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experts from the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment (3), the Depart-
ment for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in the UK (2), WRAP (2) and a consulting 
company in the Netherlands (1) were interviewed. The data was analyzed through the-
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the study 

Voluntary environmental agreements (VEAs) are a preferred form of governance 
for dealing with complex environmental risks (Potoski and Prakash, 2013). There 
are various types of VEAs, which purpose is to facilitate the interaction between 
the private and public authorities on environmental matters while avoiding some 
of the legislative limitations at the same time. Threat for stricter legislation, envi-
ronmental problems and corporate social responsibility are some of the reasons 
that urge firms to seek ways to improve their sustainability and lessen their en-
vironmental impact. Thus, the popularity of VEAs is growing as new environ-
mental targets are set in order to address various environmental issues and pro-
mote sustainable practices.  

The subject of the current study is voluntary environmental agreements 
between governments and various stakeholders, such as enterprises and other 
organizations, aiming at achieving sustainable development goals. The topic was 
selected by the Finnish Ministry of the Environment. The purpose of the study is 
to examine existing voluntary agreements in the Netherlands (Green Deals) and 
WRAP (Waste and Resource Action Program) initiatives in the United Kingdom 
and to explore how these agreements work and how their efficiency is measured. 

Both VEAs and stakeholder awareness and responsibility towards envi-
ronmental issues have significantly evolved in the last 10 years. Successful VEAs 
from the Netherlands and from the UK prove that voluntary environmental 
agreements can be efficient and achieve competitive targets (WRAP, 2016a). Fur-
thermore, the Dutch Green Deals has inspired the launch of the North Sea Re-
sources Roundabout (NSRR). NSRR is an international voluntary agreement on 
secondary resources between France, Flanders, the United Kingdom and the 
Netherlands launched in March 2016 (Eijk, 2016). In addition, the Green Deal ap-
proach has gained international interest not only from the central governments 
of France, the United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium, Sweden and Finland, but 
also from the European Commission, the OECD and UNEP (Green Deals, 2016a). 
Not only replicating such VEAs in other countries will be beneficial from eco-
nomical point of view but it will also have a significant positive impact on the 
environment. Implementation of ambitious and effective VEAs in the future will 
certainly be an effective means towards the achievement of sustainable develop-
ment goals. 

Despite the great interest, no one to the best of my knowledge has studied 
in detail the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP’s voluntary agreements. The lack of 
research in this area is due to the fact that the Green Deal initiative has started in 
2011 and many of the deals are still ongoing. Moreover, existing information on 
the Dutch Green Deals is primarily available in Dutch. On the other hand, 
WRAP’s privacy policy protects the individual participants’ information and 
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only the overall performance of all participants is published in the reports 
(WRAP, 2016b).  
 

1.2 Research objectives 

The concepts of the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP’s VEAs are relatively new, 
thus little research has focused on these innovative VEAs. These two concepts 
are an interesting topic for a research because they represent an innovative and 
effective way of dealing with environmental issues. This study aims at gaining 
an overall understanding of the way the Green Deals and the voluntary agree-
ments organized according to the framework introduced by WRAP work and 
how their efficiency is measured. More specific attention is paid on history and 
development of the agreements, key motivation and success factors, main re-
sponsibilities and challenges, performance evaluation and added value. The 
study also aims at finding the key differences between these two voluntary ap-
proaches. The Courtauld Commitment (CC) and the Circular Procurement Green 
Deal (CPGD) will be explored in more details for gaining a deeper understanding 
of the two different voluntary approaches. The CC has been established in 2005 
in the UK and it is currently in its fourth phase (WRAP, 2016c). On the other hand, 
the CPGD in the Netherlands has been established in 2013. Hence, both agree-
ments are being implemented successfully and there is sufficient data on their 
performance.  
 
Main research questions: 
How the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP agreements work in general? 
How are the Circular Procurement Green Deal and the Courtauld Commitment 
agreement developed, implemented and evaluated? 
 
Sub-research questions: 

1. How are the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP agreements (CPGD and CC 
in particular) developed and implemented? 

2. What are the factors contributing for their successful implementation? 
3. How is the performance measured and what is the added value? 
 

 

1.3 Key concepts of the study 

The aim of this chapter is to present briefly the main concepts relevant to the 
study. Voluntary environmental agreements (VEAs) are also found in literature 
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as voluntary environmental programmes (VEPs), voluntary environmental gov-
ernance arrangements (VEGAs), negotiated environmental agreements (NEAs) 
or just voluntary agreements (VAs). The study focuses on the VEAs in the Neth-
erlands, known as Green Deals and the VEAs in the UK, organized by WRAP 
(Waste and Resource Action Programme). The CPGD and CC are studied in more 
details. 
 
The Green deals 
 

The Green Deal approach provides the Dutch companies, other stakeholder 
organization, local and regional government, and various interest groups the op-
portunity to work with the Central Government on sustainable growth and social 
issues. The Green Deal approach aims at removing the obstacles which prevent 
the utilization of various opportunities for sustainable economic development. 
The initiators of the Green Deals are the Dutch Ministries of Economic Affairs, 
Infrastructure and the Environment and the Interior and Kingdom Relations. 
Green Deals are used to supplement existing legislation, market and financial 
incentives and efforts for promoting innovation. The national government sup-
ports the Green Deals by removing legislative barriers and providing access to 
networks and the market. Netherlands has incorporated the Green Deals into 
country’s green growth policy. (Green Deals, 2016b) 

Since the launch of the Green Deal initiative in 2011 until June 2015, 185 
Green Deals has been signed (Green Deals, 2015a). All of the Green Deals are self-
funded and approximately 60 percent originate from the private sector. The 
Green Deals’ average duration is two to three years and the main themes are en-
ergy, food, water, resources, biodiversity, mobility, bio-based economy, climate 
and construction. 

The Circular Procurement Green Deal (CPGD) aims at promoting sustainably 
produced products and services. The participants in the Green Deal are commit-
ted to starting two circular procurement pilots of own choice, supporting 
knowledge sharing and learning and integrating circular procurement into or-
ganization’s processes, policy and strategy (Circle Economy, 2016). Encouraging 
circular procurement involves overcoming cultural barriers and changing peo-
ple’s mindset.  The key for triggering circular procurement practices is to think 
of items not as waste but as valuable resources. For instance, it is critical for peo-
ple to overcome the notion that brand new products are always better than refur-
bished and reused ones. (European Commission, 2015.) The Green Deal’s general 
requirements for participation and CPGD founding organizations are presented 
in TABLE 1 and TABLE 2 below. 
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TABLE 1 Green Deal's General Requirements (Green Deals, 2015c) 

 Green Deals’ General Requirements 

1. The participant plays an active role in realizing the undertaken initiatives. 

2. The project must be about sustainable usage of base materials, biodiversity, 
water, mobility, energy, climate, food, construction and bio-based econ-
omy. 

3. The project must be profitable or have the potential to become profitable. 

4. Results must be produced quickly. 
5. The project must result in a new economic activity (or activities) or in cost 

savings for businesses. 

 
TABLE 2 Founding organization of CPGD (Circle Economy, 2016) 

Founding organizations of Circular Procurement Green Deal  

Circle Economy A social enterprise promoting circularity through de-
velopment of various solutions 

Kirkman Company Consulting company 

MVO Netherlands  
(CSR Netherlands) 

An independent organization influencing companies 
to become more socially responsible 

NEVI Professional organizations for procurement 

PIANOo Expertise center in public procurement 

 
Agreements organized by WRAP 

 
WRAP is an independent organization established in 2000 and funded by 

the government to mediate voluntary agreements between governments, compa-
nies, and community groups.  In addition to the voluntary agreements, which are 
the main focus in the current study, WRAP is also involved in research activities, 
consumer campaigns, grant-making and financial support. The subject of the 
study are the four voluntary agreements, the CC in particular, organized accord-
ing to WRAP’s framework. The agreements are presented in TABLE 3 below. 
(WRAP, 2016d) 
 
TABLE 3 WRAP agreements (WRAP, 2016a) 

Year Agreements organized by WRAP 

2005 - Courtauld Commitment (CC1, CC2, CC3 & Courtauld2025) 
2012 - 2015 Hospitality and Food Service Agreement  
2013 - Sustainable Clothing Action Plan (SCAP) 

2014 - Electricals and Electronics Sustainability Action Plan (ESAP) 
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The Courtauld Commitment (CC) targets “improving resource efficiency and 
reducing waste within UK grocery sector”. Moreover, it supports the 'zero waste 
economy' policy and greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. The participants 
in this agreement are leading retailers, brand owners, manufacturers and suppli-
ers. The first phase of the agreement was launched in 2005, and currently CC is 
in its fourth phase – Courtauld2025. Facts and figures on the results achieved by 
Courtauld  Commitment are presented in Appendix II. (WRAP, 2016c) 

The aim of the Hospitality and Food Service Agreement was to support the 
sector in achieving waste reduction targets and recycling. The first target for the 
agreement was to reduce food and packaging waste by 5% by the end of 2015 
(measured in CO2 emissions) against the 2012 baseline. The second target was to 
increase the recycling of food waste and packaging to at least 70% by the end of 
2015. After the agreement was closed in 2015, WRAP continues to work with the 
sector on issues related to food waste reduction and recycling through the Cour-
tauld2025. (WRAP, 2016e) 

Sustainable Clothing Action Plan (SCAP) aims at improving the sustainabil-
ity of clothing. SCAP brings together stakeholders across the clothing lifecycle 
and the four area of improvement are: design, metrics, consumer behavior, re-
use and recycling. (WRAP, 2016f) 

Electricals and Electronics Sustainability Action Plan (ESAP) was established 
in 2014 to improve the sustainability of the sector and deliver environmental and 
economic benefits. The top five significant products in terms of volumes sold and 
resources are: televisions, washing machines, laptop, computers, refrigeration 
products and mobile telephones. Thus, the agreement aims at enhancing product 
durability, minimizing product returns, motivating sustainable consumer behav-
ior, and employing innovative business models for re-use and waste reduction. 
(WRAP, 2016g) 

1.4 Structure of the study 

The study is structured in five main chapters. The introduction gives an overall 
overview of the VEAs and their role in the environmental management. The ob-
jectives of the study, the key sub-research questions and a brief explanation of 
the main concepts and actors are also presented in the introduction. 

The theoretical framework chapter reviews existing literature and sum-
mary of key findings both on VEAs and stakeholder participation in VEAs. In 
this section the different types of voluntary agreements, key success factors, risks 
and opportunities and methods for measuring efficiency are presented. Then the 
stakeholder participation in the environmental management is explored through 
the angle of corporate’s perspective on VEAs and Reed’s best practices for par-
ticipation. 

The third chapter explains main methodological choices in the study, such 
as research design, data collection method and data analysis method. Further-
more, a detailed explanation of the data collection process is also provided. The 
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research findings which provide answers for the main research questions and the 
sub-research questions are presented in chapter four. 

Finally, in the conclusions chapter a summary of the key research findings, 
discussion, and implications for policy-makers and private actors are provided. 
This chapter ends with an evaluation of the credibility of the study, limitations 
and suggestions for future research. 
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter reviews previous literature and explores different aspects related to 
voluntary environmental agreements (VEAs). Firstly, the different types of VEAs 
are presented. Secondly, conditions for successful implementation and the added 
value of VEAs are examined. Then, different aspects in regard with VEAs’ per-
formance are explored. Due to the immense importance of the participants in 
VEAs, attention is paid on the corporate’s perspective on VEAs in order to un-
derstand companies’ motivation for participating. Finally, a general view on 
stakeholder participation in environmental management and best practices for 
participation are reviewed. 

2.1 Voluntary environmental agreements 

Voluntary approaches are a rather new instrument for environmental manage-
ment. Previous work has mainly focused on VEAs implemented in 1990s and 
early 2000s. According to Dalkmann et al. (2005), Potoski and Prakash (2013), and 
BEUC (2006), VEAs are effective means of addressing environmental issues in a 
quick and flexible manner, especially when compared to the process of enact-
ment of legislation. For industries VEAs are a way to increase consumer trust. By 
participating in VEAs, companies not only contribute towards the improvement 
of the environment beyond official legislation but also communicate their com-
mitment to environmental values. (Prakash and Potoski, 2011.) The possibility of 
gaining benefits, such as regulatory reliefs, higher market share, customer loyalty 
and higher product prices, is the main motivator for the firms to commit to the 
competitive environmental targets (Gunnigham, Kagan, & Thorton, 2003).  

The different types of VEAs share the four common characteristics pre-
sented in FIGURE 1. 
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FIGURE 1 Common characteristics of VEAs (Karamanos, 2001) 

 

2.1.1 Types of VEAs 

A comprehensive categorization of various voluntary approaches provided by 
Croci (2005) includes voluntary public schemes, negotiated agreements, unilateral com-
mitments, unilateral commitments recognized by the P.A., third party initiatives, and 
private agreements. The concepts of the six voluntary approaches are presented in 
FIGURE 2. 
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FIGURE 2 Voluntary approaches with characteristics of VEAs (Croci, 2005) Dutch Green 
Deals, the CPGD in particular (negotiated agreements) and WRAP’s agreements (third party 
initiatives) are subject of the study. 
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industrially, or technologically. Participants in the schemes might acquire per-
mits easier, avoid strict monitoring, and get taxation benefits, training or tech-
nical assistance. In case of non-compliance, participating firms may be excluded 
from the program. Similarly to Croci (2005), Lyon and Maxwell (2003) point out 
that the involved companies benefit from technical assistance and positive pub-
licity from the government. The European Eco-Management and Audit Scheme 
(EMAS) and various eco-labels are examples of voluntary public schemes. (Croci, 
2005)  

Participants in the negotiated agreements commit to achieving certain envi-
ronmental targets which are negotiated and approved by both the companies and 
the regulator. According to Brink (2002), negotiated agreements have three func-
tions – bridging (a step to further legislation), supporting (support the implemen-
tation of legislative requirements) and independent (agreements used instead of 
legislation). Similarly to the voluntary public schemes, the participants might 
gain economic, administrative or information access benefits. Negotiated agree-
ments can be either binding or non-binding. An example of binding agreement 
is the widely used Dutch covenants. The covenants are agreements between the 
Dutch government, licensing authorities and certain industry sectors. The cove-
nants are binding and can be enforced in the case of non-compliance. In contrast, 
the Dutch Green Deals are non-binding and participants can exit the agreement 
at any given time without any consequences. (Croci, 2005) The Dutch Green 
Deals, in particular the Circular Procurement Green Deal, plays a central role in 
the current study and more attention to this voluntary instrument will be paid in 
the following chapters. 

