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Governing public-private partnerships for sustainability  

An analysis of procurement and governance practices of PPP infrastructure projects 

 

Highlights  

 In Flemish public-private partnerships (PPPs), the attention devoted to sustainability is currently 

limited. Especially with regard to more social aspects, few sustainability indicators were found in 

the tendering documents. 

 This study identifies options for governing for sustainability that are particularly helpful by virtue 

of including sustainability indicators that are measurable and enforceable. 

 The adoption of a “strong” sustainability perspective seems inherently incompatible with the PPP 

project structure. 

 

Abstract  

There is a recognised need to incorporate sustainability considerations in infrastructure projects 

delivered through public-private partnerships (PPPs). The aim of this study is to explore how such 

incorporation can be encouraged. The research is based on a documentary analysis of 25 Flemish PPP 

infrastructure projects and two follow-up single-case studies. The findings show that sustainability 

considerations currently play only a limited role in Flemish PPP projects, and that the social 

dimensions of sustainability are largely neglected. It seems likely that this neglect is due to the 

difficulties encountered in formulating measurable social sustainability criteria. Based on case studies, 

several governance instruments are presented that might stimulate more consideration for 

sustainability. This study should, therefore, be of value to practitioners who wish to procure 

sustainable PPP projects. However, it must be noted that a “strong” sustainability perspective seems 

inherently incompatible with the contractual PPP project structure, which requires measurable and 

enforceable performance indicators. Changing this PPP approach demands a paradigm shift. 

Keywords: sustainability; public-private partnerships; DBFM; public procurement; governance; 

project management; infrastructure; construction 
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1. Executive Summary 

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) are long-term integrated contracts that are used for the provision of 

public infrastructure. The main goal of the current study is to determine to what degree and in what 

way governments incorporate sustainability considerations in PPP infrastructure projects and how 

such incorporation can be stimulated. This article shows that steps towards sustainability may benefit 

from a governance approach. The findings of a document analysis and case studies suggest several 

courses of action for policy-makers and practitioners. First of all, in the preparatory stage, questions 

should be addressed such as which stakeholders to involve and whether it is necessary to build new 

infrastructure. Second, it is recommended that sustainability ambitions will be incorporated into the 

project definition. Furthermore, although it is under certain circumstances possible to set requirements 

regarding past experience with sustainability in the selection criteria, it is important to act carefully, 

because selection criteria that are too high can undermine competition and threaten small- and 

medium-sized enterprises. Moreover, we found that many sustainability criteria are not measurable or 

enforceable. Measurability issues might be addressed by referring to sustainability standards and 

instruments set by external organisations, but this method may still exclude social criteria that are not 

so easy to measure. Another important governance option is to include sustainability considerations in 

the award criteria and to evaluate them with a substantial weighting. Setting a minimum score for 

individual sustainability award criteria might help to reduce strategic bidding behaviour. The focus on 

quality aspects also seems important, but further research should be undertaken to investigate whether 

practices that are used to let bidders compete on quality aspects alone (e.g., a “fixed price”) are 

worthwhile. The effectiveness of specific incentives such as bonuses for sustainability should also be 

considered in future research. These recommendations are further clarified in Section 5.2. 

 

2. Introduction 

Sustainable development is one of the greatest global challenges of our time. Not surprisingly, the 

importance of sustainability is increasingly recognized in the area of public procurement, as can be 

witnessed by various EU policies such as the Europe 2020 strategy, the 2011 Commission Green paper 
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(Edler & Uyarra, 2013, p. 224) and international policies on “green” and “social” public procurement 

(e.g., European Commission, 2010, 2011; Public Services and Procurement Canada, 2016; United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2017). At lower governmental levels, similar trends 

can be observed. For example, consider the ambition of the Flemish government to have 100 percent 

sustainable public procurement in 2020 (Department of Public Governance, 2013). This article 

discusses the role of public-private partnerships (PPPs) in achieving sustainability goals with a 

specific focus on the procurement and governance practices of PPP infrastructure projects in Flanders, 

Belgium. 

Following the definition of Grimsey and Lewis (2004, p. 2), public-private partnerships are broadly 

defined as follows: 

Public-private partnerships are arrangements whereby private parties participate in, or 

provide support for, the provision of infrastructure, and a PPP project results in a contract for 

a private entity to deliver public infrastructure-based services.  

Infrastructure in this definition is asset-based and refers to both economic infrastructure (e.g., 

motorways, railways and bridges) and social infrastructure (e.g., schools, social housing, hospitals and 

prisons) (Grimsey & Lewis, 2004, pp. 7, 21). Some typical characteristics that distinguish PPPs from 

traditional public procurements include the use of long-term infrastructure contracts (LTICs) (Hodge 

& Greve, 2007), the transfer of certain risks to the private sector, a focus on the specification of project 

outputs rather than project inputs, and the integration or “bundling” of different functions into a single 

contract such as design, construction, financing, maintenance and/or operation (EPEC, 2011; Grimsey 

& Lewis, 2004).  

Public-private partnerships are sometimes mentioned as a potential vehicle for achieving sustainability 

goals (Grimsey & Lewis, 2004; Hodge, Greve, & Boardman, 2010; Lenferink, Tillema, & Arts, 2013; 

Yescombe, 2007). For example, the bundling of various functions into one long-term contract could 

make it in the interest of private partners to take life-cycle costs into account, since it provides an 

incentive to think, “beyond the design stage and build in energy-reducing and waste-minimizing 
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features that may cost more initially but result later in lower operating and running costs, and so 

deliver cost effectiveness over time” (Grimsey & Lewis, 2004, p. 1). However, although it may create 

economic benefits for companies to consider some sustainability principles in projects (Gareis, 

Huemann, & Martinuzzi, 2011), it is not necessarily in a company’s self-interest to consider all 

sustainability measures. Yet it is doubtful whether private partners in PPPs are sufficiently willing to 

address and capable of addressing such measures on a voluntary basis. We believe that, in this respect, 

the role of the public procurer is essential. For example, Lenferink et al. (2013, p. 624) find that 

public-private partnerships can help to achieve “sustainable synergies”, but that “this might be 

obstructed in practice by detailed inflexible procurement, which limits freedom in adjusting scope”. In 

a similar vein, Van den Hurk and Hueskes (2017) find that, in order to deliver PPP projects that go 

beyond mere financial added value, a strong coordinating role by the public sector client is required.  

Sustainability increasingly receives attention not only in procurement and PPP literature but also in the 

field of project management (see e.g. Silvius, Schipper, Planko, Van Den Brink, & Köhler, 2012). 

