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Abstract

:

For manufacturing companies, the transition to circular business models (CBMs) can be hampered both by the lack of relevant data and by operational tools. Eco-design, associated with Industry 4.0 IoT (Internet of Things) technologies, can be an effective methodological approach in developing products that are consistent with the principles of the circular economy. The reason is that, in the design phase, decisions are made that can significantly influence the degree of sustainability of products during their lifecycle. Therefore, in the manufacturing environment, eco-design represents an innovative approach to include sustainability among the traditional industrial variables such as functionality, aesthetics, quality, and profit. This study aimed to test eco-design as a tool to define the equilibrium point between sustainability and circular economy in the manufacturing environment of ceramic tile production, and to demonstrate how new business opportunities can be created through evolution from a linear to a circular business model, thanks to IoT and Industry 4.0 technologies used as enabling factors. The main result of this paper was the empirical validation in a manufacturing environment of sustainability paradigms through eco-design tools and digital technologies, proposing the circular business model as an operational tool to promote the competitiveness of enterprises.
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1. Introduction


Nowadays, due to the competition, companies can no longer be based only on minimizing costs, but must also use their innovative capacity to increase the environmental quality of products (Panigrahi 2017). Improving environmental performance can open up new market segments to companies that were previously unexplored. These new consumers require detailed knowledge and information about the environmental costs of what they consume and use; therefore, they are capable of enabling a product’s success, one that includes the attributes of quality and design as well as sustainability—that is, a product with equal functional and aesthetic performances with as little impact as possible on the environment and society (Ceschin and Gaziulusoy 2016). Thus, companies that want to direct their innovative capacity towards the principles of sustainability will have to adopt eco-design, which is an approach in which the environmental variable assumes strategic importance (Romli et al. 2015). In this new design approach, attention to aesthetics, functionality, and cost are integrated with assessments of the flows of energies, resources, and materials needed to manufacture and use products in order to reduce their impact on the external environment, making them sustainable also from an economic–social point of view (Lacasa et al. 2016). Sustainable product design is also the first step towards a circular economy. Eco-design considers the environmental effect that the product will have throughout its lifecycle, from production to disposal (Den Hollander et al. 2017). For this reason, it is necessary to use operational tools such as Life Cycle Assessments (LCAs), which allow for the selection of low-impact resources and technological solutions that minimize waste and favor the length of the product’s lifecycle up to its disposal, so that it can be easily disassembled and recycled (Kulak et al. 2016).



This paper intends to explore the adoption of eco-design to minimize the environmental and socio-economic effects of the production of ceramic tiles, rationalizing the supply system and favoring the use of resources from local sources to reduce the incidence of transport as an element of environmental criticism. The rationalization of the formulations of ceramic bodies took place within a collaborative framework of industrial symbiosis with key suppliers and using life cycle tools (i.e., LCAs and Life Cycle Costings LCCs) to define alternative design scenarios. In addition to environmental and socio-economic sustainability, the technology was also determined by testing prototypes at the laboratory scale in order to demonstrate their industrial feasibility. The monitoring of sustainability performances during the production of the best solution obtained during the design phase will be carried out through the use of IoT technologies in an Industry 4.0 environment, which will facilitate the integration of the assessment tools with the management systems for the collection and processing of process and business data. Finally, eco-design has made it possible to update the circular business model by including strategies for creating and capturing value through the marketing of products that are more environmentally friendly.




2. Theoretical Background


Linear production systems, which currently dominate the global economy, have proven to be resource constrained and have a high environmental and social impact because they are fundamentally based on the extraction, manufacture, use, and disposal of end-of-life products (Nasir et al. 2017). Therefore, improving efficiency by reducing the use of resources and fossil fuels will not be enough to meet today’s environmental challenges (Gusmerotti et al. 2019). Linear models are exposed to fluctuating prices and access to raw materials (for economic and geopolitical reasons) and contribute to environmental degradation by affecting ecosystem services fundamental to development. In contrast to this linear economy, the circular economy, an economic concept included in the framework of sustainable development, is becoming an increasingly attractive alternative (Schroeder et al. 2019). If resource consumption continues to increase as it has in recent years, by 2050 the world’s population would need three times more materials and 70% more food (Crist et al. 2017). In the next twenty years alone, the need for water and energy will be 35–40% greater. This resource race will have a significant impact on Europe’s economy, in which 40% of its total costs are due to the consumption of raw materials, compared to 20% for labor costs, and based on a commodities market in which there has been an annual price increase of 6% since 2000 (Lane 2017).



In order to identify concrete projects for a circular economy, we need to look at Europe, which is now the only region in the world that already has a roadmap on its table to start applying specific criteria and rules. The European Commission stresses that the circular economy will boost the European Union’s (EU) competitiveness by protecting businesses against resource scarcity and price volatility (Domenech and Bahn-Walkowiak 2019). In this case, environmental protection, human health, innovation, and improved competitiveness are embraced to define what the European economy is expected to look like in the coming decades. The EU also points out that this new way of consuming and producing creates new business opportunities and locally appropriate jobs at all skill levels and, thus, generates opportunities for integration and social cohesion (Ghenţa and Matei 2018). To promote this new paradigm, the EU has launched various initiatives to address, in an integrated manner, some of the major challenges arising from the environmental and competitiveness problems of European industry. The “Roadmap to a Resource-Efficient Europe”, framed in the European Commission’s Europe 2020 Strategy, establishes actions to stimulate the market for secondary materials and the demand for recycled materials by offering economic incentives and developing criteria to determine when waste ceases to be waste (Barbosa et al. 2017). On the other hand, the Union’s Seventh General Action Programme for the Environment 2013–2020 sets as its second priority the objective to turn the Union into a low-carbon (Sugiawan et al. 2019), resource-efficient, ecological, and competitive economy, (Breure et al. 2018) capable of mitigating climate change (Cucchiella et al. 2017; D’Adamo 2018). The other major European initiative is called “An Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalization Era”. It establishes six priority lines of action, among which is a sustainable industrial, construction, and raw materials policy that promotes, among others, the development of stable recycling markets and systems for extended producer responsibility, as a means of moving towards a circular economy (Lucchese et al. 2016).



The circular economy, according to the definition given by the Ellen MacArthur Foundation, “is a generic term to define an economy designed to be able to regenerate itself”. In a circular economy, material flows are of two types: biological ones, capable of being reintegrated into the biosphere, and technical ones, destined to be revalued without entering the biosphere” (Korhonen et al. 2018). The circular economy is, therefore, a system in which all activities, starting from extraction and production, are organized in such a way that someone’s waste becomes a resource for someone else (Fiksel and Lal 2018). Therefore, on the basis of this definition, the circular economic model ultimately seeks to decouple global economic development from finite resource consumption (Korhonen et al. 2018). It promotes key strategic objectives, such as generating economic growth (Busu 2019), creating jobs, and reducing environmental impacts, including carbon emissions (Suárez-Eiroa et al. 2019). With the economic model and linear development, we are depleting certain natural resources, so the circular economy proposes a new model of society that uses and optimizes materials and waste, giving them a second life (Paletta 2019). Thus, the product must be designed to be reused and recycled; that is, thanks to eco-design, the first to the last piece can be reused or recycled after the end of its useful life. With the circular economy, it is a question of how to convert what, up until now, has been considered waste into new raw materials (Caruso and Gattone 2019). In addition, it is also concerned with generating employment in the context of the so-called green economy. Therefore, the circular economy proposes a radical systemic change aimed at eco-design, economy of functionality, reuse, repair, remanufacturing, and industrial symbiosis (Baldassarre et al. 2019). This approach promotes innovation and long-term resilience and enables the development of new business models (Schroeder et al. 2019).



The implementation of the new philosophy of consumption and production based on the circular economy, requires, above all, training and knowledge of the different concepts associated with it. Eco-design is a key factor in the circular economy and consists of identifying, at the very moment a product/service is projected, all the environmental effects that can occur in each of the phases of its lifecycle, in order to try to reduce them to the minimum, without detriment to their quality and applications (Sauvé et al. 2016). Eco-design must consider the basic elements that make a product saleable, ranging from its appearance or aesthetics to its function, but unlike in the outdated linear economy, it must also assess all stages of its production and distribution chain, as well as economic and commercial aspects (Kuo et al. 2016). But to speak of eco-design as a model of complete product development, we must involve other concepts that consider their environmental and social repercussions. In the design of a product or service, we begin by defining its characteristics and processes: composition, raw materials to be used, how we will manufacture it, how we will transport it, and how we will market it. But we will also think about its usefulness and functionality, its durability, and how we will manage its useful life, especially in the final phase of the cycle (Castka and Corbett 2016).



Another concept linked to circularity is that of the functional economy, the purpose of which is to privilege the use over possession and, therefore, the provision of a service rather than the sale of a good. Compared to the linear economy, this new approach is aimed at the dematerialization of production processes seen as the only way to create value (Negrei and Istudor 2018). The functional economy wants to optimize the function of the use of goods and services, maximizing their value in the long run and minimizing the consumption of material resources and energy (Urbinati et al. 2019; Sassanelli et al. 2019).



