 1.6
Bl Portugal 201 12.2 18 35.2 24.5 9.2 0.9
§ ] Romania 200 12.2 7.4 25 40.8 6.1 8.6
gmm Slovenia 200 7.9 21.8 44.4 20 3 2.9
Slovakia 200 5.4 21.1 33.7 20 6.5 13.3
-~ Finland 205 17.3 20.5 37.3 22.3 1.1 1.4
E=  Sweden 200 24.4 16.6 25 10 7.8 16.3
Ef% United Kingdom 251 14 20.8 24 16.8 14.6 9.7
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Table 34b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Existing regulations and structures
not providing incentives to eco-innovate - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_m. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Existing regulations and structures not
providing incentives to eco-innovate

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 12.6 19.2 32.1 25 7.1 4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 11.8 17.8 32.8 25.9 7.4 4.3
50+ employees 885 16.2 25.7 28.9 20.9 5.7 2.6
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 7.1 18.4 30.2 33.1 7.3 3.9
Construction 1526 8.9 19 34.4 25.6 8.1 3.9
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 14.7 19 28.2 28.6 7.6 1.9
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 14.3 19.8 31 24.9 6.2 3.8
Food services 543 15.2 16.6 32.9 20.4 9 5.8
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.8 17.4 35 25.8 7 3.9
2-10 million euro 1587 14.6 21.4 28.6 26.1 6.1 3.2
10-50 million euro 449 15.8 20.7 31.5 24.4 5 2.6
50 million euro and over 94 15.5 25.1 26.5 21.8 6.4 4.7
. ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 13 19.7 35.2 22.4 6.9 2.8
Remained unchanged 1518 14 20.5 31.7 22.6 6.3 4.9
Decreased 2110 10.9 18.2 30.1 29.4 7.7 3.8
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 12.3 20.1 36.6 19.6 8.3 3.1
Between 10% and 29% 1326 13.9 19.2 35 23.2 5 3.6
Between 30% and 49% 1628 12.6 21.3 31.9 24.8 7.2 2.3
50% or more 1236 12.1 16.8 29.8 31.9 5.3 4
* ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 12.7 18.5 34 27.7 4.3 2.9
No 2891 12.5 19.7 30.6 22.9 9.4 4.8
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Table 35a. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Insufficient access to existing
subsidies and fiscal incentives — by country

QUESTION: Q7_n. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Insufficient access to existing subsidies and
fiscal incentives

%

% Not at % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N all serious  serious serious serious applicable  DK/NA
EUz27 5222 11.7 16.5 30.1 30.1 8.2 3.3
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 12.5 17.3 28.3 24.8 11.3 5.8
m= Bulgaria 204 7.3 11.7 22,2 52.9 3.9 2.1
hw CzechRep. 200 6.1 42.4 32.3 12.3 4.2 2.7
B Denmark 201 18.9 23.8 27.1 13.3 8.3 8.7
BN Germany 250 15.1 21.3 23.6 26.9 11.5 1.7
= Estonia 200 25.7 12.8 23.1 26.4 8.4 3.5
= Greece 201 8.5 8 26.1 55.8 1.2 0.4
T~ Spain 250 5.9 13.7 25.2 51.7 2.3 1.2
BN France 250 13.2 13.6 41.9 23.6 5.6 2
|| Ireland 200 12.6 20.8 37.5 17.8 8 3.4
Bl lwaly 251 11.3 16.1 33.5 30.6 6.1 2.4
Cyprus 50 2 4.3 11.9 71 7-4 3.5
=== Latvia 202 17.8 10.3 19.6 40.2 11.3 0.8
m= Lithuania 202 3.5 7.5 31.4 36 13.1 8.6
== Luxembourg 51 15.1 19.4 36.4 21.5 7.7 o
= Hungary 202 10.3 6.9 22.7 44.8 11.3 3.9
B Malta 50 6.6 2.2 19.4 56.4 13.2 2.2
=== Netherlands 200 10.5 15.8 19.3 28.4 22.6 3.4
= Austria 200 7.9 15 34.2 38.4 3.9 0.6
mm Poland 200 11.8 19.4 38.2 26.2 3.8 0.6
Bl Portugal 201 11.1 10.1 32.3 30.1 14.2 2.2
§ ] Romania 200 6.4 7.1 16.6 54.8 9.2 5.9
gmm Slovenia 200 7.8 15.2 40.1 32 4.2 0.7
Slovakia 200 6.7 13.7 25.8 38.4 8.3 7.1
<~ Finland 205 27.3 24.9 34.6 8.2 1.7 3.3
= Sweden 200 26.4 16.8 28 11.2 6.4 11.2
EjE United Kingdom 251 12.5 19 25.6 14.1 16.8 12
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Table 35b. Barriers to accelerated eco-innovation: Insufficient access to existing
subsidies and fiscal incentives - by segments

QUESTION: Q7_n. I will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation uptake
and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very serious, somewhat
serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company? - Insufficient access to existing subsidies and
fiscal incentives

% Not at %
all % Not  Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N  serious  serious serious serious applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 11.7 16.5 30.1 30.1 8.2 3.3
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 11.2 15.9 20.6 31.5 8.5 3.4
50+ employees 885 14.2 19.9 32.5 23.6 7 2.7
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 6.7 14.6 36.6 35.1 6.1 1.1
Construction 1526 9.3 17.2 31.4 30.5 8.6 2.9
Water supply; sewerage;
waste management and 106 14.4 19.6 43.3 19.7 1.1 1.9
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 13.2 17.7 27.8 30.3 7.8 3.3
Food services 543 12.2 8.9 33.5 28.7 11.3 5.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.8 14.9 30.6 34.1 7.2 2.4
2-10 million euro 1587 14 18.3 28.8 27.9 7.8 3.2
10-50 million euro 449 13.5 23.9 31.9 23.6 6 1
50 million euro and over 94 10.6 20.4 35.6 20 7.1 6.4
. ANNUAL TURNOVER
OVER THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 13.6 18.4 29.5 27.2 7.6 3.7
Remained unchanged 1518 11.9 16.6 32.1 27 8.6 3.8
Decreased 2110 10.4 15.3 29.1 35 8.1 2.1
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 17 15.3 31.4 25.5 9.3 1.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 12.5 16.9 32.8 28.4 6.7 2.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 11.6 17.7 28.9 30.6 9 2.3
50% or more 1236 11.6 17.5 27 35.1 5.9 2.9
* ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 11.6 16.1 30.8 34.1 5.1 2.3
No 2891 11.8 16.9 20.5 26.9 10.7 4.2
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Table 36a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Technological and
management capabilities within the enterprise — by country

QUESTION: Q8_a. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Technological and management capabilities within the

enterprise
% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EUz27 5222 6.7 13.8 36.5 37.4 3.7 2

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 6.1 12.7 30.2 43.9 5.4 1.7
@ Bulgaria 204 2.4 9 29.2 56.2 1.8 1.4
b Czech Rep. 200 2.4 35.1 30.4 28 2.9 1.3
o= Denmark 201 5.6 18 42.5 27.7 2.8 3.4
B Germany 250 4.6 9.2 38.3 45.4 2.5 Y
ES Estonia 200 15.8 8.6 20.3 41.7 3.2 1.4
= Greece 201 7.6 4.1 42.7 45.1 o} 0.5
= Spain 250 4.1 14.1 29.6 48.2 2.8 1.2
BB France 250 12.4 16.9 43.4 21.6 5.3 0.5
§ | Ireland 200 4.7 12.3 44 35.8 2.3 1
Bl lwaly 251 6.1 19.3 34.6 37.5 0.4 2.1

Cyprus 50 6 1.6 30.6 57.2 4.7 0
== Latvia 202 15.1 8.4 32.4 37.7 3.1 3.2
&= Lithuania 202 2.2 7 43.4 39.4 1.6 6.4
=== Luxembourg 51 3.2 1.7 29.2 64.3 1.7 o
== Hungary 202 8.3 2.4 21.6 56.4 9.9 1.4

B Malta 50 10.4 7.1 5.6 65.8 1.1 0

=== Netherlands 200 3.7 18.9 31.9 26.5 16.6 2.4
=— Austria 200 4.4 9.3 33.8 49.5 1.9 1.1
= Poland 200 8.9 11.2 47.8 28 3.5 0.6
Bl Portugal 201 3.2 9.4 31 51.1 4 1.2
B ] Romania 200 2.4 2.4 25 62.6 1.9 5.7
gmm Slovenia 200 3.3 11 37.7 47 0 1
g  Slovakia 200 3.5 22.1 33.3 30.7 3.4 7.1
-~ Finland 205 4.8 15 51.4 27.9 0.9 0
e Sweden 200 5.9 14.1 35.1 38.8 0.9 5.3
s United
¥ Kingdom 251 9.9 12.7 38.9 23.7 7.6 7.2
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Table 36b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Technological and
management capabilities within the enterprise - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_a. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Technological and management capabilities within the

enterprise
% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 6.7 13.8 36.5 37.4 3.7 2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 6.7 13.8 36.5 37.2 3.8 2.1
50+ employees 885 6.5 13.5 36.8 38.3 3.4 1.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 4.9 15.4 31.9 44.2 2.7 0.8
Construction 1526 6 13.5 39.4 35.1 3.9 2.1
Water supply;
i?;‘f;ggggﬁitgd 106 3.9 23.1 34.6 37.2 0.9 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 7.5 13.9 35.4 38.3 2.8
Food services 543 5.5 11.4 36.3 36.3 8.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7 12.7 34.6 40.4 3.6 1.7
2-10 million euro 1587 7.2 15.6 39.4 33.9 3.1 0.8
10-50 million euro 449 6.2 13.7 37.8 36.7 2.7 3
50 million euro and 04 1.3 13.7 8.3 30.7 26 4.3
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 5.6 12.2 38.5 39 3.2 1.5
Remained unchanged 1518 6.5 14.4 39 35.3 3.3 1.5
Decreased 2110 7.8 14.3 33.1 38.5 4 2.2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 8.9 17.7 31.7 35.7 5.1 0.9
Between 10% and 29% 1326 6.1 13.1 38.6 37.5 3.4 1.3
Between 30% and 49% 1628 6.6 14.2 34.9 40.4 2.3 1.6
50% or more 1236 7.2 12.9 39.6 35.8 2.6 2