What remains unknown, however, is how public procurers currently deal with sustainability when 

procuring PPPs and how the incorporation of sustainability considerations can be stimulated. 

Furthermore, to our knowledge, existing studies on sustainable project management, public-private 

partnerships and public procurement depart from a triple bottom line approach to sustainability 

(Elkington, 1999), whereas we believe that elements of a “strong” sustainability perspective should 

also be included (Neumayer, 2003) (see also Section 3.1).  

The central research questions we examine in this article are the following: (1) To what degree and in 

what way do governments incorporate sustainability considerations when procuring PPP infrastructure 

projects? (2) How can the incorporation of sustainability considerations in these PPP infrastructure 

projects be stimulated? It is not our objective to compare PPP infrastructure projects with the delivery 

of traditionally procured infrastructure projects. Our focus is rather on the governance instruments 

within PPPs. Our empirical research focuses on public-private partnership projects in Flanders 

(Belgium) and is based on an analysis of the tender documents of twenty-five PPPs and case studies of 

two PPP projects. 
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The remainder of this article is structured as follows: Section 3 explains how sustainability can be 

understood in the context of PPP infrastructure projects. Moreover, we identify the governance options 

(theoretically) available in PPPs to stimulate sustainability. Subsequently, Section 4 describes the 

research methods. Section 5 continues with the findings of the document analysis and the case studies, 

and offers recommendations for stimulating sustainability in PPPs. Finally, Section 6 discusses the 

conclusions and limitations of the research.  

 

3. Conceptual framework 

3.1. Understanding sustainability in the context of PPPs 

 

Defining sustainability 

Sustainability is often seen as a three-dimensional concept that includes a social, ecological and 

economic perspective (Carter, 2007). This “three-pillar” or “triple bottom line” approach is popular in 

many policies and assessment methods and mostly fits in with “technological optimism” and “trickle-

down” theories. The widely disseminated triple bottom line conceptualization of sustainability 

originated in the wake of what is commonly known as the Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987). 

However, it increasingly became a contested concept that gave rise to a multitude of interpretations, 

ranging from the status quo to reformist and radical agendas. For example, Hopwood, Mellor, and 

O'Brien (2005) mapped three broad views on the nature of the changes needed in society’s political 

and economic structures and human-environment relationships to achieve sustainable development: 

“[The view] that it can be achieved within the present structures – status quo; that fundamental reform 

is necessary but without a full rupture with the existing arrangements – reform; and that as the roots of 

the problems are the very economic and power structures of society a radical transformation is 

needed” (Hopwood et al., 2005, p. 42).  

 

A more typical debate is held on the differences between strong and weak sustainability (see 

Neumayer, 2003). A so-called weak-sustainability approach builds on a strong belief in technological 
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solutions for (environmental) problems and the shortage of raw materials. It also builds on a 

commitment to some form of “trickle-down” thinking, according to which economic benefits provided 

to wealthy actors will inevitably benefit poorer members of society by improving the economy as a 

whole (Devolder & Block, 2015). Such thinking is often reflected in the debate on “green economy” 

and “ecological modernization”. On the other hand, proponents of “strong sustainability” question the 

existing dominant structures and plea for more radical transformations. According to ecological 

economists, conventional economics does not adequately reflect the value of essential factors like 

clean air and water, species diversity, and social and generational equity (Daly & Farley, 2011). Rather 

than viewing the three “pillars” as three distinct but complementary dimensions of sustainable 

development, the “stronger” nested model presupposes that economic activities serve a socially just 

society and that both can exist only within the limits and carrying capacity of natural systems.  

 

Ongoing debates about the definition of sustainability show that the exact meaning of the concept 

remains ambiguous. This “constructive ambiguity” (Robinson, 2004) makes the concept of 

sustainability flexible, as it can be translated in a range of actions adapted to the needs and possibilities 

of a diverse set of stakeholders. However, although constructive ambiguity is useful for gaining broad 

support, it entails the risk that the concept becomes meaningless. If sustainability is to move beyond 

the gap between rhetoric and action, it should become a decision-guiding strategy, defined as a way 

forward to a desired future (Hugé, Waas, Dahdouh-Guebas, Koedam, & Block, 2013).  

Framework for assessing sustainability in infrastructure projects 

If commitments to sustainability are to be turned into action, measurement issues must first be tackled. 

Making an absolute assessment of sustainability is difficult, if not impossible; therefore, sustainability 

indicators are essential for setting targets, monitoring progress and determining relative performance 

(Hueskes, 2013; OECD, 2004, 2008). For the past few decades, various efforts have been made to 

develop indicator sets (see also Labuschagne & Brent, 2005). Examples of generic frameworks to 

incorporate sustainability in project management include the sustainable-footprint methodology of 

Oehlmann (2010) and an assessment instrument by Martens and Carvalho (2016).  
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In our research, we chose to treat the discussion framework of Devolder and Block (2015) as a starting 

point for measuring levels of sustainability. This framework not only improves the debate on 

ecological challenges (e.g., closed loops, ecological footprint, nature, heath and quality of life) and 

social concerns (e.g., social justice, emancipation, community, participation and co-production); it also 

focuses on the transformative character of projects. In this way, it attempts to address some of the 

criticisms of the “weak sustainability” approach. The authors encourage thinking about radical 

changes in the structure (e.g., institutional or economic), culture (e.g., values or paradigms) and 

practices (e.g., routines or behaviour) of urban systems. In addition, their element concerning “cross-

contamination” makes users of this learning tool think systematically about possible interactions 

beyond the initial scope of an urban project. For a broad literature overview that is related to all of 

these aspects of sustainability, we refer to the original article by Devolder and Block (2015).  

The original discussion framework by Devolder and Block was developed for urban development 

projects. However, the empirical focus of our research is instead on economic and social infrastructure 

projects. For the purpose of our study, we therefore merged some of the 15 elements of the initial 

discussion framework, and we refined others in subcategories that are applicable to infrastructure and 

construction projects (see Table 1). This analytical exercise is not only based on academic literature 

but also on other relevant reports and instruments, including an assessment tool for sustainable 

buildings from the Flemish government (LNE, 2012). The sustainability framework we developed 

includes 54 sustainability indicators that are divided into the following six main categories: 

“environment and natural resources”, “liveability”, “health and comfort”, “social justice”, “community 

and participation” and “others”. Each of the main categories is divided into subcategories (second 

level); which are again divided into further subcategories (third level). To give an overview, Table 1 

provides the first and second level categories with examples of indicators at the third level. 

