IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR
INTERGENERATIONAL
FAIRNESS

.



Impact Assessment for Intergenerational Fairness

Authors:

Béla Kuslits, Jesuit European Social Centre

Christiny Miller, ZOE Institute for Future-fit Economies
Rachele Chevallier, ZOE Institute for Future-fit Economies
Laura Danilaviciute, ZOE Institute for Future-fit Economies
Felipe Bosch, School of International Futures

Pierre Jacques, Jesuit European Social Centre

Publisher:
Jesuit European Social Centre
WwWw.jesc.eu
Brussels 2025
*
% JESUIT
EUROPEAN
JESC * socm
X CENTRE


http://www.jesc.eu/

Table of Contents

00 o0 0 Lot o0 ) o 3
Intergenerational Fairness in the Better Regulation FrameworkK...........cun 5
Tools and practices for assessing impacts on intergenerational fairness.......ooeeenneneenneensseseeesseesessseeens 5

Challenges to assessing intergenerational fairness ...

A new assessment framework for intergenerational fairness

How to assess Intergenerational Fairness with a horizontal perspective?.........cnn. 12
Foresight at the EU: From POLYCTiSiS t0 IGF ... eeeeecesseseeesesseessssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 12
Foresight As a Key Methodology to Deliver the Intergenerational Fairness Report.......oeneersneennes 13

Foresight in the ex-ante IMpPact ASSESSIMENL........ccourmmmmsmmismmsmmmm s ——————— 17
59U 0q0 o LU o) o TP 17
Current practice and opportunities for iIMPrOVEMENT ... eeeersrereessesssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 17
(OF: TR 06 A28 4 (0) o0 T o0t 11 == TP 19
Monitoring and Evaluation: Peer Review and Institutional MOdels .......cooeeneeenmeeseeesneenssesssessseeseesseesseenes 21

Assessing impact on Planetary Boundaries in the ex-ante Impact AssesSment .........cocunssssssssssssnas 24
Impact assessment of EU policies for future SeNerations ... eeereeeessesseessssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssses

Available EU resources to carry out the impact assessments
Methodology for the ex-ante impact assessment of individual policy proposals .......eeneeneessseennns 27



Introduction

Intergenerational Fairness is a new policy agenda in the EU. It was established by the
appointment of the first-ever EU Commissioner for Intergenerational Fairness, Youth, Sport
and Culture. The President of the Commission entrusted the new Commissioner to ensure
that “decisions are taken with future generations in mind” and that “decisions taken today do no harm

to future generations”.

The authors of this publication have long been advocates for this perspective in policymaking.
In this work, we outline the architecture and some of the crucial building blocks of assessing

the impact of various decisions on intergenerational fairness.

In developing the framework presented here, we focused on two key perspectives to make

our recommendations feasible and robust.

A. Simplification and reducing regulatory burden are a priority for the European
Commission in this policy cycle. We built on existing processes and methods and
propose a lightweight procedure for doing ex-ante impact assessments, offloading the
more demanding analysis to a background process.

B. Intergenerational Fairness is a horizontal principle: it is about the long-term impact of
EU decision-making in general. Specific EU policies, however, address narrow
problems and cannot provide systematic solutions in themselves; yet they contribute
to the broader picture. We developed, therefore, an architecture that connects three
key perspectives:

1. Ahorizontal framework for assessing how key risks could impact fundamental
rights in the future.

2. Foresight to explore different plausible policy pathways and a rich
understanding of their impacts.

3. Ex-ante impact assessment embedded in the context of the first two, to be

specific, but not to lose the broader perspective.

The first chapter presents the procedural context in which this will be applied: the Better
Regulation Framework (BRF). This policy framework outlines how the EU should formulate
laws and assess the impacts of various legal proposals. The BRF, in general, is supportive of
long-term considerations, and to make an impact assessment for intergenerational fairness
part of the legislative routine, it only needs minor updates. This chapter also explains how the

different methods described in this paper relate to one another and to the broader context.

The second chapter demonstrates how foresight can be utilised to create a robust framework
for a horizontal perspective on intergenerational fairness, and how the future of fundamental
rights can be evaluated. Here, we suggest a collaboration among multiple EU institutions
(primarily the JRC, FRA, and EEA), as this effort would be best implemented through their



collaboration. The core product of this work is the Future Risk Matrix, a tool to evaluate the
impact of long-term risks on fundamental rights in the future.

The third chapter explores how foresight can be integrated into impact assessments to
strengthen intergenerational fairness considerations, tackling uncertainty and unintended
consequences of proposed policies. Traditional quantitative impact assessments are
insufficient for addressing long-term cross-generational impacts. Foresight adds value by
exploring multiple possible futures, qualitative impacts, value tensions, and systemic
uncertainties across generations. While foresight has been part of the Better Regulation
Framework for some years now, its application has been of inconsistent quality, often

overlooking context-specific challenges and resorting to superficial mentions of megatrends.

The fourth chapter examines a class of risks that we consider decisive across many policy
areas: Planetary Boundaries. Crossing planetary boundaries introduces risks that threaten
multiple different fundamental rights and these negative impacts could be lasting or
irreversible for large populations. The European Commission already has the necessary tools
to examine these impacts, and the chapter describes a procedure that could be applied using
existing tools. Such assessments focus on specific legislative proposals, but are conducted
when the Future Risk Matrix or foresight procedures deem this necessary.



Intergenerational Fairness in the Better
Regulation Framework

The Better Regulation Guidelines (BRG), most recently updated in November 2021, are the
principles for the European Commission to follow when preparing new proposals as well as
for evaluating existing legislation!. The BRG, as well as the accompanying Better Regulation
Toolbox (BRT), set out guidelines, tools, and examples for policymakers to use in different
aspects of the policy design and evaluation process, including for ex-ante evaluations, also
known as impact assessments. Impact assessments and how they can support identifying

policy impacts on intergenerational fairness will be the focus of this chapter.

Regulatory impact assessments provide a systematic ex-ante appraisal of the potential
environmental, social and economic impacts of various policy options to make informed
decisions. Impact assessments are conducted for all proposals likely to have significant
economic, environmental, or social impacts, involve substantial spending, and present the
Commission with multiple policy options. Although first used only for legislative initiatives,
the application of impact assessments was since extended to non-legislative initiatives and
delegated and implementing acts. Together with evaluation reports, they form a strong basis
for evidence-informed policy design.

Tools and practices for assessing impacts on intergenerational fairness

Several principles and practices underpinning the development of regulatory impact
assessments contribute to addressing elements relevant for intergenerational fairness
concerns in policymaking. The BRG already has tools at different stages of the impact
assessment process which can contribute to the assessment of impacts on intergenerational
fairness. However, these existing tools also come with limitations with regard to assessing
impacts between generations as they are not explicitly designed to do so.