Other more common principles of environmental management are the basis of the circular economy: reduce consumption, reuse, and recycle (the so-called three Rs of environmental management). However, if considered separately, they cannot be confused with good examples of circular economy (Ghisellini et al. 2016). Some people also prefer to use another name for this type of action: “downcycling”, which can be characterized as using the remains of a product to generate others with less added value (Pires and Martinho 2019). In general, the circular economy goes beyond the relatively simple practice of recycling.



The real circular economy should establish channels of collaboration among the different companies in a supply chain to achieve more efficient results. In this regard, the concept of industrial symbiosis is increasingly gaining ground (Domenech et al. 2019). It is a strategy for the transfer and sharing of resources among industries in the same supply chain but belonging to different sectors, such as material waste, energy by-products, services, and capacity (Herczeg et al. 2018). Industrial symbiosis favors intermediation and innovative collaboration among companies, so that the waste produced by one of them is valued as a raw material for another (Desrochers and Szurmak 2017). The adoption and dissemination of this strategy, through appropriate instruments of relations among companies, allows to obtain significant advantages from an economic and environmental point of view, making production systems more sustainable overall (Yeo et al. 2019). The strategies of industrial symbiosis are, therefore, the basis of the effective circular economy (Zaman 2017). But for industrial symbiosis to operate, the different industrial systems present on the territory must be fully integrated, not only from the point of view of production, but also from that of waste disposal (Albino et al. 2016). One of the fundamental variables for assessing the feasibility of symbiosis from an economic point of view is the distance between the waste producer and the potential user (Marchi et al. 2017). If the cost of transporting is the same, and if their price is higher than the cost of purchasing raw materials, the circular system cannot work.



From all this, the strategic importance of the supply chain arises. In a linear economy, the supply chains are the ones that extract, use, and dispose, while in a circular economy, it is the supply chains that reduce, reuse, and recycle. In a circular economy, materials are constantly circulating in many different supply chains and never have to become waste (Bressanelli et al. 2018). The biggest logistical challenges in a circular economy are the unpredictability of the flow of materials, their low financial value, and diversity of goods properties (Batista et al. 2019). Therefore, the economic and sustainable management of the supply chain will be one of the basic capabilities of successful enterprises in a circular economy (De Angelis et al. 2018).



The circular economy’s perspective is then to identify the amount of resources needed for human activities within the existing and available ones, i.e., by transforming goods that have reached the end of their useful life. Waste is considered a failure of the system and the only possible correction is to transform waste and scrap into resources (Jain et al. 2018). This innovative approach must begin with the design of the product, which must be designed to last, if possible, to be repairable, and (at the end of its lifecycle) to be broken down so that each part of it finds another use. It is precisely in the concepts of recycling, reduction, recovery, repair, and reuse, which are characteristics of the circular economy, that we can identify the link between sustainability and sustainable development (Olawumi and Chan 2018). Therefore, from a circular point of view, a system should function as a biological environment where everything is functional and everything is regenerated: the concept of waste does not exist because, in fact, waste becomes the basis for the development of other forms of life in a general framework of equilibrium. Despite this, the challenge is to identify a point of equilibrium, because the system, besides being potentially regenerative, should also be sustainable (Muñoz-Torres et al. 2018). It follows that, from a sustainable point of view, not everything that could be recycled, reduced, recovered, reopened, and reused is, in fact, sustainable in environmental, social, and economic terms. With an inverse reasoning, we can see the circular economy as a paradigm of sustainability, i.e., an innovative socio-economic approach to implementing sustainability in real life and business (Geissdoerfer et al. 2017). In a manufacturing environment, the equilibrium between the system’s regenerative potential and environmental and socio-economic sustainability can be identified through eco-design.



In order to implement the principles of circular economy in business strategies, reducing dependence on increasingly scarce and expensive natural resources and turning waste into income, it is necessary to rethink or plan the value proposition and also the way in which you approach customers (Pieroni et al. 2019). But what is in practice easy to enunciate ideally, is more difficult to put into practice. Most companies, especially SMEs (small and medium-sized enterprises), are not yet ready to take advantage of the opportunities offered by the circular economy and remain firm on the more traditional model of linear growth (Tăchiciu 2018). Therefore, companies that want to enjoy the circular benefits will have to develop new business models that are not subject to the limits of linear thinking (Zucchella and Previtali 2019). These new circular business models (CBMs), in order to be able to intercept in an innovative way the value created in the supply chain, will not only have to lead the development of processes that have less impact on the environment (eco-efficiency), but will also have to take advantage of new growth opportunities to promote radically positive changes (eco-effectiveness) capable of guiding both economies and businesses towards sustainability (Heyes et al. 2018).



An important aid for companies in designing a circular business model comes from digital technologies, big data management, and artificial intelligence, because they allow for forms of collaborative innovation in supply chains (Garza-Reyes et al. 2019). Digitization allows the recording of data produced at all stages of production, marketing, management of inputs, waste, and their constant evaluation in terms of efficiency (Parida et al. 2019). Particularly in the paradigm of Industry 4.0, we can integrate information and knowledge systems based on collaborative networks. It allows a more efficient and optimized management of value chains, as well as the use of resources (Nascimento et al. 2018). The fourth industrial revolution, driven by digitization and huge volumes of data, represents the potential to leverage circular business models, where renewable resources are consumed, stocks are kept infinitely, and waste is eliminated. This is where Industry 4.0 and the circular economy meet and empower (Okorie et al. 2018). On the one hand, the disruptive technologies of the new industry operate as triggers for circular strategies. On the other hand, the circular economic model provides a purpose for Industry 4.0 and drives its development (Tseng et al. 2018).



At the end of this introductory theoretical review, we can derive several conclusions which constitute the conceptual basis of this research:




	
The circular economy represents a regenerative economic system that must maximize the creation of the value of the goods that are produced;



	
The system ensures the durability of resources through the elimination of inputs and outputs through looping of materials and components of products;



	
The lifecycle of the product is extended, and this extension also favors the connection among different value chains in the same and similar supply chains;



	
The circular economy can, thus, become a paradigm of sustainability through the use of eco-design to find the equilibrium of the system between regeneration capacity and minimization of environmental and socio-economic effects;



	
A circular business model can reduce operating costs by strengthening relations with stakeholders (suppliers, employees, customers, institutions, territory) and stimulating competitiveness.








This study seeks to fill the gaps in the literature regarding the relationship between sustainability principles and circular economy practices by addressing the following research questions:



RQ1. 

Can eco-design be an effective tool to predict the equilibrium point between sustainability and circular economy?





RQ2. 

How can the circular economy create new business opportunities that combine environmental and social benefits?





RQ3. 

How can IoT and Industry 4.0 technologies be effective as enabling factors for the circular economy?






3. Methodology


This study, based on the work of Garcia-Muiña et al. (2018), aims to operationally apply a procedure to implement the principles of environmental, social, and economic sustainability in a manufacturing environment, carrying out some of the specifications of the circular business model designed in the above paper. In the case in point, the experiment was carried out in a ceramic tile manufacturer that is among the top 10 Italian companies in the sector.



The Italian ceramic industry represents an industrial cluster of great importance both at the national and European level, as shown by the data included in the 2018 sector statistical survey published by the Italian Association of Ceramic Manufacturers (Confindustria Ceramica 2019). In 2018, the sector consisted of 137 companies with approximately 19,700 employees who produced 415 million square meters of tiles. Also, in 2018, the total turnover of Italian ceramic companies was 5.4 billion euros, of which 4.5 billion came from exports, accounting for 85% of turnover. In 2018, investments amounted to 508.2 million euros (9.4% of annual turnover), a value that has allowed the entire industry to exceed 2 billion euros in the five-year period. Among the reasons that can explain this orientation to innovation: the opportunities provided by national policies for the transition to Industry 4.0, fully taken by companies in the sector, and the recovery of competitiveness through more advanced technologies with the modernization of plants and production lines.



The diagram in Figure 1 shows the conceptual scheme of the empirical development of research and the operational procedure in relation to the research questions previously formulated. The first step is represented by the strategic phase of eco-design, i.e., the design of products that minimize their environmental effect and provide society with greater value than has been taken away from the environment, during the entire production process.



The Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) is used as a methodological tool to carry out eco-design (Eksi and Karaosmanoglu 2018). It allows for the entire lifecycle of the ceramic product to be assessed, quantifying the environmental effects from the sources of raw materials to manufacture, distribution, use, and final disposal. This is an internationally standardized procedure according to ISO 14040 and 14044. The LCA’s logic is based on a holistic systemic approach that allows to understand and manage the complexity of the supply chain both upstream and downstream of the production process. Critical points in the entire product lifecycle are identified in order to envisage solutions aimed at saving and recovering energy and materials.