Insert table 1 about here 

The sustainability framework we developed goes beyond the “classical” trichotomy of social, 

ecological and economic indicators and includes indicators that refer to transformative change and a 



8 
 

political-institutional dimension. In this way, we respond to justified criticism concerning the three-

pillar model. For example, Kemp, Parto, and Gibson (2005) argue that the interlinkages and dynamics 

between social, environmental and economic perspectives are missed by simply adding up indicators 

from the three dimensions. Similarly, Devolder and Block (2015) emphasize the importance of 

synergies between the dimensions: environmental aspects cannot be seen separate from social justice 

aspects, for example, but for sustainable development to be realized, one must account for both 

dimensions. Moreover, transitions towards sustainability require the adoption of a long-term, systemic 

perspective (Rotmans & Loorbach, 2010). Those are valid concerns that must be taken into account 

when empirically assessing sustainability in PPP projects.  

 

3.2. Governance instruments in PPPs to stimulate sustainability 

A widely accepted insight from the sustainability literature holds that sustainable development and 

radical transformations benefit from a governance approach (Grin, Rotmans, & Schot, 2010). Or as 

Kemp et al. (2005, p. 18: 18) argue, “better governance is a prerequisite for […] steps towards 

sustainability”. The relevant question for public-private partnerships then becomes which governance 

instruments can be used to induce sustainability. Decision-making on sustainability issues is 

increasingly the outcome of a process that proceeds via mixed networks of public and private actors, 

and less often a process within the context of formal, institutional and bureaucratic government 

frameworks at just one policy level (e.g., Block, Van Assche, & Goeminne, 2013; Grin et al., 2010; 

Klijn, 2008). In particular, one can recognize complex settings in urban development projects in which 

local politicians, top-level civil servants, autonomous public agencies, supra-local governments, 

investment companies and so on are more or less intertwined within hybrid and autonomous coalitions 

(Block & Paredis, 2013). This complex interplay between public and private actors is also a key 

characteristic of PPP projects.  

Specific governance instruments and incentives can be implemented within PPP projects that might 

stimulate sustainability. In PPPs, the private partner is typically responsible for the design and delivery 

of infrastructure projects. Consequently, if the procuring government aims to contribute to 
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sustainability, it will need to try to influence or facilitate sustainable behaviour on the part of the 

private parties that are participating in the bid (concerning both potential candidates and the final 

contractual partner). In this regard, it is important to look at the “control mechanisms” at hand: i.e., the 

mechanisms and instruments used by the government to consciously influence the decisions and the 

behaviour of other public and private actors in the PPP to achieve the goals of the government 

(adapted from Verhoest, Peters, Bouckaert, & Verschuere, 2004; Verhoest, Voets, & Van Gestel, 

2013).  

There are many different ways to govern PPPs. Public procurers can use both formal and informal 

governance instruments. Formal governance instruments involve top-down command and control 

mechanisms and instruments regarding competition, outputs and transactions. The literature on 

contractual governance is particularly relevant here (see e.g. Poppo & Zenger, 2002; Zheng, Roehrich, 

& Lewis, 2008). Examples of possible formal governance instruments deployed in PPPs include a 

procuring government that unilaterally prescribes very detailed rules and procedures; a detailed 

reference design or rigid tender specifications; and a procurer that incentivizes private consortia via 

risk transfer, functional output specifications, performance monitoring and performance-based rewards 

and sanctions (Verhoest et al., 2013). In the latter examples, thinking in terms of getting the right 

incentive structure is dominant, or as Grimsey and Lewis (2004, p. 247: 247) observe, “it all revolves 

around incentives”. In addition to formal governance instruments, informal instruments may also be 

deployed in PPPs. Informal governance instruments refers to network governance instruments or 

relational governance. Network literature emphasizes interdependent relationships, trust, loyalty and 

reciprocity (Kickert, Klijn, & Koppenjan, 1997). The level of mutual trust, joint decision-making and 

process management are seen as factors that influence the performance of PPPs (Edelenbos & Klijn, 

2009; Edelenbos & Teisman, 2008; Koppenjan, 2005; Verhoest et al., 2013). Informal governance 

instruments in PPP projects might be deployed in the interaction with bidders and in (relational) 

contract management. Formal and informal governance instruments might reinforce each other in 

achieving sustainability goals.  
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The model below (Figure 1) depicts a non-exhaustive overview of the phases of the PPP life cycle in 

which governance instruments can be deployed (European PPP Expertise Centre [EPEC] 2011). The 

model distinguishes between several PPP project phases: “project identification”, “detailed 

preparation”, “procurement” and “project implementation”. The model also sets out the main activities 

that take place in each of these phases. This model is useful, since for each of these activities, 

governance instruments are used and decisions are made that may also have an impact on the level of 

sustainability. For more information on the model developed by EPEC and the PPP project life cycle, 

see Carbonara et al. (2015). We will use the model depicted in Figure 1 to guide the empirical 

research. For each of the relevant phases we will examine how sustainability considerations are 

currently taken into account by public procurers and what governance instruments are at hand to 

stimulate private sector behaviour towards sustainability.  

Insert Figure 1 about here 

 

 

4. Methods 

The previous section describes the sustainability framework we used in the document analysis to score 

sustainability indicators in the selected PPP projects. In addition to the sustainability framework, we 

develop a second analytical framework that focuses on the formulation, weighting and monitoring of 

sustainability criteria in the bidding documents. If a sustainability indicator was found in the selection 

criteria, bid evaluation criteria or output specifications, we used the second framework to analyse the 

measurability and enforceability of the indicators formulated. These aspects are also important, 

because the mere mentioning of a sustainability aspect does not necessarily imply that the private 

partner responsible for delivering the PPP project will act upon the demands of the procuring 

government. Sustainability criteria have a higher incentivizing value when they are given a substantial 

weight in the award criteria or when the output specifications are formulated such that performance 

can be evaluated, monitored and/or enforced. 
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The tender documents of 25 PPP projects in Flanders (the northern region of the federal state Belgium) 

were analysed for this project. These projects constitute the whole population of PPP projects that 

have been initiated by the Flemish government. Where possible, we looked at the selection criteria, the 

award criteria and the output specifications
1
. The PPP projects are situated in various sectors and 

include both economic and social infrastructure projects such as highways, tram lines, sports facilities, 

youth hostels, social housing and schools.  

Two single cases were studied in the second phase of our research. We selected one economic and one 

social infrastructure project that achieved, according to the outcomes of our document analysis, the 

highest scores on the incorporation of sustainability considerations. Selection of both a social 

infrastructure project (a youth hostel) and an economic infrastructure project (a highway) allowed us 

to examine the same phenomenon—i.e., the governance of PPP by public procurers in a way that it 

stimulates the incorporation of sustainability in these infrastructure projects—in very different 

contexts. By doing this, we were able to grasp the broad variety of governance strategies that are 

applied to stimulate sustainability in these two different contexts (social infrastructure projects and 

economic infrastructure projects).  