In the stakeholder consultation:

Collecting stakeholder views: the ‘call for evidence’ that precedes and supports the impact
assessment is an opportunity for citizens from all current generations to share their views on
a policy proposal and say, in their own words and perspective, what this policy would mean
for their lives.

e Limitation: This method is unable to take into account the perspective of future

generations, i.e., those who are not yet born.

1 The Better Regulation Framework: https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-making-process/better-
regulation/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox en
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In the problem definition:
Intergenerational equity as a problem driver for policy action: in the first step of drafting

the impact assessment, the problem analysis ensures that the problem justifying policy action
is well identified. The Better Regulation Guidelines identify equity/social considerations
(including intergenerational equity) as one of the main five justifications for intervention.

In the assessment of the impacts of each policy option:

Assessing policy impacts into the future: The Better Regulation Guidelines recommend to
assess “long-term developments, trends and challenges” as part of an impact assessment. This
means that, using models, impact assessments will estimate the future impacts of various
policy options to help decide which is the best option. In doing this, the choice of the discount
rate in the cost-benefit analysis models will determine the prioritisation that is given to close
benefits and shifting costs to future generations in the final policy option selection?. Moreover,
the BRT also mentions that cumulative impacts should be considered in a proportionate way.
This is because some policies’ effects may build up over time, meaning that some policies have
negligible impacts at first, but the longer they are implemented the more significant the impact

becomes.

Additionally, the integration of strategic foresight in the BRG since 2021 encourages the
Commission to reflect on and anticipate different plausible trends and futures that could
determine the impacts of those policy options. These practices help ensure that EU policies
are developed not only to deliver short-term benefits but also have a long-term positive
impact that future generations can benefit from and that their design is fit for the future.

e Limitation: At the point of assessing the impacts of policy options, a list of policy
options has already been chosen. Foresight would need to be used before this decision
to prevent narrowing down potential policy responses too early. While the BRG
doesn’t explicitly suggest this, the BRT states that strategic foresight should help the
Commission to consider future challenges, the drivers of change, and find future-proof
policy options.

Assessing impacts in an integrated manner: Since 2021, the BRG states that “impact
assessments should follow an integrated approach that considers impacts across
environmental, social and economic dimensions”. In practice this means that for each policy
option, the Commission should describe the expected social, economic and environmental
impacts or state if they are considered to be insignificant. This integrated approach, which has
made some progress since 2021, can ensure that the policy’s trade-offs are correctly identified
and can then be mitigated. This works towards improving intergenerational fairness by

ensuring for example that the economic returns (which tend to be of greater benefit for current

2 As explained in the Better Regulation Toolbox, the costs and benefits of policies are not linear through time. The
social discount rate converts monetary values in the future to ‘present values’, so that money flows can be
compared over time. The highest the discount rate chosen is, the lowest value is given to long-term costs and
benefits. Ultimately this may result in choosing policies that shift costs to future generations.



generations) will not come at the expense of the preservation of the environment (which will

be felt more strongly by future generations).

One difficulty in assessing social and environmental impacts comes from the difficulty to
quantify such impacts. To alleviate this issue, the BRT recommends using qualitative methods
such as the social multicriteria evaluation. This method is particularly interesting as it can be
used to construct an equity—-impact matrix, identifying the distributional consequences of
policy options, including the consequences on future generations.

Another tool recommended to consider the sustainability dimensions in an integrated and
holistic manner is to conduct a life cycle assessment. Life cycle assessment can help unveiling
trade-offs and avoiding shift of burdens from one life cycle stage to another also in terms of
temporal resolution (from current generations to future ones). However, these practices
remain less common than cost-benefit analyses.

e Limitations: while this approach focuses on balancing impacts between different
policy domains, there is not an explicit focus on balancing impacts across time, or
between generations.

Assessing impacts on fundamental rights: the BRG requires all impact assessments to assess
impacts on fundamental rights and conformity with the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.
Ensuring such conformity protects and support intergenerational fairness for several reasons:
tirst, because the protection of human rights is relevant for all generations; second, because
the Charter and TFEU protects against discrimination by age, and recognises the specific
rights of children and the elderly as well as other rights more specific pertaining to certain age
groups; and finally, because the Charter explicitly entails responsibilities and duties with

regards to future generations.

Conformity with the “do no significant harm’ principle: The DNSH principle ensures that
policy options should not lead to significant harm to any of the six environmental objectives®.
This principle is crucial for protecting the state of the environment that will be inherited by

future generations.

e Limitations: The DNSH checks only for harm to six defined environmental objectives.
This still leaves space for potential harm to other environmental objectives.
Additionally, there is no equivalent framework for assessing whether a policy option

will do significant social harm.

A novelty, the creation of a youth check. In 2024, the Commission committed to adding a
Youth Check to the impact assessment process to ensure policies are considered with respect
to their impact on young people. The youth check applies to all key policy proposals to assess

how they affect young people?. The check assesses the youth relevance of the proposal and

3 The six environmental objectives are climate change mitigation, climate change adaptation, sustainable use and
protection of water and marine resources, circular economy, pollution prevention and control, and protection
and restoration of biodiversity and ecosystems.

¢ They are mandatory for initiatives listed in Annex I of the Commission Work Programme.



then gathers input from youth consultation. When a proposal has notable effects on youth,
the findings are integrated into the impact assessment report®.

Challenges to assessing intergenerational fairness

There are limitations to how impact assessments can currently support identifying impact on
fairness between generations with the tools and processes that are available and frequently
used within the European Commission. Addressing these challenges can facilitate looking at

long-term implications of decisions the EU takes today in a more coherent way.

1. Focus: There is not an explicit focus on whether/how policies will impact future
generations or how the costs and benefits of policy actions will be spread between

generations.

Although impact assessments investigate several elements that are relevant to ensuring
intergenerational fairness, there is however no explicit mention in the BRG or the BRT of
measuring impacts on intergenerational fairness or on future generations, which makes it
difficult to get the full picture of these impacts. For example, there is no requirement or
recommendation to assess how the costs and benefits of policy actions will be shared over

time, between generations.

2. Timeline: Intergenerational fairness has a long-term focus by nature, and the long
term is defined inconsistently across impact assessments, often looking only a few

years into the future.

The BRG recommends assessing long-term impacts and using novel tools such as strategic
foresight to support this objective. Still there remains a gap between theory and practice. The
time frames for assessment vary across policy domains, often tied to the policy goals or targets
set in place; at present this is to 2050 or 2070 for environmental policies but is typically a much
shorter timeframe for social or economic policies. Impact assessments on social policies often
lack specific time frames altogether, evaluating impacts as annual costs and benefits, which
are assumed constant over the years. This could create a blind spot on how the EU’s economic

and social decisions will impact future generations.