Unilateral commitments can be adopted by the company as a code of conduct 
aiming at improving the environment or as a program. Unlike the previous two 
types of VEAs, the targets for the unilateral commitments are set by the industry. 
The commitment to a specific programme can be expressed by using a logo. Par-
ticipants benefit from gained credibility if the administrative regulator recog-
nizes the program. When the unilateral commitments are recognized by the pub-
lic administrator (P.A.) they gain credibility. It is possible that the P.A. also mon-
itors the commitment and sets guidelines regarding the implementation. (Croci, 
2005) 

Third party initiatives are agreements designed by private organizations 
which do not have regulation authority. For example, the third party could be an 
international organization for standardization (ISO), NGO or an international or-
ganization. The agreement is open for participation. Participants in third party 
initiatives gain only image benefits and access to management improvement pro-
cedures. Examples of third party initiatives are WRAP agreements in the UK, ISO 
14000 and the UN Global Compact. (Croci, 2005) 

Polluters and pollutees reach private agreements through direct negotiations. 
Specific about this type of agreement is that solutions and compensations are 
agreed without the need of governmental interference. 

This study aims at exploring negotiated agreements (Green Deals) and third 
party initiatives (WRAP agreements). However, in previous studies VEA is re-
ferred as a public-private cooperation without further categorization of VEA 
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types. Due to the scarce amount of former literature on the topic, relevant studies 
on VEAs which are considered to provide valuable insights are included in the 
literature review section. 

2.1.2 Successful implementation and added value 

A study conducted by Bresser et al. (2009) reveals positive evaluations of VEAs 
in the Netherlands. The study is focused on voluntary agreements before the in-
troduction of the Green Deal initiative in 2011. The purpose of the study was to 
explore the degree of success of voluntary environmental agreements in the 
Netherlands and to what background factors it was related. The scope of the 
study covers 70 negotiated agreements signed between the Ministry of the Envi-
ronment or the Ministry of Public Works and private actors. The findings of this 
study reveal positive environmental results in terms of ambition, compliance, 
goal attainment and environmental behavioral change. Surprisingly, high ambi-
tion is associated with behavioral change and compliance. (Bresser et al. 2009) 
Similarly to Bresser et al. (2009), Dalkmann et al. (2005) examine four carefully 
selected case studies from four European countries and based on the results de-
termine success factors for VEAs. The findings of the study correspond to the 
conclusions of Bresser et al. (2009), that VEAs’ success is primarily dependent on 
ambitious targets and compliance. Thus, Dalkmann et al. (2005) distinguish five 
success factors for setting ambitious targets and complying with them. 

 
FIGURE 3 Success factors (Dalkmann et al. 2005) 
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First and foremost, for ensuring the success of a VEA is to align the envi-
ronmental and political targets. Secondly, “a business as usual” pattern needs to 
be defined in order to avoid easy targets. Furthermore, extensive research on the 
matter and analyzing the potential measurable targets prior to the negotiations 
will increase the likelihood of setting ambitious targets. Bresser and Bruijn (2005) 
also point out the importance of clear and quantified targets for the outcome of 
VEAs. In addition, setting a concrete time horizon helps for selecting a realistic, 
achievable and ambitious targets. Compliance with the targets is the main varia-
ble that determines the success of VEAs. Legally binding agreements have a high 
level of compliance. Other factors that might influence the participants’ level of 
compliance are sanctions and incentives, which can be either incorporated in the 
VEAs or exist externally. (Dalkmann et al., 2005) 

Immerzeel-Brand (2002) explores the success factors of VEAs through hy-
potheses testing. Her study is focused on a Dutch covenant for reduction of SO2 
and NOx emissions signed in 1990. The covenant proves to be successful as in 
2000 reaches its goals. Hypotheses testing indicated that certain factors are re-
sponsible for the successful outcome of the VEA. The first factor, part of the policy 
hypothesis, is the presence of trust and respect. Similarly, Brink (2002), Bresser and 
Bruijn (2005) and Dalkmann et al. (2005) agree that VEAs build trust between 
institutions, create higher appreciation for the environment and achieve results 
beyond the legislative requirements. In fact, often VEAs address environmental 
issues which are not subject of regulation.  

Brink (2002), Dalkmann et al. (2005) and Bresser et al. (2009) emphasize 
certain aspects of VEA’s implementation that ensures both the success of the 
agreement and add value to the process. For instance, sharing best practices, es-
tablishing working groups and having access to consulting services significantly 
improve mutual understanding and learning outcomes, and thus contribute for 
the successful outcome of VEAs. This leads to the adoption of new technologies 
and sustainable development practices both on company and industry levels for 
addressing environmental issues. 

Dalkmann (2005) and Bresser and Bruijn (2005) agree that VEAs are more 
cost-efficient and flexible than command-and-control regulations. Their flexibil-
ity and cost-efficiency makes them suitable for industries sensitive to economic 
changes and competition. Additionally, Bresser and Bruijn (2005) identify several 
conditions for the success of VEAs based on empirical research of twelve case 
studies from six European countries. In addition to already mentioned aspects, 
the authors add the importance of strong motivation, clear understanding of the 
environmental problem, solving conflicts during the negotiation phase, and be-
ing in touch through regular communication. The conclusions of Bresser and 
Bruijn (2005) correspond with the second factor of the policy hypothesis by Im-
merzeel-Brand (2002), that the participants need to be problem-solving oriented. 
Furthermore, the instrument hypothesis outlines the importance of existing alter-
native legislative instrument which is considered as a viable option for the suc-
cessful implementation of VEAs. This is further supported by Segerson and 
Miceli (1998) and Segersson and Alberini (2002) who believe that VEAs might be 
as efficient as official legislation in the case of a credible regulatory threat. 
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  Finally, the sectoral hypothesis emphasizes the importance of homogenous 
sector and a strong sector association. The author concludes that even though 
these three hypotheses provide a basis for the positive outcome of VEAs, the suc-
cess factors are not limited only to the factors mentioned above. The three hy-
potheses are tested in several studies and are thus recommended as a tool for 
policy makers to evaluate the potential success or failure of a VEA. (Immerzeel-
Brand, 2002) The summary of the success factors and the added value of VEAs 
are presented in the TABLE 4 below.  
 
TABLE 4 Success factors and added value of VEAs (Immerzeel-Brand, 2002; Brink, 2002; 
Dalkmann et al., 2005; Bresser et al, 2009; Bresser and Bruijin, 2005) 

Success factor Added value 

Building trust and respect Mutual understanding and learning out-
comes 

Sharing best practices and access 
to expertise 

Adoption of new technologies and sus-
tainable development practices 

Establishing working groups Problem-solving attitude 

Strong motivation and clear un-
derstanding of the environmental 
problem 

Creating higher appreciation for the envi-
ronment 

More cost-efficient and flexible 
than command-and-control regu-
lations 

Bridging the gap between local needs and 
existing legislation 

Threat of alternative legislative 
instrument 

Address issues and achieve results be-
yond legislative requirements 
 

Homogenous sector and a strong 
sector association 

Suitable for industries sensitive to eco-
nomic changes and competition 

 

2.1.3 Performance 

Monitoring and evaluation  
 
Bresser and Bruijn (2005) point out that special attention needs to be paid on 
monitoring progress and evaluation of VEAs. Dalkmann et al. (2005) identify 
three factors that ensure successful monitoring. Firstly, there should be a trans-
parent reporting procedure. Secondly, a methodology to secure certain standard 
should be present. Thirdly, there is a need for independent verifier. The im-
portance of monitoring is also emphasized by Rezessy and Bertoldi (2011). Their 
study focuses on the effectiveness of VEAs in the field of energy efficiency and 
emission reduction in Europe. The authors conclude that rigorous and credible 
monitoring and evaluation of the outcomes are key factors for VEA’s effective-
ness (Rezessy and Bertoldi, 2011). 
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Official evaluation of the achieved results affects positively on the level of 
compliance and the efficiency of VEAs (Croci, 2003). The terms efficiency and 
effectiveness are often used for evaluating VEAs performance. Efficiency refers 
to achieving certain results or targets by avoiding unexpected loss of resource 
and time, whereas effectiveness refers to the achievement of successful results 
(Perrels, 2001). However, the nature of VEAs often creates difficulties in assessing 
their effectiveness. Not only VEAs have different objectives and employ different 
approaches but also there is discrepancy in culture, politics, economics, and the 
environment. For instance, the different characteristics of industry sectors, insti-
tutional structures, public-private cooperation, business culture, and the environ-
mental awareness influence the effectiveness of VEAs. Thus, it could be con-
cluded that the country is the main factor influencing VEA’s effectiveness. (Croci, 
2003) 

The EEA’s framework for the assessment of the environmental effective-
ness of VEAs (EEA, 1997) states that the assessment can be done against alterna-
tive policy instruments scenario (taxes and regulations), “business as usual”, and the 
reference situation prior to the agreement. Hence, the following three aspects 
should be taken into consideration: the net impact of VEAs in comparison with 
the baseline, the economic characteristics of VEAs, such as incentives and impacts, 
and the wider outcomes stemming from VEAs. Prakash and Potoski (2011) also 
share the view that the effectiveness can be measured by acknowledging the pos-
itive environmental impacts beyond what would have happened without the 
VEA in place. However, such assessment is often speculative due to lack of cred-
ible data. (EEA, 1997) For instance, the following two factors undermine the data 
credibility. Firstly, quite often participants in VEA commit themselves to targets 
far beyond the official legislation. Secondly, signatories for the same agreement 
might be both environmental leaders and environmental laggards. As a result, 
the progress made by the laggards, in the VEA might exceed the progress made 
by the environmental leaders when evaluating the achieved results after the es-
tablished baseline. This is due to the different starting point prior to the agree-
ment. For instance, environmental leaders are more actively involved in different 
environmental projects before the VEA. In other words, when entering in the 
VEA their previous environmental commitments and achievements are not taken 
into consideration. (Lenox and Nash, 2003) 

The non-enforceability of most VEAs is the key reason for questioning 
their level of efficiency in regard to environmental protection. Glachant (2007) 
studies the effectiveness of non-enforceable VEAs when companies engage as a 
result of a legislative threat of a pollution quota. It is also assumed that the pol-
luter is in the position of influencing the legislative process by being a part of a 
lobby group. The results of this study indicate that non-binding VEAs are useful 
in the case of conflicting political interests but still uncertain instruments for en-
vironmental protection. For instance, non-binding VEAs are common in climate 
change policies but legislation is preferred in the case of a significant threat (Gla-
chant, 2007). 
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Similarly, McEvoy and Strandlund (2010) share the opinion that enforced 
VEAs are more efficient than the non-enforced and further claim that under cer-
tain circumstances enforced VEAs could be more efficient than regulatory instru-
ments, such as emission tax. This perspective is based on the connection between 
the efficiency of VEAs and the costs of enforcement and can be valid under the 
following circumstances. Firstly, the enforcement costs of the VEA must be borne 
by the participating parties, for example the government and the firm. Secondly, 
a third party enforces the VEA. Thirdly, the third party must have power over 
the government and closely monitor the implementation of the VEA, so in the 
case of non-compliance, the third party is able to force sanctions. 

The research conducted by McEvoy and Strandlund (2010) contribute 
uniquely to the existing literature on the efficiency of VEAs. In fact, the results of 
their research contrast previous findings suggesting that VEAs are always devel-
oped as a means for reaching regulator’s environmental objectives (Dawson and 
Segerson, 2008). McEvoy and Strandlund (2010) emphasize that the chances of 
forming a VEA in the case where the participating parties are bearing the respon-
sibility of the enforcement costs are slight. Hence, they conclude that in the rare 
event that such agreement is reached, it’s potential to be even more successful 
than tax on emissions skyrockets. However, future research on that topic is 
needed in order to confirm the findings of McEvoy and Strandlund (2010). 

Brand et al. (1998) develops a theoretical framework for evaluating VEAs’ 
performance, which includes set of criteria for analyzing the performance of 
VEAs. This framework is usually used for analyzing the policy process. The pro-
cess of policy development, including evaluation criteria for VEA’s performance 
is presented in FIGURE 4. 
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FIGURE 4 Policy process and evaluation criteria for VEA's performance (Brand et al., 1998) 

The aim of the formulation process is through negotiations to raise aware-
ness of the possibility of an agreement. Successful negotiations between repre-
sentatives from the government and the target groups (companies, municipali-
ties, or NGOs) lead to the creation of VEA. The performance indicator is feasibil-
ity. During the implementation process solutions according to the circumstances 
and the goals of the agreement are developed. For the success of VEA, it is essen-
tial that VEA’s goals are aligned with the policy goals. The performance indicator 
is capability and it concerns the quality of VEA’s application. The positive envi-
ronmental impact as a result of participants’ behavioral changes is measured in 
the impact process. The performance indicator is effectiveness. Finally, in the learn-
ing process the participants give feedback about the three previous processes. 
Learning is enhanced significantly by sharing best practices. The performance 
indicator is the increase of resources, such as information dissemination, innova-
tions, and enhanced trust and respect. (Immerzeel-Brand, 2002) 
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Risks 
 
Dalkmann et al. (2005) identify regulatory capture, legitimacy issues, free-riding 
and agreements’ transaction cost as key risks associated with VEAs. Börkey et al. 
(2000) define the risk of regulatory capture as the situation in which the environ-
mental target is set to be similar to the “business as usual”. The risk of regulatory 
capture, lack of transparency, legitimacy issues, and criticism increases signifi-
cantly if third parties, such as NGOs and local communities are not participating 
in the VEA. According to Brink (2002), the aspects encouraging free-riding and 
“business as usual” are the data aggregation and the lack of sanctions. Reports 
containing aggregated data illustrate the overall performance of all participants. 
That encourages minimum or no actions at all towards achieving the agreed tar-
gets (Brink, 2002). Lastly, participants in VEAs also face the risk of high transac-
tion costs associated with long negotiations and resources engaged in monitoring 
the progress, compliance and effectiveness of VEAs (Croci, 2003; Dalkmann, 
2005). 