The first case selected is a design-build-finance-maintain (DBFM) project called “Youth Hostel 

Brasschaat”. Toerisme Vlaanderen, a Flemish governmental organisation for tourism, initiated and 

managed several projects to build youth hostels. In the Brasschaat case, the local government of the 

city of Brasschaat acted as the procuring government and Toerisme Vlaanderen acted as the 

contractual partner. In the youth-hostel project, attention is explicitly devoted to energy-efficiency 

measures and to accessibility for disabled people. The second case is the highway project: “A11”. This 

project has been procured by PMV: an independent investment firm owned by the government of 

Flanders. A11 is a large and complex project that involves the construction of a new, 12km-long 

motorway link. The highway has been under construction since 2013 and is planned to become 

operational in 2017. With regard to sustainability, one of the main features of this project is the 

                                                           
1 Due to, amongst others, confidentiality issues it was not possible to obtain all tender documents, but 
with 19 times the selection criteria, 24 times the award criteria and 21 times the output specifications we 
were able to analyse a large share of the existing tender documents. 
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integrated design of the highway with a high contextual fit in the surrounding landscape. Moreover, 

ecological-sustainability measures have been taken such as the construction of wildlife passages and 

new ecological habitats (Van den Hurk & Hueskes, 2017). 

Empirical evidence for the two cases has mainly been collected through extensive document analysis 

and by conducting interviews with key actors in the projects. The two cases have been studied as 

single cases, but we asked for comparison with other projects and for reflection on the findings of the 

extensive document analysis during the interviews. In total, we conducted six semi-structured, face-to-

face interviews with key-actors who played a crucial role in the projects. These include project and 

contract managers within the public procuring authority and the private consortium (see Appendix 1 

for the list of interview respondents). Five out of six respondents were involved in both the 

procurement and project implementation phase, and this fact allowed us to get a comprehensive 

overview of the complete governance process. The interviews were recorded, transcribed and then 

coded and analysed using NVivo.  

It is important to stress that we did not predefine dependent or independent variables. Nor did we test 

clear hypotheses. Rather, we aimed to produce a thorough understanding of the social context of a 

particular phenomenon (Gerring, 2009): in this case, the extent to which and way in which 

governments incorporate sustainability considerations when procuring PPP infrastructure projects. As 

Fisher (2003) argues, “the key to explaining how (policy) change comes about has to be grounded in a 

detailed contextual examination of the circumstances at play in specific cases”. Such detailed, 

contextualized knowledge should allow us to formulate tentative insights that are probably transferable 

to other cases, including cases outside the Flemish context. 

5. The incorporation of sustainability considerations in Flemish PPP projects 

This section presents the findings of the research. Section 5.1 answers the first research question (“To 

what degree and in what way do governments incorporate sustainability considerations when 

procuring infrastructure PPP projects?”). Here we discuss the results of the document analysis of the 

tendering documents and the findings of the case studies. Section 5.1 is structured according to the 
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relevant steps of the project life cycle presented in Section 2 (Figure 1). Subsequently, Section 5.2 

considers the governance options at hand in PPPs and offers recommendations for the incorporation of 

sustainability considerations. This section addresses the second research question (“How can the 

incorporation of sustainability considerations in these PPP infrastructure projects be stimulated?”). 

 

5.1. Current consideration of sustainability in PPP projects 

Project definition 

Nearly all respondents indicated that extensive preparation was a key factor in getting sustainable 

initiatives off the ground within their PPP projects. Preparation is a broad notion, but it is essentially 

about whether the public procurer knows what he or she wants and can ask for regarding 

sustainability. In the preparatory stage the procurer must state his own wishes and priorities with 

regard to sustainability (ambitions and goals), determine what other stakeholders demand 

(coordination and coproduction), identify which sustainability solutions are currently available against 

what price (market knowledge) and decide how to best ask for sustainability in the procurement 

(incentives in the output specifications, award criteria and bidding procedures). 

Sustainability considerations could play a significant role in all PPP phases. Even before the final 

decision is made to initiate an infrastructure project and procure it via PPP, important choices will be 

made that affect sustainability. Consider, for example, the question whether it is desirable and 

necessary to build new infrastructure at all. Desirable and necessary to whom? What is the 

sustainability impact of alternative solutions, such as renovation of infrastructure? And what is the 

sustainability impact of the chosen location or trajectory of the planned PPP project? If the procuring 

authority decides to pursue the infrastructure PPP project, such sustainability questions typically have 

been dealt with and the choices are specified in the project definition.  

In addition, it is possible to bring sustainability considerations into the project definition at a more 

general level—for example, by mentioning the importance of both social and environmental 

sustainability aspects. In the cases under study, several respondents emphasized the relevance of 
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formulating sustainability ambitions at a high level of abstraction, as these ambitions can form a 

starting point both for drafting the output specifications and for award criteria.  

 

Stakeholder involvement 

Another element of the detailed preparation phase is stakeholder involvement. First of all, public 

procurers must consult other public actors to adjust and fine-tune plans and regulations with other 

governments or public organisations. Moreover, in the cases under study, we saw examples of how 

public procurers interact with private parties during the preparatory phase: e.g., via consultations or by 

canvassing the market (Respondents R3, R4, R6). Finally, stakeholder involvement in itself is a 

dimension of sustainability that can be addressed by involving citizens and users in the development 

of the infrastructural project. However, based on the document analysis, it was not possible to assess 

to what extent and in which way stakeholders were involved in the preparations. 

 

Procurement method and PPP design 

The chosen procurement method and PPP design might also affect the realisation of sustainability 

goals. For example, in some procurement methods there is more space for interaction with bidders 

than in others, and this could influence sustainability results. The two projects selected for the case 

study both worked with a “restricted procedure” to procure PPPs, as did most of the other PPP projects 

studied in the document analysis. Consequently, we were not able to systematically compare the 

relative advantages and disadvantages of different types of procurement procedures. In this regard, it 

might be interesting to look at a procurement procedure called “competitive dialogue”, as within this 

procedure there is more interaction with bidders than there is in the restricted procurement procedure. 