Additionally, while an increasing number of impact assessments mention strategic foresight
in their analysis, they are not yet frequently used in a systematic way or in great depth to
connect problem definition with policy options, nor are foresight-based scenarios often used
in the process®. Often, no specific strategic foresight is conducted on the area of relevance of

the policy, and the use of foresight is limited to citing findings from annual foresight reports.

5 EU Youth Strategy and Youth Check: https://youth.europa.eu/strategy/youth-check en
¢ European Parliament Research Service: Quality analysis of European Commission impact assessments
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS STU(2025)765770
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3. Scope: Intergenerational fairness is much broader than a single legislative proposal.

While impact assessments do look at horizontal effects of a policy’s impacts across policy
areas, ensuring intergenerational fairness requires that a single policy’s impacts are spread
fairly across generations, but also that a larger body of policies work together to support and
enable intergenerational fairness. At present, there is not a tool or approach which “zooms

out” for this bigger picture view.

A new assessment framework for intergenerational fairness

Here we propose two new tools and methods that the European Commission could use to
better assess its progress towards creating and maintaining fairness between generations in
its policymaking. One is a report including a Future Risk Matrix, and the other is a reflection
on how an ex-ante impact assessment could leverage the FRM and assess intergenerational
fairness.

Future Risk Matrix: Annual report on intergenerational fairness

An overarching tool that can assess intergenerational fairness while looking at the broader
spectrum of the EU policy landscape is an annual report with a matrix assessment of the
impacts on intergenerational fairness. This would be called the Future Risk Matrix, and it
would provide the basis for deciding when an ex-ante assessment for intergenerational

fairness should be conducted for a policy option.

At present, the European Commission publishes an annual Strategic Foresight Report by
conducting participatory foresight exercises in consultation with EU Member States, external
stakeholders and partners from the European Strategy and Policy Analysis System (ESPAS).
These reports look at megatrends that will impact on the EU and are used to inform the
Commission Work Programmes. These reports have been regularly cited in impact
assessment reports since the BRG have started recommending integrating strategic foresight
insights in their drafting.

Since 2010, nine high level EU institutions” and bodies cooperate in the European Strategy and
Policy Analysis System (ESPAS) which is an inter-institutional EU process promoting
foresight and anticipatory governance. It aims to support policy makers in their commitment
to long-term thinking through foresight and horizon scanning activities, cross-cutting

reflection around emerging and potential future trends.

A similar exercise could be used to produce an annual report on intergenerational fairness.
Such an annual report could bring together expertise from the European Environment Agency
(EEA), the Joint Research Centre (JRC), and the Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) to develop
a Future Risk Matrix (FRM). This would be a tool to give a general overview of the state of

intergenerational fairness in EU policy and support the ex-ante impact assessment for

7 EU Commission, Council of the EU, EU Parliament, External action Service, European Committee of the
Regions, European Economic and Social Committee, European Investment Bank, EU institute for Security
Studies, European Court of Auditors.



intergenerational fairness, a concept which is expanded upon in the next section below. This
could also be an agenda-setting tool, helping to identify gaps in legislation and policy

solutions for intergenerational inequality.

The FRM would use quantitative data as well as strategic foresight to develop scenarios and
uncover impact mechanisms that will guide the evaluation of future risks to fundamental
rights within multiple scenarios. The FRM will also consider the risks to the Planetary
Boundaries as well as the risks analysed by the JRC and published in their Analysis of Risks
Europe is Facing® or in the Annual Strategic Foresight Report. This would culminate in an
assessment which illustrates the interrelations between risks under various scenarios, or "key
drivers,” and long-term societal outcomes on fundamental rights. This would be illustrated in

a matrix structure.

The FRM looks at key risks and their plausible future impacts on fundamental rights to assess
the EU’s performance in creating intergenerational fairness. This would help give an overview
of how EU policy is contributing or not to intergenerational fairness, providing valuable
insights that can help EU policymakers plan the policy agenda and evaluate implementation

of existing policies.

The findings in the annual reports could then inform the analysis of impact assessments,
notably supporting the problem definition section, by uncovering large trends, needs, and
disruptions that are susceptible to shape the future in which this policy will be implemented.

Of the challenges listed above, the FRM will directly address the challenge of scope, by
looking much broader than a single policy file. Additionally, the FRM will be focused directly
on impacts on future generations and intergenerational fairness, ensuring that this is given
due attention to address through policy actions.

Ex-ante impact assessment for intergenerational fairness

At the specific policy level, an impact assessment test for intergenerational fairness could
assess the impacts of specific policies. This would use the FRM as a foundation to examine a)
how a legislative proposal will impact the levels of the risks outlined in the FRM report, and
b) the adaptive capacity of future generations to cope with the risks and the effects on their

fundamental rights.

This impact assessment would identify which of the cells from the FRM (intersection of risks
and effects on fundamental rights) are relevant to this proposal and check how the policy
proposal would modify the results of the matrix, either by changing the risk or by changing
the adaptive capacity of future generations to cope with these risks.

The aim of this impact assessment would be to assess whether the policy proposal decreases

foreseen risks to future generations in harming any dimension of their fundamental rights.

The choice of assessment methodology depends on the scope of the legislation; Multi-Criteria
Decision Analysis (MCDA) and Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) are two potential approaches.

8 JRC: Analysis of Risks Europe is Facing: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141673
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For economic evaluations, selecting an appropriate discount rate presents a fundamental

challenge; a sensitivity analysis could be applied in this case.

Of the challenges mentioned in the section above, this ex-ante impact assessment will address
the focus and the timeline, by explicitly assessing the impacts between generations over time
and by more systematically employing tools for this long-term approach like strategic
foresight.

Rather than being used for every policy proposal, as this would in some cases create undue
burden unaligned with the Commission’s priority for simplification and on the principle of
proportionality®, this impact assessment would be used in cases where an initial assessment
in an interservice group identified risks for intergenerational fairness according to the
assessment of the most recent FRM. This proposal, as well as the specifications on when to
apply it, could be integrated into the next revision of the Better Regulation Guidelines and
could also be part of the Commission’s Intergenerational Fairness Strategy.

The following chapters explore further in depth on the methodologies for the above

suggestions.

° This principle states that EU measures should be suitable and necessary to achieve the desired end without
imposing an excessive burden in relation to the scope of the objective.
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How to assess Intergenerational Fairness
with a horizontal perspective?