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 4.8 12.1 36 43.8 1.7 1.5
No 2891 8.2 15.1 36.9 32.2 5.3 2.4
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Table 37a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Secure or increase existing
market share — by country

QUESTION: Q8 _b. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Secure or increase existing market share

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 5.7 12.3 34.1 41.7 3.7 2.4

COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 4.9 13.3 33.6 38.4 4.6 5.1
mm Bulgaria 204 1.9 9.3 28 54.2 3.6 3
b Czech Rep. 200 3.8 32.4 35.5 25.6 0.9 1.8
e Denmark 201 7.4 15.6 33.9 38.9 3.1 1
B Germany 250 6.2 11.4 20.9 46.1 5.6 0.8
E= Estonia 200 8.9 7.1 23.4 50.9 6.2 3.6
= Greece 201 1.1 5.2 30.8 60.4 0.8 1.6
2 Spain 250 5.8 9.4 32.2 48.5 1.7 2.4
BN France 250 7.9 19.5 42.3 23.8 5.6 0.9
B Ireland 200 3.1 9.2 31.9 51.8 2.3 1.7
j i Ity 251 6.4 16.9 33.8 39.7 0.9 2.4

Cyprus 50 3.3 6.2 31.2 54.6 2 2.7
== Latvia 202 10.3 7.7 28.9 46.6 3.6 2.8
@ Lithuania 202 1.1 5.1 30.4 59.6 1.3 2.7
== Luxembourg 51 4.5 4.3 30.2 58.4 2.6 o
== Hungary 202 4.7 5.6 16.6 59.5 8.5 5.1

B Malta 50 4.9 3.3 14.9 64.6 12.2 o

== Netherlands 200 5 9.9 24.3 46.8 12.2 1.9
== Austria 200 3.2 11.1 31.4 48.3 2.2 3.7
= Poland 200 5.9 6.7 47.4 35.1 3.1 1.9
[ Portugal 201 3.6 7.7 25.4 60 3.2 0.1
B 1 Romania 200 1 17 24.7 66.3 1.2 5
g== Slovenia 200 3.8 8.6 38 47.9 0.3 1.4
gm Slovakia 200 4.2 8.5 31.9 44.5 4.5 6.5
<}— Finland 205 6.2 10 41.5 41.7 0 0.6
== Sweden 200 4.5 14.3 34.9 36.6 1.8 8
s United
%S Kingdom 251 6.7 8.7 37.2 37.1 5.9 4.3
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Table 37b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Secure or increase existing
market share - by segments

QUESTION: Q8 _b. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Secure or increase existing market share

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 5.7 12.3 34.1 41.7 3.7 2.4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 5.6 12.3 34.3 41.4 4 2.4
50+ employees 885 6.5 12.1 33.3 43.4 2.5 2.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 2.8 10.9 34.1 46.8 3.7 1.8
Construction 1526 5.4 14.4 34.6 38.6 4 3.1
Water supply;
sewerage; waste 106 5.2 22.3 35.3 30.9 5.2 1.1
management and
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 6.4 10.7 33.6 44.1 2.9 2.3
Food services 543 4.8 12.9 35.4 38.5 7.2 1.3
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 5.6 12.3 34.8 41.6 4.1 1.6
2-10 million euro 1587 6.7 11.8 34 42.1 3.4 2.1
10-50 million euro 449 5.5 9.3 38.2 43.6 1.7 1.8
50 million euro and 04 6.1 17.1 13.9 56.1 3.2 3.7
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 4.4 12.8 35.4 42.2 3.4 1.8
Remained unchanged 1518 5.2 13 36.5 39.4 3.6 2.3
Decreased 2110 7.1 11.3 31.6 43.8 3.9 2.3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 6.7 16.3 34.5 33.9 7.4 1.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 6.2 14 34.5 39.2 3.7 2.5
Between 30% and 49% 1628 5.9 12.8 33.8 43.2 3 1.2
50% or more 1236 5 9.8 35.2 46.2 2 1.9

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 4 9.6 34.3 48.8 1.8 1.6
No 2801 7.2 14.4 34 36.1 5.3 3
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Table 38a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Current high material price —
by country

QUESTION: Q8_c. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Current high material prices (as an incentive to innovate, to
use less material and decrease the cost)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EUz27 5222 7 10.8 31 44.8 5 1.5

COUNTRY
I 1 Belgium 201 4.8 6.9 24.9 56.2 4.7 2.4
@ Bulgaria 204 3.9 3.5 27.8 59 2.2 3.5
b Czech Rep. 200 3.8 35.2 29.1 29.7 1 1.3
ae Denmark 201 8.8 15.4 37.6 32.4 5.3 0.5
BN  Germany 250 7.2 16.7 31.6 36.9 7-5 o
= Estonia 200 8.1 6 26.5 44.3 13.6 1.4
i= Greece 201 3.6 1.9 26.5 64.4 2.5 1.1
T Spain 250 5.5 7.5 17.7 67.2 1.7 0.4
Bl France 250 12.1 8.5 40.5 32.7 5 1.1
B Ireland 200 2.9 9.5 34.2 46.7 4.6 2.1
Bl lwaly 251 7.6 12.9 37 38.9 2.6 1.1

Cyprus 50 1.4 2 11.5 76.3 3.5 5.4
== Latvia 202 10.4 7.5 18.3 56.8 6.1 0.9
&= Lithuania 202 0.8 5.9 27.5 60.3 2.6
=== Luxembourg 51 12.8 5.3 28.8 50.5 2.6 0
== Hungary 202 6.9 5.3 15.6 47.5 22 2.7

B Malta 50 8.8 2.2 10.4 72.5 6.1 0

=== Netherlands 200 4.4 16.4 27.8 38.2 10.5 2.8
=— Austria 200 5.7 15.6 25.2 471 4.8 1.6
= Poland 200 8.5 8.4 38.4 42.4 2.3 o)
[l Portugal 201 5.2 4.3 18.6 66.5 5.4 0.1
§ ] Romania 200 3.2 2.3 17.9 69.4 2.4 4.9
gmm Slovenia 200 2.4 9.7 36 48 1.4 2.4
gim  Slovakia 200 6.1 11 23.1 48.1 5.1 6.6
-— Finland 205 6.5 16.7 36.6 34.7 2.5 2.9
== Sweden 200 7.4 16.8 31.7 32.2 5.4 6.5
gz %ﬁ;%m 251 3.8 5.5 32.5 46.6 8.3 3.3
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Table 38b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Current high material price -
by segments

QUESTION: Q8_c. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Current high material prices (as an incentive to innovate, to
use less material and decrease the cost)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 7 10.8 31 44.8 5 1.5
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 6.4 11.4 30.7 44.7 5.3 15
50+ employees 885 9.9 7.9 32 45.2 3.7 1.4
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 4.2 8.3 20.6 52.1 4.6 1.2
Construction 1526 6.9 11.5 30 44.6 5.3 1.6
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 4.5 13.3 44.9 36 1.3 0.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 6.9 10.8 31.2 44.5 5 1.5
Food services 543 9.1 9.2 30 45.4 5.3 1.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 5.9 10.5 29.9 47.3 5.4 0.9
2-10 million euro 1587 9.3 13.3 30.2 41 4.7 1.5
10-50 million euro 449 6.5 7.9 32.6 47 4.1 1.8
50 million euro and 04 7.2 50 50.3 387 0.7 )
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 8.2 10.5 32 43.4 4.8 1.1
Remained unchanged 1518 6.1 13 33.7 40.2 5.7 1.2
Decreased 2110 6.5 9.3 28.2 50 4.5 15
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 8.7 8.8 34 40 8.4 0.2
Between 10% and 29% 1326 7.1 12.7 33.3 42.5 2.8 1.7
Between 30% and 49% 1628 6.6 12.1 28.2 46.7 5.2 1.2
50% or more 1236 7.1 9.2 30.9 48.2 3.8 0.6

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 6.2 9.1 30.3 50.8 2.8 0.8
No 2891 7.6 12.1 31.5 39.9 6.8 2
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Table 39a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Limited access to materials —
by country

QUESTION: Q8_d. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Limited access to materials

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 11.5 19.4 30.7 30.4 5.7 2.3
COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 11 22.6 30.2 23.2 9.3 3.6
mm Bulgaria 204 13.8 19.8 28.6 31.3 4.6 1.8
b Czech Rep. 200 6.1 60.4 13.4 16.8 1.5 1.8
=  Denmark 201 15.5 28.2 25.8 19.4 7.5 3.6
EE Germany 250 13.9 20.6 26.2 33.3 5 1
E= Estonia 200 24.3 14.2 25.3 26.4 8.4 1.4
i= Greece 201 12 8.9 33.6 42.9 1.9 0.7
2 Spain 250 8.6 16.2 227 49.2 2.1 1.2
BB France 250 9.3 15.4 45.4 21.4 7.2 1.3
| Ireland 200 5.6 14.4 38.1 37.1 3.3 15
Bl lwaly 251 13.2 21.7 30.6 28.6 2.4 3.5
Cyprus 50 16 19 24.6 28 7 5.4
== Latvia 202 32.5 15 16.2 28.3 6.3 1.6
@ Lithuania 202 7.5 26.6 35 23.6 3.7 3.6
== Luxembourg 51 4.1 15.1 28.3 43.9 6.9 1.7
== Hungary 202 12.9 13.4 24.1 26.8 19.3 3.6
B Malta 50 16.7 14.9 10.5 48 10 0
== Netherlands 200 8.3 24.7 24.8 18 20.9 3.4
== Austria 200 11.3 16.4 37.7 28.7 4.7 1.1
=mm Poland 200 16 22.2 36.1 21 4.1 0.6
[ Portugal 201 8.2 10.4 22.1 52.6 6.2 0.6
B ] Romania 200 4.8 7.9 30.5 46.2 4.5 6
g Slovenia 200 5 26.3 33.8 33.6 0.3 1
gm Slovakia 200 6.6 22.9 29.5 25.6 8.6 6.8
<}— Finland 205 19.9 32 28.3 11.3 2.6 5.9
2= Sweden 200 16.8 21.3 24.6 26.8 5.6 4.9
LS %ﬂ;ﬁ%m 251 9 13.7 34 314 8.4 35
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Table 39b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Limited access to materials -
by segments