In order to take into account the socio-economic value of environmental damage in the tile manufacturing and industrial costs phases, the LCA analysis was supported by Life Cycle Costing (LCC) in order to predict the environmental and socio-economic sustainability of the different design scenarios (Lee et al. 2016). Like the LCA, the LCC also follows an international standard: ISO 15686. Both methodologies follow the scheme of four consequential phases, in accordance with the ISO standards: objective and scope, inventory analysis, impact assessment, and interpretation of results. Therefore, the research methodology was developed following exactly this logical scheme.



The second phase of the procedure was a strategic planning activity for a new circular business model and, finally, the third step involved the definition of the conceptual and operational links between the circular economy and sustainability.




4. Results


In a recent sustainability study carried out on a representative sample of Italian ceramic production models, it was pointed out that one of the phases of the lifecycle of the product with the greatest impact on the environment was the system of supply of raw materials (Ferrari et al. 2019). In particular, the type of transport between mines and factories (e.g., ship, train, truck) and the distance between these two locations are critical elements from an environmental point of view.



Currently, most of the raw materials used for the manufacture of ceramic tiles come from countries outside the EU—Ukraine (clays) and Turkey (feldspars). In this case, the logistics were complex; in fact, from mines, raw materials were loaded onto trucks and delivered to ports where they were shipped to Italy. Once they arrived, the materials were unloaded from ships and loaded onto trucks for transportation to factories. To a lesser extent, some clays came from Germany and, in this case, trains were used for transportation to Italy. The railway wagons arriving at the freight yard were unloaded onto trucks for delivery to factories.



Considering that about 20 kg (0.02 tons) of raw materials are needed to produce 1 square meter of tile, the Italian ceramic industry has an annual requirement of raw materials equal to:


415 million m2/year × 0.02 tons/m2 = 8.3 million tons/year











This figure show that the ceramic industry is a resource-intensive sector, even more so than the production process, where the transportation modes are mixed, and is a critical factor for the environment. Preliminary impact assessments (Ferrari et al. 2019) have determined that the most polluting modes of transport are ships and trucks due to their significant CO2 emissions into the atmosphere. Trains, on the other hand, are the most ecological way of transport. Just as the distance between the source of supply and the factory is another factor that negatively affects the environmental impact.



4.1. Objective and Scope


On the assumption of this baseline, it was decided to focus the eco-design activity on optimizing the supply system to privilege more environmentally friendly transport systems, such as trains, and reducing distances between factories and mines, also using local raw materials. In order to re-engineer the ceramic material, changing the current compositional mix, it was necessary to work closely with key suppliers and other stakeholders who were represented in the same supply chain (Figure 2).



At the heart of the supply chain were manufacturers of ceramic tiles, while upstream were suppliers of materials (raw materials, inks, and glazes for decoration) and technologies (machinery). The production process was also supported by a series of ancillary service providers: graphic development studios, companies that carry out additional processing and treatments on the finished product (cutting, polishing, lapping), and suppliers of display systems for the preparation of showrooms and exhibition stands. Downstream of the manufacturers, the distribution channel was made up of various economic agents: the commercial networks of the tile manufacturers, the commercial agents external to them, and the distributors. In addition, there was another category of companies, which only carried out one commercial activity, i.e., they obtained their supplies from ceramic manufacturers who manufacture the products they require under the brands of these companies.



Producers and commercial companies find themselves competing in the same markets with similar products (having shared the same technology), but mutual interest prevails: for producers to saturate production capacity by reducing industrial costs and for commercial companies to have the product to be placed on the market. From this point, the ceramic supply chain relates to the construction sector and its main economic agents: architects, designers, manufacturers of materials and solutions for the installation of floors and walls, builders, up to the end customer.



Figure 2 also shows, by means of vectors, the dynamics of collaborative relations between economic agents with and without commercial contributions for the supply of goods or services. It is clear that the supply chain is a complex system with B2B2C (business-to-business-to-consumer) characteristics, because tile manufacturers are increasingly oriented towards disintermediation of the commercial relationship by directly interacting with architects and designers overtaking distributors (Brotspies and Weinstein 2018). This relational network, typical of industrial districts, is a powerful enabling factor for industrial symbiosis and the implementation of the circular economy. Supply chain enterprises, organized in a district system, are already used to collaborate in the co-design of new technological solutions and new products. Therefore, it was decided to exploit this propensity to share knowledge to innovate the way ceramic materials are formulated, thanks to eco-design and collaboration with mining companies.



In accordance with ISO specifications for LCA and LCC analysis, 1 m2 of ceramic tiles was adopted as a functional unit and the system boundaries were set from the cradle (raw materials) to the gate (end of the manufacturing process). The analysis was modelled in SimaPro®8.5.2.2 software by PRéConsultants (PRéConsultants n.d.), taking the Ecoinvent 3.4 (Wernet et al. 2016) database as a reference, especially for background processes related to natural gas, electricity, heat, transport, infrastructure, machinery, and waste treatments. The data for the impact assessment came mainly (80%) from primary sources through direct collection in the different phases of the production processes. The remaining data, on the other hand, were obtained from specialized databases.




4.2. Inventory Analysis


In order to implement an eco-design strategy, it is necessary to know the starting point in order to foresee alternative scenarios for environmental improvement. For this reason, a preliminary sustainability assessment is required, starting with an inventory analysis that defines and quantifies the input and output flows in the lifecycle of the system, building a model that represents it as truthfully as possible.



First, all the phases of the lifecycle and their relationships were displayed in a process diagram, thus determining all the inputs and outputs and, therefore, the data to be collected. This scheme is shown in Figure 3, where the main production phases of the ceramic product are represented.



The manufacturing process begins with the reception and storage of the raw materials that will be used to prepare the ceramic mixture. Changing the procurement and transport strategy in a radical way involves a different management of incoming flows and storage spaces. In this phase, collaboration with mining industries is of fundamental importance because, in a perspective of industrial symbiosis, it may be necessary to activate a sharing of the corresponding storage capacities to respond both to the criticality of transport and to the volatility of the demand for finished products.



After storage, the raw materials are mixed (with the compositions of the ceramic body of production) and ground with water in continuous rotary mills until a solid/liquid suspension called slip is obtained. This is then stored in underground tanks equipped with agitators. Special pumps take the slip and nebulize it inside a vertical dryer (spry-dryer), where the high pressure and high temperature cause the evaporation of the grinding water producing a very fine and homogeneous powder, ready to be pressed. During the pressing phase, the powders are dosed and transported to the hydraulic presses, which exert a pressure of over 490–500 kg/cm2 on the spry-dried powder to form the support in the format (square or rectangular) and in the desired size. The pressed support is then covered with a layer of glaze and digitally decorated with special inks to obtain the required graphic design. At this point, the pressed, glazed, and decorated tiles are led to the kilns for firing at temperatures that reach 1210–1230 °C with cycles of 35–50 min depending on the size. The tiles coming out of the kiln can follow two paths: they can go directly to the packaging department of the finished product or they can be sent for further processing, which can include informed cutting of smaller and more modular tiles and/or lapping of the surface to obtain a brilliant effect such as stone materials (marble and granite).



For each phase of the process described above, data were collected on material flows, energy consumption (thermal and electrical), and emissions into the atmosphere. This procedure was implemented by exploiting the potential of IoT technologies, as the production plant analyzed was fully digitalized in line with the Industry 4.0 paradigm. As shown in Figure 2, smart meters were installed for each machine to monitor energy consumption in real time and to collect production data. This network of sensors was wirelessly connected with the MES (manufacturing execution system), a computer system that governs and controls the entire production process, from the release of the order to the finished product, aligning the business management needs with those of the factory and, thus, bridging the gap between the decision-making level and the executive level. The MES was then integrated with the ERP (enterprise resource planning) providing real-time data on the execution of processes to allow, in addition to the current management of operations, also the inventory analysis for environmental assessment (i.e., LCA). Since the ERP system is a common and shared database of transactional data from different sources in the organization (accounting, procurement, sales, production, and logistics), it has all the information needed to carry out the inventory analysis for the economic assessment (i.e., LCC).




4.3. Eco-Design Impact Assessment


With eco-design, we intended to evaluate the environmental and economic behavior of alternative ceramic body compositions with respect to current production, modifying the supply strategy. The new formulations are shown in Table 1.



The composition P 01 was the starting point, i.e., the current production. It was characterized by a wide use of imported raw materials, 63% of which came from mines located outside the European Union and transported by ship and truck over long distances (Ukraine and Turkey, 2500–3000 km). The eco-design was, therefore, focused on three goals:




	
To minimize the use of extra-EU raw materials, favoring rail over sea and road transport;



	
To valorize local raw materials for their proximity to the factory;



	
To evaluate the possibility of using the fired waste generated during manufacture, using it as a substitute for imported feldspars by exploiting their melting properties.








Therefore, the quantity of clay from outside the EU (coming from Ukraine) was progressively reduced to the advantage of a European clay that was delivered to the factory by train from Germany. In parallel, the quantity of extra-EU feldspar (coming from Turkey) was progressively replaced with a local one (Dondi et al. 2014). In addition, quantities of fired waste were introduced on a scalar basis to verify technological feasibility and environmental impact (Table 1, compositions P 03, P 04, P 15, and P 17). The extra-EU clay was then completely removed using a large quantity of local clay (composition P 17). Finally, by comparing the compositions P 17 and P 19, it was decided to verify the environmental effect of the presence or absence of fired waste with the same composition.