Foresight at the EU: From Polycrisis to IGF

The EU’s embrace of foresight has evolved significantly over the past decades'’, driven by
growing awareness of the need to anticipate, rather than react to, emerging risks and systemic
transitions. What began in the late 1980s with the Forward Studies Unit under Jacques Delors
has since matured into a cross-institutional commitment to strategic foresight and anticipatory

governance.

This commitment was formalised through initiatives such as the European Strategy and Policy
Analysis System (ESPAS) and embedded furthermore recently under the leadership of the
tirst Ursula von der Leyen Commission, when Vice President Maros Seféovi¢ was also

appointed in charge of Foresight.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Foresight now plays a central role in the Better Regulation
Guidelines and the Commission’s strategic planning cycle. It has informed key processes
around the European Green Deal, NextGenerationEU, and EU missions addressing climate

and digital transitions.

However, so far, much of the EU’s use of foresight has taken place through one-off exercises
— workshops, flagship reports, or expert consultations (often with the support of the Joint
Research Centre) — and, more recently, through a gradual integration into selected impact
assessments. While these practices have helped raise awareness and build capacity, they
remain ad hoc and uneven, with limited clarity about when and how foresight should be
applied. This reliance on single-shot initiatives underscores the need for stronger
institutionalisation, ensuring foresight is not only mobilised for specific projects but
embedded systematically across the policymaking processes.

A notable step in this direction is the Strategic Foresight Report, launched in 2020 as a flagship
initiative to consolidate foresight across the Commission. Published annually, the report maps
emerging trends, risks, and systemic transformations that could affect EU policy over the
medium to long term. While it represents a significant step in signalling the strategic
importance of foresight, it remains largely ad hoc in its use and not yet fully embedded into
routine policymaking cycles, highlighting both the potential and the ongoing challenge of
institutionalising foresight systematically.

10 SOIF: Advancing Long-TermGovernance and Intergenerational Fairness in the European Union Global Insights
and Recommendations for Effective Action.
https://soif.org.uk/app/uploads/2025/03/Advancing-L TG-and-IGF-in-the-EU.pdf
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The move towards intergenerational fairness (IGF) represents not only a continuation of this
foresight trajectory — but also a strategic deepening of it. Where last uses of foresight were
often framed under a polycrisis narrative, IGF repositions foresight as a core normative and
participatory tool for institutional redesign and simplification. The ambition is not only to
anticipate disruptions, but to build institutions capable of shaping futures that are fair,
inclusive, and sustainable. By linking the Strategic Foresight Report to the emerging focus on
intergenerational fairness, the Commission could leverage this flagship initiative as a more
regular and structured mechanism. It could be integrated with the Future Generations Report
proposed here, the cornerstone needed for IGF ex-ante impact assessments, ensuring that
foresight moves beyond episodic use to become a core part of an anticipatory governance

focussed on the wellbeing of current and future generations.

This shift opens new opportunities for institutionalising already-existent foresight initiatives
in two ways, as a key methodology to deliver the Future Generations Report and as part of
the IGF ex-ante impact assessment.

Foresight As a Key Methodology to Deliver the Intergenerational

Fairness Report

Foresight becomes central to the design and purpose of the annual Intergenerational Fairness
Report, which assesses long-term risks for the protection of fundamental rights. A key
building block of this process is the Future Risk Matrix (FRM), to be developed in
collaboration between the JRC, EEA, and FRA. The FRM combines quantitative projections
(e.g. climate change, demographic shifts, soil depletion) with qualitative foresight analysis
(e.g. geopolitical shifts, socio-technical disruptions, cultural changes), producing a structured
map of how long-term risk drivers may affect fundamental rights across multiple plausible
futures. In practice, it connects drivers of risk (vertical axis) with fundamental rights
outcomes (horizontal axis), highlighting how environmental, social, and technological

developments may undermine or reinforce intergenerational fairness.
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Outcomes: Fundamental Rights in the Future

Right to dignity
Right to life

Right to the
integrity of the
Prohibition of
Prohibition of
slavery and forced
Right to liberty and
Respect for private
and family life

... all rights from
the EU charter

Climate change
Biosphere integrity

Land system change

-

reshwater change

-

and war on EU soil

| driven cybersecurity risk

Drivers: Long-term risks

andemic Risks

.. additional risks

Figure 1: A section of the Future Risk Matrix to illustrate the structure. The matrix should expand to encompass all rights in
the EU Charter (horizontally) and further risks, including all the Planetary Boundaries (vertically). The Risks are considered
drivers that are partially modelled, partially assessed with foresight. The colours in the cells are used for illustrative purposes
only and have no scientific basis. During the implementation of the framework, the risk to fundamental rights from the drivers
is to be assessed for multiple plausible scenarios.

Foresight ensures that the FRM is not a static catalogue of risks but a living framework. It
provides the methods to continuously update drivers, but also to generate stories, scenarios,
and pathways that explain how risks may unfold and interact over time. Through horizon
scanning, expert panels, citizen sensor networks, and participatory workshops, foresight gives
depth and context to the FRM — turning abstract risks into narratives of plausible futures
that illuminate both vulnerabilities and opportunities for protecting rights across generations.
Foresight contributes in three key ways:

Identifying and Updating Long-Term Risk Drivers

The vertical axis of the Future Risk Matrix represents major long-term risk drivers (e.g.
climate instability, Al misuse, geopolitical conflict, etc.). These must be regularly reviewed
and updated to reflect emerging or converging risks that could affect future generations’

rights.
How foresight helps:

e Horizon scanning: Systematically gathers weak signals, early warnings, and
unexpected developments across policy domains. This helps detect emerging risks
not yet in the mainstream.

e Delphi panels: Structured expert surveys help identify critical risks to rights (e.g.
those with irreversible consequences or disproportionate impacts on future
generations).

e Sensemaking workshops: Bring together experts and policymakers to cluster risks,

explore patterns, and identify areas of systemic vulnerability.
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The Intergenerational Fairness Report can coordinate with existing Commission-level horizon
scanning efforts (e.g. through the JRC or ESPAS) to avoid duplication and ensure a
consolidated pipeline of risk signals feeding into the FRM.

A strong reference is the recent JRC (2025) report “Analysis of Risks Europe is Facing”,
which catalogues 47 interrelated risks, including climate change, cyber instability, and social
unrest. These findings should be reviewed annually to inform FRM updates.

