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Recommendations for the European Commission: 
Further development of the EU GPP-instrument 

Why develop the current EU GPP instrument further? 
For more than 10 years now, the European Commission’s DG Environment has developed a voluntary 
framework and offered support to Member States (MS) and Contracting Authorities (CA) for the 
implementation of GPP. Meanwhile the context has changed. GPP is increasingly adopted in the EU 
as a strategic instrument to achieve EU policy targets. New policy, such as in the new public 
procurement directives in 2014, the Circular Economy package in 2015 and even mandatory targets 
in the Energy Efficiency Directive, shows the more mature role expected from the instrument GPP. The 
new overall situation for GPP is reflected in the conclusions of the Environmental Council of the 20th of 
June 20161. This calls upon the Commission to further develop their GPP instrument work and rethink 
their support actions for GPP.  

The context for GPP varies by regions across the EU, both in terms of experience and policy. While for 
instance some are looking at mandatory GPP, others are focussing on professionalization, innovation, 
strategic procurement or new topics like toxic free and circular procurement. An important insight 
over the last decade is that the level of experience varies widely even within countries. MS without 
advanced national policy still have innovating regions or cities while MS, which are considering 
themselves as pioneers have procurement organisations just starting to take first steps in GPP. 

In 2008, only a small number of initiating countries explored how to use public procurement for 
environmental policy goals. Now many countries as well as local and regional authorities have moved 
beyond the level of starters, which is shown in the number of action plans, projects and good 
practice examples that can be found throughout Europe.  

GPP is becoming a strategic policy instrument. The EU policy on GPP is however still based on the 
2008 Communication “Public procurement for a better environment” (COM (2008) 400). This policy is 
mainly focussing on generic tools and guidance. It has successfully raised awareness for GPP 
throughout the EU, but is not taking into account the needs of MS and CA with more specific policy 
targets and high ambitions. 

The need of support for all MS and CA becomes obvious in the field of supporting tools. In 2008, the 
European Commission’s DG Environment offered its first EU-GPP-toolkit that consisted amongst 
others of GPP criteria for 10 product groups. Since then, DG Environment has invested considerable 
efforts on the development of green criteria. Currently criteria for 21 product groups are available; 
more are in preparation. In the meeting of the GPP AG in Dublin on April 4th 2017, the future work on 
criteria was discussed. On the one hand, the existing GPP criteria represent a valuable support tool as 
well as a definition for Green Public Procurement (that can be used subsequently also for the 
monitoring of GPP). On the other hand, criteria usually define the basis of the solution to be 
procured. Thus, the scope of standardised GPP criteria lies primarily in the support of public 
procurement of solutions already available on the market. For GPP that offers a more ambitious or 
                                                           
1 ‘…..20.UNDERLINES that government has a key role to play in creating incentives and ensuring effective 
application of Green Public Procurement (GPP) towards the Circular Economy; CALLS upon the Commission and 
Member States to stimulate and facilitate circular business models that enable an increased share of green 
public procurement in the public expenditure at all levels possible, to create markets for circular products and 
services; REQUESTS the Commission to develop guidance and incentives for the application of GPP for Circular 
Economy including on application of life cycle costing; CALLS upon the Commission and Member States to build 
on existing targets[22] for GPP, to accelerate the transition to the Circular Economy, to improve monitoring, and 
to actively facilitate exchange of knowledge and best practices between Member States, and to provide support 
for GPP training schemes; 
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innovative outcome or that focuses on specific policy areas, other kinds of support are needed. 
However, resources currently used for the development of criteria are missing when it comes to the 
development of such support. 

With this paper, SPP Next want to support the European Commission in improving and evolving the 
GPP instrument. This paper provides an overview, based on our collective experience, of the key 
challenges and recommendations for further development of the GPP instrument at the EU level. 

The paper at hand consists of the White Paper draft developed by the group SPP Next and the 
feedback provided by six MS (Croatia, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Slovakia, Spain), Switzerland and the 
EEB. The feedback is offered either in green boxes or with green letters.  