QUESTION: Q8_d. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Limited access to materials

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 11.5 19.4 30.7 30.4 5.7 2.3
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 11.6 19.4 30.8 30.2 5.8 2.3
50+ employees 885 11 19.7 30.6 31.3 5.1 2.3
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 11.6 23.2 31.9 24.1 7.7 1.4
Construction 1526 11.7 20 30.9 28.7 5.9 2.8
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 12.9 33 35 16.1 2.7 0.3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 12.1 19.5 29 31.9 5.2 2.2
Food services 543 7 13.3 38 32.5 7.4 1.8
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 11.5 19 30.4 315 5.9 1.7
2-10 million euro 1587 13.4 20.8 31.1 27.8 5.1 1.7
10-50 million euro 449 9 16.9 30 35.6 5.2 3.3
50 million euro and 04 o1 25.2 35.2 25.5 8.2 38
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 10 18.3 32.3 31.4 5.8 2.1
Remained unchanged 1518 10.3 23.2 31.6 27.9 4.9 2.2
Decreased 2110 13.6 17.5 28.8 32 5.9 2.2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 14.9 23 30.2 23 8.3 0.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 13.7 18 33.4 29.2 4 1.7
Between 30% and 49% 1628 10.3 19.6 31.5 31.3 5.5 1.8
50% or more 1236 9.8 21.2 20.1 33.7 3.8 2.4

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 11.2 17.2 31.4 34.5 4.2 1.6
No 2801 11.7 21.3 30.2 27.1 6.9 2.9
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Table 40a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future material
scarcity — by country

QUESTION: Q8_e. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future material scarcity (as an incentive to develop
innovative, less material-intensive substitutes)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EUz27 5222 10.3 16 28.9 35.3 6.9 2.6

COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 201 7.2 15.4 27.2 39.8 8.1 2.3
@ Bulgaria 204 12.4 16 25.3 40.3 35 24
b Czech Rep. 200 6.8 52.1 227 16.1 1.5 0.8
amm Denmark 201 17.3 35.8 23.6 17.7 5.1 0.5
B Germany 250 11.5 15.1 20.9 39.2 12.6 0.8
&S Estonia 200 17.9 7.6 25.2 27.2 15.1 7
= Greece 201 8.1 5.7 29.1 53.5 2.4 1.2
= Spain 250 8.4 14.1 28.2 46.3 0.9 2.1
B France 250 12.5 12 38.6 32 4.4 0.5
J I Ireland 200 5.6 11.3 37.3 35.5 6.4 3.8
Bl Italy 251 9.5 18.7 29.2 35.8 5.1 1.7

Cyprus 50 12.6 7.8 21.4 46.1 7.8 4.3
=== Latvia 202 26.9 13 22.2 27.9 6 3.9
&= Lithuania 202 5.9 25.7 26.1 31.8 4.6 5.9
== Luxembourg 51 4.1 11.5 29.4 50.9 4.1 0
== Hungary 202 9.2 8.9 21.9 25.2 27.4 7.4

B Malta 50 10.4 8.4 13.3 55.7 12.2 0

=== Netherlands 200 7.6 18.9 23 34.2 14.5 1.9
=== Austria 200 6.1 10.8 25.2 51 5.3 1.6
=mm Poland 200 14.2 18.8 37.2 24.5 4.3 1
Bl Portugal 201 5.7 9.5 21.9 54.4 6.8 1.6
§ ] Romania 200 4.1 4.7 28.8 50.3 3.5 8.6
gmm Slovenia 200 5.9 23.9 33.8 32.8 0.9 2.6
gim  Slovakia 200 8.5 24.1 26.8 24.7 8 8
-— Finland 205 18.4 23.2 35.4 15.6 3.8 3.6
== Sweden 200 14.6 21 23.9 25.5 3.9 11.1
s United
S Kingdom 251 9 11.5 31.3 29.7 11.2 7.4
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Table 40b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future material
scarcity - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_e. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future material scarcity (as an incentive to develop
innovative, less-material intensive substitutes)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 10.3 16 28.9 35.3 6.9 2.6
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 10.3 15.7 20.6 34.4 7.3 2.7
50+ employees 885 9.9 17.2 25.4 39.9 5.3 2.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 7.7 20.1 28.7 33 8.2 2.4
Construction 1526 10 16.7 30.9 33.8 5.7 3
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 13-3 24.3 28.5 29.9 1 3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 10.5 16 26.7 37.1 7.3 2.4
Food services 543 10.3 10.8 34.3 32.5 9 3.2
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 10.5 15.6 20.4 34.9 6.8 2.7
2-10 million euro 1587 10.9 18.4 27.4 34.7 7.3 1.4
10-50 million euro 449 9.7 9.5 20.9 41.5 6.2 3.2
50 million euro and 04 4.3 15.7 29 44.4 2.5 4
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 9.2 16.4 27.2 37.8 7.3 2.1
Remained unchanged 1518 10.7 16.7 317 32.3 6.4 2.2
Decreased 2110 11 14.8 28 36.4 6.9 2.9
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 13.7 14.7 28.4 34.9 7.8 0.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 11.9 15 32 34.3 4.8 2.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 8 18.1 27.6 35.5 8.1 2.6
50% or more 1236 10.9 16.1 29.5 36.2 5.3 2

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 9 14.8 29.9 39.8 4.5 2
No 2891 11.3 17 28 317 8.9 3.2
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Table 41a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Collaboration with research
institutes, agencies and universities — by country

QUESTION: Q8_f. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Collaboration with research institutes, agencies and

universities
% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EUz27 5222 13.9 20.8 29.6 19.2 14.2 2.3

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 10.3 21.1 25.4 24.8 13.7 4.8
mm Bulgaria 204 10.9 19.1 34.6 31.6 2.8 1
b Czech Rep. 200 10.8 50.8 16.2 12.7 8.4 1.1
amm Denmark 201 18.7 31 30.1 10.4 8.3 1.4
B Germany 250 16.2 23.1 313 14.6 14.3 0.4
B Estonia 200 18.7 15.9 20.6 17.9 14.7 3.2
== Greece 201 7.8 10.7 39.7 40.3 1.5 0
= Spain 250 14.3 17.2 26.7 31.7 9.2 0.8
B France 250 18.7 18 36.9 7.3 18 1.1
§ | TIreland 200 12.9 21.7 39.7 18.3 5.6 1.9
Bl Tltaly 251 10 20.2 28.6 26 11.9 33

Cyprus 50 10.9 14.6 22.5 30.7 15.8 5.4
== Latvia 202 17.1 9.3 25.4 21.3 24.5 2.3
g Lithuania 202 10.1 17.8 33.8 17.7 17.2 3:5
== Luxembourg 51 18 9.4 18.2 38.2 16.3 )
== Hungary 202 13.2 8.1 17 15.2 44.6 1.9

B Malta 50 6.6 8.8 8.8 16.4 53.3 6.1

== Netherlands 200 8.2 26.3 21.5 18.5 22.5 2.9
—— Austria 200 10.6 18.5 40.8 21.8 6.1 2.2
= Poland 200 17 27.2 32.2 13.3 7.9 2.3
[l Portugal 201 9.1 15.6 27.6 28.1 18.6 1
§ ] Romania 200 8.7 11.2 34 28.5 10.4 7.2
gmm Slovenia 200 8.9 23 40.1 20.8 4.3 2.9
gem Slovakia 200 7.6 27.6 27.6 20.7 10.2 6.3
-~ Finland 205 12 27.4 39.6 13.2 4.6 3.2
== Sweden 200 17.8 24.3 26 13.1 12.8 6
> %:li;z%m 251 16.1 18.6 22.4 16.8 21.7 4.3
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Table 41b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Collaboration with research
institutes, agencies and universities - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_f. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Collaboration with research institutes, agencies and

universities
% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 13.9 20.8 20.6 19.2 14.2 2.3
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 14.5 20.5 27.8 19.3 15.5 2.4
50+ employees 885 10.8 22.5 38.2 18.6 7.9 2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 8.2 15.7 35.2 28.7 11.3 0.9
Construction 1526 14.9 21.8 27.1 19.1 14.7 2.3
Water supply;
i?;‘f;ggggﬁitgd 106 6.1 31.9 36.5 13.5 11.8 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 13.7 21.7 20.7 19.9 12.4 2.6
Food services 543 15.3 13.1 32.4 13.4 24.2 1.6
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 15.4 19.9 26.9 19.3 16.3 2.1
2-10 million euro 1587 13.5 22.4 31.7 18.3 12.6 1.6
10-50 million euro 449 12.2 24 38 16 6.4 3.4
gselsnlhon euro and 94 11.6 20.8 33.6 22.1 7.7 4.2
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 13.3 21 32.7 17.8 13.1 2.1
Remained unchanged 1518 13.6 21.2 31 16.5 15.9 1.9
Decreased 2110 14.6 20.7 26.2 22.4 13.4 2.6
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 18.7 21.9 25 17.4 16.8 0.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 14.2 22.2 29 18.8 14.1 1.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 12.9 21.3 30.5 20.4 12.8 2.1
50% or more 1236 13.5 21.4 31.9 20.4 10.5 2.2

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 13.2 18.9 32.9 22.9 10.5 1.7
No 2891 14.4 22.4 26.9 16.2 17.3 2.8
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Table 42a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Good access to external
information and knowledge — by country

QUESTION: Q8_g. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Good access to external information and knowledge,
including technology support services

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EUz27 5222 6.3 13.6 40 34.1 4.2 1.9