Based on the inventory analysis described in Section 4.2 and considering the production process shown in Figure 2 as constant, six alternative supply scenarios were simulated, corresponding to the different body compositions indicated in Table 1. For each of them, the environmental effect was determined through a predictive LCA analysis (Hauschild et al. 2018). The results of the characterization obtained with the IMPACT 2002+ assessment method is shown in Table 2, at a mid-point level (Jolliet et al. 2003).



The results highlight that the P 01 composition showed the highest effects in almost all impact categories, as clearly demonstrated by the highest value of each index. In particular, for the respiratory inorganics impact category, which refers to respiratory effects caused by inorganic substances, the impact was 31.7% higher than for composition P 17, which showed a lower impact; this was mainly caused by the emissions of nitrogen oxides in the air, especially due to the transport of raw materials by barge. Similarly, for the land occupation impact category, which takes into account the occupation of the soil, the impact related to composition P 01 was 32.1% higher than for composition P 17, primarily due to the land occupation related to the building for the extraction of the clay, for which the amount changed among the different compositions.



Moreover, for the aquatic eutrophication impact category, which refers to an abundance of nutrients in the aquatic environment, in particular nitrates and phosphates, the impact related to composition P 01 was 15.4% higher than for composition P 17, especially due to the emissions of phosphate in water caused by the treatment of sulfidic tailings coming from the manufacturing of the building for the extraction of the clay, for which the amount also varied. Finally, with regard to the global warming impact category, which considers the effects of greenhouse gases, the impact related to composition P 01 was 16.1% higher than for composition P 17, in particular due to the carbon dioxide emissions resulting from the transport by barge of raw materials.



Economic sustainability was assessed with the Life Cycle Costing (LCC) tool, which determines all the costs that a product generates during its lifecycle (Ciroth et al. 2015). The calculation was carried out in two phases (Andersson et al. 2016). In the first phase, we determined the economic costs attributable to the environmental effects generated by the product over its entire lifecycle (Table 2, above).



In this case, the economic value of externalities was determined, i.e., the environmental costs that the company should internalize in its industrial costs. This procedure is often referred to as Environmental LCC (E-LCC). The second phase, on the other hand, considered the industrial costs of the different phases of the lifecycle incurred exclusively by the company to manufacture the ceramic tiles (Table 2, below). This approach is referred to as Conventional LCC (C-LCC).



Regarding E-LCC, the calculation method EPS 2015dx (Steen 1999) determines the economic value of pollutant emissions based on the principle of the willingness to pay (WTP) by the polluter, both to remedy the damage caused and to avoid further deterioration compared to the situation created. The method identifies six main categories of damage: ecosystem services, access to water, biodiversity, building technology, human health, and abiotic resources.



Clearly, the results of the environmental impacts determined by the LCA are also reflected in the environmental externalities (E-LCC). Again, the most relevant factor in terms of external costs was the distance of the mines from the factory and the transport system used. As shown in Table 2 (above), there was a progressive decrease in externalities as the quantity of local raw materials increased and rail transport was used (from composition P 01 to composition P 19).



The structure of industrial costs remained broadly unchanged in the different compositions, except for the cost of raw materials, as shown in Table 3 below. The item “cost of raw materials” includes the cost of the different materials used and the corresponding transport cost. Therefore, the greater the distance between the source of supply and the factory, the greater the cost. Furthermore, for compositions containing fired waste (P 03, P 04, P 15, and P 17), their additional grinding costs must be considered. In fact, in order to be able to use them as a partial replacement for a raw material, it is necessary to reduce their size in powder form, because they are particularly hard materials and, therefore, inadequate for reintroduction as they are into the process.



In this study, the social dimension of sustainability was determined through the approach of the Societal Life Cycle Costing (S-LCC), which prescribes the sum of environmental externalities (E-LCC) with industrial costs (C-LCC) (De Menna et al. 2018). This approach, compared to other methodologies such as S-LCA (Petti et al. 2018), allows to directly correlate a social indicator to the functional unit, which, in our case, corresponded to 1 m2 of ceramic tile (Table 4). It is particularly important to maintain the focus of the analysis on the manufacturing process by following the cycles and times in a more dynamic time horizon than the classic social analysis, as required by the guidelines (UNEP/SETAC 2009) of United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the Society of Environmental Toxicology & Chemistry (SETAC).



The S-LCC showed that the use of local raw materials and more environmentally friendly transport systems such as rail have a significant and positive socio-economic impact, especially when comparing the extreme compositions P 01 and P 19. In addition, it was also shown that recycling of processing waste was not as effective in mitigating impacts as were variations in body compositions. The sustainability assessment indicated that P 17 and P 19 were the most performing compositions from an environmental point of view, with almost equivalent impact results. However, the economic analysis showed that recycling of fired waste was not beneficial for the higher incidence of pre-grinding costs. Therefore, the best result was the composition P 19.




4.4. Interpretation and Discussion of the Results


Table 5 shows the main indicators of environmental, socio-economic, and technological sustainability, with eco-design for the various ceramic body compositions. In particular, the best result obtained in comparison with the starting point is highlighted.



The LCA study confirmed that the distance of the sources of supply from the factory and the type of transport used were potentially critical variables for the effects that they can generate on the environment. The scenarios defined with eco-design have indicated possible alternatives to the composition of the current ceramic body, which are more respectful of the environment.



Compositional changes showed that it is possible to significantly reduce emissions into the atmosphere of particulate matter resulting from the combustion of fossil fuels that emit aerosols, sulphates, and nitrates and that can cause respiratory difficulties (impact category: respiratory inorganics). Emissions of nitrogen-containing pollutants into the environment also contribute to eutrophication, i.e., an overabundance of nitrates in water systems. This causes algae blooms that deplete the oxygen dissolved in water, consequently suffocating aquatic life (impact category: aquatic eutrophication). Similarly, new compositions of ceramic bodies can reduce the amount of carbon dioxide (CO2) released into the atmosphere due to the combustion of fossil fuels related to truck and ship transport systems. Carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases accumulate in the atmosphere, trapping solar heat which, in turn, increases the average temperature of the Earth causing the retreat of the glaciers, the extinction of species, the loss of soil moisture, and more extreme weather conditions (impact category: global warming). A further benefit was also obtained in the category of land occupation damage, thanks to the significant use of local raw materials that use less complex mining facilities.



Furthermore, by modifying the composition of the ceramic bodies and the transport mix to maximize the use of local raw materials, reducing the distances between mines and the factory and by favoring rail transport, it was possible to estimate a reduction in externalities (E-LCC) of about 9%, comparing the initial composition (P 01) with the best result obtained (P 19). Regarding industrial costs (C-LCC), it can be noted that the introduction of fired waste as a substitute for extra-EU feldspar was not economically viable, because the externality benefit was offset by the cost of grinding the waste. Comparing the P 01 and P 19 compositions, the advantage in terms of industrial costs was always 9%, with a comparable benefit (9%) also for societal costs (S-LCC).



However, eco-design must not only be limited to the prediction of the environmental and socio-economic performance of alternative compositional scenarios but must also assess the technical and industrial feasibility of these options. We could, therefore, speak of technological sustainability to indicate that a solution complies with a set of internal specifications and/or international quality standards. For this very reason, the compositions designed were tested at the laboratory level to verify their compliance with three international standards in force for ceramic tiles. In particular, the value of water absorption (ISO 10545-3) that determines the degree of porosity of the ceramic product, the dimensions (ISO 10545-2) that establish the geometric conformity of the tiles, and the resistance to bending, which measures their mechanical properties (ISO 10545-4). The results of this further evaluation are shown in Table 5, from which it can be seen that compositional solutions with better sustainability performance than the starting point are not always manufacturable in compliance with the regulations in force.





5. Conclusions


With this paper, a managerial example of the introduction of the circular economy paradigm in business operations was provided. In particular, it intended to redesign the business model of a ceramic tile manufacturer through the approach of eco-design in order to optimize the supply system of raw materials to improve the environmental and socio-economic performance of the finished product.



Eco-design served to provide alternative compositional scenarios demonstrating how much the distance of the sources of supply from the factory and the transport systems used can affect the environmental and socio-economic performance of the company. With the same design approach, a feasibility study was also carried out to recycle the fired waste generated during the production process. The assessment showed that it is possible to optimize the compositions in conjunction with the company objectives in terms of sustainability. The study made it possible to identify a composition of ceramic body that performed particularly well from an environmental and socio-economic point of view, compared to the current production. This result was achieved thanks to a radical change in the composition: raw materials from outside the EU were replaced by others from local mines. This made it possible to reduce the negative impact of road transport on the environment.



The assessment also showed that recycling waste was not always beneficial from a sustainability perspective. In fact, the cost of grinding the waste baked to be used in the manufacture of tiles offset the benefit of lower external costs obtained through the recycling of waste. This result can only be considered as apparently negative. In fact, it shows that the adoption of the circular economy paradigm requires a rigorous management approach, technical skills and effective tools to quantify the effects. Only with these premises can the redefinition of the business model be effective because it will have the support of a strong scientific basis.