Developing Scenarios and Stories Behind Risks
Some risks (e.g. biodiversity loss or emissions) can be quantified and projected. Yet, these

projections often provide only a partial picture: they show environmental thresholds but not
the political dynamics, trade-offs, or indirect consequences involved. Others — like
democratic backsliding, AI misuse, or civil unrest — are highly uncertain and less amenable

to traditional modelling.
How foresight helps:

e Scenario building: Constructs narratives of plausible futures based on how drivers
of risk might evolve and/or interact. This helps decision-makers think through how
today's policies perform under different future conditions.

e Integrating stories with models: Quantitative projections provide a baseline, but
foresight enriches them with the lived implications for rights, systemic
interconnections, and the social or political trade-offs they entail.

e Use case: For example, scenarios might contrast futures with centralized Al control vs.
decentralized Al misuse — each with different implications for privacy, democracy,

and agency.

The Intergenerational Fairness Report could include a rotating focus on 1-2 priority risk areas
each year, with short foresight briefs presenting alternative future scenarios and their
implications in terms of fundamental rights.

Mapping Risk-to-Rights Vulnerabilities Pathways

Identitying risks and scenarios is only the first step — the Report must also clarify how risks
could translate into vulnerabilities for fundamental rights, across time horizons and
generations. This is not straightforward: risks rarely impact rights directly, but instead unfold
through chains of consequences, indirect effects, and policy failures. Foresight tools help to
trace these pathways systematically.

How foresight helps:

e Futures wheels: A structured and simple tool to trace 1st, 2nd, and 3rd order effects
of a risk across societal and ecological domains. It begins with a risk or set of risks and
maps multi-order consequences. By spanning across domains — ecological, economic,
political, technological, and social —, it makes visible ripple effects that traditional
models miss. Importantly, the exercise can distinguish temporal impacts: some
consequences fall on younger or older populations, while others primarily burden

15



future generations. This helps the Report show how the same risk(s) might have
layered consequences for different cohorts over time.

e Three Horizons: Starting from a current risk or set of risks and today’s policy context,
this approach explores how vulnerabilities accumulate if no new interventions are
made. Horizon 1 shows the current system and its legislative and policy orientation;
Horizon 2 illustrates potential transitional dynamics where vulnerabilities expand;
Horizon 3 reveals the erosion of rights. By “backcasting” from this rights-eroded
horizon, one can identify the missed interventions and weak points along the way —
the critical junctures where policy action today could have prevented rights from being

compromised.

This is where rights-based foresight directly connects to political narratives — by making
visible the chain of consequences that could undermine core rights if action is not taken.

Box 1. Building on the FRA Foresight Project

Beyond all the work advanced by the EU-JRC Policy Lab in the last years, an important first
step in this direction is the current EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA) foresight
project, which explores how selected megatrends may affect fundamental rights up to 2040.
The project builds on JRC reference scenarios and applies methods such as horizon scanning,
visioning, and policy stress-testing, while guided by FRA’s draft principles for inclusive and

participatory foresight.

This initiative represents an early effort to bring rights-based foresight into EU processes.
Building on its experience, the Intergenerational Fairness Report offers a clear opportunity
to expand, tailor, and institutionalise such foresight work — embedding it as a core function

of the EU's long-term monitoring and policy guidance system.

Foresight offers the EU a unique means to translate abstract, long-term risks into actionable
insights for intergenerational fairness. By mobilising existing spaces, projects, and tools —
from ESPAS projects, JRC tools and publications to EEA and FRA foresight initiative — and
embedding them systematically in an Intergenerational Fairness Report, foresight moves
from ad hoc exercises to a routine, institutionalised practice upstream. The Report itself serves
as a recurring mechanism that can further routinize and institutionalise foresight across the
broader, rights-based IGF assessment system, ensuring that policy decisions today

consistently account for the needs, vulnerabilities, and opportunities of future generations.

16



Foresight in the ex-ante Impact
Assessment

Introduction

Beyond traditional impact assessment (discussed in the previous chapter) here Foresight is
analysed in greater detail as a crucial thinking method for future-fit political thinking — even
beyond impact assessments.

Foresight adds critical value by enabling decision-makers to interrogate policy proposals
through multiple possible futures and beyond the perspective of quantitative modelling. It
opens the analytical space to consider qualitative impacts, value-based tensions, cascading
effects across ecological and societal domains, and uncertainties that transcend traditional
timeframes. Importantly, foresight makes it possible to explore a series of key questions

behind intergenerational fairness'!:

1. Does the policy disadvantage people at any particular life stage?

2. Does the policy disadvantage people at any period in time, present or future?

3. Does the policy increase the chances of inequality being passed on through time?
4. Does the policy restrict the choices of future generations?

Policies that are fair from an intergenerational standpoint:

-> Allow people of all ages to meet their needs.
- Meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations

to meet their own needs.

This simple but robust definition is grounded in principles of solidarity, responsibility, care,
sustainability and transparency. It is suitable for diverse policy audiences and links to
internationally recognized standards, including the EU charter of fundamental rights.

Current practice and opportunities for improvement

Integrating strategic foresight into the Commission’s impact assessments has advanced in
recent years, but practice remains uneven. Despite its inclusion in the 2021 Better Regulation
Guidelines, foresight is still applied inconsistently across Directorates-General, with
significant variation in methodology, clarity, and depth. If references to foresight have grown,

they are often limited to passing mentions of megatrends or scenario baselines, with only a

11 The IGF Framework, developed by the School of International Futures and the Gulbenkian Foundation,
includes a fifth question: Does the policy move society further away from its vision for the future? While the
current proposal places strong emphasis on a rights-based perspective and the first four questions, in some cases
IGF assessments are also linked to longer-term societal aspirations, making participatory foresight an important
complement. https://gulbenkian.pt/de-hoje-para-amanha/wp-

content/uploads/sites/46/2021/07/IGE Framework SpecialistReport EN.pdf
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small share of IAs supported by dedicated foresight exercises. This reflects a broader
challenge: foresight requires time, expertise, and resources, and is not always systematically
embedded where it could add most value. The Regulatory Scrutiny Board has also underlined
the need for greater consistency, calling for foresight to inform the core sections of IAs, from

problem definition to policy options!2.

This chapter takes these challenges as a starting point. It proposes a reframing: rather than
treating foresight as a specialised or peripheral exercise, we anchor it within the IA process
itself. By simplifying its application and linking it explicitly to intergenerational fairness (IGF),
foresight can become a more concrete tool that allows for assessing long-term impacts,
systemic trade-offs, and cross-generational impacts. In doing so, the chapter also connects
foresight in IAs to key routines such as the annual Strategic Foresight Reports and the Future

Generations Report, as well as its resources.