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 6 15.2 32.4 36.8 5.5 4.2
@ Bulgaria 204 4 9.7 31.4 51.9 15 1.6
b Czech Rep. 200 4.3 38.3 32.5 23.1 0.5 1.3
amm Denmark 201 9.7 20.5 43.8 19.7 5 14
B Germany 250 8.2 14.4 40.3 32.8 4.3 0
= Estonia 200 9.5 14.5 37.7 31.2 5.6 1.6
= Greece 201 6.2 5.2 35.8 51.7 0 1.1
Z= Spain 250 5 13 33.4 42.7 3.6 2.3
BN France 250 7.5 11.4 55.4 19.7 4.9 11
J I Ireland 200 3.7 9.1 43.4 40.7 2.5 0.8
Bl Italy 251 6.8 16.3 38.8 35.1 1.3 1.7

Cyprus 50 12.2 8.2 20.6 51.6 4.7 2.7
=== Latvia 202 15.7 7.2 33.7 38.3 3.7 1.4
wea Lithuania 202 3.5 9.7 45.3 37.6 1.6 2.3
=— Luxembourg 51 6.9 4.5 317 50.9 4.3 17
== Hungary 202 3.8 5 16.6 60.7 11.7 2.3

B Malta 50 3.3 6 18.6 58.8 11.1 2.2

== Netherlands 200 3.2 19.9 26.4 32.4 15.7 2.4
=— Austria 200 4.4 6.3 36 48.5 3.2 1.6
=mm Poland 200 5.3 15 50.5 24.7 3.4 1.1
Kl Portugal 201 3.4 9.9 37.3 42.7 6 0.8
§ ] Romania 200 3.6 1.7 27.3 58.8 3.1 5.5
gmm Slovenia 200 3.5 7.2 49.8 37.1 0.5 1.9
gem Slovakia 200 3.1 19.5 29.5 38.1 4 5.8
-~ Finland 205 10.2 20 44.8 23.5 1.1 0.5
=== Sweden 200 4.3 19.3 42.4 25.2 2.5 6.4
s United
%S Kingdom 251 8.2 9.7 39.5 317 7.1 3.7
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Table 42b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Good access to external
information and knowledge - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_g. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Good access to external information and knowledge,
including technology support services

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 6.3 13.6 40 34.1 4.2 1.9
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 6.4 13.4 39.3 34.6 4.4 1.9
50+ employees 885 5.7 14.5 43.1 318 3.3 1.6
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 3.8 12.3 42.8 37.6 2.8 0.6
Construction 1526 5.2 14.5 38.9 34.9 4.3 2.3
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 7.6 12 55.5 24.4 0.4 0.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 7.5 14.6 37.9 34-4 3.8 1.7
Food services 543 3.8 6 49.8 30.8 7.6 2
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 6.6 12.2 39.2 36.6 4.3 1.1
2-10 million euro 1587 7.5 17 38.9 30.9 4 1.7
10-50 million euro 449 5 11.9 44.9 31.5 3.5 3.2
50 million euro and 04 0.9 ; 45.1 40.7 4.2 01
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 4.8 13.8 42.7 33.2 4 1.5
Remained unchanged 1518 5.4 14.1 44.4 30.9 3.6 1.5
Decreased 2110 8.1 13.2 35 37.3 4.5 2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 6.3 15.7 43.3 29.7 4.5 0.4
Between 10% and 29% 1326 6.6 13.3 41.3 32.3 4.2 2.3
Between 30% and 49% 1628 7.3 14.5 38 35.8 3.1 1.3
50% or more 1236 5.6 13.1 41.2 36.7 2.2 1.2

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 4.7 12.5 40.2 39.6 2 1.1
No 2891 7.5 14.4 39.8 29.7 6.1 2.5
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Table 43a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Good business partners — by
country

QUESTION: Q8_h. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Good business partners

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.5 11.4 30.9 44.7 4.1 1.4

COUNTRY
B ] Belgium 201 5.2 11.3 27.3 49.5 5.1 1.6
mm Bulgaria 204 0.8 4.8 23.5 69.3 0.5 1
b Czech Rep. 200 1.4 26.1 32.4 38.7 0.5 0.8
o Denmark 201 6.1 9.8 46.9 32.6 3.6 0.9
BN Germany 250 3.4 6.6 19.6 68.4 2.1 o]
E= Estonia 200 4.6 7.3 26.7 57.7 2.2 1.4
i= Greece 201 5 2.3 20.9 61.6 1.1 0
2 Spain 250 16.2 18.9 24.6 34.5 5 0.8
B B France 250 10.6 1 49.4 23.6 4.5 0.9
B Ireland 200 5.3 17.2 32 38.2 5.2 2.1
Bl Ity 251 10.7 17.1 35.1 335 2 L5

Cyprus 50 4.1 6.2 16.2 69.3 1.6 2.7
=== Latvia 202 11 2.9 23.9 60.8 1.2 0.3
@ Lithuania 202 1.6 3.7 35.7 55.9 1.3 17
== Luxembourg 51 4.6 0 14.6 79.2 o 1.7
== Hungary 202 4.4 4.7 11.1 66.2 11.7 1.9

B Malta 50 11 3.3 9.3 26.6 46 3.8

=== Netherlands 200 2.6 14.5 27.4 36.5 15.5 3.5
=— Austria 200 3.2 3.9 17.4 73.4 0.5 1.6
= Poland 200 4.4 10.8 39 43.2 1.7 0.8
[ Portugal 201 3.6 7.2 21.4 61.3 6.4 0.1
| N | Romania 200 1.2 1.8 17.6 72.9 0.8 5.7
g Slovenia 200 0.5 8.9 40.5 48.1 0 1.9
g Slovakia 200 3.3 8.7 26 54.5 1.7 5.8
<~ Finland 205 4.3 10 43 42.2 0 0.5
== Sweden 200 5.6 7.6 34.9 44.4 2.6 4.9
s United
¥ Kingdom 251 11 11.4 30.1 33.8 11.3 2.4
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Table 43b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Good business partners - by
segments

QUESTION: Q8_h. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Good business partners

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.5 11.4 30.9 44.7 4.1 1.4
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7.1 11.1 30.3 45.7 4.3 15
50+ employees 885 9.3 13.2 33.7 39.5 3 1.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 5.5 11.2 29 49.2 4 1.1
Construction 1526 6.7 10.9 33.9 43.7 3.1 1.7
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 4.1 17.7 34.8 41.5 17 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 7.5 12.2 28.6 46.5 3.9 1.3
Food services 543 11.1 7.5 34.8 36.7 8.5 1.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7.9 10.8 27.7 48.1 4.5 1
2-10 million euro 1587 8.3 12.6 32.7 41.9 3.5 1
10-50 million euro 449 5.4 10.9 36.2 43.3 1.9 2.2
gselsnlhon euro and 94 0.6 17 38.8 38.4 1.2 3.9
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 6.3 10.6 31.1 47.6 3.2 1.2
Remained unchanged 1518 6.9 11.8 35.1 41.6 3.6 1.1
Decreased 2110 9 11.7 27.2 45.9 4.6 1.6
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 12 14.4 33.8 34.7 4.9 0.2
Between 10% and 29% 1326 7.6 11.8 32.2 42.9 4 1.5
Between 30% and 49% 1628 6.4 10.3 29.2 49.7 3.6 0.8
50% or more 1236 7.1 11.3 31 46.8 2.4 1.4

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 6.9 10.1 30.8 49.2 2.2 0.9
No 2801 7.9 12.5 31 41 5.7 1.8
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Table 44a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Current high energy price —
by country

QUESTION: Q8 _i. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Current high energy prices (as an incentive to innovative, to
use less energy and decrease the cost)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA
EUz27 5222 5.1 10.7 29.3 50.4 3.2 1.3
COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 3.5 5.7 21.5 65.7 2.5 1
mm Bulgaria 204 3.2 5.8 27.1 60.1 1.3 2.3
b Czech Rep. 200 2.8 34.7 31 20.7 1 0.8
amm Denmark 201 4.2 15.1 36.3 40.2 3.2 1
E=  Germany 250 5.4 10.7 26.4 54.1 34 0
= FEstonia 200 9.7 6.3 25.3 50 8.3 0.5
= Greece 201 1.9 11 24 70.2 2.3 0.5
= Spain 250 1.7 7.8 13.1 76.4 0.6 0.4
B France 250 6.4 11.1 40.9 373 3.9 0.5
§ || Ireland 200 2.2 5.9 35.5 53.2 2.3 1
j ] Italy 251 6.4 17 32.8 40.7 2 1.1
Cyprus 50 1.4 2 16.9 77.1 0 2.7
== Latvia 202 5.2 3.5 23.8 62.5 3.4 1.6
== Lithuania 202 0.4 3.3 21.4 71.9 1.9 1.1
== Luxembourg 51 5.9 6 27.5 58 0 2.6
== Hungary 202 3.4 4.8 18.4 58.1 12.4 2.8
B Malta 50 7.7 2.2 6 84.1 0 0
== Netherlands 200 3.3 16.9 28.3 39.8 9.3 2.4
—— Austria 200 3.2 6.1 27.4 58.3 4 1
= Poland 200 8.1 8.5 38.1 42.6 2.2 0.6
Bl Portugal 201 4.6 2.5 17 70.1 5.3 0.6
§ ] Romania 200 2.3 2.6 18.8 70.2 0.9 5.2
gam Slovenia 200 2.7 7.3 32.1 56 ) 1.9
gim  Slovakia 200 4.5 7.7 22.9 56.2 3.2 5.3
+— Finland 205 7.5 7.9 39.5 44.6 0.5 0
== Sweden 200 9.2 11.2 28 43 2.9 5.7
=i %ﬁ;‘im 251 4.8 8.3 34.9 43.2 5.4 3.4
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Table 44b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Current high energy price -
by segments

QUESTION: Q8 _i. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Current high energy prices (as an incentive to innovative, to
use less energy and decrease the cost)