These results provided a positive answer to the QR1 research question: eco-design is, therefore, an effective tool to predict the equilibrium point between sustainability and circular economy.



The predictive sustainability assessment was then validated at the laboratory scale in order to verify whether the new compositions conformed to the technical specifications established by the international standards for ceramic tiles. The aim was to identify this technical conformity as technological sustainability, a further dimension of sustainability which, alongside the environment, economy, and society, aims to demonstrate that the design scenario is industrially feasible. Thanks to eco-design, it was, therefore, possible to innovate the way raw materials are supplied and the industrial symbiosis within the supply chain made it possible to rationalize and make a new ceramic composition feasible. It will be the basis for the development of a finished product with better performance from the point of view of sustainability, capable of satisfying the demand for greener building products.



The development conducted in this research led to an update of the circular business model already defined previously (Garcia-Muiña et al. 2018); the changes are shown in the diagram in Table 6 using the business model canvas (Joyce and Paquin 2016). As a value proposition, the integration between IoT technologies and sustainability monitoring systems was highlighted in order to better exploit local resources and to innovate organizational models. Networking activities were added to the key activities, performed mainly at the level of the industrial district in a framework of industrial symbiosis (Morales et al. 2019; Fraccascia et al. 2016) in order to involve raw material suppliers in a cooperative way (who play both the role of key partners and key stakeholders) in the production of products that are more environmentally friendly thanks to the use of efficient and digitized production units. These products are aimed at new market segments, such as green consumers, architects, and designers, who are more sensitive to the socially responsible behavior of the industry, also using innovative distribution channels such as digital ones. The higher costs incurred in internalizing environmental and social externalities will be offset by lower production costs and an improved reputation among stakeholders. These conclusions answer the QR2 research question: the way to create new business opportunities by intercepting the value they generate is to prepare a circular business model that replaces the linear one (Antikainen et al. 2015).



Another important result of this study was the demonstration of the effectiveness of the Industry 4.0 paradigm as an enabling factor for sustainability, thus satisfying the QR3 research question. In fact, thanks to the complete digitization of manufacturing, environmental, socio-economic, and technological monitoring can be carried out dynamically and in real time. On the contrary, in a non-digitized environment, sustainability assessments are conducted retrospectively based on historical datasets. There were, therefore, two innovative aspects:




	
Eco-design, in a simulation environment, allows to predict the environmental, socio-economic, and technological performance of alternative industrial solutions;



	
IoT technologies, in an Industry 4.0 environment, allow real-time measurement of effects as they occur, providing the capability to intervene on processes to mitigate them.








The predictive function of eco-design and the dynamic potential of digital assessment transform conventional sustainability analyses from purely technical activities to effective strategies of corporate social responsibility because the managerial perspective is changed from short to long term. The joint use of both these good practices offers the opportunity for decision-makers in manufacturing companies to apply, in a real and effective way, the principles of the circular economy by redesigning the business model and changing the way in which value is created and intercepted.



The high level of complexity reached by industrial systems requires increasingly transversal skills for an even more accurate understanding of reality from both a technological and social point of view. The advent of the fourth industrial revolution and the diffusion of digital technologies have led to the end of a world made up of silos of skills that struggled to integrate with other universes. To stimulate innovation, a multidisciplinary approach is fundamental, as was demonstrated in this research. Integrating the socio-economic dimension of sustainability with the environmental dimension required a contamination of knowledge: materials sciences, chemistry, process engineering, information technology, business organization, and management.



The search for an equilibrium between the degree of sustainability of alternative compositional scenarios and the corresponding potential for circularity in tile manufacturing required the definition of a decision area with multiple criteria, where several functions needed to be optimized at the same time (Caruso et al. 2017). In this study, the search for efficiency in the use of natural resources was pursued, both as a private and collective goal. The fundamental role of managerial sciences was, thus, demonstrated by examining the positive (or interpretative) dimension of environmental and socio-economic problems. With this contribution of knowledge and by supporting the engineering sciences, mainly focused on the regulatory aspects of the problems, it was possible to obtain a more exhaustive framework linking sustainability and circular economy in businesses to support decision-making processes.







Author Contributions


Supervision, F.E.G.-M.; Conceptualization, R.G.-S.; Data curation, A.M.F.; Formal analysis, L.V.; Methodology, M.P.; Data curation, C.S.; Writing—review & editing, D.S.-B.




Funding


This research was co-funded by the European Union under the LIFE Programme (LIFE16 ENV/IT/000307: LIFE Force of the Future-Forture).




Acknowledgments


The authors thank the editor and three anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments on this paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Albino, Vito, Luca Fraccascia, and Ilaria Giannoccaro. 2016. Exploring the role of contracts to support the emergence of self-organized industrial symbiosis networks: An agent-based simulation study. Journal of Cleaner Production 112: 4353–66. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andersson, Karin, Selma Brynolf, Hanna Landquist, and Erik Svensson. 2016. Methods and Tools for Environmental Assessment. In Shipping and the Environment. Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer, pp. 265–93. [Google Scholar]

	



Antikainen, Maria, Minna Lammi, Harri Paloheimo, Timo Rüppel, and Katri Valkokari. 2015. Towards circular economy business models: Consumer acceptance of novel services. Paper presented at the ISPIM Innovation Summit, Brisbane, Australia, December 6–9. [Google Scholar]

	



Baldassarre, Brian, Micky Schepers, Nancy Bocken, Eefje Cuppen, Gijsbert Korevaar, and Giulia Calabretta. 2019. Industrial Symbiosis: Towards a design process for eco-industrial clusters by integrating Circular Economy and Industrial Ecology perspectives. Journal of Cleaner Production 216: 446–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barbosa, Ana, Sara Vallecillo, Claudia Baranzelli, Chris Jacobs-Crisioni, Filipe Batista e Silva, Carolina Perpiña-Castillo, Carlo Lavalle, and Joachim Maes. 2017. Modelling built-up land take in Europe to 2020: An assessment of the Resource Efficiency Roadmap measure on land. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 60: 1439–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Batista, Luciano, Michael Bourlakis, Palie Smart, and Roger Maull. 2019. Business Models in the Circular Economy and the Enabling Role of Circular Supply Chains. In Operations Management and Sustainability. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 105–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Bressanelli, Gianmarco, Marco Perona, and Nicola Saccani. 2018. Challenges in supply chain redesign for the Circular Economy: A literature review and a multiple case study. International Journal of Production Research, 1–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Breure, A. M., J. P. A. Lijzen, and L. Maring. 2018. Soil and land management in a circular economy. Science of the Total Environment 624: 1125–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brotspies, Herbert, and Art Weinstein. 2018. Rethinking Business Segmentation: A Conceptual Model and Strategic Insights. Journal of Strategic Marketing 26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Busu, Mihail. 2019. Adopting Circular Economy at the European Union Level and Its Impact on Economic Growth. Social Sciences 8: 1125–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caruso, Giulia, and Stefano Antonio Gattone. 2019. Waste Management Analysis in Developing Countries through Unsupervised Classification of Mixed Data. Social Sciences 8: 186. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caruso, Giulia, Stefano Antonio Gattone, Francesca Fortuna, and Tonio Di Battista. 2017. Cluster analysis as a decision-making tool: A methodological review. In International Symposium on Distributed Computing and Artificial Intelligence. Cham: Springer, pp. 48–55. [Google Scholar]

	



Castka, Pavel, and Charles Corbett. 2016. Adoption and diffusion of environmental and social standards: The effect of stringency, governance, and media coverage. International Journal of Operations & Production Management 36: 1504–29. [Google Scholar]

	



Ceschin, Fabrizio, and Idil Gaziulusoy. 2016. Evolution of design for sustainability: From product design to design for system innovations and transitions. Design Studies 47: 118–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ciroth, Andreas, Jutta Hildenbrand, and Bengt Steen. 2015. Life Cycle Costing. In Sustainability Assessment of Renewables-Based Products: Methods and Case Studies. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd., pp. 215–28. [Google Scholar]

	



Confindustria Ceramica. 2019. Indagine Statistica Nazionale, 39th ed. Ceramic Tiles 2018. Sassuolo: Confindustria Ceramica Study Centre. [Google Scholar]

	



Crist, Eileen, Camilo Mora, and Robert Engelman. 2017. The interaction of human population, food production, and biodiversity protection. Science 356: 260–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cucchiella, Federica, Idiano D’Adamo, Massimo Gastaldi, S. C. Lenny Koh, and Paolo Rosa. 2017. A comparison of environmental and energetic performance of European countries: A sustainability index. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 78: 401–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



D’Adamo, Idiano. 2018. The profitability of residential photovoltaic systems. A new scheme of subsidies based on the price of CO2 in a developed PV market. Social Sciences 7: 148. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Angelis, Roberta, Mickey Howard, and Joe Miemczyk. 2018. Supply chain management and the circular economy: Towards the circular supply chain. Production Planning & Control 29: 425–37. [Google Scholar]