 

In addition, the exact form or design of the public-private partnership matters. Public-private 

partnerships can be structured through several contract variants of design, build, finance, operate, 

maintain (DBFOM) such as DBF, DBM and DBFM. The contract type chosen is likely to influence 

sustainability outcomes, as each PPP form provides a different incentive structure. One of the 

respondents (Respondent R4) argued that he considered only the fully integrated DBFOM type to be 
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true PPP and that only this type provides all incentives for “life-cycle costing” – which is one of the 

reasons that public-private partnerships associated with sustainability, as was stated in the 

introduction. On the other hand, other interviewees suggested that all PPP forms have sustainability 

advantages in comparison to traditional procurement in which the project phases are separated instead 

of integrated. Due to the limited scale of this study, and because it analysed predominantly DBFM-

type PPPs, we were not fully able to scrutinize these opposing views.  

 

Selection criteria  

In the Flemish projects analysed, the procurement process was organised in two (or three) selection 

stages. In the first round a pre-qualification questionnaire (PQQ) was used to evaluate the technical 

knowledge, experience and financial standing of potential bidders. The bidders who pass the exclusion 

and selection criteria formulated in the PQQ proceed to the next stage of the bidding procedure. In the 

exclusion criteria, some elements that relate to sustainability can be found, such as exclusion of 

companies that have breached environmental law. In addition, selection criteria that relate to the 

technical and financial capacity of companies may have an impact on sustainability. It is, under certain 

conditions, legally possible to set requirements regarding past experience with sustainable 

considerations (European Commission, 2011), but we did not encounter such requirements in the 

Flemish PPP projects we analysed. A general sustainability concern might be that—due to high 

selection criteria regarding technical and financial capacity—too many companies will be excluded, 

which might undermine competition and in particular the position of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) (European Commission, 2010). This, in turn, might also diminish the degree of 

innovative sustainability solutions. However, whether this concern is valid cannot be determined from 

this document analysis and case study and should therefore be a subject for further research.  

 

Output specifications 

The output specifications form a dense set of service requirements that, in the projects under study, are 

usually listed in a document of fifty to one-hundred pages. The idea behind output specifications is 
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that the requirements are defined on the basis of results and performance (outputs) rather than means 

(inputs). This manner of stating the requirements gives bidders the freedom to design their own 

(sustainability) solutions.  

In order to examine how sustainability is currently included in the output specifications, the output 

specification documents have been screened for the presence of sustainability indicators. The results of 

the document analysis show that that there are large differences between the PPP projects in the 

number of sustainability indicators found. On average, 16 sustainability indicators per project were 

found in the output specifications. In some output specifications, reference to sustainability indicators 

is made more than 40 times, whereas in others barely any reference to sustainability aspects are made. 

Figure 2 shows, per main sustainability category, the percentage of projects in which at least one 

sustainability indicator was found in the output specifications.  

Insert figure 2 about here 

 

Whereas Figure 2 shows the number of projects with at least one indicator, it is equally important to 

know how many sustainability indicators are found per main sustainability category. The division of 

the main sustainability categories (and subcategories) formulated for this research helps us to analyse 

which kind of sustainability measures receive the most attention. Figure 3 shows the average number 

of sustainability indicators scored per project in both the output specifications and the award criteria. 

Insert figure 3 about here 

It is clear from Figure 3 that the average score in some of the sustainability criteria is much higher 

than in others. On average, 7.2 indicators—forty-seven percent of the sustainability indicators found in 

total—can be positioned in the main category “environment and natural resources”. Note that this 

main category encompasses only ecological indicators. Looking at the second-level subcategories 

within this main category (see Section 2, Table 1), most of the indicators can be placed in the 

categories “energy” (49 percent), “materials” (31 percent) and “water” (10 percent). Other second-

level sub-criteria distinguished within the main criterion, “environment and natural resources”, are 
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“clean air” and “biodiversity and land use”. Within these subcategories, however, hardly any 

sustainability criteria were found. This suggests that ecological sustainability, as encountered in the 

output specifications of the Flemish PPP projects, is mainly about saving energy, materials and water.  

Going back to the other main sustainability categories, we also observe that a considerable number of 

indicators in the output specifications have been scored at the categories of “liveability” (20 percent), 

“health and comfort” (14 percent) and “social justice” (14 percent). Within the main category 

“liveability”, a few indicators were found around “public facilities” and “security”. Within the 

category “health and comfort” primarily sustainability indicators were found that can be placed in the 

subcategories “indoor climate and comfort” and “acoustics, noise and vibration”, and almost no 

indicators related to a “healthy lifestyle”. Within the “social justice” category, a large percentage of 

the sustainability indicators (91 percent) were scored around whether buildings or facilities are 

accessible for the disabled (sub-criterion “emancipation and equality”. Aspects that were mostly 

neglected within the social-justice category include social criteria such as “affordability”, “avoiding 

discrimination” and “stimulating social cohesion”.  

Another typical “social” main category is “community and participation”, but a sustainability criterion 

was found that touched upon this theme only in one project. We believe that this can be explained by 

the fact that participation is not usually covered in the output specifications because it is also part of 

the detailed preparation phase of PPP projects. To finish, 0.5 percent of the sustainability indicators in 

the output specifications have been scored under the category “others”. Output specifications in the 

“others” category are typically very general (referring to mere sustainability without further 

explanation), and they therefore could not be placed in one of the specific sustainability main 

categories. In the “others” category, no output specifications were found that refer to transformative or 

systemic change, which is yet another important aspect of “strong” sustainability (Devolder & Block, 

2015).  

Award criteria 
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In the second stage of the procurement procedure, selected bidders can submit a tender to be evaluated 

based on predetermined award criteria (also called bid evaluation criteria). Whereas the output 

specifications should set the minimum sustainability requirements, the award criteria can express 

preferences with regard to sustainability. As with the output specifications, the award criteria have 

been screened for the presence of sustainability indicators. Remarkably, in one-fourth of the award 

criteria analysed, no reference was made to sustainability criteria at all. Figure 4 shows, per main 

sustainability category, the percentage of projects in which at least one sustainability indicator was 

found in the award criteria. 

Insert figure 4 about here 

The distribution of the main sustainability categories in the award criteria exhibits many similarities 

with the distribution in the output specifications (see Figure 3 again), and it will therefore not be 

discussed in-depth. Again, ecological sustainability indicators take in a central place. Note that, for the 

award criteria, the main sustainability category, “others”, is relatively large. This can be explained by 

the large number of “vaguely” formulated award criteria that mention “sustainability” in general but 

do not specify exactly what kind of sustainability is meant. In some projects, this was solved by 

referring to an external document (e.g., a sustainability report).  