Brink (2002), BEUC (2006) and Heijden (2012) identify lack of obligations 
for industries, limited participation, lack of efficient evaluation and enforcement 
as the main drawbacks of VEAs. Due to the voluntary nature of the agreements, 
companies and industries are not obligated to participate in VEAs (BEUC, 2006). 
In fact, too strict rules for the signatories and lack of alternative regulation for 
non-signatories can motivate companies to continue their non-sustainable prac-
tices and decide not to join the VEA (Brinks, 2002). In some cases, VEAs are pre-
ferred by industries only in the case of a threat of stricter legislation and costly 
policies. On the other hand, the limited participation might result in a political 
stress as certain parties are excluded from the agreement and hence cannot obtain 
the benefits associated with participation. (BEUC, 2006.) Lack of sanctions also 
motivate companies to participate in VEAs aiming at misleading their customers 
about firm’s environmental values and attributing false sustainable claims about 
company’s products and services (Delmas and Burbano, 2011). The latter is also 
known as “greenwashing”. 

2.1.4 Corporate perspective on VEAs and motivation 

A considerable amount of literature has been published on the reasons for com-
panies and industries to enter into VEA. In this section the corporate perspective 
on VEAs is explored. According to Karamanos (2002) VEAs provide various ben-
efits to the participating companies, such as direct incentives, economic savings, 
strategic marketing, organizational culture, and public recognition. The govern-
ment plays an important role in providing some of these benefits. According to 
Heijden (2015), the five roles of the government are administrative support, finan-
cial support, monitoring and enforcement, marketing and customer. The administrative 
and financial support of the government provides direct incentives and legitimacy 
for the participants in VEAs (Heijden, 2015). Direct incentives refer to the tech-
nical, information and financial assistance companies gain through participation 
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in VEAs. Moreover, participation in VEAs enables companies directly to negoti-
ate with the public administrator and reduce their administrative costs associated 
with environmental permits. (Karamanos, 2002.) 

Participants in VEAs utilize economic savings as a result of adoption of 
new technologies, development of new projects and penalty avoidance. For in-
stance, participating in VEAs limits the exposure of firms to major environmental 
accidents, thus companies improve their image and avoid penalties and strict 
monitoring (Karamanos, 2002.) Monitoring and enforcement is the third role of the 
government. However, strict monitoring and enforcement would contradict the 
voluntary nature of VEAs. Instead, Heijden (2015) promotes “self-monitoring, 
administrator monitoring, monitoring by a third-party hired by the participant, 
independent third-party monitoring, and government monitoring”. 

Strategic marketing is another incentive for companies to get involved in 
VEAs. Participation in VEAs reduces consumer pressure, creates responsible im-
age and improves customer relationship. For instance, firms participating in 
VEAs are considered to be responsible, which may convince the regulator that 
further legislation is not needed. Furthermore, through VEAs firms might adopt 
innovative techniques that lead to market expansion and competitive advantage. 
(Karamanos, 2002) The marketing role of the government contributes for the pro-
motion of the VEA and its participants. Commitment to environmental values as 
a result of participation in VEAs often influences the organizational culture. As a 
result of committing to environmental values not only companies change their 
organizational culture but also receive public recognition. (Karamanos, 2002). Fi-
nally, the customer role of the government is related to setting certain sustainabil-
ity criteria for companies’ products and services. That might lead to the adoption 
of sustainable procurement policies. (Heijden, 2015) 

Another perspective on corporate’s participation in VEAs is provided by 
Fleckinger and Glachant (2011) who explore companies’ willingness to engage in 
voluntary agreements for political reasons. Their research outlines that VEAs are 
preferred by companies only in the case that VEAs are less costly than compli-
ance with formal legislation (Fleckinger and Glachant, 2011). Another incentive 
for companies to choose to enter into VEA is the fact that non-compliance does 
not have instant effect on the company. On the contrary, once non-compliance is 
confirmed, it takes several years before the company experiences the legislative 
consequences. Thus, VEAs could be viewed as a strategy to postpone the cost of 
legislation (Glachant, 2006). 

According to Grepperud (2001), participating in VEAs enables the regula-
tor and the polluter to exchange bargaining power. Environmental legislation is 
viewed as an external cost for the industry, which will result in labor layoffs. 
Grepperud (2001) argue that in a situation that labor layoffs are an unwanted 
result by the regulator, a consensus is needed to be reached by the two parties. 
The polluting industry is having the power over employment decisions, while 
the regulator has power over environmental goals. Hence, negotiations on the 
VEA will decrease the degree of the environmental targets to be achieved by the 
industry and in exchange the industry will make a compromise in regard to in-
dustry layoffs. VEA based on exchanging powers is likely to be successful due to 
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the fact that a win-win situation is achieved through negotiations. As a result, 
high motivation is expected from the polluting industry to comply with the ne-
gotiated environmental objectives. (Grepperud, 2001) 

A study conducted by Lyon and Maxwell (2003) suggests that VEAs are a 
weak instrument of environmental regulation and they are used only in the case 
that industry’s political resistance hinders the adoption of official legislation. 
However, their research is limited only to the US voluntary programs addressing 
global warming, developed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The 
authors conclude that in the absence of political resistance taxes are better instru-
ment than VEAs. Moreover, they state that taxes force inefficient companies to 
leave the industry and promote the adoption of environmental technology, while 
VEAs can do only the latter. Nevertheless, the authors state that VEAs are more 
efficient than taxation in the cases that raising public funds and the environmen-
tal technology to be adopted are rather inexpensive, and there is a significant 
political resistance against taxes. (Lyon and Maxwell, 2003) 

2.1.5 Reed’s best practices for participation stakeholder participation in envi-
ronmental management 

Stakeholder participation is responsible for flexible and transparent decision-
making. Reed (2008) conducts a literature review and defines eight best practices 
for stakeholder participation in environmental management. 
 
TABLE 5 Reed's best practices for stakeholder participation (Reed, 2008) 

 Best practices for stakeholder participation 

1. Stakeholder participation needs to be underpinned by a philosophy that 
emphasizes empowerment, equity, trust and learning 

2. Where relevant, stakeholder participation should be considered as early 
as possible and throughout the process 

3. Relevant stakeholders need to be analyzed and represented systemati-
cally 

4. Clear objectives for the participatory process need to be agreed among 
stakeholders at the outset 

5. Methods should be selected and tailored to the decision-making context, 
considering the objectives, type of participants and appropriate level of 
engagement 

6. Highly skilled facilitation is essential 

7. Local and scientific knowledges should be integrated 

8. Participation needs to be institutionalized  
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Firstly, participants need to be encouraged to contribute to the environ-
mental management practices by possessing the technical capabilities and the 
freedom to implement changes. For example, the participants need to be pro-
vided with proper education and technical assistance in case they lack specific 
skills and know-how, such as environmental management skills. According to 
the first practice, the participation also needs to be fueled by equity, trust and 
learning.  

The second practice emphasizes the importance of engaging with stake-
holders in environmental decision making as early as possible. If the project is 
not joined from the start by interested parties there is a risk that project’s goal 
does not correspond with stakeholder’s needs and priorities. In fact, engaging 
with stakeholders already in the planning and preparation phases has a signifi-
cant positive impact on the final result of environmental decision-making.  

The third practice focuses on the careful selection of the stakeholders. Rel-
evant stakeholders need to be analyzed and represented systematically, for ex-
ample by using stakeholder analysis. According to Reed (2008), stakeholder anal-
ysis is a process which identifies and prioritizes the most relevant individuals 
and groups for a certain environmental issue. After the relevant stakeholders are 
identified, the next step of the stakeholder analysis is to classify them. Social Net-
work Analysis (SNA) is a useful tool for classification of different stakeholder 
groups. Through SNA different patterns of communications, trust and influence 
between actors in social networks are revealed. (Reed, 2008) 

The fourth practice is related to setting clear objectives for the stakeholder 
participation prior to the engagement in environmental-decision making. The ne-
gotiations between participants are of paramount importance for the end result. 
Environmental objectives developed through communication and discussion has 
higher probability to be achieved if the involved parties are committed to the 
main goal. This idea is also supported by Grepperud (2001) who states that vol-
untary environmental agreements based on exchanging bargaining power are 
considered more successful owing to the fact that negotiations often lead to win-
win situations for the involved parties, resulting in higher motivation.  

The fifth practice focuses on the importance of choosing the most appro-
priate participation methods according to the degree of stakeholder engagement, 
the environmental objective and the participating stakeholders. Participation 
methods need to be adapted to the cultural background of the stakeholders in-
volved. In addition, the stakeholder participatory process will also benefit from 
flexibility and adaptation in relation to changes in circumstances and goals. (Reed, 
2008) 

The sixth best practice outlines the importance of facilitation during the 
participatory process. Various conflicts may arise during the participation pro-
cess, thus mediation and communication skills are essential. It is preferable that 
the facilitator is objective, open to various points of views and working towards 
successful completion of the stakeholder participatory process. Also, establishing 
and agreeing on ground rules might significantly facilitate the problem-solving.  
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The seventh practice is related to the integration of scientific and local 
knowledge, which contributes to better understanding of complex issues. This 
might also balance the power distribution and improve participants’ motivation. 

 Finally, the eight practice point out that participation needs to be institu-
tionalized. Currently, the stakeholder participation is being integrating into pol-
icies. However, the requirements for participatory processes are contrasting with 
institutional structures of the organizations responsible for implementing these 
policies. Thus, limitations to the participatory process arise due to the organiza-
tional culture of the participating parties. This limitation could be overcome if 
the participatory processes for environmental management are widely negoti-
ated and democratic, and common goals are chosen by all the participating par-
ties. (Reed, 2008) 
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The aim of this chapter is to explain the methodological choices used in this study. 
Firstly, the chosen research method is introduced. Secondly, the data collection 
method, interviewee selection, and the content of the theme interviews are pre-
sented. Finally, the data analysis method is explained. 

3.1 Research Strategy and Approach 

The current study focuses on exploring the way the Green Deals, in particular the 
CPGD and WRAP agreements work in general and how their efficiency is meas-
ured. Due to the lack of previous research and the exploratory nature of the study, 
a thorough understanding of the phenomenon in place is needed for answering 
the main research questions and for knowledge creation in this fairly new re-
search field. Hence, qualitative research approach was chosen as the most suita-
ble alternative for the purpose of the study. 

Qualitative research is “an umbrella term for a wide variety of approaches 
to and methods for the study of natural social life” (Saldana et al. 2011). Unlike 
quantitative research which presents the results in a numerical form, the aim of 
qualitative research is to understand the meaning of a phenomenon from the per-
spective of the involved parties (Merriam, 2014). In qualitative research deduc-
tive, inductive or abductive reasoning can be employed. The deductive approach 
concludes from existing facts and proofs. In contrast, the inductive reasoning is 
based on exploration of the evidence and generation of knowledge. The third ap-
proach, called abductive is built on “exploratory hunches based on clue”. (Sal-
dana et al. 2011.) Merriam (2014) considers the inductive approach suitable for a 
research which goal is gathering data for the purpose of building a concept or a 
theory. Usually, the research findings as a result of inductive approach are 
among others provided in the shape of themes, categories, and theory about a 
specific area of practice (Merriam, 2014). Thus, an inductive reasoning was cho-
sen as most suitable in regard to the aim of the study. 

3.1.1 Data collection 

The data for this study was collected through semi-structured online interviews, 
referred as theme interviews. The aim of the theme interview is to “obtain de-
scriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the 
meaning of the described phenomenon” (Steinar, 2007). In theme interviews the 
researcher develops main questions relevant to the themes central to the study. 
In addition, more specific follow-up questions for reaching deeper understand-
ing of the certain phenomenon are generated. Theme interviews allow the re-
searcher to flexibly ask open-ended questions and change the sequence of the 
questions depending on interviewees’ responses. (Salmons, 2015) Such in-depth 
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interviewing is characterized with high level of informality. The exploration na-
ture of theme interviews promotes friendly discussion and allows interviewee’s 
opinion and views to unfold during the conversation. (Marshall and Rossman, 
2006) 

The total number of the Green Deals in Netherlands is over 200. However, 
not all of them are suitable for the purpose of the study. For example, some of the 
Green Deals are too small with limited number of participants. Others are 
launched recently and there are no results yet. Thus, the decision of the most 
suitable Green Deal to be studied was left in the hands of an experienced Green 
Deal expert from the Dutch Government. As a result, the Circular Procurement 
Green Deal was suggested as the most suitable type of Green Deal to be studied. 
Not only it has won the Green Deal ‘runner’s up’ awards but also this deal is 
more generic with more diverse participants than others Green Deals. The focus 
on the VEAs in the UK will be on the four agreements organized according to the 
framework introduced by WRAP.  

The Finnish Ministry of Environment has helped me to establish connec-
tions with experts at WRAP, the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Envi-
ronment and the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) in 
the UK. After establishing initial contact with the provided contacts, a snowball 
sampling was used to reach the experts possessing the most relevant information 
on the topic. Snowball sampling provides the researcher with the opportunity to 
effectively access hard-to-reach people possessing rare expertise in certain fields. 
Through snowball sampling experts suggest suitable interviewees for a certain 
research among their colleagues. (Patton, 2002) 

The interviews were scheduled via email and held in March and April 
2016. Initially, an email with background information of the study and its pur-
pose was sent to the potential interviewees. After confirming their participation 
another email was sent asking interviewees’ consent for recording the interview 
for research purposes. Some of the interviewees requested to see the questions 
beforehand. In total eight professionals representing three organizations and two 
governments were interviewed. Six out of seven interviews were individual and 
conducted via Skype. The seventh interview included two respondents and it 
was conducted via an audio conference platform. All of the interviews were rec-
orded through a Skype recording program and transcribed thoroughly. Each in-
terview lasted approximately 45-60 minutes and was conducted in English. 

Government officials and experts at WRAP were interviewed for the 
WRAP agreements in the UK. The interviewees for the Circular Procurement 
Green Deal were selected from the deal’s founding organizations. Four of the in-
terviewees were selected to represent the Dutch Green Deals and another four 
shared their professional experience about WRAP’s agreements. Respondents’ 
names, job titles and organizations are presented in TABLE 6 below. 
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TABLE 6 Respondents’ names, job titles and organizations 
 

Respondent Job title Organization 

Joan Prummel Circular procurement 
advisor 

Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and 
the Environment (Green Deals) 

Simon Johnson Senior Policy Adviser, 
Resource Efficiency 
Team 

Department for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs (WRAP agreements) 

Lewis Baker Head of Resource Effi-
ciency Team 

Department for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs (WRAP agreements) 

Billy Harris Research Analyst Waste and Resources Action Pro-
gramme (WRAP agreements) 

David Rogers Programme area man-
ager 

Waste and Resources Action Pro-
gramme (WRAP agreements) 

Esther Veenendaal Advisor at the Nether-
lands Enterprise Agency 

RVO (Netherlands Enterprise Agency) 
(Green Deals) 

Cas van Arendonk Managing Partner Kirk-
man Company 

Kirkman Company (Green Deals) 

Cuno van Geet Senior advisor resource 
efficiency 

Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and 
the Environment (Green Deals) 

 
The initial goal was to interview both the people directly involved in or-

ganizing the VEAs and the participating companies. The interviews with the ex-
perts were successful and in-depth information was gathered. However, getting 
in contact with the participating companies was challenging. Firstly, the nature 
of the VEAs guarantees privacy for companies’ contacts and individual perfor-
mance. Secondly, companies are rather sensitive in revealing any information re-
lated to the VEAs. Thirdly, none of the 30 companies that were approached 
through email expressed willingness to take part in the interviews. For these rea-
sons, participating companies were not included in the interviews. 