	



De Menna, Fabio, Jana Dietershagen, Marion Loubiere, and Matteo Vittuari. 2018. Life cycle costing of food waste: A review of methodological approaches. Waste Management 73: 1–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Den Hollander, Marcel C., Conny A. Bakker, and Erik Jan Hultink. 2017. Product design in a circular economy: Development of a typology of key concepts and terms. Journal of Industrial Ecology 21: 517–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Desrochers, Pierre, and Joanna Szurmak. 2017. Long distance trade, locational dynamics and by-product development: Insights from the history of the American cottonseed industry. Sustainability 9: 579. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Domenech, Teresa, and Bettina Bahn-Walkowiak. 2019. Transition towards a resource efficient circular economy in Europe: Policy lessons from the EU and the member states. Ecological Economics 155: 7–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Domenech, Teresa, Raimund Bleischwitz, Asel Doranova, Dimitris Panayotopoulos, and Laura Roman. 2019. Mapping Industrial Symbiosis Development in Europe typologies of networks, characteristics, performance and contribution to the Circular Economy. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 141: 76–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dondi, Michele, Mariarosa Raimondo, and Chiara Zanelli. 2014. Clays and bodies for ceramic tiles: Reappraisal and technological classification. Applied Clay Science 96: 91–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eksi, Guner, and Filiz Karaosmanoglu. 2018. Life cycle assessment of combined bioheat and biopower production: An eco-design approach. Journal of Cleaner Production 197: 264–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ferrari, Anna, Lucrezia Volpi, Martina Pini, Cristina Siligardi, Fernando García-Muiña, and Davide Settembre-Blundo. 2019. Building a Sustainability Benchmarking Framework of Ceramic Tiles Based on Life Cycle Sustainability Assessment (LCSA). Resources 8: 11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fiksel, Joseph, and Rattan Lal. 2018. Transforming waste into resources for the Indian economy. Environmental Development 26: 123–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fraccascia, Luca, Maurizio Magno, and Vito Albino. 2016. Business models for industrial symbiosis: A guide for firms. Procedia Environmental Science, Engineering and Management 3: 83–93. [Google Scholar]

	



Garcia-Muiña, Fernando E., Rocío González-Sánchez, Anna Maria Ferrari, and Davide Settembre-Blundo. 2018. The Paradigms of Industry 4.0 and Circular Economy as Enabling Drivers for the Competitiveness of Businesses and Territories: The Case of an Italian Ceramic Tiles Manufacturing Company. Social Sciences 7: 255. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garza-Reyes, Jose Arturo, Vikas Kumar, Luciano Batista, Anass Cherrafi, and Luis Rocha-Lona. 2019. From linear to circular manufacturing business models. Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management 30: 554–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Geissdoerfer, Martin, Paulo Savaget, Nancy M. P. Bocken, and Erik Jan Hultink. 2017. The Circular Economy—A new sustainability paradigm? Journal of Cleaner Production 143: 757–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghenţa, Mihaela, and Aniela Matei. 2018. SMEs and the Circular Economy: From Policy to Difficulties Encountered During Implementation. Amfiteatru Economic 20: 294–309. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghisellini, Patrizia, Catia Cialani, and Sergio Ulgiati. 2016. A review on circular economy: The expected transition to a balanced interplay of environmental and economic systems. Journal of Cleaner Production 114: 11–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gusmerotti, Natalia Marzia, Francesco Testa, Filippo Corsini, Gaia Pretner, and Fabio Iraldo. 2019. Drivers and approaches to the circular economy in manufacturing firms. Journal of Cleaner Production 230: 314–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hauschild, Michael Z., Ralph K. Rosenbaum, and Stig Irvin Olsen. 2018. Life Cycle Assessment. Berlin: Springer. [Google Scholar]

	



Herczeg, Gábor, Renzo Akkerman, and Michael Zwicky Hauschild. 2018. Supply chain collaboration in industrial symbiosis networks. Journal of Cleaner Production 171: 1058–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Heyes, Graeme, Maria Sharmina, Joan Manuel F. Mendoza, Alejandro Gallego-Schmid, and Adisa Azapagic. 2018. Developing and implementing circular economy business models in service-oriented technology companies. Journal of Cleaner Production 177: 621–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jain, Sourabh, Nikunj Kumar Jain, and Bhimaraya Metri. 2018. Strategic framework towards measuring a circular supply chain management. Benchmarking: An International Journal 25: 3238–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jolliet, Olivier, Manuele Margni, Raphaël Charles, Sébastien Humbert, Jérôme Payet, Gerald Rebitzer, and Ralph Rosenbaum. 2003. IMPACT 2002+: A new life cycle impact assessment methodology. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 8: 324. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Joyce, Alexandre, and Raymond L. Paquin. 2016. The triple layered business model canvas: A tool to design more sustainable business models. Journal of Cleaner Production 135: 1474–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Korhonen, Jouni, Antero Honkasalo, and Jyri Seppälä. 2018. Circular economy: The concept and its limitations. Ecological Economics 143: 37–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kulak, Michal, Thomas Nemecek, Emmanuel Frossard, and Gérard Gaillard. 2016. Eco-efficiency improvement by using integrative design and life cycle assessment. The case study of alternative bread supply chains in France. Journal of Cleaner Production 112: 2452–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuo, Tsai-Chi, Shana Smith, Gregory C. Smith, and Samuel H. Huang. 2016. A predictive product attribute driven eco-design process using depth-first search. Journal of Cleaner Production 112: 3201–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lacasa, Enrique, Jose Luis Santolaya, and Anna Biedermann. 2016. Obtaining sustainable production from the product design analysis. Journal of Cleaner Production 139: 706–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lane, Alexander. 2017. Business growth needs sustainable water treatments. Filtration+ Separation 54: 22–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, Cheul-Kyu, Jae-Young Lee, Yo-Han Choi, and Kun-Mo Lee. 2016. Application of the integrated ecodesign method using the GHG emission as a single indicator and its GHG recyclability. Journal of Cleaner Production 112: 1692–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lucchese, Matteo, Leopoldo Nascia, and Mario Pianta. 2016. Industrial policy and technology in Italy. Economia e Politica Industriale 43: 233–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marchi, Beatrice, Simone Zanoni, and Lucio E. Zavanella. 2017. Symbiosis between industrial systems, utilities and public service facilities for boosting energy and resource efficiency. Energy Procedia 128: 544–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Morales, E. Manuel, Arnaud Diemer, Gemma Cervantes, and Graciela Carrillo-González. 2019. “By-product synergy” changes in the industrial symbiosis dynamics at the Altamira-Tampico industrial corridor: 20 Years of industrial ecology in Mexico. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 140: 235–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz-Torres, María Jesús, María Ángeles Fernández-Izquierdo, Juana M. Rivera-Lirio, Idoya Ferrero-Ferrero, Elena Escrig-Olmedo, José Vicente Gisbert-Navarro, and María Chiara Marullo. 2018. An assessment tool to integrate sustainability principles into the global supply chain. Sustainability 10: 535. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nascimento, Daniel Luiz Mattos, Viviam Alencastro, Osvaldo Luiz Gonçalves Quelhas, Rodrigo Goyannes Gusmão Caiado, Jose Arturo Garza-Reyes, Luis Rocha-Lona, and Guilherme Tortorella. 2018. Exploring Industry 4.0 technologies to enable circular economy practices in a manufacturing context: A business model proposal. Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management 30: 607–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nasir, Mohammed Haneef Abdul, Andrea Genovese, Adolf A. Acquaye, S. C. L. Koh, and Fred Yamoah. 2017. Comparing linear and circular supply chains: A case study from the construction industry. International Journal of Production Economics 183: 443–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Negrei, Costel, and Nicolae Istudor. 2018. Circular Economy—Between Theory and Practice. Amfiteatru Economic 20: 498–509. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Okorie, Okechukwu, Konstantinos Salonitis, Fiona Charnley, Mariale Moreno, Christopher Turner, and Ashutosh Tiwari. 2018. Digitisation and the circular economy: A review of current research and future trends. Energies 11: 3009. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Olawumi, Timothy O., and Daniel W. M. Chan. 2018. A scientometric review of global research on sustainability and sustainable development. Journal of Cleaner Production 183: 231–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paletta, Angelo. 2019. Rethinking Economics in a Circular Way in the Light of Encyclical “Laudato Sì”. In Sustainability and the Humanities. Cham: Springer, pp. 339–57. [Google Scholar]

	



Panigrahi, Ramakrushna. 2017. Incidence of Green Accounting on Competitiveness: Empirical Evidences from Mining and Quarrying Sector. In Business Analytics and Cyber Security Management in Organizations. Hershey: IGI Global, pp. 270–78. [Google Scholar]

	



Parida, Vinit, David Sjödin, and Wiebke Reim. 2019. Reviewing Literature on Digitalization, Business Model Innovation, and Sustainable Industry: Past Achievements and Future Promises. Sustainability 11: 391. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Petti, Luigia, Monica Serreli, and Silvia Di Cesare. 2018. Systematic literature review in social life cycle assessment. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 23: 422–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pieroni, Marina P., Tim McAloone, and Daniela A. C. Pigosso. 2019. Business model innovation for circular economy and sustainability: A review of approaches. Journal of Cleaner Production 215: 198–216. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pires, Ana, and Graça Martinho. 2019. Waste hierarchy index for circular economy in waste management. Waste Management 95: 298–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



PRéConsultants. SimaPro 8.5.2.2 Multiuser. n.d. Available online: https://www.pre-sustainability.com/simapro (accessed on 27 June 2019).