While most legislative proposals requiring an IGF assessment will rely on existing modelling

and quantitative analysis, certain proposals may warrant the use of foresight.
Determining when this applies can follow different approaches:

e Broad approach: All legislative proposals already identified as crucial and requiring
existing modelling and quantitative analysis as part of the IGF assessment would also
integrate foresight. This ensures consistency and strengthens the legitimacy of the IGF
process, but risks overextension if foresight is applied too widely.

e Targeted approach: Apply foresight only to proposals meeting a defined set of criteria
— e.g. where the proposal addresses high-uncertainty risks (that could be defined in
the FRM), or where impacts cut across multiple domains and generations. This
balances resource use with foresight’s added value, but requires careful calibration of
criteria.

e Diagnostic approach: The initial diagnostic stage of the impact assessment determines
whether foresight is necessary. If early analysis cannot provide sufficient clarity — for
example, due to high uncertainty, systemic trade-offs, or intergenerational
implications — foresight is then triggered. This option ties foresight directly to the
assessment process but may add complexity to the timeline.

In practice, these options are not mutually exclusive, and a mixed model may be preferable:
establishing clear criteria, while allowing the diagnostic stage to flag unexpected cases where

foresight is needed.

To ensure feasibility, the JRC, EEA, and FRA would play a central role in supporting the
relevant Directorates-General in applying foresight, either directly or through coordination
with the existing network of foresight correspondents within the Commission.

In such cases, foresight can be used to:

12 EPRS: The use of strategic foresight in Commission impact assessments Existing practices and the way forward
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2024/757801/EPRS BRI(2024)757801 EN.pdf
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e Analyse potential long-term impacts of the proposal on different domains.

e Stress-test proposals under alternative scenarios to assess robustness and fairness.

The EPRS® highlights scenarios as one of the most resource-intensive but also most valuable
foresight methods, particularly when used to “stress-test how policies and policy objectives
would perform under different future situations.” For this reason, scenarios mobilised within
IGF impact assessments should draw directly on those already developed through the
Intergenerational Fairness Report and other central EU foresight resources, ensuring both
efficiency and consistency across policymaking processes.

Case study from Portugal

The structure for this can follow the IGF Policy Assessment Tool, as piloted in Portugal (see
Box 2), which is guided by ten principles: (1) target resources effectively; (2) set a consistent
time horizon; (3) establish a clear counterfactual; (4) assess impartially; (5) account for broader
context; (6) adopt a diagnostic mindset; (7) avoid false certainty; (8) ensure auditability; (9)

reflect diverse perspectives; and (10) communicate transparently.

Box 2. Portugal’s IGF Framework — Key Lessons

Portugal’s pilot Intergenerational Fairness Assessment Framework, developed with the
Gulbenkian Foundation and the School of International Futures!4, offers a foundational

example of using foresight as part of an IGF assessment. It was built around three pillars:

e Institutional Ownership: Central to embedding IGF into policymaking by ensuring
continuity, capacity, and independent oversight.

e National Dialogue: Demonstrated the potential of participatory foresight to uncover
citizen visions, map inequality drivers, and shape shared normative aspirations.

e Dolicy Assessment Tool: Tested on diverse cases (e.g. Hydrogen Strategy, pension
reform, pandemic layoffs), ex ante and ex post, showing flexibility and the value of
independent, multidisciplinary expertise.

Lesson: IGF assessments should only be conducted when findings can meaningfully inform
policy design and support democratic accountability.

13 (ibid)
14 Gulbenkian Foundation: Framework for Intergenerational Fairness https://gulbenkian.pt/de-hoje-para-
amanha/en/public-policies/
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The tool follows five core stages:

1. Diagnostics
Gathers information on the policy’s scope, objectives, timeline, affected populations,

ecological impacts, and relevant contextual constraints. It identifies domains for deeper
analysis, time horizons, and an appropriate counterfactual — meaning a baseline scenario of
what would happen if the policy were not adopted, against which the added value and
impacts of the proposal can be assessed.

A set of diagnostic questions supports this stage, with particular attention to:

e Whether the policy creates lasting physical or institutional impacts
e If it limits future choices

e Whether it uses up or builds societal or ecological assets

Box 3. Building relevant domains

Domains used in the Policy Assessment Tool span human and ecological systems and are
inspired by Doughnut economics, combining the natural science analysis of ecological
‘planetary boundaries” provided by Johan Rockstrom and colleagues with a set of social
indicators based on the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. These include
health, education, climate, biodiversity, equity, civic trust, and material prosperity. The
diagnostic stage helps tailor domain selection to policy relevance and EU values.

If sufficient clarity is reached, the assessment could stop at this stage.
2. Impacts
Investigates chains of intended and unintended consequences across domains using

qualitative data, expert modelling, and multi-stakeholder Foresight exercises.

The Impacts Stage applies mixed methods to analyze each domain. Assessment plans

combine:

e Desk research and expert interviews;
e Multi-stakeholder Foresight workshops using Futures wheels to trace 1st, 2nd, and
3rd-order impacts across domains;

e Mapping of impacts across life stages and timelines (short, medium, long-term);

e (Qualitative judgments of desirability, certainty, and magnitude of impacts;

e Indicators selection to support policy monitoring and evaluation.

3. Scenarios
Stress-tests the assessment against plausible alternative futures. Analysts examine how the
policy performs across scenarios, what impacts are exacerbated or mitigated, and how

adaptive design might improve fairness.
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The Scenarios Stage enhances robustness by testing assumptions against multiple plausible
futures. Analysts consider how different socio-economic, technological, environmental, or
geopolitical developments would alter policy performance. They recommend adaptive design
strategies, “no-regret” options, and early-warning indicators. Final conclusions revisit the

fairness questions and recommend ways to future-proof the policy.

Resources from the JRC foresight toolbox and methods from the Better Regulation framework
(e.g. stress-testing) can support these two stages.

4. Process
Considers how the policy was designed and enacted. Were diverse views considered? Were
there procedural inequalities? This stage ensures fairness in process, not just in outcomes.

5. Conclusions
Integrates findings, finalises recommendations, and reflects on intergenerational fairness

across the five SOIF questions above.

Box 4. The role of citizen engagement in Foresight-led IGF Assessments

Citizen dialogue and visioning can serve as a cornerstone of intergenerational fairness in
policymaking. In the Portuguese pilot, the IGF assessment was embedded within a broader
National Dialogue, where participatory foresight was used to surface shared values, long-
term aspirations, and perceived trade-offs across key domains. Embedding such processes
can expand IGF, not only as technical assessment, but also in relation to the evolving visions

and priorities of societies themselves.
At the EU level, a similar approach could:

e Align domains with public values, ensuring relevance and legitimacy;
e Support indicator selection for long-term monitoring;

e Enable deliberation of trade-offs, particularly where domain goals may conflict.