3.1.2 Content of the theme interviews 

The planning stage of the interviews took place in February 2016. The content of 
the interviews was developed after a discussion with two representatives from 
the Finnish Ministry of the Environment. During the discussion, the main ques-
tions and themes were identified which were later used for designing the inter-
view questions. The interview questions draft was edited and approved by the 
same two representatives and the thesis supervisor. The questions were devel-
oped to answer directly the main research questions and the sub-research ques-
tions and shed light on various aspects of the agreements subject of the study. 
The theme interviews with the carefully selected experts were held in March and 
April 2016. The question template was following the major themes concerned in 
the study, such as the initiation of the agreement, responsibilities, measuring results 
and experts’ opinion and recommendations. A test interview was conducted in order 
to evaluate the clarity of the questions. As a result, a new question about compa-
nies’ motivation was added in the question template.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Infrastructure_and_the_Environment_(Netherlands)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Infrastructure_and_the_Environment_(Netherlands)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Infrastructure_and_the_Environment_(Netherlands)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Infrastructure_and_the_Environment_(Netherlands)


 31 

The interview template consisted of short, simple and direct questions. 
According to Eriksson & Kovalainen (2008), asking several simple questions in-
stead of one complex, not only contributes significantly to the overall under-
standing but also enhances the chances of getting more accurate answers. In ad-
dition to the primary questions, secondary questions, such as “Can you tell me 
more about that” were used to continue the discussion and get deeper insights 
on the specific issue. Some of the interviewees replied shortly and there was a 
need of more additional questions. In contrast, other interviewees talked broadly 
on the topic and have provided extra information on issues beyond the question 
template. Thus, every interview was customized according to interviewees’ re-
sponses and knowledge on a given issue. Eriksson and Kovalainen (2008) outline 
the importance of providing the interviewee with the opportunity to discuss 
other relevant issues which are not covered in the interview questions. Such 
clearing question was also asked in the end of the interviews.  

Due to the lack of companies participating in the interviews an additional 
question related to companies’ perspective and opinion was included for the in-
terviewees representing the organizing institutions. As a result, different aspects 
of companies’ participation including motivating factors and overall satisfaction 
were revealed. 

3.2 Data analysis 

Data analysis transforms the collected data into relevant and useful information. 
This process is often described as messy, time-consuming, creative and fascinat-
ing (Marshall and Rossman, 2006). During data analysis are discovered various 
patterns and relationships (Kohtari, 2004). One of the most challenging tasks for 
the researcher in qualitative data analysis is to reduce the data volume by select-
ing the most essential information. Then the selected data is reorganized, classi-
fied and categorized. Finally, the researcher interprets the interviewees’ opinions 
and thoughts and draws findings and conclusions. (Flick, 2014) 

There are different approaches for data analysis and in most of them codes 
and categories have a central role (Kuckarts, 2014). The data in the current study 
is analyzed through thematic analysis. Thematic analysis is a method for identify-
ing different themes relevant to the research questions. (Flick, 2014). The themes 
are then grouped into categories. Categories can be either constructed through 
inductive reasoning by using the gathered qualitative data or through deductive 
reasoning by using an existing framework (Kuckartz, 2014). In this study the data 
is analyzed inductively. Data is interpreted in the final phase of thematic analysis. 
Not only the data interpretation brings meaning and attaches significance to the 
themes, patterns and categories but it also makes the reading enjoyable (Marshall 
and Rossman, 2006). The entire process of the thematic qualitative text analysis 
is presented in the figure below. 
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FIGURE 5 Process of thematic text analysis (Kuckarts, 2014) 

 
The different nature of the agreements subject of the study requires that 

they are analysed separately. The transcribed data was divided into two groups: 
WRAP agreements (a third-party initiative) and Circular Procurement Green 
Deal (negotiated agreement). The three main categories, development, implementa-
tion and performance and added value, were identified according to the research 
questions.  The relevant data was organized by using colour coding. The different 
themes for both types of agreements were highlighted in the same colours. This 
was useful for making a comparison between the Green Deals, in particular the 
Circular Procurement Green Deal and WRAP’s agreements. 
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4 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the main research findings of the study. The two different 
voluntary approaches are examined separately.  The findings are based on the 
interviews of four experts from the Netherlands and respectively from the UK. 
The findings are organized according to themes, categories and subcategories 
which are identical for both of the studied phenomena. The three main themes 
explored are development, implementation and performance and added value.  The 
main themes, categories and subcategories are presented in FIGURE 6 below.   

 
FIGURE 6 Main themes, categories and subcategories for Green Deals and WRAP agree-
ments 
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4.1 Circular Procurement Green Deal (CPGD) 

4.1.1 Development 

 
History 
 
In terms of understanding better the way the CPGD works, this theme presents 
essential information about deal’s history and the Green Deal initiative in general. 
According to the interviewees, the Green Deal initiative was started as a result of 
Dutch government’s attempt in taking steps towards more sustainable economy. 
In 2011, the Ministry of Economic Affairs decided to implement a system in 
which proposals and innovative ideas related to sustainable development come 
from companies or civilians. The research findings revealed that the usual reason 
for companies to decide to have a Green Deal is a project that cannot be delivered 
due to legislation difficulties, lack of network or lack of funding. 

“The reason why we invented Green Deals is that there are always problems or 
projects which can’t be solved by itself and need some help from the national gov-
ernment.” (Interview 1) 
“The first Green Deal started because a company asked something from the gov-
ernment. Now we want to have more companies involved with governmental par-
ties.” (Interview 2) 
Once a Green Deal is established, the government helps the participants 

in overcoming the barriers they have encountered. The interviewees emphasized 
that every Green Deal is an agreement of its own between the Dutch national 
government and companies, groups, local governments, regional authorities and 
NGOs. A necessary condition for creating a Green Deal is the presence of part-
ners and participants who are willing to share experience and learn together. Ac-
cording to the interviewees some deals have two-three participants and do not 
require any other members. Others, such as the CPGD, are open for everyone. 

The interviewees involved in the CPGD revealed that the idea of the deal 
emerged spontaneously as a result of a discussion between members of five or-
ganizations: Kirkman Company, MVO Nederland, Nevi, PIANOo and Circle 
Economy.  After the discussion, a project team (steering group) was assigned. 
The CPGD was established in November 2013 by 16 partners. The idea of circular 
procurement was initially spread only through deal’s founding members’ net-
works. Since then the number of participants has increased to 41. The purpose of 
the CPGD is to encourage green growth through sustainable procurement. 

“The concept of the Green Deal attracted participants who were willing to exper-
iment in their own organizations and share everything they learn.” (Interview 1) 
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Steps of entering into an agreement 
 
According to the respondents, the application for a Green Deal is a standard pro-
cedure and it is valid for all Green Deals. Parties that want to start or join a Green 
Deal need to write a proposal. 
 All of the interviewees involved in the Green Deals described the initiation 
process in three steps. Firstly, parties willing to join certain Green Deal write a 
proposal and send it to RVO (Netherlands Enterprise Agency). RVO is part of the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs and it promotes businesses in matters related to 
sustainability, innovation, and international business. Secondly, if the received 
proposal is suitable for a Green Deal and the main criteria are covered, it is sent 
to the ministry. In order to be approved by the ministry, the idea should not only 
be beneficial for the initiating parties but also for a wider audience. Other minis-
tries are also asked for advice in relation to the topic of the proposal. Thirdly, if 
everyone agrees that the proposal is good, it is approved and formalized. Some 
of the respondents indicated that Green Deals are initiated formally from parties 
outside the national government. However, in practice the Green Deals are often 
initiated by a company or an NGO and someone from the government. 

“We have events and people come and ask if they can join. It is also the other way 
around. If there is a company that has circular economy in its heart we ask them 
to join us.” (Interview 3) 

 The next step of Green Deals’ development process is promotion. Accord-
ing to the respondents only in the beginning when the Green Deal initiative was 
launched the government was promoting this approach through various means. 
For instance, different meetings were organized throughout the Netherlands 
aiming at familiarizing people with the opportunities the Green Deals can offer 
to different businesses. People or groups with interesting ideas for Green Deals 
were invited for further discussion. In addition, relevant information was also 
available in the Green Deal’s website. Interviewees emphasized that the govern-
ment no longer promotes the Green Deals. In fact, the communication and pro-
motion is project team’s responsibility. 

“The government is not really taking actions to attract participants. You have to 
do it yourselves as a team” (Interview 3) 
When the Circular Procurement Green Deal was launched in 2013, the 

founding organizations focused on promotion and communication of the deal. 
This quickly attracted new participants and from 16 the number grew to 41. Ac-
cording to the interviewees, nowadays the CPGD is well-known and there is no 
need of communication. 

“Now we are not communicating too much because our success communicates 
enough and on the other hand we do not want to have another 100 members be-
cause it takes lots of organization. It is rather easy to organize, for example, a 
workshop day for 40 participants.” (Interview 1) 
The next phase of entering into an agreement is negotiation of the goals. The 

research findings revealed that there are general goals in different fields, such as 
circular economy, energy and resource efficiency and climate change. However, 
every Green Deal is negotiated separately and is an agreement of its own having 
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specific goals. For instance, according to the interviewees, the aim of the CPGD 
is for the participants to learn together by building-up a knowledge base. Thus, 
every activity in relation to circular procurement supports the general goal of the 
deal. 

 “What you commit to has to be clear but it can also be different for every Green 
Deal. There is no standard system.” (Interview 4) 
“The more specific you define your goals, the easiest is to measure if you are mak-
ing progress and doing the right thing.” (Interview 1) 
The interviewees revealed that every Green Deal has a legislative framework. 

Each deal starts with a formal contract signed by all parties. In this contract are 
listed the goals, the so-called milestones to be achieved and the time frame. There 
is a system where they are adopted. According to the interviewees this documen-
tation of the deal’s specific details facilitates the monitoring and also plays an 
important role in the evaluation of deal’s efficiency. 
 
Motivation 
 
According to the research findings, there are a wide range of motivation factors 
and drivers for participation. Firstly, it was highlighted that while some compa-
nies engage in Green Deals for idealistic reasons, others perceive the participation 
as beneficial for their business. Participation provides companies with free exper-
tise, exposure and responsible image. 

“It (participation) is economic driven. The participants gain competitive ad-
vantage” (Interview 3) 
Secondly, the respondents indicated that the overall attitude of the com-

panies towards the Green Deals is positive. The names of the participating com-
panies in various Green Deals are publicly available and thus their participation 
can be utilized for marketing purposes. While some respondents indicated green 
marketing as a leading motivation factor, others pointed it out as a minor factor.  

“Participation is good for companies’ marketing. They (companies) are seen as 
green and sustainable”. (Interview 4) 
 “In the NL people think that marketing is not really making the difference. It’s 
about not telling but doing.” (Interview 3) 
According to the research findings, sometimes it is the board of the organ-

izations who is initiating the participation. As main motivating factors the re-
spondents indicated the idea of transforming the company into more sustainable 
and circular direction. In addition, self-motivated and driven individuals also 
play a central role in promoting and supporting companies’ participation in 
Green Deals. 

The respondents paid a special attention to the issue of privacy. Privacy of 
companies’ data is leading motivation factor for participation. On the contrary, 
sharing companies’ information on individual progress and results will lead to 
less inclination for joining Green Deals. Thus, only aggregated data on the overall 
progress is used in articles and publications. 

According to the research findings, companies’ motivation decreases due 
to skepticism about the outcomes of the Green Deals. This skepticism stems from 
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the fact that the processes and policy changes at company level is rather difficult, 
hence for some participants it is hard to get support for an active participation in 
a Green Deal. For instance, the outcomes of the CPGD are about knowledge shar-
ing and not directly related to business. As a result, some companies are less mo-
tivated to invest time and resources for participation in Green Deals. The moti-
vation factors for participating in Green Deals are summarized in FIGURE X below. 

 
FIGURE 7 Motivation factors for participation in Green Deals 

4.1.2 Implementation and performance 

Responsibilities 
 

The main responsibilities discussed in this subcategory are the project mem-
bers’ responsibility, participants’ responsibility, and responsibility of the government. 
Each Green Deal has own project team. The project members have shared respon-
sibility. The project team of the CPGD consists of six people from six different 
organizations. The project members’ responsibilities presented in FIGURE 8 below 
are not only valid for the CPGD but for others Green Deals as well. 
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FIGURE 8 Responsibilities of the project members 

Interviewees emphasized that structure is crucial for the implementation 
of the deal. Knowledge gathering and evaluating participants’ experience is rather 
easy for a small group of participants and can be done by phone. In contrast, an 
ICT based platform for information sharing and virtual meetings is needed for 
larger number of participants. In addition, it was highlighted that project mem-
bers and the project manager are usually having full-time jobs in addition to the 
tasks they perform in relation the Green Deal. For instance, the project members 
spend on average four to eight hours per month working on the CPGD. However, 
this is not an exact estimation as the hours spend on the deal may vary for differ-
ent Green Deals. Thus, it was highlighted that the project members should secure 
enough time to spend working on the deal. 

“There were weeks with 20 hours, but also months without any activity from our 
side.” (Interview 1) 
The respondents indicated that the project team is responsible for facilita-

tion of the process. Often, if difficulties occur, the project members offer assis-
tance or advice to the participants. In other cases, the participants are encouraged 
to contact other organizations which are dealing or have dealt with the same 
problem. 