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EUz27 5222 5.1 10.7 20.3 50.4 3.2 1.3
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 5.4 10.5 28.7 50.6 3.4 1.4
50+ employees 885 3.4 11.7 32.2 49.5 2.3 1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 3.6 7.9 27.4 57.9 2.6 0.7
Construction 1526 4.6 10.5 31.3 48.1 3.9 1.6
Water supply;
i?;‘f;ggggﬁitgd 106 3.6 6.6 44.7 44.7 0.3 0.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 6.1 12 28.1 49.5 3 1.3
Food services 543 2.1 5.7 27.7 59.6 3.8 1.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 4.9 9.1 27.7 54.3 3.3 0.8
2-10 million euro 1587 6.3 13.3 29.7 46.7 3.2 0.8
10-50 million euro 449 3 10.5 34.7 47.7 1.7 2.4
50 million euro and 04 5.2 10.7 37.1 44.2 0.5 50
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 4.3 9.3 30.7 51.7 3 1
Remained unchanged 1518 5 12.4 33.8 45.1 2.8 0.9
Decreased 2110 6 9.7 25.3 54.2 3.6 1.3
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 7.8 10.1 31.5 45.4 5.2 0
Between 10% and 29% 1326 5 11.6 30.5 49.7 2.2 1.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 4.3 11.8 27 52.5 3.3 1.2
50% or more 1236 5.3 9.8 30.8 51.6 1.5 1

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 3.2 8.7 28.4 57.1 1.9 0.7
No 2891 6.6 12.2 30.1 45 4.3 1.8
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Table 45a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future increases in
energy price — by country

QUESTION: Q8 _j. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future increases in energy prices

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 5.3 8.8 29.6 52.3 2.4 1.6

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 3.8 3.1 28.6 60.4 3.5 0.5
mm Bulgaria 204 1.4 6 24.7 66 1 0.8
b Czech Rep. 200 2.2 40.4 25.4 30.2 0.9 0.8
2= Denmark 201 5.2 7.8 39.7 43.1 3.1 1.1
B Germany 250 5 6.9 28.5 58.4 0.9 0.4
= Estonia 200 5.8 4.5 22.8 60.8 4.2 1.9
== Greece 201 3.5 1.8 18.6 75.9 0.2 (o}
T~ Spain 250 2.9 6.5 13.9 74.9 0.6 1.2
Bl France 250 7.5 10.1 47.7 28.9 4.1 1.6
| Ireland 200 0] 3.3 25.2 68.2 1.5 1.8
j i Ity 251 8.2 14.3 31.5 42.3 2.1 1.6

Cyprus 50 3.3 4.3 8 77.5 2.7 4.3
=== Latvia 202 6.6 3.5 22,7 62.3 3.3 1.6
@ Lithuania 202 2.4 4.3 18.5 72.7 0.8 1.2
== Luxembourg 51 8.7 3.4 36.7 51.2 ) )
= Hungary 202 9.1 4.5 12 58.6 10.4 5.4

B Malta 50 5.5 2.2 7.7 84.6 0 0

= Netherlands 200 2.4 15.6 24.9 46.4 8.3 2.4
= Austria 200 2.5 4.5 28.1 61.8 2.2 1
= Poland 200 7 5.4 32.4 54.1 1.1 0
[ Portugal 201 3 6.7 10.2 74.9 5.2 0.1
il Romania 200 1.7 3 23.5 66.1 (o} 5.7
gmm Slovenia 200 3.8 4.3 30.1 59.8 0 1.9
gm Slovakia 200 4.2 7.1 24.9 55.4 2.8 5.5
<~ Finland 205 6 8.8 36 46.6 0.6 2
== Sweden 200 7.1 10.2 34.6 39.9 3.8 4.4
s United
5B Kingdom 251 33 3 357 534 2.2 2.4
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Table 45b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future increases in
energy price - by segments

QUESTION: Q8 _j. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future increases in energy prices

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 5.3 8.8 29.6 52.3 2.4 1.6
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 5.5 8.9 28.9 52.6 2.5 1.7
50+ employees 885 4.6 8.2 32.8 51.2 2.1 1.1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 4.8 7.3 22.9 61.2 2.8 1
Construction 1526 5.5 9.9 30.9 49.4 2.7 1.6
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 0.9 9 37 52.8 0.2 0.1
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 6.1 9 20.2 52.2 2.2 1.4
Food services 543 2 5.4 28.7 58.1 2.8 2.9
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 5.7 8.4 27.3 55.4 2.3 0.8
2-10 million euro 1587 5.4 9.8 31.6 49.6 2 1.6
10-50 million euro 449 4.7 7.8 33.7 50.6 1.7 1.6
50 million euro and 04 3.1 58 45.7 41.8 0.4 3.1
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 3.9 6.7 31 55.6 1.7 1.1
Remained unchanged 1518 5.4 10.4 34.6 45.4 2.3 1.9
Decreased 2110 6.3 8.8 24.9 55.7 2.8 1.5
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 9 8.4 31.2 45.3 5.6 0.5
Between 10% and 29% 1326 5.3 9.5 30.4 51.1 1.4 2.1
Between 30% and 49% 1628 5.7 8.6 20.5 53.4 1.6 1.3
50% or more 1236 4.1 8.4 29.2 55.9 1.8 0.6

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 4.1 6.8 27.9 59.5 1 0.8
No 2891 6.3 10.5 30.9 46.6 3.5 2.3
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Table 46a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Existing regulations,
including standards — by country

QUESTION: Q8_I. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Existing regulations, including standards

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 7.3 14.6 41 29.8 4.2 3.1
COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 6 8.7 36.9 41.1 3.4 4
mm Bulgaria 204 4.5 8.8 30.3 50.3 2.6 3.5
b Czech Rep. 200 4.3 25.3 45.1 23.1 1 1.3
o Denmark 201 13.7 17.7 415 19.6 3.7 3.8
B Germany 250 6.9 22.8 41.1 24.2 4.2 0.8
E= Lstonia 200 13 9.9 40.3 29.8 3.3 3.8
= Greece 201 5 6.2 44.1 35.3 1.3 8
2~ Spain 250 7.1 14.3 37.7 36.1 1.3 3.5
BB France 250 11.4 6.6 53.4 21.1 5.8 1.6
B | Ireland 200 3.7 11.7 43.3 37.3 17 2.3
§ ] ltaly 251 6.5 18.3 37.4 33.2 2.7 1.9
Cyprus 50 5.9 12 24 50 o 8.1
=== Latvia 202 19 17.4 27.9 20.8 3 2.9
@ Lithuania 202 1.9 12 38.7 40.1 3.1 4.2
== Luxembourg 51 6.2 7.1 34.1 50 2.6 0
== Hungary 202 8.2 6.4 24.1 42.7 15.4 3.2
B Malta 50 11.6 o 17.1 68 3.3 0
== Netherlands 200 7.5 17.4 35.9 24.7 11.8 2.8
== Austria 200 1.7 16.6 49.3 24 4.3 4.1
== Poland 200 7.2 14.8 46.3 25.7 2.8 3.2
[ Portugal 201 3.8 11.8 44.8 35.4 3.2 1
B 1 Romania 200 3.9 7.5 30.7 48.5 1.9 7.5
g== Slovenia 200 2.3 12.5 47.1 34.5 0 3.6
Em Slovakia 200 6.9 19.9 33.2 25.4 6.4 8.3
<}— Finland 205 8.9 21.3 39.3 20.6 0.9 o]
== Sweden 200 13.6 21.2 33.1 13.2 5.2 13.7
ElI= %ﬁ;%m 251 6.5 8.1 40.9 31.5 6.7 6.3
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Table 46b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Existing regulations,
including standards - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_I. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Existing regulations, including standards

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.3 14.6 41 20.8 4.2 3.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7.1 14.8 40.6 30.3 4.1 3.1
50+ employees 885 8.2 13.2 43.3 27.4 4.9 3.1
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 6.5 15.1 40.8 31.5 2.8 3.3
Construction 1526 6.6 14.7 42.8 29 3.9 2.9
Water supply;
i?g:;ggggﬁzts d 106 16.5 19.8 31.6 31.6 0 0.5
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 7.3 15.3 39.8 30.2 4.3 3.2
Food services 543 7.7 9.1 44.7 20.1 5.9 3.4
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7.6 14.7 40 31.2 4 2.6
2-10 million euro 1587 8 15.4 42.8 27 4.6 2.1
10-50 million euro 449 6.6 13.8 41.3 30.6 3 4.7
50 million euro and 04 4 16 42.6 31.2 1.9 4.3
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 7.8 12.4 43.4 30.2 3.2 3
Remained unchanged 1518 6.5 16.2 42.8 26.9 4.5 3
Decreased 2110 7.9 14.6 38.4 32 4.1 2.9
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 7.4 11.8 45.8 28.9 4.8 1.3
Between 10% and 29% 1326 8.3 13.6 45.6 26.5 3.2 2.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 7.6 17.2 39.6 30.2 3.5 2
50% or more 1236 5.8 16.3 37.2 32.9 4.1 3.7

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 6.2 13 41.9 34.1 2.7 2.2
No 2891 8.2 15.8 40.4 26.3 5.4 3.9
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Table 47a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future regulations
imposing new standards — by country

QUESTION: Q8_m. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future regulations imposing new standards