Besides the number of sustainability indicators, another important aspect in the award criteria is the 

weighting given to sustainability aspects, since this determines the influence sustainability has in the 

final evaluation of tenders. Figure 5 shows the weighting of sustainability aspects in the final 

evaluation of the award criteria. The percentages are an estimation, because it was not always possible 

to determine the exact weighting, as sometimes sustainability aspects were included in one award 

criterion together with, for example, architecture, functionality or quality aspects. In only 1 out of the 

24 award criteria analysed, sustainability had a weighting of approximately 15 to 20 percent – a 

percentage we considered substantial. An additional 4 of 24 PPP projects gave a weighting of 10 to 15 

percent to sustainability aspects. However, in the majority of the projects analysed, the weighting 
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given to sustainability was low (5 to 10 percent) or even very low (0 to 5 percent). From this we can 

conclude that the influence of sustainability criteria in the final evaluation of bids is small.  

Insert figure 5 about here 

Are low weightings attributed to sustainability problematic? Based on the findings of the case studies 

we believe that for procurers with high sustainability ambitions it is a missed opportunity when 

sustainability considerations are not included in the award criteria and attributed a substantial 

weighting. Several respondents indicated that the private parties participating in the bid strongly 

reacted on the incentives provided in the award criteria (Respondents R1, R3, R5). Hence, without 

sufficient “points” to gain in the award criteria, the bidders would not be motivated to take 

sustainability measures. 

 

Formulation of output specifications 

Another important aspect we analysed extensively is how output specifications that include 

sustainability indicators are formulated. An output specification loses its incentivising value when it is 

not possible to determine whether it is fulfilled or when the specification cannot be enforced. 

Therefore, we looked at the measurability and enforceability of sustainability output specifications. 

Measurability was assessed by analysing whether a specific indicator and norm are present in the 

output specification. One out of five sustainability specifications did not have a measurable indicator. 

For example, some specifications just state that something should be “sustainable”, without specifying 

what is meant by that. In addition, one out of four sustainability specifications did not include a clear 

norm that makes it possible to review when exactly (and at what value) the specification was fulfilled. 

For example, in many sustainability specifications, words like “sufficient”, “high”, “low” and 

“regularly” were used without a clarification of when these levels are fulfilled. This shows that many 

of the current sustainability output specifications are not adequately measurable.  

Furthermore, we checked to see if an output specification was really about reaching the results 

(outputs) agreed upon, or if it was formulated more like an “effort commitment”. Effort commitments 

are not enforceable, because whether the private party has put “enough effort” into reaching the 



20 
 

specification cannot be objectified. Examples of such “effort” formulations include phrases such as the 

following: “should be taken into account”, “is preferred”, or “should be pursued”. Based on the 

document analysis, we find that one in ten sustainability output specifications is formulated based on 

“efforts” and is thus not enforceable.  

To sum up, the analysis of how sustainability specifications are formulated shows that, in many 

instances, these output specifications are neither measurable nor enforceable. This is problematic from 

a contractual perspective on PPPs, since it means that there are no guarantees that intended sustainable 

measures will be implemented. 

 

5.2. Governing PPPs for sustainability  

As the previous section shows, the document analysis of output specifications and bid-evaluation 

criteria of Flemish PPP projects shows that the attention currently devoted to sustainability in tender 

documents is limited. Best practices found in the two selected cases can provide us with governance 

options to stimulate the incorporation of sustainability considerations in public-private partnerships.  

First of all, the output specifications provide opportunities to include sustainability considerations. 

Although this opportunity was not always fully taken in the projects we investigated, we encountered 

several examples of how public procurers used the output specifications to prescribe sustainability 

measures or to set norms regarding sustainability. However, one specific problem encountered is that a 

considerable portion of the sustainability specifications cannot be measured or enforced. Interviewees 

confirm the difficulties experienced in formulating sustainability output specifications in a measurable 

way. The socially oriented specifications are especially difficult, as these often involve qualitative 

rather than quantitative indicators. In the A11 highway project, the procurement team looked for best 

practices abroad. They visited a Dutch infrastructure-procurement organisation that had used a 

“sustainability instrument”: i.e., an assessment method regarding sustainability impact (Respondent 

R3). Although that sustainability instrument offered some useful inspiration, the Belgian procurement 

team in the A11 project still felt that the instrument was useful only for those sustainability criteria 
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that are easy and objectively measurable – mostly criteria related to material use and energy. The 

sustainability instrument included hardly any “qualitative” criteria (Respondent R2). This case 

example illustrates the broader and perhaps inherent tension between the criteria that output 

specifications should meet (formulated as objectively measurable) and the more qualitative character 

of many of the social-sustainability norms.  

The reasons for not including social sustainability aspects in the award criteria seem to be similar to 

the reasons given with respect to output specifications. For instance, one of the public procurers 

interviewed stated that he wanted to include more qualitative sustainability criteria but that the lawyers 

working on the project were hesitant about his suggestion because it would become too difficult to 

compare tenders objectively and because this might lead to lawsuits filed by losing consortia 

(Respondent R3). In some of the cases, measurability was solved by referring to “sustainability 

instruments” or standards set by external parties or organisations. However, although this might be a 

good initiative, these instruments may still have limitations regarding the measurability of the 

sustainability indicators included in the documents, especially the social ones.  

Another important finding that derives from the document analysis of Flemish PPP projects is that the 

weighting given to sustainability aspects in the award is generally low. A straightforward governance 

option would be to award more points to sustainability criteria in the bid evaluation. However, a 

problem encountered in some of the projects is that sometimes bidders strategically choose not to 

apply sustainability measures in their tender because they feel that they have a higher chance to win 

the bid by setting a very competitive price than by gaining a few extra points with the sustainability 

criterion (Respondent R6). An interesting practice we found for dealing with this issue is to set a 

minimum score for each of the individual award criteria. If a minimum score for a sustainability award 

criterion is required, the bidders have to do something with that criterion even though it may have a 

low weighting in the final evaluation of the award criteria.  

Related to the previous governance option, a more general strategy is to focus the procurement on 

quality aspects rather than price. An interesting practice we find involves working with a ceiling price. 
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The two cases selected both worked with a ceiling price, but in a different way. In the youth hostel, the 

ceiling price was set as a target price. Therefore, there was less competition on price and more 

competition on the quality of the tenders. The public and private actors involved experienced this 

positively, since there was more emphasis on aspects other than price, such as sustainability 

(Respondents R4, R5). In the A11 highway, the ceiling price set was not based on a realistic estimate 

of the costs but functioned as an absolute upper limit of what the public procurer could spend. In this 

case, the final bids of the candidates were far below the ceiling price. Therefore, there was just as 

much competition on price as in “regular” procurement procedures (without a ceiling price) 

(Respondent R1). The differences in the approaches between the two cases point towards the possible 

relevance of working with a fixed price as a governance instrument (in order to let bidders compete on 

quality elements such as sustainability).  