“We are just facilitating that everyone can learn in their own pace their own les-
sons and share them with the rest.” (Interview 1) 
Progress and compliance is monitored by the project team through personal 

meetings and the ICT platform. Once in eight weeks the project team meets to 
discuss participants’ progress. In case some participants are not keeping the pace, 
the project team discusses different strategies to activate them. The interviewees 
pointed out that sometimes the participants encounter difficulties when report-
ing their progress due to complex questions. Besides these difficulties, they are 
very willing to report themselves their progress. 
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“…at the same time it is up to us as a project team to remind them.” (Interview 
1) 

The Ministry of Economic Affairs requires regular updates on the progress 
of the Green Deals. RVO (Netherlands Enterprise Agency) is also monitoring the 
progress annually. The interviewees pointed out that due to the voluntary nature 
of the Green Deals, there are no consequences in case of non-compliance. Every 
participant has the right to leave the Green Deal at any given point and this will 
be indicated on Green Deal’s website. Thus, leaving the Green Deal might attract 
negative publicity and media attention. In fact, this has never happened so far for 
the CPGD as all of the participants are highly motivated. 

The project team is also responsible for sharing best practices and innovations. 
For the CPGD six sessions are organized annually. These sessions are called com-
munity of practice and their aim is to provide a platform for exchanging infor-
mation and experience. According to the interviewees, participants in the CPGD 
receive a newsletter containing information about where and when the next com-
munity of practice should be organized. During the interviews, it was high-
lighted that community of practice is organized only for collaboration Green 
Deals with larger number of members. Not only the project team provides infor-
mation on matters related to the Green Deal but also organizes few workshops 
on specific topics related to participants’ experience, challenges and solutions. In 
the beginning of the CPGD, a training day was organized for all of the partici-
pants. 

“The aim of the training was to provide everyone with the same knowledge on 
circularity and how to create a circular economy with circular procurement and 
what are the tools.” (Interview 3) 
MVO Netherlands (CSR Netherlands) has the responsibility of publishing 

the results and other relevant information about the CPGD on their website. For 
instance, the steps towards circular economy are available on their website. In 
addition, the interviewees indicated that in addition to the project team, RVO 
(Netherlands Enterprise Agency) is also responsible of sharing best practices. 

According to the respondents, it is participants’ responsibility to enter their 
progress in the ICT platform. Once a year the participants are requested to report 
their progress according to the initially agreed goals. This information is usually 
gathered through an excel sheet which the participants fill-in and send back to 
RVO (Netherlands Enterprise Agency). Participants have the freedom and flexi-
bility to decide by what means to reach the goals of the Green Deal. In the Circu-
lar Procurement Green Deal, the only requirement for the participants is to start 
two circular procurement projects (pilots) and share their knowledge with each 
other. 

According to the research findings, the government is only one of the par-
ticipants in the Green Deals and has no specific responsibilities. It usually sup-
ports the Green Deal through assisting and adapting the legislation in case it 
poses a barrier for achieving sustainable development goals. For instance, in the 
CPGD two people from the project team are from the government. According to 
the interviewees in most cases the government does not provide financial aid to 
the participants. 
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Challenges 
 

This subcategory explores both the challenges the project team and partic-
ipants are facing and the way challenges are handled in the Green Deals in gen-
eral and the CPGD. The findings suggest that it depends whether participants 
receive assistance or not. According to the interviewees, in case of a problem the 
participants usually receive assistance from the project members or they are re-
directed to another participant that currently deals with the same issue. The re-
spondents emphasized that the project members are not responsible for solving 
problems and deal with all of the problems encountered by the participants. Even 
though that there is no general support, in some cases NGOs with expertise 
might support the participants in case of a problem. In fact, the project members 
are aiming at connecting the participants with organizations providing expert 
support or organizing expert or master classes. Moreover, EU projects might pro-
vide financial support for some of the pilots. 

The goal of the GD is more that we learn from each other’s experience. (Interview 
1) 
Currently the project team of the CPGD is facing challenges in relation to 

acquiring data from the participants in regard to monitoring the impacts of the 
agreement.  

“…companies are very reluctant to share such information.” (Interview 4) 
According to the research findings, a common problem for the CPGD is 

that some companies are moving forward while others are lagging behind. Often 
smaller or newly joined companies are slower in actions related to circular pro-
curement. These differences cause an inconvenience for the facilitation process. 
As a result, the participants in the CPGD are divided into two streams. In fact, 
companies themselves can choose whether they wish to be placed in the ad-
vanced or the basic stream. Companies in the advanced stream not only listen 
during events, such as Community of Practice, but also they are expected to con-
tribute for the learning process by sharing knowledge and experience. The re-
spondents highlighted that they try to help the newly joined participants to gain 
knowledge and speed up their progress by getting help from the advanced par-
ticipants. However, the interviewees noted that this is sometimes rather challeng-
ing. Hence, often the newly joined companies need to work by themselves to 
reach a certain level of circular procurement in a limited amount of time. 

“The more advanced participants get a little bit too busy about helping others.” 
(Interview 3) 
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Suggestions 
 
This subcategory discusses various suggestions for redesigning and improving 
the process of the Green Deals. The different ideas suggested by the respondents 
are summarized in TABLE 7 below. 
 
TABLE 7 Suggestions for the improvement of Green Deals 

Suggestions for improvement 

Include participants in the organization of events 

Do not underestimate the need of knowledge management e.g. analysis, pro-
motion, press-release, and publishing 

Introduce a participation fee 

Be prepared for larger number of participants than expected 

Decide when to go to the next phase 

Avoid overlapping goals 

Look for possibilities for extending Green Deals to international companies 

 
The interviewees highlighted the importance that all participants should 

be responsible for organizing different events, such as community of practice, semi-
nars and trainings. Companies can contribute for the organization in various 
ways, such as providing conference rooms, foods and drinks. Another theme that 
arose during the interviews is that often activities such as data analysis, promo-
tion, communication and publishing are underestimated. Thus, adequate re-
sources for knowledge management should be secured as the Green Deal launches. 
Two of the interviewees also noted that charging the participants a small fee 
would significantly improve the process of the Green Deals. The fee could be 
used for organizing conferences, building an ICT platform, and research. More-
over, in case that the number of participants in a Green Deal increases signifi-
cantly, it will cost more time and funding to facilitate the process. Thus, charging 
the participants a small fee on an annual basis will not only considerably improve 
the process but it will also increase their commitment. 

“…it is pretty formal prove of compliance for the participants. Even a small fee is 
more binding than a signature on a paper.” (Interview 1) 

 Another interesting suggestion about improving the process of the Green 
Deals is for the project team to decide when the Green Deal should go to the next 
phase. When all of the participants reach a certain level of circular procurement 
then more targets could be set and the deal can go in its next phase.  
 According to the research findings, it is important to avoid overlapping goals. 
During the interviews, it was highlighted that collaboration of participants from 
two or more Green Deal with similar goals is rather challenging. As a reason, it 
was pointed out that each group of participants has own ideas and it is not will-
ing to change its own goals in order to collaborate more on other projects. 

“It is not only a good thing to keep on expanding the collaboration. You also need 
to be simple in what action you take and move forward.” (Interview 4) 
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“You need to reevaluate whether you can start collaborating on a new Green Deal 
together.” (Interview 4) 

 Another suggestion for improving the process is to look for possibilities for 
extending some Green Deals to international companies. The respondents pointed out 
that the need for internationalization stems from the fact that some of the topics 
are rather difficult and certain issues needs to be addressed in more international 
settings. 

“International Green Deals, for example within EU, will lead to more knowledge 
sharing between the countries.” (Interview 4) 
 
Success factors 
 

As stated by the interviewees, the most important success factor determining the 
outcome of the VEA is ambition. 

 “It always starts with ambition. The participants must have the same ambition 
and energy to explore and learn together. Having ambition and energy means that 
you must be willing to work hard for achieving the results and you must have 
time for that.” (Interview 1) 
According to the research findings, open communication and sharing best 

practices considerably enhances the chances for success. Being in contact allows 
the project members and the participants to exchange information on current is-
sues. Another factor that promotes the progress of the participants is the estab-
lishment of working groups. The division of participants into advanced and basic 
streams promotes learning and speeds the progress of the newly joined members. 
All of the respondents agreed that Green Deals are not possible without mutual 
trust and respect. Firstly, the participants trust the project members with their 
private and often sensitive information. Secondly, the project members trust that 
the participants provide accurate data about their progress. Thirdly, it is vital that 
all participants respect the general rules and schedules for reporting progress. 

Lastly, the respondents highlighted the importance of access to expertise 
and the cultural factors for the successful outcome of VEAs. Access to expertise 
helps the participants to overcome various problems and challenges and move 
forward with their procurement projects. The respondents also highlighted that 
the success of the Green Deal approach depends also on the cultural aspects. 

“Cultural differences ask for a different approach, ‘the Dutch way’ doesn’t fit au-
tomatically in other countries.” (Interview 1) 
The success factors for the Green Deals identified by the interviewees are 

presented in FIGURE 9 below. 
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FIGURE 9 Success factors for Green Deals 
 
 

Evaluation and efficiency 
 

According to the research findings, each Green Deal has different evalua-
tion system due to the different targets and requirements. The CPGD has a formal 
system for evaluation of the performance. 

The progress reports are processed within the ministry on an annual basis. 
Progress is measured by comparing participants’ intentions in relation to circular 
procurement with the achieved results. In fact, due to the long-term targets in the 
CPGD the evaluation is often based more on the process and the actions under-
taken for achieving the results. For instance, starting the two pilots in relation to 
circular procurement and sharing everything they learn is an indicator that the 
participants are committed to the agreement and work towards achieving the 
targets.  However, the interviewees highlighted that measuring the overall effi-
ciency is difficult for various reasons. Firstly, it was stated that the CPGD has 
been growing over the last three years and the new organizations which join the 
agreement start from the beginning. Secondly, the participants implement the 
two pilots at their own pace. Thirdly, it is challenging to measure the efficiency 
of organizations from different industries. 

The evaluation of the performance is based on the data extracted from the 
ICT system or the excel sheet where the participants fill-in their achievements. 
According to the research findings, participants are often invited to be speakers 
in various events, such as community of practice and share what they have learnt. 
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This helps the project team in comparing what the participants have reported and 
the actual results achieved.  

“So what we can do is to measure if everyone is starting their pilots and sharing 
what they are learning and as long as we see that happening we are on the right 
track.” (Interview 1) 

 The interviewees highlighted that there are statistics on the results for 
some of the Green Deals. However, for the CPGD statistics are available only for 
the number of participants and the titles of the circular procurement pilots started. 
According to the interviewees, currently efforts are directed at finding out in 
which step of the procurement process each circular procurement project is. 
However, certain challenges are met in regard of collecting the needed relevant 
information from the 41 participants. Another aspect discovered throughout the 
interviews is that some participants are overscoring on number of started pro-
curement projects. For example, some participants have committed themselves 
not only to the two required projects, but in addition to that they have undertaken 
up to 13 other projects. 

4.1.3 Added value 

Advantages 
 
According to the research findings one of the biggest advantages of the Green 
Deal approach is raising awareness of circularity, active knowledge sharing and 
free access to expertise. The respondents highlighted that the Green Deals reach 
out to a larger group of companies and implement a lot faster than policy instru-
ments. Moreover, Green Deals promote discussion between experts in emerging 
fields and progress through collaboration and innovation. This leads to deeper 
incorporation of green ideas within the organization and bottom-up creativity.  
 Not only the Green Deals enhance the commitment of the parties to envi-
ronmental issues but they also change their way of thinking. For instance, the 
government has previously been seen as slow and bureaucratic but since the 
launch of the Green Deals it started to work together with the public and private 
sectors in a fairly open public area. Hence, the Green Deals improve the reputa-
tion and the trust in the national government. 

“…nowadays they (NGOs) see that we want to achieve the same goals and that 
we are willing to work together.” (Interview 2) 
The change in thinking due to the Green Deal approach is also demon-

strated by the CPGD. According to the respondents, the Circular Procurement 
Green Deal triggers social innovation and it is described as a “catalyst for other 
ideas”. In addition, the respondents noted that Green Deals address issues on 
working level which helps in taking the most consistent actions in the implemen-
tation phase over long period. Thus, Green Deals bridge the gap between policy 
and implementation. 

Lastly, transparency is essential for every Green Deal and it is also seen as 
a great advantage. The respondents highlighted that the government gains cred-
ibility by extensive and transparent communication about the process and results 
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of the Green Deals. The participants in every Green Deal decide on how to com-
municate the process and the results. In addition, all the official information on 
each Green Deal is available online. Exception is made only for confidential tech-
nical and commercial information which is kept private. 

“It is transparent because we are not leading the Green Deal and because we are 
an active partner. Our main rule is that everything developed with governmental 
money and time is a public property. So everything that comes from a Green Deal 
is public information and available for everybody.” (Interview 1) 
The advantages of the Green Deals are summarized in TABLE 8 below. 
 

TABLE 8 Advantages of Green Deals 
 

Advantages of Green Deals 

Raising awareness of circularity and active knowledge sharing 

Positive impact on businesses and the environment 

Cheaper and faster than legislation  

Deeper incorporation of green values within organizations 

Sustainable progress through collaboration and innovation 

Bottom-up creativity and access to expertise 

Improve the reputation of the national government 

Bridge the gap between policy and implementation 

Transparency 

 
Disadvantages 

 
Firstly, the Green Deals are not funded. The respondents highlighted that the lack 
of funding poses inconvenience for the facilitation process. 

“If you have a Green Deal on collaboration the major barrier is that you need some 
funding to facilitate the process, for example, for organizing Community of Prac-
tice, booking a conference room, paying for the catering etc. In addition, funding 
is needed also for maintaining the website and providing basic assistance for some 
pilots.” (Interview 4) 
“We have to do everything in our spare time.” (Interview 3) 
Secondly, the interviewees noted that often in Green Deals there is a 

knowledge gap between the forerunners and the starters. In such cases the con-
cept needs to be changed and the participants need to be divided into two groups. 
Thirdly, it is difficult to manage Green Deals with a large number of participants. 
For example, if a Green Deal is expected to have 15 participants but it grows to 
60 participants, this will complicate the facilitating process. Data from 15 partic-
ipants can be gathered by a simple excel sheet or by phone. On the other hand, 
for managing the data of 60 participants there is a strong need of an ICT system. 

“Having 60 participants means bigger location; people step out or get bored. 
When it (the Green Deal) is getting mature you need to reevaluate your system”. 
(Interview 4) 
Lastly, the respondents noted the disadvantages caused by overlapping 

goals. For instance, often different Green Deals related to climate, resources and 
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bio-economy have similar goals and instruments, such as eco-design, procure-
ment and innovation. As stated by the respondents, overlapping goals often en-
courage participants from different Green Deals to co-operate on certain projects. 
However, the different views and goals of each group can pose challenges for the 
facilitation process. 

“The more partners you have the more difficult it is to reach a compromise.” (In-
terview 4) 

 
Legislative implications 
 
This subcategory discusses the impact of Green Deals on legislation. All of the 
interviewees agreed that Green Deals cannot replace legislation or other norms 
set by the government. Instead, they were described as an addition to the legis-
lation.  