Such engagement could be structured through standing citizen panels, a Future Generations
Forum, or by building on the legacy of the Conference on the Future of Europe. Citizen
visioning is not just about legitimacy — it provides crucial input for intergenerationally fair

policy design.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Peer Review and Institutional Models

Given the inherently subjective and normative dimensions of Foresight and assessing fairness
across generations, the integrity of the IGF Impact Assessment process relies heavily on
transparency, replicability, and expert oversight. The IGF Framework emphasizes peer review
as a necessary safeguard to ensure methodological rigour, sound judgment, and trust in the

final assessment.
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Peer reviewers play a vital role: they evaluate whether the assessment has been conducted
properly and whether it meaningfully contributes to the broader societal conversation about
fairness and policy impact. Their responsibility is not to replace the assessor's judgment, but
to validate the process, logic, and use of evidence.

To support this principle, we recommend the three institutions and the relevant DGs to:

e Carefully document assumptions and reasoning at each stage.

e Include all data sources, models, and tools used.

e Record participants in interviews and workshops, their contributions, and the
methods applied.

e Structure conclusions in a way that allows reviewers—and the public—to clearly trace

how findings were reached.

Ideally, assessments and reviews are co-created. It implies a slightly different timeline for the
intervention of the Regulatory Scrutiny Board. This helps ensure alignhment between assessor
and reviewer and allows for iterative refinement. Where needed, follow-up reviews may

confirm that recommendations were addressed.

Finland offers an institutional model for comprehensive, independent assessment oversight.
The Finnish Council for Regulatory Impact Analysis (FCRIA), established in 2016, reviews

legislative proposals to assess the quality —not only the content—of their impact assessments.

Box 5. IGF in Finland

Finland has established a comprehensive, rights-based, and foresight-informed approach to
impact assessment, explicitly aligned with intergenerational fairness. In 2022, new impact
assessment guidelines adopted by the Meeting of the Permanent Secretaries required that
all government proposals assess their effects on the realisation of fundamental and human

rights —including those of future generations.

Assessments must cover civil, political, economic, social, and cultural rights, identify
affected groups, account for intersectional vulnerabilities, and acknowledge uncertainties
and cumulative impacts. Foresight methods, such as scenario analysis and alternative
options appraisal, are formally encouraged to strengthen the robustness and acceptability
of legislation.

This institutional approach is supported by several key bodies, among which:

e The Committee for the Future champions phenomenon-based foresight assessments,
which foster inter-ministerial and multi-stakeholder collaboration to address
complex, long-term challenges.
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e The Audit Committee of Parliament has emphasized the need for better
documentation, monitoring of cumulative impacts, and strengthened ministerial

foresight capacity.

Additional guidance is provided by the Ministry of Justice’s Assessment of Fundamental and
Human Rights Impacts in Law Drafting'® and the government’s manual for public consultation
in legislative drafting.

Importantly, the second part of the Government Report on the Future (2019-2023) focused
on “Finland of the Next Generations — Taking Account of Future Generations and Foresight in
Legislative Drafting.” This strategic document further reinforces Finland’s commitment to
embedding long-term thinking and intergenerational fairness assessments in its legislative

culture.

Foresight becomes essential to the IGF ex-ante assessment when it is systematically triggered
for proposals facing high uncertainty, cross-domain impacts, or intergenerational risks. The
criteria for the trigger should be carefully defined. But, when so, as shown, it strengthens
diagnostics, enriches impact analysis, and makes scenarios a rigorous stress-test linked to the
Future Risk Matrix. Supported by institutions like the JRC, EEA, and FRA, and guided by
models developed in Portugal and Finland, foresight can move beyond today’s uneven and
ad hoc integration into impact assessments, becoming a downstream routinised practice that

ensures EU policymaking is resilient, transparent, and accountable across generations.

15 Ministry of Justice, Finland: Impact assessment in law drafting: https://oikeusministerio.fi/en/impact-
assessment
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Assessing impact on Planetary
Boundaries in the ex-ante Impact
Assessment

While the risks assessed in the Annual Report on Intergenerational Fairness can change
depending on the evolving context, the triple planetary crisis, and the thresholds of Planetary
Boundaries remain a long-term challenge for Europe and the world. In this last chapter, we
explore existing methodologies available to the European Commission that could enable an

impact assessment specifically focusing on Planetary Boundaries.

As the Future Risk Matrix is developed, a range of impacts on Fundamental Rights from
planetary boundaries is uncovered. Staying within these boundaries will not solve all the
political problems, but would protect the stability of the Earth system so Future Generations
can benefit from the stability of the climate and ecosystems.

While the previous chapter explored how foresight can be used to explore the impact
mechanism and potentially discover new adaptive strategies for existing risks, this chapter
focuses on the risks themselves, and offers a way to quantify how much those risks could be
reduced by certain policies.

Impact assessment of EU policies for future generations

When making projections over a long-term horizon, most tools and metrics generally used in
policy-making become inadequate. Indeed, the standard tools of macroeconomic analysis
simply cannot provide meaningful projections or forecasts over more than 50 years’ time'®.
Similarly, inequality measurement and other social metrics become of little use for a long-term
horizon, since it is nearly impossible to predict what type of society Europeans will live in
during the next century.

Yet, the human body, and more generally human societies, depend on a number of
biophysical conditions to live and develop. The ways in which current actions can impact the
environment and undermine the biophysical foundations of future generations' health and
prosperity can be rigorously assessed and quantified'”. In particular, the concept of planetary
boundaries has emerged in recent years. This framework defines a set of boundaries which
should not be crossed in order to keep the Earth system in the stable environmental state of

16 Lunsford, Kurt G. & Kenneth D. West. (2024). "An Empirical Evaluation of Some Long-Horizon
Macroeconomic Forecasts". Working Paper No. 24-20. Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland.
https://doi.org/10.26509/frbe-wp-202420

17 Gupta, J., Bai, X., Liverman, D. M., Rockstrom, J. et al. (2024). "A just world on a safe planet: A Lancet Planetary
Health - Earth Commission report on Earth-system boundaries, translations, and transformations". The Lancet
Planetary Health, 8(10), e813-e873. https://doi.org/10.1016/52542-5196(24)00042-1
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the Holocene which enabled human development!®. Beyond such environmental limits are
tipping points which, if crossed, could push the Earth system far away from its Holocene state,
to a new equilibrium unsuitable for the thriving of human societies!*. Such tipping points have
been recognised as an emerging security threat for Europe by the European Commission?.
Thus, frameworks and databases have been developed by the European Commission's Joint
Research Center (EC-JRC) to "monitor the evolution of the overall environmental footprint of EU
production and consumption and compare the footprint against planetary boundaries”*!. These tools
would be directly usable for quantitative impact assessment of EU policies for future

generations.