	



Romli, Awanis, Paul Prickett, Rossitza Setchi, and Shwe Soe. 2015. Integrated eco-design decision-making for sustainable product development. International Journal of Production Research 53: 549–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sassanelli, Claudio, Paolo Rosa, Roberto Rocca, and Sergio Terzi. 2019. Circular Economy performance assessment methods: A systematic literature review. Journal of Cleaner Production 229: 440–53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sauvé, Sébastien, Sophie Bernard, and Pamela Sloan. 2016. Environmental sciences, sustainable development and circular economy: Alternative concepts for trans-disciplinary research. Environmental Development 17: 48–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schroeder, Patrick, Kartika Anggraeni, and Uwe Weber. 2019. The relevance of circular economy practices to the sustainable development goals. Journal of Industrial Ecology 23: 77–95. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Steen, Bengt. 1999. A systematic Approach to Environmental Priority Strategies in Product Development (EPS): Version 2000-Models and Data of the Default Method. Gothenburg: Chalmers University of Technology, Environmental Systems Analysis. [Google Scholar]

	



Suárez-Eiroa, Brais, Emilio Fernández, Gonzalo Méndez-Martínez, and David Soto-Oñate. 2019. Operational principles of circular economy for sustainable development: Linking theory and practice. Journal of Cleaner Production 214: 952–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sugiawan, Yogi, Robi Kurniawan, and Shunsuke Managi. 2019. Are carbon dioxide emission reductions compatible with sustainable well-being? Applied Energy 242: 1–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tăchiciu, Laurențiu. 2018. The Circular Economy between Desiderates and Realities. Amfiteatru Economic 20: 245–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tseng, Ming-Lang, Raymond R. Tan, Anthony S. F. Chiu, Chen-Fu Chien, and Tsai Chi Kuo. 2018. Circular economy meets industry 4.0: Can big data drive industrial symbiosis? Resources, Conservation and Recycling 131: 146–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



UNEP/SETAC. 2009. Guidelines for Social Life Cycle Assessment of Products. Life-Cycle Initiative. Paris: United Nations Environment Programme and Society for Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, Available online: http://www.unep.fr/shared/publications/pdf/dtix1164xpa-guidelines_slca.pdf (accessed on 27 June 2019).

	



Urbinati, Andrea, Davide Chiaroni, and Giovanni Toletti. 2019. Managing the Introduction of Circular Products: Evidence from the Beverage Industry. Sustainability 11: 3650. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wernet, Gregor, Christian Bauer, Bernhard Steubing, Jürgen Reinhard, Emilia Moreno-Ruiz, and Bo Weidema. 2016. The ecoinvent database version 3 (part I): Overview and methodology. The International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment 21: 1218–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yeo, Zhiquan, Donato Masi, Jonathan Sze Choong Low, Yen Ting Ng, Puay Siew Tan, and Stuart Barnes. 2019. Tools for promoting industrial symbiosis: A systematic review. Journal of Industrial Ecology, 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zaman, Atiq. 2017. A Strategic Framework for Working toward Zero Waste Societies Based on Perceptions Surveys. Recycling 2: 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zucchella, Antonella, and Pietro Previtali. 2019. Circular business models for sustainable development: A “waste is food” restorative ecosystem. Business Strategy and the Environment 28: 274–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Socsci 08 00241 g001 550]





Figure 1. Conceptual diagram explaining the methodology adopted (RQ = research question; IoT = Internet of Things). 
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Figure 2. Ceramic supply chain network with collaborative relationships as the basis for industrial symbiosis. 
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Figure 3. Ceramic production process layout with smart data collection system scheme. 
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Table 1. Alternative compositional scenarios of ceramic bodies (EU = European union; P = identification code of the compositions).
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	RAW MATERIALS (%)
	P 01
	P 03
	P 04
	P 15
	P 17
	P 19





	Extra-EU clays
	25
	25
	10
	5
	-
	-



	EU clays
	25
	20
	45
	50
	28
	29



	Local clays
	-
	-
	-
	-
	30
	30



	Extra-EU feldspar
	38
	18
	19
	18
	19
	20



	Local feldspar
	5
	19
	10
	24
	10
	11



	Local feldspar sand
	7
	10
	11
	-
	10
	10



	Fired waste milled
	-
	8
	5
	3
	3
	-



	Total local raw materials
	12
	37
	26
	27
	53
	51
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Table 2. Lifecycle assessment (LCA) for 1 m2 of ceramic tiles.
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IMPACT CATEGORIES