“The Green Deals are merely a replacement for implementation programs by the 
government, subsidies and other instruments to stimulate markets. Sometimes it 
is not the subsidy that helps but the expertise.” (Interview 4) 
It was also highlighted that if a sustainable development project cannot be 

fulfilled due to barriers posed by the current legislation, the barriers can be ad-
dressed through a Green Deal and the legislation can be adapted accordingly. 
The interviewees also noted that due to the long process of changing legislation, 
it is not uncommon that participants ask the government for a special permission 
to pretend that for a specific project the legislation is different. 

According to the research findings, the Green Deals in general and the 
CPGD have a low impact on environmental legislation. The respondents de-
scribed the cases in which legislation is influenced by a Green Deal as coinci-
dental. There have been signals from several Green Deals that the legislation has 
posed barriers for further development and thus it has been adapted. For exam-
ple, as a result of the Green Deal called Take Back Chemicals, in which the pro-
ducers of the chemicals are the owners, legislation was adapted in order to serve 
the purpose of the Green Deal. 

“There are some impacts on legislation but these are just a few. Most of the prob-
lems we find are not in the legislation but merely in getting the right information 
and how to implement it.” (Interview 4) 
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4.2 WRAP agreements 

4.2.1 Development 

 
History 
 
According to the research findings, the four agreements organized by WRAP 
share the same concept which is implemented in different areas. The best known 
of WRAP’s agreements is the Courtauld Commitment (CC) on food waste. The 
CC was launched in 2005 and it aimed at bringing together stakeholders from the 
supply chain and taking actions on food waste reduction. According to the re-
spondents, the commitments on CC has produced considerable benefits in terms 
of reducing food waste. Initially, the concept was developed in The Halving 
Waste to Landfill agreement which ended in 2012 and the first phase of the CC 
proved this concept. This success convinced those involved of the benefits of this 
approach, thus WRAP expanded this approach to other areas. 

“So, we looked up other areas that we can make things work, and the textile and 
clothing seemed as a one way you can potentially produce beneficial impact across 
the supply chain, so the Sustainable Clothing Action Plan (SCAP) was estab-
lished in 2010.” (Interview 7) 
Currently, the CC is in its fourth phase. The new agreement is called Cour-

tauld 2025 (C2025) and was launched in March 2016. The respondents high-
lighted that C2025 is primarily focused on food waste, food redistribution, edible 
feed byproducts and water use within the food industry. 
 
Steps of entering into an agreement 
 
The process of entering into an agreement involves the following phases: initia-
tion, promotion, negotiation of the goals and legislative framework. According to the 
research findings, the process of the agreement is initiated and administered by 
WRAP. Thus, WRAP decides which other organizations to be involved. For each 
agreement, the signatories must be in a relevant industry sector. For instance, for 
the CC it was necessary to involve parties, such as retailers, big manufacturers, 
representatives from the packaging industry and the government. After identi-
fying the types of organizations that needs to be involved, the next step is to select 
the leading organizations with the biggest potential impact in that area. Thus, 
WRAP’s account managers promote the agreements, attract participants and 
maintain the relationship with the organizations they are already working with. 

“We (at WRAP) identify who we want to work with and send the team to attract 
them.” (Interview 6) 
“We also are attracting companies for the CC by promoting that food waste is 
among other things waste of money.” (Interview 5) 

 Negotiations with the selected organizations lead to an agreement. The 
interviewees highlighted that there are no specific entry requirements and the 
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criteria vary depending on the agreement. According to the respondents, usually 
all organizations applying for participation are approved.   

  “Historically, we are very inclusive. But as we progress we are probably becom-
ing slightly stricter on who we allow in.” (Interview 5) 
According to the research findings the government promotes CC as a pol-

icy instrument but do not take any specific actions to attract participants for the 
agreements. During the interviews, it was also pointed out that neither WRAP 
nor the government provide any direct financial incentives. 

The goals for the agreements are set by the signatories who try to reach a 
consensus on the actions and the objectives. WRAP is trying to facilitate the ne-
gotiation process. The interviewees pointed out that companies need to achieve 
the goals as a group not individually. For instance, for the CC there is a target of 
20% food waste reduction as a group. Thus, WRAP supports the signatories to 
work towards the achievement of the goal. 

“If the UK has 50% target in CO2 we calculate how much of it is produced of food 
waste, how much food is being wasted and how much is potentially avoidable then 
we have a time frame to achieve the targets.” (Interview 6) 
“Companies do not have targets that they themselves need to meet but we do work 
with these companies on individual basis to identify potential areas of improve-
ment.” (Interview 5) 
WRAP agreements do not have a legislative framework as they are com-

pletely voluntary. In order to participate, the signatories sign an agreement and 
agree to comply with certain targets. For the new agreement C2025 some of the 
big retailers are charged a participation fee. The interviewees pointed out, that 
WRAP agreements are not legally binding and there are no legal consequences 
in case of non-compliance. If a signatory stops contributing by any means to the 
agreement it can be excluded. The interviewees emphasized that this has not hap-
pened so far. 

“If a company completely ceases to engage with the agreement, deliberately ignor-
ing it and just using it for publicity or systematically fail to submit data or share 
information with us it could potentially be removed from the agreement.” (Inter-
view 5) 
  

Motivation 
 
According to the interviewees, the leading motivating factor for companies to 
engage in WRAP agreements is the advantages of producing less waste and op-
erating more efficiently. Even though there is no direct financial gain, companies 
gain numerous benefits by participating in the agreements. For instance, WRAP 
provides expertise to the signatories and helps them with the reporting and anal-
ysis of food waste.  Each participant is assigned account managers who have ac-
cess to sector specialists within WRAP. Thus, experts help the companies to stra-
tegically develop approach to waste prevention. As a result, companies discover 
opportunities for cost savings without paying for consulting companies or exter-
nal specialists. 
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“They do save money. We found projects with some of the signatories to look up 
particular supply chains, such as meat, dairy or fruit products.” (Interview 6) 
WRAP mentions all of the signatories in its Annual Report which offers 

the participants the opportunity to gain positive publicity and use this infor-
mation in their CSR reports. Another motivating factor for participation is having 
an informal and open dialogue with the government. Moreover, the respondents 
stated that companies prefer to participate in voluntary agreements than comply 
with stricter laws and regulations. 

“The businesses like to work in a way that doesn’t involve new laws that are costly 
and includes fines.” (Interview 6) 
The respondents emphasized that signatories’ data in regard to the agree-

ments are kept private. The data used in the published reports is aggregated and 
represents the overall progress of all participants. Lastly, according to the re-
search findings, feedback is described as a driving motivating factor for partici-
pants to perform better. The more engaged companies are the more interested 
they are on how they are performing against the other companies in the agree-
ment. 

“We share with retailers how other retailers are doing on average. They are very 
interested to know how well they perform in relation to the others. There is a com-
petitive element.” (Interview 5) 
The motivation factors for participating in WRAP agreements are summa-
rized in FIGURE 10 below. 

 
 
FIGURE 10 Motivation factors for participation in WRAP agreements 
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4.2.2 Implementation and performance 

Responsibilities 
 

According to the research findings, WRAP is funded by the government 
to manage and support the agreement. Firstly, WRAP supports projects by test-
ing, analyzing the results and sharing them with the wider audience. The experts 
at WRAP usually publish the main figures of certain projects, such as the 
amounts of waste reduced, the savings in monetary terms and the avoided car-
bon emissions. WRAP is also responsible for providing the signatories with ac-
cess to expertise. The respondents revealed that companies get access to expertise 
as a result of the governmental funding for the agreement. 

“WRAP supports the agreement. We have technical specialists, project managers, 
account managers, economists and scientists that provide help to the organiza-
tions.” (Interview 6) 
Secondly, WRAP is responsible for gathering and processing data. WRAP 

encourages the participants to report their data on food waste. The respondents 
revealed that the initially used spreadsheets for data gathering were later re-
placed by an internet based portal with secure ID. This change improved the 
monitoring and also allowed both participants and the experts at WRAP to ask 
questions online. In addition to data gathering, WRAP is processing the data by 
aggregating, summarizing and presenting it visually. The respondents empha-
sized that data is anonymous and companies’ information is never shared pub-
licly.  

Thirdly, WRAP monitors the overall progress and compliance by devel-
oping a tool and a matrix to measure progress towards the objectives. In case of 
data inconsistencies, WRAP contacts the companies for clarification. 

“We (WRAP) find that the companies do generally engage in good faith, however 
we cannot require them to prove how much waste is sent to landfill.” (Interview 
5) 
Best practices and innovations are shared by WRAP in reports or case 

studies, as a feedback to the companies or at organized events. According to the 
experts at WRAP, the central team reviews the findings and look for patterns 
annually. For instance, redistribution of food for human consumption is a recent 
trend, thus companies are encouraged to find ways how that can be done more 
efficiently. Best practices and innovations are communicated to the companies 
through the key account managers. Moreover, WRAP organizes steering group 
meetings, where different signatories’ environmental managers can exchange 
ideas and experience. However, the respondents noted that because of issues of 
commercial confidentiality, the participants do not necessarily share their expe-
rience at such meetings. The respondents stated that it is WRAP’s responsibility 
to promote the information exchange aiming at enhancing companies’ learning 
as much as possible. 

“We (WRAP) tend to write reports or case studies for projects which have been 
successful. We share them with the members through email, websites, and meet-
ings.” (Interview 6) 
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“The people in the room are there to share information but they are also competing 
with one another and don’t want to share everything completely openly.” (Inter-
view 5) 
The responsibilities of WRAP are summarized in FIGURE 11 below. 
 
 

 
 

FIGURE 11 Responsibilities of WRAP 
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Challenges 
  
This subcategory explores the challenges encountered in WRAP agreements and 
the way they are handled. The respondents noted that if challenges arise the com-
pany is expected to address and solve these problems on its own. WRAP is usu-
ally providing the participants with information which helps them to solve their 
problems.  

 “They want to know what is the best environmental option, with whom they can 
get in touch, who is able to help them to reduce the way of packaging. In those 
areas we have sector experts to whom WRAP account managers can speak to. So, 
there is support, but it is mostly access to advice.” (Interview 5) 

 Another challenge according to the respondents is related to data gather-
ing. Often CC companies do not have the food waste information requested by 
WRAP. Hence, WRAP needs to work closely with the company and build up the 
information together. 
 The respondents noted that the new agreement on electronics (ESAP) 
poses certain challenges as it is a new area both for the government and for 
WRAP. The agreement joins together all stakeholders across the supply chain, 
including designers, manufacturers and retailers, aiming at finding ways to cre-
ate cost savings and to improve resource efficiency. Thus, clear targets are essen-
tial for the success of the agreement.  

“We still have a lot of work to do on this (ESAP), it is very new area for us.” 
(Interview 7) 
Another challenge associated with WRAP agreements is the free rider 

problem. The research findings indicate that, promoting the benefits stemming 
from participation in WRAP agreements is a common way to overcome this chal-
lenge.  

“Preventing that happening is a very much a matter of discretion and who we 
admit to the agreement. If someone isn’t really participating freely we tend to 
concentrate on selling the benefits to them and get them onboard.” (Interview 5) 
Even though the benefits and success of CC lead to the expansion of this 

voluntary approach to other areas, the experts at WRAP noted that it is not going 
to work in every area. 

“Some agreements are going be more effective than others. We are still testing it.” 
(Interview 5) 

 
Suggestions 
 
This subcategory reveals the opinion of the interviewed experts for redesigning 
and improving the process of the WRAP agreements. The interviewees high-
lighted that there has been a lot of improvements and redesigning from the first 
Courtauld Commitment to the new agreement C2025. For instance, the supply 
chain has been made to come under one agreement. Another change that has 
been implemented is simplifying the measurements and the data gathering sys-
tems. After experiencing some difficulties with the complicated online portal, a 
new simpler data gathering system has been introduced. Thus, the signatories 
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are able to enter their data more easily. The interviewees also stated that adding 
a fee to the new agreement C2025 was necessary. 

“The simpler the information the more accurate.” (Interview 6) 
“If you make it (data gathering system) too difficult, people don’t bother. If they 
try and put wrong information is no good to anyone.” (Interview 6) 

 An interesting improvement made to the C2025 is the incorporation of a 
business management tool for managing participants’ food waste.  The respond-
ents revealed that the idea is to have an online portal with simple core questions 
that everyone needs to answer. In addition to these simple questions, companies 
can answer more specific questions related to their own business. For instance, 
companies in the milk industry can choose to answer questions related to waste 
from that sector. 

“We aim to tailor what the agreement does with the needs of the individual com-
panies. This is expected to increase companies’ satisfaction with the C2025.” (In-
terview 5) 
“When considering if VEA would be a sensible approach you need to look what’s 
in it for the participants.” (7) 
The different ideas are summarized in TABLE X below. 

 
TABLE 9 Suggestions for improvement of WRAP agreements 
 

Suggestions for improvement 

Consider in advance what the agreement is and what it achieves 

Simple solutions for measurements and data gathering 

Participation fee 
Incorporation of a business management tool 

 
Success factors 
 
The research findings suggest that satisfaction is a critical factor for the success 
of the agreements. Even though most of the companies are slightly frustrated by 
the need to submit their data annually, they definitely see the value in the agree-
ment. Generally, the participants are satisfied with WRAP agreements. However, 
some participants would want to have slightly different agreement correspond-
ing to their personal needs, such as more technical support, stricter compliance 
requirements and a guarantee for data trustworthiness.  

“Some might like more technical support, others would like the agreement to be 
more aggressively placed, so the noncomplying companies are removed and that 
the data is being audited. We don’t have the resources to audit most of the compa-
nies. You can never completely please everyone but we do what we can.” (Inter-
view 5) 
Another key success factor is a strong commitment to confidentiality and 

trust. The information, that companies submit to WRAP is often sensitive, thus 
WRAP ensures that companies’ data is kept private and anonymous. Active en-
gagement and competition are crucial for the success of the agreements. The re-
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spondents pointed out that the key account managers have a central role for en-
gaging the participants. For instance, feedback on the average performance of 
other participants in the same industry sets benchmark and thus improves en-
gagement through creating a competitive atmosphere. Other important success 
factors identified by the respondents are communication and sharing. According 
to the research findings, effective communication encourages participants to be 
open and share their experience with the rest. Lastly, the interviewees pointed 
out that a potential legislative threat could be also used as a driver for success. 