A final governance instrument we encountered in the A11 case involves working with a “bonus for 

energy efficiency” (Respondent R2). This is a specific reward measure that provides an incentive for 

bidders to apply additional energy-efficiency measures. In general, rewards in the contract might 

create interesting opportunities to stimulate sustainability. The figure below provides an overview of 

the governance instruments we encountered that might help to stimulate the incorporation of 

sustainability considerations. 

Insert figure 6 about here 

 

6. Discussion and Conclusions 

This article considers to what degree and in what way Flemish public procurers currently take 

sustainability considerations into account and how the incorporation of sustainability considerations in 

PPP infrastructure projects can be stimulated. The document analysis shows that, in the procurement 

of Flemish PPP projects, sustainability considerations play only a small role. Although there are 

differences between the projects, the attention paid to sustainability in the output specifications and 

award criteria is generally limited in terms of the number of sustainability criteria referred to, in the 

way in which these are formulated and in the weighting and influence sustainability criteria have in the 
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final bid evaluation. If sustainability considerations are taken into account, this is mostly from an 

environmental perspective that largely neglects the social dimensions of sustainability. The public 

procurers who wanted to include more sustainability criteria explained the difficulties they 

experienced in incorporating them, especially with regard to the measurability and enforceability of 

social sustainability norms. These insights are relevant to project management and confirm the 

suggestion for future research by provided Labuschagne and Brent (2005), which is to identify 

measurable indicators for sustainability evaluation criteria. 

The previous section discusses several governance instruments that might make it possible to give 

more consideration to sustainability. These recommendations should be of value to practitioners who 

wish to procure sustainable PPP projects. However, even when these governance instruments are 

successfully implemented, the emphasis within PPPs on measurability remains problematic and might 

result in a so-called “weak” conceptualization of sustainability. We believe that a “strong” 

sustainability perspective is inherently incompatible with the contractual PPP project structure, which 

requires those measurable and enforceable performance indicators. Many of the social indicators and 

indicators regarding transformative change are difficult to formulate in a measurable way. Moreover, 

the actors involved in PPP infrastructure projects are accustomed to the current contractual structure 

and routines, and it is difficult to change these existing structures and patterns from the inside. In sum, 

PPPs can be beneficial structures for including weak conceptualizations of sustainability, but they are 

far less suitable for incorporating a strong conceptualization of sustainability. 

The findings of this study are subject to at least three limitations. First of all, the scope of this study is 

limited by its public-sector perspective. The document analysis focuses on the way in which 

sustainability considerations are incorporated by public procurers, especially in tender documents. 

However, this is not necessarily equal to the extent to which private companies apply these 

sustainability considerations to the infrastructure projects in practice. A private partner might do more 

than envisioned by the client, but they might also do less – especially when sustainability criteria are 

not formulated in an enforceable way. Second, some limitations must be acknowledged with regard to 

the research methods. The follow-up case studies include a limited number of interview respondents. 
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Future studies on the current topic are therefore recommended. In addition, the generalisability of the 

findings is subject to certain limitations because data was collected only in Flanders. The structuring 

of Flemish PPP projects is inspired by international PPP practices, such as the UK Private Finance 

Initiative. Further research should determine whether other Western countries have similar experiences 

with regard to the incorporation of sustainability considerations.   



25 
 

References 

Block, T., & Paredis, E. (2013). Urban development projects catalyst for 
sustainable transformations: the need for entrepreneurial political 
leadership. Journal of Cleaner Production, 50, 181-188.  

Block, T., Van Assche, J., & Goeminne, G. (2013). Unravelling urban sustainability: 
How the Flemish City Monitor acknowledges complexities. Ecological 
informatics, 17, 104-110.  

Carbonara, N., Domingues, S., Gunnigan, L., Pantelias, A., Pellegrino, R., & 
Vanelslander, T. (2015). Improving PPP decision-making processes: a 
decision support framework. In A. Roumboutsos (Ed.), Public Private 
Partnerships in Transport: Trends and Theory. London; New York: 
Routledge. 

Carter, N. (2007). The Politics of the Environment: Ideas, Activism, Policy. (2nd ed.). 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Daly, H. E., & Farley, J. (2011). Ecological economics: principles and applications 
(2nd ed.). Washington DC: Island press. 

Departement Bestuurszaken. (2013). Vlaams actieplan duurzame 
overheidsopdrachten 2012-2014. Vlaamse Overheid. 

Department of Public Governance. (2013). Vlaams actieplan duurzame 
overheidsopdrachten 2012-2014. Brussels: Vlaamse Overheid. 

Devolder, S., & Block, T. (2015). Transition Thinking Incorporated: Towards a 
New Discussion Framework on Sustainable Urban Projects. Sustainability, 
7(3), 3269-3289.  

Edelenbos, J., & Klijn, E.-H. (2009). Project versus process management in public-
private partnership: Relation between management style and outcomes. 
International Public Management Journal, 12(3), 310-331.  

Edelenbos, J., & Teisman, G. R. (2008). Public-private partnership: on the edge of 
project and process management. Insights from Dutch practice: the 
Sijtwende spatial development project. Environment and planning. C, 
Government & policy, 26(3), 614.  

Edler, J., & Uyarra, E. (2013). Public procurement of innovation. In S. P. Osborne & 
L. Brown (Eds.), Handbook of Innovation in Public Services. Cheltenham: 
Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Elkington, J. (1999). Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century 
Business. Oxford: Capstone Publishing. 

EPEC. (2011). The Guide to Guidance: How to Prepare, Procure and Deliver PPP 
Projects. Luxembourg: European PPP Expertise Centre. Retrieved from 
www.eib.org/epec/g2g/index.htm. 

European Commission. (2010). Buying Social: A Guide to Taking Account of Social 
Considerations in Public Procurement. Luxembourg: Publications Office of 
the European Union. 

European Commission. (2011). Buying green! A handbook on green public 
procurement. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. 

Fisher, F. (2003). Reframing Public Policy: Discursive Politics and Deliberative 
Practices. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

http://www.eib.org/epec/g2g/index.htm


26 
 

Gareis, R., Huemann, M., & Martinuzzi, A. (2011). What can project management 
learn from considering sustainability principles? Project perspectives, 
XXXIII, 60-65.  

Gerring, J. (2009). The case study: what it is and what it does. In R. Goodin (Ed.), 
The Oxford Handbook of Political Science. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Grimsey, D., & Lewis, M. K. (2004). Public Private Partnerships: The Worldwide 
Revolution in Infrastructure Provision and Project Finance. Cheltenham, UK: 
Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Grin, J., Rotmans, J., & Schot, J. (2010). Transitions to sustainable development: New 
directions in the study of long term transformative change. New York: 
Routledge. 