Recommendations for the development of the current EU GPP instrument 

The White Paper offers recommendations for the development of the EU GPP instrument. Several 
MS appreciated in their feedback the need of some countries to develop the instrument further 
but brought their perspectives and their priorities to mind: 

“Certainly, these are not bad ideas, but the Central Administration of Spain must focus on 
promoting GPP as a general rule, using existing criteria and guidelines, as well as making an 
accessible and easy-to-use monitoring tool. Afterwards, at a later stage, efforts can be diversified 
in other aspects, although parallel actions can not be completely rejected.” 

“Croatia belongs to the MS that are beginners in GPP implementation”. 

“From an Irish perspective, the EU GPP instrument has to date provided a very sound basis for our 
efforts to engage our national procurement experts and suppliers. I can appreciate however if an 
organization wanted to be more innovative that the supports may be lacking some dynamism.  
It will be important too that the EU/Commission is not left behind by more advanced national or 
city initiatives and that the opportunity for sharing and “bringing on” less-advanced MS might be 
lost. The EU instrument must remain relevant. 
With the evolution from GPP to SPP and the advent to Circular PP, the EU must show that it 
remains our “go to” resource to help MS navigate these changes”. 

1. First of all, we recommend EU GPP policy offers support for a variety of GPP 
processes 

Support activities for GPP should address a variety of GPP processes: • From procurement of simpler2 products, services and works (like paper) to procurement of 
products, services and works with a high complexity (like office buildings). • From procurement with lower3 to higher GPP ambition levels in terms of environmental 
impact. • From procurement aimed at green solutions already available on the market to procurement 
of innovative green solutions (where the CA cannot define the solution at the beginning of 
the process but only the desired outcome/result). 

The following scheme refers mainly to the second and third point mentioned above. The scheme 
outlines some support activities according to the spectrum of procurement processes from “familiar 
and low risk” solutions with moderate outcomes to innovative solutions with more ambitious 
                                                           
2 Simple means for example that the product that is to be procured is of a limited number of components or 
that the service has a low complexity. 
3 “Lower ambition levels“ still offer a noteworthy environmental relief. 
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outcomes. Some of the actions are already in place (Helpdesk, etc.) others have not yet been in the 
scope of EU GPP policy. 

 

Fig.: Offers of support according to the scope of solutions and outcomes procurement processes are aiming for 

This would indicate the need for a more diverse set of tools and support by the Commission recog-
nising the different levels. The exact content of support would require further discussion. E.g., 
further support for pilots, innovation and tools for determining the environmental impact or the 
impact within the market. 

2. Recommendations on how to increase the variety of support actions 

We recommend to spend resources on a mix of initiatives to support MS and CA: 

a) Support actions for those who aim for innovative green solutions, more ambitious outcomes 
and new topics • Conduct a study on the existing tools available on GPP, circular public procurement (CPP) and 

innovative public procurement suitable for GPP and CPP in general and per product group. 
Look if and how they can be scaled up at EU level. The study can entail new business-models 
(product-service or service systems) to boost important environmental advances. 

Assess the need for systematically including options and criteria horizontally across all 
products to promote circular procurement. The EEB would like to explore legal possibilities 
to go beyond the traditional approach with technical specifications on reparability, 
durability, recyclability, exclusion of substances of concern, use of recycled or reused 
content. At least for the comprehensive set of GPP criteria a more service oriented 
approach for circular economy could be developed, building on existing experiences with 
energy-saving contracts e.g. for renovation and/or maintenance of buildings or street 
lighting systems (EEB). • Develop support actions for those who aim for innovative green solutions and outcomes that 
are more ambitious based on the results of the current discussion. • Use your position as coordinator of the network of MS to support the transfer and 
dissemination of experiences from CA that aim for innovative green solutions and ambitious 
outcomes. Support the relevant MS in editing and presenting the experiences together with 
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their framework conditions to the GPP AG so that the GPP AG can best benefit. For example, 
support the sharing of best practices that offer both detailed information about the 
procurement process and the contract. 