“Engagement is absolutely critical.” (Interview 5) 
“Potential (legislative) threat is not something that you actually have to use, but 
there has to be the possibility if they don’t contribute at all to the goal.” (Interview 
5) 
The success factors identified throughout the interviews are summarized 
in FIGURE 12 below. 

 
FIGURE 12 Success factors for WRAP agreements 
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Usually this data is later used for reporting against the performance indicators. 
The second one is the evaluation, which is measuring how much of the change is 
due to the commitment and how much is due to external factors. The respondents 
pointed out that the annual targets for the CC are expressed in terms of reducing 
the amounts of waste produced by the signatories. Once a year the companies 
report the amount of waste produced, packaging placed on the market, the total 
turnover. Thus, the experts at WRAP calculate the performance against the size 
of the company and how much food waste is redistributed for human consump-
tion or for animal feed. 

“We (WRAP) aggregate that data to measure success against the target as a 
whole.” (Interview 5) 
“In terms of evaluating the impacts of the agreement we also have an external 
auditor who does an impact evaluation trying to look how much of the changes in 
the market is due to the CC.” (Interview 5) 
According to the research findings, the total CO2 value equivalent of all 

the packaging placed on the market by the signatories and the amount of waste 
produced are used as performance indicators. The information submitted by the 
signatories about the amount and type of packaging is then analyzed through 
Lifecycle Assessment (LCA). The interviewees pointed out that the target of 
waste reduction includes the packaging waste. In addition, WRAP monitors the 
amount of waste directed for animal feed and the amount of material that is re-
distributed for human consumption through charities. 

After the evaluation process, the performance of the agreement against the 
targets is published in WRAP’s Annual Report. The experts at WRAP highlighted 
that this report is also reviewed by an external auditor. Then, a separate level of 
evaluation is initiated. The same data is evaluated by an independent external 
contractor. Moreover, some of the signatories and other stakeholders are inter-
viewed. As a result, the independent external contractor estimates how much of 
the waste reduction is due to the agreement or other factors. 

For the CC, WRAP processes the data and produces figures on food waste 
of the retailers, manufacturers, and households. The average performance of the 
project is reported to the government. In the report, the signatories’ performance 
is presented separately for retailers and manufacturers. The aggregated results 
are published once a year. 

“We report the average performance. Part of the agreement is that we never release 
any data on individual signatories so we can only aggregate information.” (Inter-
view 5) 
“…and in the technical report which goes to the government we have a more de-
tailed breakdown showing the manufacturers and retailers performance relative 
to one another.” (Interview 5) 
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4.2.3 Added value 

Advantages 
 
Firstly, the research findings suggest that WRAP agreements encourage progress 
through collaboration and innovation. The agreements attract businesses with com-
mon interests who are willing to share information and ideas on innovative ways 
of addressing certain problems. Moreover, working in a collaborative team for 
solving a particular problem increases the efficiency and learning as participants 
are sharing their experience and best practices. Thus, enabling such voluntary 
approach and testing its potential has led to progress in the area of waste reduc-
tion. For instance, the food waste reduction in the UK has been one of the most 
effective in Europe. 

 “It (the agreement) is a good way to combine lots of organizations to have the 
maximum impact. You make one small change and you replicate it throughout 
lots of organizations.” (Interview 6) 
“The success of CC has convinced people that there is real potential and value in 
bringing together stakeholders from the whole life-cycle of certain product or ma-
terial into a formal voluntary agreement across the supply chain. By working to-
gether, we have actually delivered significant results in resource efficiency with 
that approach.” (Interview 7) 
Secondly, the participants in WRAP agreements gain reputational and sav-

ings benefits. The interviewees highlighted that businesses engaged in WRAP 
agreements are perceived as being good for society and the environment. Fur-
thermore, utilizing resource efficiency savings is good for the environment and 
for the business. For example, by being more resource efficient, signatories in 
ESAP reduce product returns and increase customer satisfaction. 
 Thirdly, WRAP agreements have a tremendous positive impact on consumer 
behavior by promoting resource efficiency through various campaigns. For in-
stance, the Love Food Hate Waste campaign is linked to the CC, and the Love 
Your Clothes campaign to the SCAP. The latter encourages consumers to reuse 
their clothes, to buy clothes from second hand stores, and to take care of their 
clothes in order to enhance their lifespan. The respondents emphasized that con-
sumers have a central role for determining the behavior of the companies. If con-
sumers make more informed, environmental and sustainable choices, the busi-
ness will develop their products to appeal to the consumers. Hence, WRAP 
agreements have a positive impact on businesses and the environment. For in-
stance, the CC has led to a significant reduction in CO2, dependencies on water, 
oil, and plastic. 

“The agreements include consumers as well. By influencing consumer behavior, 
we aim to encourage resource efficiency.” (Interview 7) 

 Another advantage gained through participation in WRAP agreements is 
the access to expertise. The respondents pointed out that numerous experts from 
the companies participating in the agreement, from WRAP and from other exter-
nal organizations join forces together to solve a certain problem. 
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“It (the agreement) is like a continuous process of ongoing consultation. It makes 
companies to join the VEA and adopt new ideas.” (Interview 5) 

 According to the interviewees, WRAP agreements reduce the cost of regula-
tion. For example, the costs of complying with regulations are much higher than 
the costs of complying to voluntary agreements. In fact, voluntary agreements 
allow certain flexibility for the business as their actions for achieving the group 
targets are adjusted to the individual businesses’ circumstances. The respondents 
pointed out that the CC agreement achieves reduction in food waste and CO2 
emissions, thus there is no need of new laws as these results are similar to what 
might be achieved under potential legislative instruments. 

Lastly, the results of the agreements are reported transparently. Represent-
atives at WRAP process the data and report the results of the agreement together 
with the matrix that underlies the approach it has used. In the report, WRAP 
summarizes the aggregated data in one figure. 

“Transparency is really important because people don’t necessarily trust the gov-
ernment but they don’t necessarily trust businesses either.” (Interview 7) 
The advantages of WRAP agreements are summarized in TABLE 10 below. 
 

TABLE 10 Advantages of WRAP agreements 

Advantages of WRAP agreements 

Encourage progress through collaboration, innovation and setting benchmark 

Reputation and savings benefits 

Positive impact on businesses and the environment 

Businesses gain access to expertise 

WRAP agreements reduce the cost of regulations 

Results are reported transparently 

 
Disadvantages 
 
The research findings suggest that besides the numerous advantages of the 
WRAP agreements there are few disadvantages as well. Firstly, the respondents 
noted that there is a risk of free riding. In certain cases, the signatories use the 
agreements only as means of avoiding regulations without an intention of work-
ing for achieving the targets.   

“You should make sure that these agreements are not taken advantage of and that 
they actually produce change. If you do that they are potentially very powerful and 
very flexible.” (Interview 5) 

 Secondly, the experts at WRAP emphasized that while assisting the signa-
tories through collaborative working benefits tremendously the participants, it is 
very time-consuming. Another disadvantage is the lack of transparency. The re-
spondents noted that even though the results of the agreements are reported 
transparently by WRAP, the individual companies’ data is not transparent due 
to confidentiality reasons. Moreover, the data companies report to WRAP is lack-
ing transparency as well. 
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“If a company decides to lie, we cannot detect it or do anything about it.” (Inter-
view 5) 
Lastly, the interviewees emphasized that breaching the competition law has 

been used as an excuse in the past by businesses who do not want to participate 
in WRAP agreements. Thus, it is WRAP’s responsibility to facilitate the agree-
ments by bringing businesses together and encourage them to share information 
without feeling that they break any existing domestic or EU competition laws. 

“It is a convenient excuse rather than a real legal barrier of entering into a VEA.” 
(Interview 7) 
 

Legislative implications 
 
This subcategory discusses the impact of WRAP agreements on legislation. Ac-
cording to the respondents, the voluntary agreements do not replace legislation. 
The interviewees noted that the other way to achieve the significant waste reduc-
tion would be by setting a law with legally binding targets and fines. In fact, the 
UK government is aiming at minimizing regulations. The respondents empha-
sized that participating in VEAs is less costly and substitutes certain laws. Fur-
thermore, due to the absence of fines and the need of enforcement voluntary 
agreements reduce burdens on government and business. In addition, the re-
spondents stated that companies’ waste reduction efforts go beyond current leg-
islation. 

 “The government doesn’t really want to fine retailers and make them less compet-
itive.” (Interview 6) 
“We (the UK government) have seen a major reduction in food waste that we have 
achieved through voluntary means. A successful voluntary approach may reduce 
the need for legislation which otherwise would have arisen.” (Interview 7) 
Much of the environmental legislation in the UK comes from EU directives, 

hence WRAP agreements do not have in general a huge impact on legislation. 
Nevertheless, the respondents highlighted that VEAs can reduce the public pres-
sure for legislation. In addition, if VEAs perform well and achieve the set targets, 
this reduces the need for environmental legislation to achieve the same objectives.  

 “It’s been a conscious policy decision on the part of various administrations that 
the VEA approach should be tried first but always with the possibility if that does 
not work legislation would be needed.” (Interview 7) 
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5 CONCLUSIONS  

This chapter summarizes the main research findings of the study and their rele-
vance to former literature. The discussion section is followed by implications and 
evaluation of the reliability and validity of the study. Finally, limitations and sug-
gestions for future research are discussed. 

5.1 Summary of the study 

The aim of the study was to explore the way the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP 
agreements, in particular the CPGD and the CC function. The data was collected 
through theme interviews with eight experts working in Dutch and UK govern-
ments, WRAP and the founding organizations of the CPGD. The research find-
ings revealed how these VEAs function and how their efficiency is measured. 
This was achieved through in-depth exploration of the three main categories: de-
velopment, implementation and performance and added value. The aim of this section 
is to highlight the key research findings in relation to the main research questions 
of the study.  

According to the research findings the Green Deals and WRAP agree-
ments were initiated to tackle environmental issues through public-private co-
operation. The Dutch Green Deals are voluntary agreements between the Dutch 
national government and various stakeholders. In fact, the government is one of 
the participants in the Green Deals. On the contrary, WRAP agreements are 
funded by the UK government and organized by WRAP. Thus, the government 
does not participate directly in the agreements. 

Initiation, promotion, setting goals and legislative framework were identified 
as the general steps of entering into an agreement for both of the studied phe-
nomena. A major difference in the initiation process of the two voluntary ap-
proaches was discovered. While the experts at WRAP are responsible for the ini-
tiation process of the agreements, the parties interested in joining a Green Deal are 
expected to apply for participation individually. Moreover, participation require-
ments are not clearly stated for the WRAP agreements and selection is done on a 
case-by-case basis, whereas the Green Deals have general criteria for participa-
tion and include specific requirements which must be met by the applicants. The 
organizing parties of both types of voluntary agreements are responsible for the 
promotion. For instance, the project team of each Green Deal is responsible of the 
promotion of the deal, while the account managers at WRAP are responsible for 
promotion of the agreement and the engagement of suitable participants. The re-
search findings also indicated differences in the process of setting goals for the 
Dutch Green Deals and WRAP agreements. Firstly, the participants in the Dutch 
Green Deals choose a general goal, such as energy and resource efficiency or cli-
mate change. Secondly, each Green Deal has specific goals and targets, which are 
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agreed according to participants’ individual needs and interests. On the other 
hand, instead of individual targets, WRAP agreements have a collective target 
which is to be achieved by all participants. Lastly, the research findings revealed 
that both types of the agreements are completely voluntary and there are no sanc-
tions or penalties in case of non-compliance. 
 The research findings in relation to the implementation and performance 
phase of the agreements, revealed the main responsibilities of the parties, challenges, 
suggestions for improvement, success factors and how efficiency is measured. Green 
Deals’ project teams and the account managers assigned to different participants 
in the WRAP agreements are responsible for facilitation of the agreements. 
Among their responsibilities are knowledge managements, providing access to 
expertise, sharing best practices and monitoring and evaluation. Furthermore, 
the project team (Green Deals) and account managers (WRAP) are usually assist-
ing the participants in case of problems with the implementation of the agree-
ment and its targets. On the other hand, the participants are responsible for re-
porting their progress. The differences between newly joined and advanced par-
ticipants were identified as the main challenge for the facilitation process in the 
Green Deals, whereas the risk of free-riding and difficulties in gathering data 
were highlighted by experts at WRAP. The respondents provided rather different 
suggestions for improving the process of the Green Deals and WRAP agreements. 
While, the Green Deal experts focused on the importance of securing sufficient 
resources, WRAP’s representatives suggested simple solutions for overcoming 
the challenge with data gathering. TABLE 11 summarizes the suggestions pro-
vided for both type of voluntary agreements.  
 
TABLE 11 Suggestions for improvement (Green Deals & WRAP agreements) 

Suggestions for improvement 

Green Deals WRAP agreements 

Engage participants in the organiza-
tion of events 

Consider in advance agreement’s pur-
pose and targets 

Ensure sufficient resources for anal-
ysis, promotion, press-releases and 
publishing 

Choose simple solutions for data gath-
ering and measuring efficiency 

Introduce a participation fee Introduce a participation fee 

Be prepared for larger number of 
participants and deal’s next phase 

Create value for the participants, e.g. a 
business management tool 

Avoid overlapping goals  

Possibilities for extending Green 
Deals internationally 

 

 
The research findings revealed that among the critical success factors for 

both of the studied phenomena are sharing best practices, trust, and communi-
cation. The key success factors are presented in TABLE 12 below. 
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TABLE 12 Success factors (Green Deals & WRAP agreements) 

Success factors 

Green Deals WRAP agreements 

Ambition Satisfaction 

Sharing and communication Sharing and communication 
Establishing working groups Engagement and competition (bench-

mark) 

Trust and respect Confidentiality and trust 
Access to expertise Legislative threats 

Culture  

 
Lastly, the implementation and performance phase of the agreements ends 

with an evaluation of their effectiveness. Each Green Deal has different methods 
for evaluating the efficiency. For instance, due to the long-term targets in the 
CPGD, evaluation is focused on assessing the relevance of the undertaken actions 
for achieving the goal. On the other hand, experts at WRAP use the processed 
data for reporting against the performance indicators. Not only do they measure 
the performance, in terms of reduced waste against the size of the company, but 
also, they consider how much of the reduction is due to external factors. 

The third main category identified in this study is added value. The research 
findings revealed the main advantages, disadvantages and legislative implications of 
the Green Deals and WRAP agreements. Both of the research phenomena are as-
sociated with number of advantages, such as knowledge sharing, significant pos-
itive impact, and bridging the gap between policy and implementation. The key 
advantages according to the research findings are summarized in TABLE 13 below. 
 