Hodge, G. A., & Greve, C. (2007). Public–Private Partnerships: An International 
Performance Review. Public administration review, 67(3), 545-558. 
doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00736.x 

Hodge, G. A., Greve, C., & Boardman, A. E. (Eds.). (2010). International Handbook 
on Public-Private Partnerships. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Hopwood, B., Mellor, M., & O'Brien, G. (2005). Sustainable development: mapping 
different approaches. Sustainable development, 13(1), 38-52.  

Hueskes, M. (2013). Improving Sustainability: Inevitable Trade-Offs in Civil 
Regulation. A Case Study of the IDH Fruits and Vegetables Program. (Master 
thesis), Utrecht University, Utrecht.    

Hugé, J., Waas, T., Dahdouh-Guebas, F., Koedam, N., & Block, T. (2013). A 
discourse-analytical perspective on sustainability assessment: interpreting 
sustainable development in practice. Sustainability science, 8(2), 187-198.  

Kemp, R., Parto, S., & Gibson, R. B. (2005). Governance for sustainable 
development: moving from theory to practice. International Journal of 
Sustainable Development, 8(1), 12-30.  

Kickert, W. J. M., Klijn, E. H., & Koppenjan, J. F. M. (1997). Managing complex 
networks: strategies for the public sector. London: Sage. 

Klijn, E.-H. (2008). Governance and governance networks in Europe: An 
assessment of ten years of research on the theme. Public Management 
Review, 10(4), 505-525.  

Koppenjan, J. F. M. (2005). The Formation of Public‐Private Partnerships: Lessons 
from Nine Transport Infrastructure Projects in The Netherlands. Public 
Administration, 83(1), 135-157.  

Labuschagne, C., & Brent, A. C. (2005). Sustainable project life cycle management: 
the need to integrate life cycles in the manufacturing sector. International 
Journal of Project Management, 23(2), 159-168. 
doi:10.1016/j.ijproman.2004.06.003 

Lenferink, S., Tillema, T., & Arts, J. (2013). Towards sustainable infrastructure 
development through integrated contracts: Experiences with inclusiveness 
in Dutch infrastructure projects. International Journal of Project 
Management, 31(4), 615-627. doi:10.1016/j.ijproman.2012.09.014 



27 
 

LNE. (2012). Duurzame Woningbouw: Vlaamse Maatstaf voor Duurzaam Wonen en 
Bouwen. Brussels: Departement Leefmilieu, Natuur en Energie. Retrieved 
from http://www.lne.be/themas/duurzaam-bouwen-en-wonen. 

Martens, M. L., & Carvalho, M. M. (2016). Key factors of sustainability in project 
management context: A survey exploring the project managers' 
perspective. International Journal of Project Management. 
doi:10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.04.004 

Neumayer, E. (2003). Weak versus strong sustainability: exploring the limits of two 
opposing paradigms. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

OECD. (2004). Measuring Sustainable Development: Integrated Economic, 
Environmental and Social Frameworks. Paris: OECD Publishing. 

OECD. (2008). Measuring Sustainable Production. Paris: OECD Publishing. 
Oehlmann, I. (2010). The Sustainable Footprint Methodology: Including 

sustainability in the project management of the Bergermeer Gas Storage 
project. (Master thesis), Delft University of Technology, Delft.    

Poppo, L., & Zenger, T. (2002). Do formal contracts and relational governance 
function as substitutes or complements? Strategic management journal, 
23(8), 707-725.  

Public Services and Procurement Canada. (2016, 05-02-2016). Policy on Green 
Procurement.   Retrieved from http://www.tpsgc-
pwgsc.gc.ca/ecologisation-greening/achats-procurement/politique-policy-
eng.html 

Robinson, J. (2004). Squaring the circle? Some thoughts on the idea of sustainable 
development. Ecological economics, 48(4), 369-384.  

Rotmans, J., & Loorbach, D. (2010). Towards a better understanding of transitions 
and their governance: a systemic and reflexive approach. In J. Grin, J. 
Rotmans, & J. Schot (Eds.), Transitions to sustainable development. New 
directions in the study of long term transformative change (pp. 105-198). 
New York: Routledge Publishers. 

Silvius, G., Schipper, R., Planko, J., Van Den Brink, J., & Köhler, A. (2012). 
Sustainability in project management. Farnham, England: Gower Publishing, 
Ltd. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). (2017, 11-01-2017). 
About the Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Program.   Retrieved 
from https://www.epa.gov/greenerproducts/about-environmentally-
preferable-purchasing-program 

Van den Hurk, M., & Hueskes, M. (2017). Beyond the financial logic: realizing 
valuable outcomes in public-private partnerships in Flanders and Ontario. 
Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy. 
doi:10.1177/0263774X16682237 

Verhoest, K., Peters, B. G., Bouckaert, G., & Verschuere, B. (2004). The study of 
organisational autonomy: a conceptual review. Public Admin. Dev, 24, 101-
118. doi:10.1002/pad.316 

Verhoest, K., Voets, J., & Van Gestel, K. (2013). A theory-driven approach to 
public-private partnerships: the dynamics of complexity and control. In C. 

http://www.lne.be/themas/duurzaam-bouwen-en-wonen
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ecologisation-greening/achats-procurement/politique-policy-eng.html
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ecologisation-greening/achats-procurement/politique-policy-eng.html
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ecologisation-greening/achats-procurement/politique-policy-eng.html
https://www.epa.gov/greenerproducts/about-environmentally-preferable-purchasing-program
https://www.epa.gov/greenerproducts/about-environmentally-preferable-purchasing-program


28 
 

Greve & G. A. Hodge (Eds.), Rethinking Public-Private Partnerships: 
Strategies for Turbulent Times (pp. 188-210). Oxon: Routledge. 

WCED. (1987). Our Common Future. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Yescombe, E. R. (2007). Public-private partnerships: principles of policy and 

finance. London: Butterworth-Heinemann. 
Zheng, J., Roehrich, J. K., & Lewis, M. A. (2008). The dynamics of contractual and 

relational governance: Evidence from long-term public–private 
procurement arrangements. Journal of Purchasing and supply management, 
14(1), 43-54.  

 

 

 

  



29 
 

Acknowledgements  

This study was supported by the Flemish Knowledge Centre on Public-Private Partnerships and by a 

Ph.D. grant of the Hermes Foundation represented by Flemish Agency for Innovation & 

Entrepreneurship (VLAIO). 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