We agree and support recommendations on how to increase the variety of support actions. 
We especially support actions related to sharing best practices that offer both detailed 
information about the procurement process and the contract (Croatia).  • Develop support for the pre-procurement stage (“What outcome is really needed?”), the 
post-procurement stage (“What is the impact and the benefit of the green procurement?”) 
and the end-of-life-stage (for example “How can agreements for the end-of-life-stage like 
take-back and recycling be included in the contract?”). 

It would be very useful to develop support tools for the pre, post and the end-of-life 
procurement stage (Croatia).  • Develop a concept for national or regional helpdesks to provide concrete advice including per 
e-mail or telephone in connection with a website containing practice support tools and best 
practice examples (Germany). • Today, there are tools like LCC calculators that support GPP. However, the question is which 
of them is trustworthy to use? It would be useful to get information from the Commission 
which of them are reliable to use by CA product groups or sectors (Slovakia). 

b) Restrict the GPP criteria to a set of basic criteria • Stick to a set of criteria for around 10 product groups (for example the product groups 
Transport, Street Lighting, IT-Appliances, Data-Centres, Food/Canteens and Heat4) which are 
kept up to date. It should be proven that they work in practise (see below) and they should 
be easily accessible for procurers. Neither of the 10 product groups should be covered by the 
main Type I Ecolabels in the EU (for example cleaning products and paper) and each should 
have a noteworthy environmental impact (environmental impact = amount of products, 
services and work procured multiplied by the environmental impact per unit).  
For the product groups that are characterised by a higher complexity and diversity of 
markets (e.g. Road Design and Construction, Office Building Design and Construction and 
Waste Water Infrastructure), guidelines seem to be much more suitable than a set of criteria. 

Regarding the proposal to concentrate GPP core criteria to the most basic and key 
criteria in the most important product groups, it will be positive because it will reduce 
complexity and public procurers will surely agree with it. It is true that there are groups 
of products with a large complexity and extremely detailed criteria that makes it difficult 
for public procurers to use them (Spain). 

Referring to the exclusive use of the ecolabel in some groups of products and services, it 
could be contrary to the law because an offer with higher requirements or with a 
different label cannot be excluded. Furthermore, to choose criteria from ecolabels can 
be a complicated task (Spain). 

In general, we recommend that a more in depth assessment should be carried out to 
select available product/services groups that are already broadly covered by ISO Type 1 
Ecolabels and that are most relevant for GPP. According to the EEB, there is potential for 
enabling a much shorter and less resource consuming GPP criteria development 

                                                           
4 See „The carbon footprint of central government procurement. Evaluating the GHG intensities of government procurement in 
Norway, 2016”, https://d21dbafykfdck9.cloudfront.net/1481895162/the-carbon-footprint-2016.pdf 
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processes by systematically referring to the most relevant requirements already available 
in Ecolabel criteria sets that are well established on the European market. 
Evaluate if public procurement of electricity-using appliances will be addressed 
adequately through the revised EU Energy Efficiency Directive, basically requiring the 
purchase of the highest energy efficiency class on the EU Energy Label available on the 
market for the respective product group (EEB). 
The EEB agrees on prioritizing those product groups that are mostly used in EU MS5 
(EEB). • Develop a general guidance document for those product groups covered by the Ecolabel: 
“How to use Ecolabel in Public Procurement”. 

This is an interesting approach (Switzerland).  
A good idea to make a clear guideline how Ecolabels can be used in tender documents 
(Slovakia). • An EU inventory of Ecolabels for the different product groups, selected on art. 43 of the Public 
Procurement Directive will be a welcome/necessary instrument for procurers. Such an inven-
tory can mention the 2-3 most important criteria for every label in a frequently updated 
database. 

We think that this action is not necessary, especially if it needs too much human and 
financial resources (Croatia). 

Another good idea is to make an inventory of Ecolabels for the different product groups 
(Slovakia). 

A good idea to make an inventory of Ecolabels for the different product groups 
(Switzerland). 

Explore collaboration and use of existing inventories such as www.ecolabelindex.com or 
http://standardsmap.org. A horizontal study could evaluate which of those schemes 
would fulfil the overall requirements of the criteria development process laid down in 
Art. 43. At least for the Type 1 labels in Europe, mutual recognition could be enforced as 
a follow up to the EU Ecolabel Refit (EEB). 