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 7.7 14.2 38 32.6 3.9 3.7
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 201 6.1 8 35.8 41.5 4.1 4.5
mm Bulgaria 204 4.5 6.7 35.9 48.4 2.5 2
b Czech Rep. 200 3.6 21.5 47.8 23.6 1 2.6
o Denmark 201 6.8 17.1 38.8 30 3.4 3.9
B Germany 250 12.5 19.5 32.8 20.2 5 0.9
&= FEstonia 200 11.2 5.9 34.8 34 6.5 7-7
= Greece 201 2.7 1.7 40.2 53.1 0 2.4
2~ Spain 250 4.4 11.3 36.6 42.6 0.9 4
B B France 250 8.6 11.5 47.3 26.5 3.9 2.1
B Ireland 200 5.4 9 38.5 40.2 19 5
Bl lwaly 251 8.3 22.1 32 32.5 2.1 3.1
Cyprus 50 6 10.5 26.1 47.6 2 7-9
=== Latvia 202 11.7 9.1 29.2 38.4 4.2 7.5
@ Lithuania 202 2.2 7.4 38 46.1 1.6 4.7
== Luxembourg 51 2.9 3.1 35.8 57.3 0.9 0
== Hungary 202 8.8 5 23 40.3 11.8 11
B Malta 50 11 4.4 13.8 63.1 3.3 4.4
== Netherlands 200 6.4 15 30.7 30.9 14.1 2.9
=— Austria 200 7.6 14 46 24.9 2.9 4.6
== Poland 200 6.7 13.1 43.1 30.9 3.6 2.5
[ Portugal 201 8.7 13.1 44.2 27.7 4.1 2.2
B 1 Romania 200 2.9 7.3 33 48 2.2 6.7
g== Slovenia 200 2.4 9.8 41.6 43 o 3.2
gm Slovakia 200 5.1 12.7 34.5 30.9 5.1 11.7
<}— Finland 205 5.9 15.3 46.7 29.8 1.4 0.9
== Sweden 200 11.7 21.5 33.4 19.2 5.8 8.4
P <] %ﬁ;%m 251 6.5 6.2 43.9 30.6 5.2 7.6
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Table 47b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Expected future regulations
imposing new standards - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_m. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Expected future regulations imposing new standards

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA
EU27 5222 7.7 14.2 38 32.6 3.9 3.7
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7-9 14.5 37 32.8 3.9 3.9
50+ employees 885 6.6 12.7 42.7 31.8 3.4 2.8
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 4.6 13.9 37.5 36.6 2.8 4.6
Construction 1526 6.1 13.3 38.6 35 3.6 3.4
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 6.2 15.2 44.9 30.5 o 3.3
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 9.3 15.5 36.8 30.8 3.8 3.8
Food services 543 5.5 9.7 41.3 33.9 6 3.5
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7.5 14.4 37.1 34.1 3.8 3.1
2-10 million euro 1587 9.1 14.8 37.6 31.5 3.6 3.5
10-50 million euro 449 8.2 10.4 44.2 30.8 3.3 3.1
50 million euro and 04 01 19.8 30.4 42.3 1.4 41
over
, ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 7.6 12.6 39.8 32.4 3.6 3.9
Remained unchanged 1518 7.3 15.2 39.4 31.3 4 2.7
Decreased 2110 8.4 14.1 35.6 34.3 3.8 3.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 7.9 11.4 42.8 30.6 5.8 1.6
Between 10% and 29% 1326 8.2 15.5 38.4 31.8 3 3.2
Between 30% and 49% 1628 8.7 16.4 36.3 32.8 3.3 2.5
50% or more 1236 6.6 12.8 39 34.9 3.1 3.5
ECO-INNOVATION
" Yes 2331 7.2 12.6 37.8 36.6 2.7 3
No 2801 8.1 15.4 38.1 20.4 4.8 4.2
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Table 48a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Access to existing subsidies
and fiscal incentives — by country

QUESTION: Q8_n. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.4 13.9 31.8 40.2 4.6 2.1

COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 5.2 13.1 30.4 42.9 5.2 3.3
mm Bulgaria 204 3.6 3.6 24.4 64.4 2.4 1.6
b Czech Rep. 200 4.2 20.1 34.1 27.8 3.1 1.7
ams Denmark 201 16.6 29.5 32.1 14.8 4.3 2.7
BN Germany 250 10.1 18.9 34.7 30.9 5 0.4
B Estonia 200 11.1 8.9 29.3 44.5 5.3 0.9
= Greece 201 3.4 4.6 23.3 67.7 0.4 0.5
2~ Spain 250 2.5 8.6 25.5 60.5 2.1 0.8
BB France 250 12.9 10.9 42 30.4 3.6 0.2
| Ireland 200 7.4 14.4 32.2 39.1 5.1 1.7
§ ] ltaly 251 6.1 16.9 30.3 43.8 1.2 1.7

Cyprus 50 5.9 5.5 18.8 61.3 4.3 4.3
== Latvia 202 11 7.3 21.3 50.9 8.1 1.4
m= Lithuania 202 0.8 11.2 31.6 46.3 5.4 4.7
== Luxembourg 51 8.9 4.3 26.3 56.1 4.3 0
== Hungary 202 2.2 1.8 11.6 71.7 11.7 1.1

B Malta 50 3.3 8.8 4.9 80.8 2.2 0

== Netherlands 200 4.8 18.4 27.3 317 14 3.8
=— Austria 200 4 10.6 28.4 52.2 2.7 2.2
=mm Poland 200 8.4 15.1 34.2 39.7 2.4 0.3
[ Portugal 201 6.8 6.8 31.6 43.4 9.8 1.5
B 1 Romania 200 1.8 5.5 22.2 59 4.2 7.3
gmm Slovenia 200 4.4 5.8 36.6 47.6 2.6 3
g Slovakia 200 3.3 13 27.1 45.7 5.2 5.6
<~ Finland 205 12 16.6 41.8 24.6 3.5 1.6
2= Sweden 200 12.4 17.1 36.4 24.1 2.4 7.6
s United
%S Kingdom 251 8.2 16.2 33.4 23.5 11.1 7.7
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Table 48b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Access to existing subsidies
and fiscal incentives - by segments

QUESTION: Q8_n. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.4 13.9 31.8 40.2 4.6 2.1
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7.3 13.5 31.1 41.1 4.9 2
50+ employees 885 8.1 15.5 35.4 35.7 2.9 2.5
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 3.2 10.8 34.2 47.9 3.5 0.5
Construction 1526 7.2 12.5 31.5 42.1 4.8 2
Water supply;
i?g:;ggggﬁztsd 106 4.1 21.1 36.1 37.6 0.6 0.6
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 7.4 15.4 32 38.6 4.3 2.3
Food services 543 10.5 9.5 30.6 40.7 6.6 2.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7.5 12.2 29.2 44.8 4.8 1.5
2-10 million euro 1587 8.6 14 33.6 38.1 3.8 1.9
10-50 million euro 449 6.1 20.9 38.1 30.1 3.9 0.9
gselsnlhon euro and o4 6.7 8.2 36 33.9 3.9 1.3
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 7.6 14.6 33.9 37.3 4.3 2.4
Remained unchanged 1518 7.5 15 33.2 38.1 4.6 1.6
Decreased 2110 7.3 12 30.1 44.6 4.4 1.7
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 9.4 14.2 33.7 36.4 5.7 0.7
Between 10% and 29% 1326 8.9 14.2 32.9 38.8 3.3 1.9
Between 30% and 49% 1628 6.4 15.2 30.4 41.8 4.6 1.6
50% or more 1236 7.4 12.8 32.6 43 2.9 1.3

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 6.6 13.3 30.9 45.6 2.4 1.2
No 2891 8.1 14.4 32.6 35.8 6.3 2.8
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Table 49a. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Increasing market demand
for green products — by country

QUESTION: Q8 _o. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Increasing market demand for green products

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not
Total N important important important important applicable % DK/NA
EU27 5222 7.8 14.7 31.9 35.8 7.8 2
COUNTRY
I B Belgium 201 7 9.8 30.1 45.5 6.6 1
mm Bulgaria 204 9.5 10.8 28 41.5 7.2 2.9
b Czech Rep. 200 6.4 44 22.9 21.5 3.4 1.8
o Denmark 201 8.8 17.2 35.1 32.6 4.6 1.6
B Germany 250 8.8 14.6 317 33.3 11.2 0.4
B Estonia 200 13.6 10.3 29 27.9 15.5 3.6
= Greece 201 2 2.6 24.2 67.3 3.8 o
i Spain 250 8.4 14.3 24.5 48.9 2.4 1.5
Bl France 250 10.8 15.7 40.4 26.1 6.1 0.9
| Ireland 200 3.9 14.1 41.3 34.3 3.7 2.7
j i Ity 251 7.7 15.8 30.5 39.3 4.9 17
Cyprus 50 5.3 7.7 23.4 45.1 11.6 7
== Latvia 202 19.9 117 21.4 36.2 9.5 1.3
@ Lithuania 202 3.1 10.3 34 39.7 7-8 5.1
== Luxembourg 51 5.8 4.3 42.8 46.1 0.9 o]
== Hungary 202 10.5 6.4 10 41.1 29.8 2.3
B Malta 50 5.5 10 12.2 62.3 9.9 0
= Netherlands 200 7.1 18.1 25.4 26.9 19.6 3
= Austria 200 6 7.5 35.1 46 3.2 2.2
== Poland 200 6.2 16.5 38.1 32.5 5.5 1.2
[ Portugal 201 5.3 10.4 24.9 41.4 16.8 1.2
B 1 Romania 200 0.9 5.1 25.2 51.3 9.1 8.4
gmm Slovenia 200 6.7 10.3 44.9 33 1.2 3.8
gm Slovakia 200 6 21.9 21.5 33.3 8.4 8.9
<~ Finland 205 9.8 16.8 43.6 25.1 4.7 )
== Sweden 200 5.8 10.1 31.7 41.7 4.8 5.9
B %ﬁ;z%m 251 6.6 13.6 41.9 26.7 8 3.3
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Table 49b. Drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation: Increasing market demand
for green products - by segments

QUESTION: Q8 _o. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not important
or not at all important driver in case of your company? - Increasing market demand for green products

% Not at %
all % Not Somewhat % Very % Not %
Total N important important important important applicable DK/NA