	
Unit

	
Alternative Scenarios




	
P 01

	
P 03

	
P 04

	
P 15

	
P 17

	
P 19






	
Carcinogens

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
4.55 × 10−1

	
4.50 × 10−1

	
4.45 × 10−1

	
4.45 × 10−1

	
4.42 × 10−1

	
4.43 × 10−1




	
Non-carcinogens

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
1.23 × 10−1

	
1.21 × 10−1

	
1.18 × 10−1

	
1.18 × 10−1

	
1.16 × 10−1

	
1.17 × 10−1




	
Respiratory inorganics

	
kg PM2.5-eq

	
8.27 × 10−3

	
7.47 × 10−3

	
6.67 × 10−3

	
6.44 × 10−3

	
6.28 × 10−3

	
6.36 × 10−3




	
Ionizing radiation

	
Bq C-14-eq

	
3.93 × 101

	
3.66 × 101

	
3.34 × 101

	
3.27 × 101

	
3.17 × 101

	
3.21 × 101




	
Ozone layer depletion

	
kg CFC-11-eq

	
1.32 × 10−6

	
1.27 × 10−6

	
1.21 × 10−6

	
1.19 × 10−6

	
1.17 × 10−6

	
1.18 × 10−6




	
Respiratory organics

	
kg C2H4-eq

	
3.80 × 10−3

	
3.58 × 10−3

	
3.36 × 10−3

	
3.31 × 10−3

	
3.26 × 10−3

	
3.29 × 10−3




	
Aquatic ecotoxicity

	
kg TEG water

	
5.68 × 102

	
5.55 × 102

	
5.37 × 102

	
5.33 × 102

	
5.25 × 102

	
5.28 × 102




	
Terrestrial ecotoxicity

	
kg TEG soil

	
1.41 × 102

	
1.41 × 102

	
1.35 × 102

	
1.35 × 102

	
1.30 × 102

	
1.32 × 102




	
Terrestrial acid/nutri

	
kg SO2-eq

	
1.78 × 10−1

	
1.54 × 10−1

	
1.31 × 10−1

	
1.23 × 10−1

	
1.20 × 10−1

	
1.22 × 10−1




	
Land occupation

	
m2org.arable

	
5.14 × 10−1

	
4.69 × 10−1

	
4.21 × 10−1

	
4.00 × 10−1

	
3.89 × 10−1

	
3.94 × 10−1




	
Aquatic acidification

	
kg SO2 eq

	
3.32 × 10−2

	
2.95 × 10−2

	
2.61 × 10−2

	
2.50 × 10−2

	
2.44 × 10−2

	
2.47 × 10−2




	
Aquatic eutrophication

	
kg PO4 P-lim

	
7.93 × 10−4

	
7.51 × 10−4

	
7.08 × 10−4

	
7.00 × 10−4

	
6.87 × 10−4

	
6.93 × 10−4




	
Global warming

	
kg CO2-eq

	
7.17

	
6.81

	
6.40

	
6.31

	
6.18

	
6.23




	
Non-renewable energy

	
MJ primary

	
1.78 × 102

	
1.73 × 102

	
1.67 × 102

	
1.66 × 102

	
1.64 × 102

	
1.64 × 102




	
Mineral extraction

	
MJ surplus

	
5.27

	
5.11

	
4.95

	
4.89

	
4.88

	
4.89




	
Renewable energy

	
MJ

	
4.69

	
4.57

	
4.44

	
4.42

	
4.38

	
4.40




	
Non-carcinogens, indoor

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
1.46 × 10−9

	
1.46 × 10−9

	
1.46 × 10−9

	
1.46 × 10−9

	
1.46 × 10−9

	
1.46 × 10−9




	
Respiratory organics, indoor

	
kg C2H4-eq

	
3.67 × 10−10

	
3.67 × 10−10

	
3.67 × 10−10

	
3.67 × 10−10

	
3.67 × 10−10

	
3.67 × 10−10




	
Respiratory inorganics, indoor

	
kg PM2.5-eq

	
5.01 × 10−11

	
5.01 × 10−11

	
5.01 × 10−11

	
5.01 × 10−11

	
5.01 × 10−11

	
5.01 × 10−11




	
Carcinogens, indoor

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
3.76 × 10−8

	
3.76 × 10−8

	
3.76 × 10−8

	
3.76 × 10−8

	
3.76 × 10−8

	
3.76 × 10−8




	
Non-carcinogens, local

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
9.11 × 10−3

	
9.11 × 10−3

	
9.11 × 10−3

	
9.11 × 10−3

	
9.11 × 10−3

	
9.11 × 10−3




	
Carcinogens, local

	
kg C2H3Cl-eq

	
2.35 × 10−1

	
2.35 × 10−1

	
2.35 × 10−1

	
2.35 × 10−1

	
2.35 × 10−1

	
2.35 × 10−1




	
Respiratory organics, local

	
kg C2H4-eq

	
2.54 × 10−3

	
2.54 × 10−3

	
2.54 × 10−3

	
2.54 × 10−3

	
2.54 × 10−3

	
2.54 × 10−3




	
Respiratory inorganics, local

	
kg PM2.5-eq

	
3.13 × 10−4

	
3.13 × 10−4

	
3.13 × 10−4

	
3.13 × 10−4

	
3.13 × 10−4

	
3.13 × 10−4
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Table 3. Life Cycle Costing (LCC) for 1 m2 of ceramic tile.
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ENVIRONMENTAL LCC (E-LCC)




	
DAMAGE CATEGORIES

	
Unit

	
Alternative Scenarios




	
P 01

	
P 03

	
P 04

	
P 15

	
P 17

	
P 19






	
Ecosystem services

	
€/m2

	
3.19 × 10−2

	
3.02 × 10−2

	
2.84 × 10−2

	
2.80 × 10−2

	
2.74 × 10−2

	
2.76 × 10−2




	
Access to water

	
€/m2

	
1.88 × 10−3

	
1.79 × 10−3

	
1.69 × 10−3

	
1.67 × 10−3

	
1.64 × 10−3

	
1.65 × 10−3




	
Biodiversity

	
€/m2

	
1.03 × 10−4

	
9.75 × 10−5

	
9.17 × 10−5

	
9.03 × 10−5

	
8.85 × 10−5

	
8.92 × 10−5




	
Building technology

	
€/m2

	
2.80 × 10−4

	
2.66 × 10−4

	
2.52 × 10−4

	
2.49 × 10−4

	
2.44 × 10−4

	
2.46 × 10−4




	
Human health

	
€/m2

	
1.32

	
1.25

	
1.17

	
1.15

	
1.13

	
1.14




	
Abiotic resources

	
€/m2

	
3.14

	
3.07

	
2.98

	
2.98

	
2.92

	
2.94




	
TOTAL (€/m2)

	

	
4.49

	
4.35

	
4.18

	
4.16

	
4.08

	
4.11




	
CONVENTIONAL LCC (C-LCC)




	
COST ITEMS

	
Unit

	
Alternative Scenarios




	
P 01

	
P 03

	
P 04

	
P 15

	
P 17

	
P 19




	
Raw materials

	
€/m2

	
1.81

	
1.77

	
1.64

	
1.53

	
1.37

	
1.29




	
Electrical energy

	
€/m2

	
0.34

	
0.34

	
0.34

	
0.34

	
0.34

	
0.34




	
Thermal energy

	
€/m2

	
0.57

	
0.57

	
0.57

	
0.57

	
0.57

	
0.57




	
Consumables

	
€/m2

	
0.75

	
0.75

	
0.75

	
0.75

	
0.75

	
0.75




	
Packages

	
€/m2

	
0.28

	
0.28

	
0.28

	
0.28

	
0.28

	
0.28




	
Human resources

	
€/m2

	
1.45

	
1.45

	
1.45

	
1.45

	
1.45

	
1.45




	
Accessories

	
€/m2

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
1.09

	
1.09




	
Amortizations

	
€/m2

	
0.56

	
0.56

	
0.56

	
0.56

	
0.56

	
0.56




	
TOTAL (€/m2)

	

	
6.85

	
6.81

	
6.68

	
6.57

	
6.41

	
6.33
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Table 4. Societal LCC for 1 m2 of ceramic tiles.
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	P 01
	P 03
	P 04
	P 15
	P 17
	P 19





	Environmental LCC (€/m2)
	4.49
	4.35
	4.18
	4.16
	4.08
	4.11



	Conventional LCC (€/m2)
	6.85
	6.81
	6.68
	6.57
	6.41
	6.33



	Societal LCC (€/m2)
	11.34
	11.16
	10.86
	10.73
	10.49
	10.44
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Table 5. Overview of environmental, socio-economic, and technological sustainability indicators.
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SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS

	
P 01 Starting Point

	
P 03

	
P 04

	
P 15

	
P 17

	
P 19 Best Solution






	
Local raw materials (%)

	
12

	
37

	
26

	
27

	
53

	
51




	
Fired waste milled (%)

	

	
8

	
5

	
3

	
3

	




	
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY




	
Respiratory inorganics (kg PM2.5-eq)

	
8.27 × 10−3

	
7.47 × 10−3

	
6.67 × 10−3

	
6.44 × 10−3

	
6.28 × 10−3

	
6.36 × 10−3




	
Land occupation (m2org.arable)

	
5.14 × 10−1

	
4.69 × 10−1

	
4.21 × 10−1

	
4.00 × 10−1

	
3.89 × 10−1

	
3.94 × 10−1




	
Aquatic eutrophication (kg PO4 P-lim)

	
7.93 × 10−4

	
7.51 × 10−4

	
7.08 × 10−4

	
7.00 × 10−4

	
6.87 × 10−4

	
6.93 × 10−4




	
Global warming (kg CO2-eq)

	
7.17

	
6.81

	
6.40

	
6.31

	
6.18

	
6.23




	
SOCIO-ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY




	
Environmental LCC (€/m2)

	
4.49

	
4.35

	
4.18

	
4.16

	
4.08

	
4.11




	
Conventional LCC (€/m2)

	
6.85

	
6.81

	
6.68

	
6.57

	
6.41

	
6.33




	
Societal LCC (€/m2)

	
11.34

	
11.16

	
10.86

	
10.73

	
10.49

	
10.44




	
TECHNOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY




	
Dimensional quality (ISO 10545-2)

	
Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Conform

	
Conform




	
Water absorption (ISO 10545-3)

	
Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Conform

	
Conform




	
Bending strength (ISO 10545-4)

	
Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Conform

	
Not Conform

	
Conform

	
Conform
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Table 6. Representation of the updated circular business model inspired by the business model canvas.
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CIRCULAR BUSINESS MODEL




	
KEY PARTNERSHIPS

	
KEY ACTIVITIES

	
VALUE PROPOSITION

	
CUSTOMER RELATIONSHIPS

	
CUSTOMER SEGMENTS






	
Raw material suppliers

	
Ceramic tile designs

	
Provide collections of porcelain stoneware tiles totally made in Italy and with the best value for money

	
Extensive sales network

	
Residential customers




	
Suppliers of glazes and inks

	
Manufacturing of ceramic tiles

	
1to1 interaction with distributors

	
Commercial buildings




	
Plant and machinery suppliers

	
Marketing and sales

	
Offer of ancillary services to the product

	
Public buildings




	
Suppliers of electricity

	
Facilities operations & maintenance

	

	
On-demand product development

	
Business customer




	
Suppliers of methane

	
Sourcing

	
Apply eco-design techniques to the development of new products, using ecofriendly and resource saving raw materials

	

	
Green consumers




	
Packaging suppliers

	
Logistics planning

	
Architects and Designers




	
Suppliers of chemical additives

	
Management Accounting & Control

	




	
IT Solution Providers

	
Industrial Symbiosis Networking




	
Financial services providers

	

	




	
KEY STAKEHOLDERS

	
To develop digital solutions for our manufacturing processes able to monitor in real time the environmental, socio-economic and technological performances




	
Private business

	
KEY RESOURCES

	
DISTRIBUTION CHANNELS




	
Trade channel operators




	
Suppliers

	
Three manufacturing units

	

	
Large-scale retails




	
Staff person

	
Five logistics warehouses

	
To technologically valorize the local natural resources

	
Independent distributors




	
Final consumers

	
IT Infrastructure

	
Specialized stores




	
Competitors

	
Human capital

	

	
Cloud based interactive multi-channel




	
Public Institutions

	
Operational know-how

	
Be ready to innovate organizational models

	




	
Environment

	
Financial assets

	




	
Partners

	
4.0 energy and resource-efficient factories




	
Trade unions

	




	
Public and private organizations




	
Media




	
COSTS STRUCTURE

	
REVENUE STREAM




	
Manufacturing costs

	
Volume of sales




	
Commercial costs

	
Value recovered from the use of less expensive local raw materials




	
Research and development costs

	
Better reputation from stakeholders




	
General and administrative costs

	




	
Financing cost




	
Environmental costs (externalities)




	
Social costs
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