                                                           
5 Suggestions for product groups with a higher priority:  
Computer and Monitors (synergies with the respective Ecodesign regulations and EU Ecolabel criteria to be explored); 
Telecommunication services including the use of mobile phones or smart devices should be linked with the foreseen in-depth study 
on ICT products under the new EU Ecodesign Working Plan 2016-2018. 
Construction (as part of or in addition to the GPP criteria on Office buildings? Could also build on Ecodesign work with regard the 
Building Automatic Control Systems, Lifts, Solar panels/converters); 
Transport (revision already ongoing; a particular focus should be put on the fast market and technological developments in the field of 
electrical vehicles; additionally using services like car-sharing systems or non-motorized vehicles like bikes could be included in the 
scope, too); and 
Indoor lighting (published in 2012 with major changes expected in future Ecodesign regulations).  
Despite the evaluation by DG ENER, it makes sense to us to also update the EU GPP criteria for Green electricity. Based on the new EU 
regulatory framework, technological and market developments for renewable energies until 2030, many of the existing national GPP 
criteria will require an overhaul in the coming years. Therefore, the Commission should look into environmental benefits beyond 
procuring just 100% renewable energy, e.g. by including additional criteria on e.g. nature conservation aspects and how to ensure 
additional investments in the development of new and innovative renewable energy generation. This could also be aligned with the 
Ecodesign process and potential Ecolabel criteria on solar panels and converters.  
In 2015, the EEB commissioned a study on performance contracts for municipal waste management that highlighted the need to 
consider carefully which performance indicators to include in contracts and  
identified a few key measures that are predicted to have the most positive effect: http://www.eeb.org/index.cfm/library/report-on-
waste-performance-contracts-an-executive-summary/ - In our view this study indicates some added value to provide guidance on this 
topic through EU GPP criteria.  
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• Public procurers have to consider many issues. Too many environmental criteria will seem 
disproportionate compared to other qualitative criteria in the tender documents. We 
recommend reducing the number of core criteria for each product group considerably. Leave 
the less important, more complex criteria for the comprehensive GPP level instead of 
confusing procurers with long core GPP criteria lists. This will also make it easier to monitor 
afterwards the uptake of GPP (core) criteria. 

We agree with allowing for a reduction in complexity at least in the EU GPP core criteria 
set. The EEB would welcome a more consistent approach across the different product 
groups resulting in key, strong and consolidated criteria at core level and leave the more 
complex, ambitious criteria for the comprehensive level. Instead of confusing reluctant 
procurers with long criteria lists, we would rather encourage applying them while 
allowing more ambitious procurers to choose from the comprehensive criteria list (EEB). • Ensure that for each criterion the verification process is practicable (easy and cheap) and that 
the criterion offers a noteworthy environmental impact. Develop tools to increase the practi-
cability of criteria (for example an EU-wide DuboCalc (NL) or Ecoscore (BE)) or support the 
development of tools by other organisations (for example industry and standardisation 
organisations). 

Good idea to make criteria simpler and clear for understanding to ensure that for each 
criterion the verification process is practicable (simple and cheap) (Slovakia). • Include the testing of draft criteria in real tenders in the criteria development process. The 
tests should focus on the amount of bidders able to comply with the requirements and the 
practicability of the verification process. The testing should take place in real tenders (and be 
updated after tests in other MS). If the testing offers the result that the criteria is currently 
only applicable in specific MS, either this information should be included in the EU GPP 
criteria or the criteria should not be published. Test and apply the criteria in the tenders of 
the European Commission, too. 

The proposal for testing the GPP criteria in real tenders is complicated and it will prolong the 
procurement process, although if there is support from the Commission, some research 
could be implemented to see how many companies in the market can satisfactorily fulfill 
specific environmental requirements. It is necessary to remember that in the process of 
developing the criteria in JRC, the concerned sectors are present, so their position is known 
in this procedure (Spain). 