EU27 5222 7.8 14.7 31.9 35.8 7.8 2
COMPANY SIZE
10—49 employees 4337 7.5 14.7 31.2 36.4 8 2.2
50+ employees 885 8.9 15.2 35.2 32.9 6.6 1.2
ACTIVITY
Agriculture and fishing 205 2.9 11.8 31.1 47.2 6 0.9
Construction 1526 7.4 14.1 34.6 34.5 7.5 1.9
Water supply;
sewerage; waste
management and 106 15.5 27.4 29.2 25.5 2.2 0.2
remediation activities
Manufacture 2843 8.6 15.2 29.7 35.8 8.6 2.2
Food services 543 4.8 12.8 36.8 37.1 6.3 2.1
TURNOVER
Up to 2 million euro 2511 7.5 14.3 28.8 39.9 7.7 1.8
2-10 million euro 1587 8.7 16.9 32 32.4 8.2 1.9
10-50 million euro 449 7.7 12.3 43.5 28 7 1.6
50 million euro and 04 47 16.2 28.3 45.2 2.4 31
over
ANNUAL
TURNOVER OVER
THE PAST 2 YRS
Increased 1461 6.8 13.8 35.8 35.6 6.5 1.6
Remained unchanged 1518 7.7 17.2 33.5 32.8 7.1 1.7
Decreased 2110 8.8 14 27.4 38.3 9.2 2.2
MATERIAL COST
Less than 10% 485 9.8 17.2 32.1 30.6 10.2 0.1
Between 10% and 29% 1326 8.1 15.4 33 34.9 6.9 1.8
Between 30% and 49% 1628 8.1 14.5 32.3 35.9 7.4 1.8
50% or more 1236 6.2 14.9 32.7 38.8 5.8 1.6

: ECO-INNOVATION

" Yes 2331 5.9 11 32.7 44.3 4.7 1.4
No 2801 9.3 17.8 31.2 29 10.3 2.5
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I1. Survey details

This Flash Eurobarometer survey “Attitudes of European Entrepreneurs towards eco-innovation” (N°
315) was conducted on behalf of the DG Environment of the European Commission, Unit F3 -
Communication. The objective of the survey was to investigate the behaviour, attitudes and
expectations of entrepreneurs towards the development and uptake of eco-innovation as a response to
rising prices of resources and resource scarcity.

The interviews in most countries were conducted between the 24™ January and 1 February 2011, by
partner institutes of The Gallup Organization Hungary:

Belgium BE Gallup Europe (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Czech Republic Cz Focus Agency (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Denmark DK  Norstat Denmark (Interviews : 24/01/2011 —01/02/2011)
Germany DE IFAK (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Estonia EE Saar Poll (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Greece EL Metroanalysis (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Spain ES Gallup Spain (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
France FR Efficience3 (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Ireland IE Gallup UK (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Italy IT Demoskopea (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Cyprus CY CYMAR (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Latvia LV Latvian Facts (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Lithuania LT Baltic Survey (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Luxembourg LU Gallup Europe (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Hungary HU  Gallup Hungary (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Malta MT  MISCO (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Netherlands NL MSR (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Austria AT Spectra (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Poland PL Gallup Poland (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Portugal PT Consulmark (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Slovenia SI Cati d.o.o. (Interviews : 24/01/2011 —01/02/2011)
Slovakia SK Focus Agency (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Finland FI Norstat Finland Oy (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Sweden SE Norstat Sweden (Interviews : 24/01/2011 —01/02/2011)
United Kingdom UK Gallup UK (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)
Bulgaria BG Vitosha Research (Interviews : 24/01/2011 —01/02/2011)
Romania RO Gallup Romania (Interviews : 24/01/2011 — 01/02/2011)

Representativeness of the results

The target group for this Flash Eurobarometer was defined as companies small (10-49 employees) and
medium (50-249 employees) and operating in the 27 Member States of the European Union. Target
activities of the survey were the sectors of Agriculture, Manufacturing, Water supply and waste
management, Construction and Food services.

The lists of companies qualified to be interviewed were developed by Dun and Bradstreet. Where the
D&B database had a poor coverage (especially in the New Member States), the sample lists were
developed by national institutes using local statistical data sources. The survey sample was selected
randomly.

Weighting

During data processing, each cell in the cross distribution of sectors and employee size groups in the
sample was weighted according to its actual, empirically verified known weight within the survey
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region. Thus, the total results are representative of the total universe examined — both for country-level
as well as global (e.g. EU-27) estimations. Country weights for global estimations were developed on
the basis of the size of the universe in each country.

The person interviewed in each company was manager /director or the person responsible for strategic
planning and decision making.

The interviewers checked the identity of this person as well as the accuracy of the enterprise sampling
characteristics, as delivered by sample list, namely: the number of employees and the activity of the
company.

Sizes of the samples
The targeted number of interviews varied dependent on the size of the country. In most countries, the

targeted sample size was 200. However, in France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK, the sample size
was increased to 250, while in Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta, the sample size was reduced to 50.

Total Total
interviews interviews
conducted conducted

Belgium 201 Malta 50
Czech Republic 200 Netherlands 200
Denmark 201 Austria 200
Germany 250 Poland 200
Estonia 200 Portugal 201
Greece 201 Slovenia 200
Spain 250 Slovakia 200
France 250 Finland 205
Ireland 200 Sweden 200
Italy 251 UK 251
Cyprus 50 Bulgaria 204
Latvia 202 Romania 200
Lithuania 202

Luxembourg 51

Hungary 202 TOTAL 5,222

Questionnaires

The questionnaire prepared for this survey contained two parts: the company information and the
question regarding the main questionnaire.

The institutes listed above translated the questionnaire to their respective national language(s) using a

centralized process of back-translation procedure, involving two initial local translations, independent
back-translation and central verification of the localised questionnaires.
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II1. Questionnaire

Attitudes of European entrepreneurs towards eco-innovation

D1. How many employees do you have in your company?
[READ OUT — ONLY ONE ANSWER]

-Lessthan 10......cccoeiiiiieiiciicieceeeeee, [THANK AND TERMINATE]
S L0749 ettt eanas 1
250249 .ttt et e e ba e atenaaennrennnas 2
=250 OF MOTE....vviieeeeiieeeeiiieee et e e eeeiveeae [THANK AND TERMINATE]
= [DK/NAT oottt [THANK AND TERMINATE)]

D4. What is the main activity of your company?
[READ OUT THE MAIN CATEGORIES, THAN CONTINUE WITH THE SUB-CATEGORIES]
Agriculture and fishing

Agriculture, hunting and related service activities..........ccveeveevreereerieervennnns 11
Fishing, fish farming and related service activities..........ccoceererereerirneennene. 12
Forestry and 10Z@INg .........cooviiiiiiiiiiecie et 13
Fishing and aquaculture .............ccoccoevieiiinieniiee e 14
Construction
Construction of BUIlAINGS........cccvevierieriiriieieeeeee e 15
CiVil @NZINEEIING....cuviivieiierrieriieiieereereete et esteesstesresseeseessaesseesseesssessneans 16
Specialised CONSIUCION ACHIVITIES ....vievveevieriereierrerereeireereerreesreeseeenesene e 17
Water supply; sewerage; waste management and remediation activities
Water collection, treatment and SUPPLY........ccoeveevireriiinininninncccceen 18
SEWETAZE ..cenvveeeiiteiiee ettt eeitee ettt ettt e st e e bt e e sibeeebteesatee s bteesbbeesabeeebteesabeeenbeeas 19
Remediation activities and other waste management SErvices ..................... 20
Waste collection, treatment and disposal activities; materials recovery....... 21
Manufacture
— Manufacture of food/ tobacco products
Manufacture of food products or beverages .........cccoeeveeeeveeriieesieeesieeeereeenns 22
Manufacture of tobacco Products...........cceevueevieereenieriieeieeie e 23
Manufacture of paper and paper products...........ccecceereerierieeiieeseereeneeneene 24
Manufacture of textiles, wearing apparel, leather and related products........ 25
Manufacture of fUrnitUure..........cooeiieieieeeeee e 26
Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products ..........cccceevververvennnenn 27
Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products..........ccccccevveeciieeniiennens 28
Manufacture of basic pharmaceutical products and
pharmaceutical preparations ............cceeveeieeieeieesieereesie e 29
Manufacture of rubber and plastic products or other non-metallic
MINETAL PIOAUCES. ... eeiviiiiiiieieeieeee ettt et e e e seresebeeebeesseesseeseesneens 30
Manufacture of basic metals or fabricated metal products (except
machinery and eqUIPMENt)........ccccecvureeiiieerieeiiee et eree e e sreeeeaeesreeenes 31
— Manufacture of machinery and equipment
Manufacture of machinery and equipment ..........c.ccoeceeveerienienienieeieenenn 32
Manufacture of tranSport @qUIPMENt ........ccceevveereerieeiieerieeiienieeree e eeeeeee 33
Manufacture of electrical eqUIPMENt ........cceeevvrvieeriieriierienie e 34
Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products..........c.ccevvvennene 35
Printing and reproduction of recorded media .........c.covveviveriencieniinriereenen, 36
Food services
Restaurants and mobile food service activities ...........coccecvevieseerieeneennenns 37
Event catering and other food SEIrvices ..........ccoocerieeriieniienienienienieeieeeenn 38
Beverage serving actiViti€S  ...c.occeeceeereerieereesieesieereereereeseeseeeseeesneenneas 39
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D2. What is the annual turnover of your company?
[READ OUT — ONLY ONE ANSWER]

o IO S 101 1 1 ] 1 DU 1
= €210 MILHON .o 2
= €10-50 MILHON . 3
- €50 MIION ANA OVET ...ooiiiiiiiiiieeeeee et e e e 4
S [DEK/NAT ettt ettt et ettt et et 9

D3. Has your company’s annual turnover decreased, remained unchanged or increased over the
past two years?
[READ OUT — ONLY ONE ANSWER]

mICTEASEM .. e e s 1
- Remained unchanged.............ccoooieriiiiiiiinie e 2
B L To3 (Y 11T AR 3
S [DEKNAT e ettt e eraeeas 9

Definition of eco-innovation: Eco-innovation is the introduction of any new or significantly
improved product (good or service), process, organisational change or marketing solution that
reduces the use of natural resources (including materials, energy, water and land) and decreases
the release of harmful substances across the whole life-cycle.

[ASK ALL]
Q1. What percentage of your company’s total cost - i.e. gross production value - is material cost?