We suggest conducting an ex-ante impact assessment before each relevant EU policy proposal
based on the general findings of the Annual Report in Intergenerational Fairness.

Available EU resources to carry out the impact assessments

Several methodologies which are currently employed by the EU institutions for various works
could be used to conduct an impact assessment on intergenerational fairness. Adapting these

methodologies to such a task would require only a modest effort.

EU institutions are already at the forefront of impact analyses related to planetary
boundaries. The EC-JRC has continually developed, since 2016, a modelling framework
encompassing the Consumption Footprint (CF) and the Domestic Footprint (DF) models?.
The CF and DF models are both based on the Environmental Footprint (EF) Life Cycle Impact
Assessment (LCIA) method?, which evaluates 16 environmental impact categories. The CF
and DF models are used to compare the impacts of EU production and consumption with
planetary boundaries for the 16 impact categories.

18 Rockstrom, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K. et al. (2009). "A safe operating space for humanity". Nature 461, 472-475.
https://doi.org/10.1038/461472a

19 Lenton, T.M., Held, H., Kriegler, E., Hall, J.W., Lucht, W., Rahmstorf, S., & H.J. Schellnhuber. (2008). "Tipping
elements in the Earth's climate system". Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 105 (6) 1786-1793.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705414105

20 Roman, C. R. M., Dentener, F., Galmarini, S., Milkoreit, M., Armstrong, M. D., De, G. T., Dennis, D. P.,
Janssens-Maenhout, G., Loriani, S., & M. A. Ruiz. (2025). "Earth System Tipping Points are a threat to Europe".
JRC Publications Repository. https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/[RC140827 and European
Environment Agency (EEA). (2024). "Europe's sustainability transitions outlook — Short-term action, long-term
thinking". Publications Office of the European Union. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2800/799889

21 European Commission (EC). (2025). "Joint Research Centre Data Catalogue — Consumption Footprint
Platform". Retrieved May 14, 2025, from https://data.jrc.ec.europa.eu/collection/id-00391

22 Pasqualino, R., Valenzano, A., Chiorrini, A., Wierzgala, P., Frankowska, A. et al. (2025). "Consumption
Footprint and Domestic Footprint Outlook Report 2025 — Projections towards 2030 in the frame of the zero
pollution action plan". Publications Office of the European Union. https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/6552881

23 European Commission (EC). (2021). "Commission recommendation of 16.12.2021 on the use of the
Environmental Footprint methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of
products and organisations". C(2021) 9332 final.
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This methodology is underlying the Consumption Footprint and Domestic Footprint
Outlook Report 2025. As mentioned in this work, the CF and DF models also “generate headline
indicators for the following EU frameworks:

the 8th Environmental Action Programme?,

N

the monitoring of the Zero Pollution Action Plan via normalisation against the planetary
boundaries?,

the Circular economy monitoring framework?,

the Resilience dashboard?,

the SDG monitoring framework?, and

SARIRCAN N

the EU Food System Monitoring Dashboard®. The indicators are also included in the
official public data sources of the European Commission®.

Thus, the EU Commission has already gained extensive experience in using the planetary
boundaries' framework for policy analysis and monitoring. Planetary boundaries are even
explicit in its long-term sustainability agenda of "living well, within planetary boundaries”>!.
Currently, the expertise for such impact assessment is mainly to be found in EC-JRC's Unit
D.3. Land Resources and Supply Chain Assessments. Such impact assessments have been carried,
up to now, with an eye to 2030 and 2050 targets, that is, considering only the first one of the

2 European Environment Agency (EEA). (2025). "European Union 8th Environment Action Programme:
Monitoring report on progress towards the 8th EAO objectives — 2024 edition". EEA report 01/2025.
https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/analysis/publications/monitoring-progress-towards-8th-eap-objectives

25 European Environment Agency (EEA). (2022). "Production and Consumption Signals™ Available online at:
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/zero-pollution/production-consumption/signals/production-
consumption-signals and European Environment Agency and European Commission — Joint Research Centre
(EEA-JRC). (2025). "Zero pollution monitoring and outlook 2025", EEA-JRC Report 13/2024.
https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/analysis/publications/zero-pollution-monitoring-and-outlook-report

26 Eurostat. (2024a). "Circular Economy Monitoring Framework". Available online at:
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cache/scoreboards/circular-economy/

27 European Commission (EC). (2023). "Resilience Dashboards". Available online at:
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/strategic-planning/strategic-foresight/2020-strategic-foresight-
report/resilience-dashboards en

28 Eurostat. (2024c¢). "Sustainable development in the European Union: Monitoring report on progress towards the
SDGs in an EU context —2024". Available online at: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-flagship-
publications/w/ks-05-24-071

29 Téth, K., Acs, S., Aschberger, K., Barbero Vignola, G., Bopp, S. et al. (2024). "EU food system monitoring
framework — From concepts to indicators". Publications Office of the European Union.
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/94456

30 Eurostat. (2024b). "Consumption Footprint indicator". Available online at:
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/product/page/CEI GSR010

31 European Commission (EC). (2022). "Communication froom the Commission to the European Parliament, the
Council, The European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions on the Monitoring
Framework for the 8th Environment Action Programme: Measuring Progress towards the Attainment of the
Programme’s 2030 and 2050 Priority Objectives".
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2022%3A357 %3 AFIN
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next generations to come. Adapting these works to carry a long-term vision would require

only a moderate amount of work?®.

Methodology for the ex-ante impact assessment of individual policy

proposals

The ex-ante impact assessment of individual policy proposals on planetary boundaries can be
conducted by following the steps below:

1. Identify different policy options (scenarios) in relation to the policy proposal: each of
the options has to be detailed enough to satisfy the requirements of the models used
in the assessment.

2. Using adequate models already in use at the JRC, produce projections of economic
flows, for each policy option that can be fed into the LCA assessment to estimate
impact on Planetary Boundaries;

3. Feed these projections to the CF and DF models of the EC-JRC;

4. Obtain the impacts on planetary boundaries for each scenario.

We provide a simple schematic example for this workflow using the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) as an example. In this case the economic flows are identified by using the
AGLINK-COSIMO and CAPRI models to produce the inputs for the CF and DF models.

32 Going from a 25 years horizon to a long-term horizon requires recalibrating various parts of the models. For
example, the importance of methane as a greenhouse gas should be reduced, since methane stays in the
atmosphere for around 12 years and impacts only one of the future generations, unlike CO2 which remains for
millennia.
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Scenario A: with CAP reform Agricultural models:

Scenario B: without CAP AGLINK-COSIMO, CAPRI
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Figure 2. Methodology for the ex-ante impact assessment of a hypothetical CAP reform
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