We support the idea of testing the draft criteria in tenders during the criteria development 
process. We believe that this activity is worth the effort and time because at the end, we will 
have fully applicable criteria and there will be no need for later “fixes”. In the case of 
deciding to go through with that kind of activity, we will certainly forward the inquiry and 
request to public authorities in Croatia for participation (Croatia). 

We agree with more reality checks and evaluation of the applicability of the EU GPP criteria. 
But rather than prolonging the already lengthy criteria development process we would like to 
integrate a more structured procedure for testing in real tenders after (!) the criteria have 
been adopted. This would require developing a review clause that would allow for 
adaptation of some criteria without having to go through a complete revision process (EEB). • Examine to determine the number and value of tenders including core GPP criteria through 
e-tenders in a very simplified way, which would enable MSs to monitor GPP adoption 
(Ireland). 
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We think that some points about restriction of the GPP criteria could be very useful and can 
contribute to the simplification of the procurer’s job. This particularly applies to the development 
of guidelines (instead of criteria), for very complex product groups, reduction of core criteria for 
each product group and testing of draft criteria in real tender (Croatia). 

c) Support research • Allocate additional resources to evaluate and quantify environmental benefits, social aspects 
and cost effects of applying EU GPP criteria. Offer guidance on how procurers can communi-
cate about the benefits. This work stream could look how to complement traditional studies 
on the environmental impact (for example LCA studies) in order to provide more in-sight into 
how GPP could actually deliver benefit in terms of greening the value chains (compared to 
conventional products and services). 

The communication of environmental benefits to the general population could be a good 
idea, because it would have a direct effect on people and finally could reach companies that 
would take environmental effects more seriously before designing their products. It could 
also be appropriate to do research on the reasons why some environmental criteria are not 
included in tender documents, as this would identify the needs of national green public 
procurement plans (Spain). 
We recommend to develop guidance for those who approve the procurement (decision 
makers, mayors, directors, principals) to show the environmental and social benefits of GPP. 
We received information that those who approve the procurement often have a problem 
approve often more expensive offers (Croatia). 
“Allocate additional resources to evaluate and quantify environmental benefits, social aspects 
and cost effects of applying the EU GPP criteria and how procurers can communicate about 
them”. This work stream should look how to complement the traditional LCA studies in order 
to provide more insight into how GPP could actually deliver added value in terms of greening 
the value chains (compared to conventional products and services) (EEB). • Provide clarity on how the Commission is planning to build on the Product Environmental 
Footprint (PEF) methodology in the EU GPP criteria development process. 

The EEB agrees about the importance to provide clarity on how the Commission is going to 
build on the Product Environmental Footprint methodology in the EU GPP criteria 
development process (EEB). • Research can demonstrate the benefits of the shift from the development of mainly GPP 
criteria to a mix of support activities. We suggest for example research on the uptake of the 
EU GPP criteria in public tenders across the MS and in particular research on the reasons why 
EU GPP criteria is not included in tender documents. This research should include the analysis 
of tender documents and face-to-face interviews with public procurers from each MS and 
from different types of organisations (like schools and hospitals). Although this will not 
provide statistical evidence, we do believe it will give a general impression on how CA see 
and use the criteria. 

We especially welcome the idea to carry out research on the reasons why EU GPP criteria are 
not included in tender documents. Something very similar is planned to be carried out before 
the new II. Croatian NAP GPP (Croatia). 

 

Procurement data is key to understanding where we are and whether we are making any impact. 
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Ireland would be especially supportive of any measures in this area (Ireland).

d) Further suggestions • It would be useful to hear how the actions promised under the Circular Economy Action Plan 
are being delivered (Ireland). • It would be good to see those leading on general public procurement policy in the 
Commission advocating for GPP and using their influence with national procurers to build 
confidence in using it (Ireland). • There is a lack of GPP promotional material. It would be useful to make attractive and actual 
GPP promotional material and distribute them to each MS and by this way, they can be 
spread on the national level (Slovakia). • We would like to highlight the importance of education in the further development of the EU 
GPP instrument, because education is still one of the main issues in GPP implementation in 
the MS with lower GPP uptake (Croatia). 

 

Italy shares the paper fully. 

 

*** 