Material cost is the cost of all materials used to manufacture a product or perform a service.
[READ OUT — ONLY ONE ANSWER]

= LSS ThaN 10%0...cccceeiieieeeie et 1

- Between 10% and 29%0.....oeecoveee e 2

- Between 30% and 49%0 ..o 3

= 5090 OF TNOTE ..o eeeeeee et e eee et e e e e e e et eeeeeeeeesiasaaeeeeeseseennnaees 4

= [INOt @PPLICADIC] ....evieiiieeiie ettt e e e e ens 8

S [DEK/NAT ettt ettt et ere et e ettt e et e 9
[ASK ALL]

Q2. Have material costs for your company increased or decreased in the past 5 years?
[READ OUT- ONLY ONE ANSWER]

- Increased dramatically .........cocveeriieiiiiieiieeciee e 1

- Increased moderately .........cceevieiieiieniiiiee s 2

- Remained unchanged.............ccooievieiiiniiniiciccee e 3

= DECTEASEA ... e e 4

= [NOt aPPLICADIC] ..eovveeiieiieciiecie ettt et e e esneas 8

115 S\ N USSP 9
[ASK ALL]

Q3. Do you expect price increases for materials in the coming 5 to 10 years?
[READ OUT- ONLY ONE ANSWER]

- Yes, material CoStS Will INCIEASE.......vevivvveiiiirriieeeieeeeeeeeee et 1
- No, material costs will remain approximately the same..............ccceeeveenenn. 2
- No, material costs Will dECIEaSE ........coovvuuvvviiiiiiiieeeeeee e 3
= [NOt aPPLICADIE] ..eeuveeiieiieeieeie ettt 8
S [DEKNAT e e e ettt e e re e eraean 9
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[ASK ALL]
Q4. From what regions do most of the materials you use come / originate from?
[READ OUT-MULTIPLE ANSWERS POSSIBLE]

= OWI COUNLTY nttiiiiieeiieecieeeiteeeteeeteeeseseessteeessseessseeessseessseeessseesssaesnsseensseens 1
= Other EU COUNIIIES ...oiiiviviie ittt eaee e et e s e eenaee s s sennneas 2
- Other European countries (NON-EU).........cccccevviiiiiiiiiriieeiieciee e 3
N3 - BRSSP 4
A i« (o WP 5
= NOTTH AINETICA ....ccvvveiieeieiee et eer e e e e et e e e earens 6
= SOULH AIMETICA ...cvvviiiieiiiee ettt e e eratae e s enaeeeas 7
- Australia and OCEANIA...........ccouvievevieiieeeeeee et e e 8
S [DEK/NAT ettt ettt ettt et e b e e te e taesabeeereennas 9

[ASK ALL]
QS. Have you implemented any changes to reduce material costs in the past 5 years?
[ROTATE - READ OUT- ONE ANSWER PER LINE]

- Mentioned ........ccooeeeeiiiieeeeee e 1

- Not mentioned..........ccoceeveeneenienienenne 2

- [Not applicable].......cccoceeverrierieniieienee. 8

= [DK/NAT ot 9
a. Changing business model............ccceeevieiiiriiinienieciece e 1289
b. Improving the material flow in the supply chain............ccceevverurennenns 1289
c. Substituting expensive materials for a cheaper ones.............cccceueene. 1289
d. Purchasing more efficient technologies ..........ccccceeveeveeniereeneennnne, 1289
e. Developing more efficient technologies in-house............ccccceevenenee. 1289
f. Outsourcing production Or Service activities .........ceeeeveerereerienennens 1289
€. RECYCHNG ..ot e 1289

[ASK ALL]

Q6. Over the last 5 years, what share of innovation investments in your company were related to
eco-innovation, i.e. implementing new or substantially improved solutions resulting in more
efficient use in material, energy and water?

[READ OUT- ONLY ONE ANSWER]

= IMOTE than 5020 ..o 1
-Between 30% and 49%0.....coo o 2
-Between 10% and 29%0.....coovveeieieeeeeeeeeeeee e 3
= LSS Than 10%0...ccc it 4
[0} s T T 5
- [NO INNOVAtIVE ACLIVILIES] ..eeevveeerieeeiieeeiee et ettt ettt e 8
S [DEK/NAT ettt ettt ettt ettt et e b e et e e taenaaeetreennas 9

DS5. During the past 24 months have you introduced the following eco-innovation
[READ OUT- ONE ANSWER PER LINE]

= Y CS et 1

= NO e 2

- [DK/NAT oot 9
a. a new or significantly improved eco-innovative product or service to the market.....12 9
b. a new or significantly improved eco-innovative production process or method........ 129
c. a new or significantly improved eco-innovative organisational innovation............... 129
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[ASK IF THE ANSWER IS “YES” TO ANY OF THE ITEMS IN DS5.]

Q0. How would you describe the relevance of innovation you have introduced in the past 24
months in terms of resource efficiency?

[READ OUT-ONLY ONE ANSWER]

Less than 5% reduction of material use per unit output...........ccccvevvvereverneennen. 1
Between 5% to 19% reduction of material use per unit output..............c........ 2
Between 20% to 39% reduction of material use per unit output............c......... 3
Between 40% to 60% reduction of material use per unit output...........c......... 4
More than 60% reduction of material use per unit output ........c.cccceeeeveeruennee. 5
[DEK/INAT ettt ettt sttt et sbe ettt et e b sae et e sbeeneente s 9

[ASK ALL]

Q7. 1 will list you some barriers that could represent an obstacle to accelerated eco-innovation
uptake and development for a company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a
very serious, somewhat serious, not serious or not at all serious barrier in case of your company?
[ROTATE - READ OUT- ONE ANSWER PER LINE]

= VEIY SETIOUS ..cvveevveniieieeieerieeneeeeenesnnenens 4

- Somewhat SeTious .........cceceereereerereenenne 3

- NOt SETIOUS ...eovieiiiiiieieeieeeeee e 2

- Not at all Serious .......cccceeveereereeriieeienn 1

- [Not applicable]........cccceeverevieriienieenne, 8

= [DK/NAT oottt 9
a. Lack of funds Within @NterPIiSE......c.ccciiciievriiriieriesieseesieereereereereeseeseeesseeseaesenessnessseans 129
b. Lack of external fINancCing...........cccuveriiiieiiiiiieciec ettt ere e ea e e eabeeeens 129
c¢. Uncertain return on investment or too long payback period for eco-innovation................ 129
d. Lack of qualified personnel and technological capabilities within the enterprise.............. 129
e. Limited access to external information and knowledge, including lack of well-developed

tEChNOIOZY SUPPOTE SEIVICES .. eeiuvrrireieeriierieesierresteeteereeseesseesseesseesssessseeseesseesseesssessees 129
f. Lack of suitable DUSINESS PATTNETS .........cccvirviecrierrieiieriereesreereereeteesreesaesneseressseesseessens 129
g. Lack of collaboration with research institutes and UNiversities...........ccceevveerereeeereeenveennen. 129
h. Uncertain demand from the market...........coccooiiiiiii e, 129
1. Reducing material use is not an iNNOVAtioN PriOTILY.......cccueerureruiesiierieriienie e eieeieeneeens 129
j- Reducing energy use is not an iNNOVAtION PrIOTILY ......eecveeveerreerieerererrenreereeseesseesseesseenens 129
k. Technical and technological lock-ins in economy
(e.g. old technical INfrastruCtUres) .......ccccevvieeiiieiiierieesiereesee e ere et re e e eresereeenas 129

1. Market dominated by established enterpriSes .........ccceccveeeviiieriierciie et 129
m. Existing regulations and structures not providing incentives to eco-innovate.................. 129
n. Insufficient access to existing subsidies and fiscal incentives ...........ccccceeveeveenieneeneennee. 129
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[ASK ALL]
Q8. I will list you some drivers that could accelerate eco-innovation uptake and development for a
company. Please tell me for each of them if you consider them a very important, somewhat important, not

important or not at all important driver in case of your company?
[ROTATE - READ OUT- ONE ANSWER PER LINE]

- Very important........o.ceveeveeneeniienieneeneeeans 4
- Somewhat important................cceeeveeeeereenenns 3
- Not important..........occeevveveeeeeerierieneeeeeene 2
- Not at all important..........cccceceeveeveeveenienennenn 1
- [Not applicable] .....ccccveeeeeienienieieeieeieiens 8
= [DK/NAT e 9
a. Technological and management capabilities within the enterprise ...........cccceceeeevenieieneiene. 129
b. Secure or increase existing market Share ............ccoeceiieiieiiiie i 129
c. Current high material prices (as an incentive to innovate, to use less material and
AECTEASE thE COSE) ..viiuriiiiiiieiieiieit ettt ettt et ettt esteeseenaeeaeeenaesseanseenseenseensesssesseenseenns 129
d. Limited access t0 MAteTIalS ......co.eeuteieiiriiiiriesieeteeieet ettt 129
e. Expected future material scarcity (as an incentive to develop innovative, less material-intensive
SUDSTIEULES ) ..evvveeutieeiiieeieesteeeiteestee et essteesteessbeessseessseessseesseensseesseensseensseessesnsseeseesnsseensseens 129
f. Collaboration with research institutes, agencies and UNIVersities..........ccecveeeeriereesienieneennen. 129
g. Good access to external information and knowledge, including technology
SUPPOTT SCTVICES....eeuvreuvreuteeurenseeteeseasesssesseesseesseansesssesseesseenseansesssesssesssessesssesnsesnsesseesseesseensesnses 129
h. GOOd DUSINESS PATTNETS .....eevierieeiieiieeiiesieesieeieeteetesttesteesseesseesseeseesssesseesseesseesseessesssesseesseenses 129
i. Current high energy prices (as an incentive to innovative, to use less energy
ANd AECTEASE the COST) .ueiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieee ettt ettt et ae st s re e be b e eabeeeseessesteebeesseennas 129
j- Expected future inCreases in @NErgY PIiCES ......eeriererrierierienieeteeieeteesteenieeneeeeesneesseesseesseenees 129
1. Existing regulations, including standards ............cccovvverierieiieie e 129
m. Expected future regulations imposing new standards............ccccoevveveerienienienieneee e 129
n. Access to existing subsidies and fiscal INCENLIVES ..........ccevieriieciieiirieiieieee e 129
0. Increasing market demand for green products ............oceoeiieiiiiieieieeee e 129
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