TABLE 13 Key advantages of Green Deals & WRAP agreements 

Advantages of Green Deals and WRAP agreements 

Active knowledge sharing and learning 

Deeper incorporation of green values 

Positive impact on business and the environment 

Progress through collaboration and innovation 

Benefits in relation to savings and expertise 

Transparency 

 
The research findings indicated rather different disadvantages of the stud-

ied phenomena. The Green Deals expert indicated lack of funding, gap between 
the forerunners and the starters, difficulties associated with facilitation of large 
number of participants and overlapping goals as the main disadvantages. On the 
other hand, the major drawbacks of WRAP agreements are free riding, the inten-
sive time consumption, the weakness of the agreements to tackle urgent prob-
lems and the barrier that competition law poses on sharing practices. 
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Lastly, the research findings indicated that both the Green Deals and 
WRAP agreements do not have any significant implication on environmental leg-
islation. The Green Deals were described as an addition to the legislation, 
whereas as long as WRAP agreements achieve the waste reduction targets policy 
makers would view them as a viable alternative to new environmental regula-
tions. 
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5.2 Discussion  

 The findings of the current study revealed that among some of the most 
critical success factors for VEAs are culture, ambition, trust and respect, benefits, 
access to expertise or consulting, best practice sharing, engagement and commu-
nication. These findings are supported also by former studies on the topic. Firstly, 
previous studies point out culture, sanctions and incentives, best practice sharing, 
establishing working groups, and consulting services as key success factors 
(Brink 2002; Croci 2003; Dalkmann et al. 2005; Bresser et al. 2009). Secondly, Im-
merzeel-Brand (2002) emphasizes the importance of trust and respect, problem-
solving orientation of the participants, existing alternative legislative instrument 
and a homogenous industry sector. Thirdly, Bresser (2009), and Bresser and 
Bruijn (2005) add to the list of critical success factors ambition, compliance, goal 
attainment, clear understanding of the environmental problem, solving conflicts, 
communication and environmental behavioral change. Thus, the research find-
ings support strongly some of the former literature but also contradict some of 
the previous findings on the issue. While the findings suggest that legislative 
threat is rather rarely used for motivating the participants, credible regulatory 
threats (Segerson and Miceli 1998; Segersson and Alberini 2002) are referred in 
former literature as an important success factors. Furthermore, the homogeneity 
of the industry sectors is not critical for the success of the Green Deals. In fact, in 
many successful Green Deals, such as the CPGD, the participants are from vari-
ous industry sectors. 

The respondents identified most of the success factors as advantages that 
bring value to the agreement. Previous studies also establish a strong connection 
between the success factors of the VEAs and their added value. For instance, 
Brink (2002), Dalkmann et al. (2005) and Bresser et al. (2009) emphasize that shar-
ing best practices, establishing working groups and access to expertise not only 
enhances the chances of successful VEA but also adds value to the process. As a 
result, participants widen their horizons and adopt new technologies and ap-
proaches. Thus, the findings of the study support former literature on that matter. 
 In relation to evaluating the efficiency of the agreements, the research find-
ings reveal that in the Green Deals, participants’ initial commitment to circular 
procurement is compared with the achieved results or the undertaken actions for 
reaching the targets. On the other hand, experts at WRAP evaluate the perfor-
mance and efficiency in two steps. Firstly, the overall performance is monitored 
by measuring and aggregating the data and using this data for reporting against 
the performance indicators. Secondly, the experts measure how much of the 
change is due to the commitment and how much is due to external factors. Ac-
cording to EEA (1997), the effectiveness of VEAs can be measured against alter-
native policy instruments scenario, business as usual and the reference situation. 
In addition, Prakash and Potoski (2011) suggest measuring the effectiveness of 
VEAs by acknowledging the positive environmental impacts beyond what 
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would have happened without the VEA in place. Hence, it could be concluded 
that the Green Deals and WRAP agreements employ some of the methods for 
efficiency evaluation suggested by former literature. 
 The findings of the study reveal that VEAs may be more cost-efficient and 
flexible than regulation but also that non-enforceable VEAs might be preferable 
to governments. In fact, non-enforceable VEAs can be more flexible, less costly 
and less risky for the government and the participants. For instance, companies’ 
waste reduction under the CC agreement exceeds the legislative targets. Former 
literature supports the findings of the study to some extent. Dalkmann (2005) and 
Bresser and Bruijn (2005) agree that VEAs are more cost-efficient and flexible than 
legislative instruments. However, Strandlund (2010) establishes a connection be-
tween the enforceability of VEAs and their efficiency. Hence, the research find-
ings contradict previous literature by revealing that non-enforceable VEAs could 
be more efficient than legislation. 
 The findings of the study reveal the immense importance of monitoring 
on the VEA’s effectiveness and positive outcome. This is also supported by the 
former literature on the topic. Rezessy and Bertoldi (2011) argue that credible 
monitoring and evaluation of the outcomes are key factors for VEA’s effective-
ness. Thus, transparent reporting procedure, a methodology to secure certain 
standard and an independent verifier are needed for ensuring successful moni-
toring of VEAs. 
 Regulatory capture, free-riding, and transaction cost were identified as 
one of the major drawbacks of the studied phenomena, and this was supported 
by previous literature (Dalkmann et al., 2005). However, the findings confront 
previous studies that identify lack of obligations for industries, limited participa-
tion, data aggregation, and lack of efficient evaluation and enforcement as the 
main drawbacks of VEAs (Brink, 2002; BEUC, 2006; Heijden, 2012). For instance, 
the findings indicate that the Green Deals and WRAP agreements are rather in-
clusive and there is an efficient evaluation system of the results. In addition, the 
voluntary nature of the agreements and the lack of enforcement is seen as an ad-
vantage. 
 The research findings revealed that companies are motivated to partici-
pate in VEAs primarily as a result of the various incentives and benefits gained. 
For instance, free expertise and exposure, gaining competitive advantage, re-
sponsible image, and improving efficiency are some of the factors that motivate 
companies to participate. This is also confirmed by previous literature on the sub-
ject. For instance, Karamanos (2002) point out direct incentives, economic savings, 
strategic marketing, organizational culture, and public recognition as the leading 
motivating factors. However, the findings contradict previous views (Glachant, 
2006; Fleckinger and Glachant, 2011) that participants get involved in VEAs only 
to avoid or postpone legislation. In fact, the results indicate that idealism, com-
petition within an industry, data privacy, feedback, and dialogue with the gov-
ernment are key motivating factors. Thus, most of the participants in VEAs are 
highly motivated to work for the achievement of the targets. 
 According to the research findings, governments prefer voluntary ap-
proaches for tackling environmental issues as they want to avoid decreasing 
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companies’ competitiveness by fining them in case of non-compliance. Former 
literature (Lyon and Maxwell, 2013) contradicts the findings by arguing that taxes 
and official legislation are better instruments than VEAs. This contradiction 
might lie in the cultural differences between the USA where the former research 
was conducted and the UK and Dutch agreements subject of the study. 
 The findings of the study thoroughly complement the former literature on 
best practices for stakeholder participation in environmental management. The 
eight best practices identified by Reed (2008) are applied in the various processes 
of the Green Deals and WRAP agreements. For instance, empowerment, equity, 
trust and learning are essential for the VEAs subject of the study. For WRAP 
agreements and the Green Deals, all potential participants are analyzed and eval-
uated according to their potential contribution to the agreements. Both voluntary 
approaches include the setting of clear goals and tailoring them to the individual 
needs and potential of the participants. Facilitation and integration of local and 
scientific knowledge is achieved through various events, regular communication, 
best practices sharing and access to expertise. 
 Besides those already mentioned, this study focused on some aspects of 
VEAs which are insufficiently described in former literature. The research find-
ings revealed in detail the steps of entering into an agreement, actions under-
taken by the organizing parties, challenges encountered throughout the imple-
mentation process and suggestions for improving. Certainly, some of these fac-
tors vary due to the variety of VEAs and their implementation in different coun-
tries. There is no literature available to describe these phenomena due to the fact 
that the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP agreements are relatively new. Hence, 
this study contributes to the body of literature on VEAs by providing insights on 
issues not explored in the past. 

5.3 Implications for policy-makers and private actors 

The aim of the study was to create a better understanding of the way the Dutch 
Green Deals and WRAP’s agreements function. The research findings revealed 
in-depth information about the research phenomena based on the experience of 
various experts in this field. Each of them contributed uniquely with their 
knowledge and practical experience. Thus, this study describes the two volun-
tary approaches from an insider’s perspective and provides valuable and useful 
information for conducting a successful voluntary agreement. For instance, pol-
icy-makers, governmental officials, experts, companies, NGOs and individuals 
might benefit from the research on the Dutch Green Deals and WRAP agreements. 
 This section assists policy-makers and private actors in starting a volun-
tary agreement and it is based primarily on the current research and the guideline 
for starting a Green Deal provided by Joan Prummel, a circular procurement fa-
cilitator at the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment. The guide-
line for starting a Green Deal presented in Appendix I provides further infor-
mation on practical issues related to starting a national voluntary agreement with 
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the intention to develop knowledge or experience in collaboration and with the 
possibility to expand with new participants. Even though the guideline is in-
tended to be applicable for more Green Deals, it is not suited for any Green Deal. 
For instance, there are over 200 Green Deals in the Netherlands and some of them 
are like the CPGD, but others may be completely different in the way they are 
organized and the way they work. 
 The guideline suggests that the first thing for setting a Green Deal is to 
find a client who supports the VEA and will be involved in the decision-making. 
After a collaboration is established with the client, the following two major 
phases are getting the agreement started and supporting the ongoing agreement. 
The findings of the study suggest that the interested parties in starting a volun-
tary agreement should first establish a network with other parties. This is also 
described in the guideline as creating a support foundation to bring the VEA fur-
ther. Brainstorming with enthusiastic experts and professionals in the specific 
field is highly recommended. These negotiations are useful in shaping agree-
ments’ goals, potential, and limitations. The research findings and the guideline 
suggest that usually the negotiation process ends with forming a small group of 
partners who often become the steering or project group of the agreement. 

The next step after forming the project team is setting the main goals to be 
achieved. Project teams who want to motivate the participants and encourage 
them the work and learn together should set ambitious but realistic goals. The 
findings of the study reveal that WRAP agreements have group goals and targets 
are tailored to signatories’ individual needs and potential. On the other hand, in 
CPGD the only requirement is to start two circular procurement pilots of own 
choice and share everything you learn. There are certainly many ways to deter-
mine the aim of the agreement in the specific time frame. The steering group 
should first determine what is realistic to be achieved in two or three years and 
what are the needs of the potential participants. Once the aim is set, the next step 
is thinking of ways for achieving it. For instance, defining sub-goals, activities, 
requirements and fees for participation and the organizational culture are the 
logical steps for launching the Green Deal. This step should end with defining 
the concept of the agreement and preparing a multiple partner contract. 

After the agreement’s concept is set, the steering group should find suita-
ble participants. The idea should be spread to a wider audience through lectures, 
presentations and interviews. All benefits of participation should be clearly com-
municated and advertised as they are the main arguments for convincing poten-
tial participants to join the voluntary agreement. The guideline suggests that a 
minimum number of participants should be set for starting the Green Deal and 
others can join at later point. 

The guideline recommends that the launching of the agreement should be 
an event where high level managers from the participating organizations and 
government officials sign the official contract for participation. It is also recom-
mended that the event is used for drawing the public attention on the Green Deal 
and thus raising public awareness of its existence, goals and members. For that 
purpose, a few famous guest speakers and reporters could be invited with the 
arrangement of giving interview from the event. 
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After the starting of the Green Deal, the next phase is to keep the agree-
ment going by supporting and facilitating the process. The project team has a 
central role in this phase of the agreement. The research findings and the guide-
line suggest that engaging the participants is critical for the successful outcome 
of the Green Deal. Thus, knowledge management and communication are essen-
tial throughout the implementation process of the agreement. The initially set 
targets and plans should be followed and support should be provided when 
needed. In fact, the research findings in relation to the Dutch Green Deals support 
many of the recommendations in the guideline. 

The main steps for starting a Green Deal according to the guideline are 
presented in FIGURE 13 below. 

 
FIGURE 13 Steps for starting a Green Deal 

5.4 Reliability and validity 

The trustworthiness of a study depends on the way the data is collected, analysed 
and interpreted. The two common factors used for evaluating the quality of a 
study are reliability and validity. The reliability of a study is evaluated in regard 
of the repeatability of the research findings.  A study is considered reliable if the 
research findings could be reproduced by a different researcher following the 
same research design and methodological choices. (Merriam, 2009) While some 
researchers argue that reliability is irrelevant to qualitative studies as it involves 
measurements (Stenbacka, 2001), others emphasize its importance as a means of 
quality evaluation. For instance, Patton (2002) states that reliability and validity 
are critical factors that need to be always taken into consideration both in quali-
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tative and quantitative studies. Even though in qualitative studies different in-
terpretations of the data might lead to different findings, a study is considered 
reliable if there is a consistency between the data and the research findings. (Mer-
riam, 2009) 

According to the research design, the data was planned to be collected 
through individual theme interviews. The fact that in one of the interviews par-
ticipated two respondents is considered to have a minor impact on the reliability 
of the study. Firstly, the arrangement was made with only one of the respondents 
and the second decided to join the interview. Secondly, both of the respondents 
are colleagues and share similar knowledge about the subject of the study. 
Thirdly, the communication flow was natural and informal, thus both of the par-
ticipants shared their views on the studied phenomena. 

Another aspect that might have influenced the reliability of the study is 
the interviewer’s lack of previous experience. For instance, an experienced re-
searcher is expected to gather high-quality data and explore the subject of interest 
from different perspectives throughout the interviews. Thus, the researcher’s 
lack of experience in conducting qualitative interviews might have had a nega-
tive impact on the quality of the gathered data. In order to minimize the risk of 
unreliable data the question template was prepared in advance with all of the 
main themes and possible additional questions. 

Validity in qualitative studies refers to the extent the used methods, pro-
cesses and data are appropriate for answering the key research questions (Leung, 
2015). Validity is divided into two main categories: internal and external. Internal 
validity refers to the degree the research findings correspond to the reality, 
whereas external validity deals with the generalization of the results (Merriam 
2009). In order to ensure the validity of the study, the researcher has described 
and justified in detail all the methodological choices and research findings. More-
over, only the most experienced professionals in regard of the VEAs subject of 
the study were selected to participate in the theme interviews. The initially con-
tacted potential interviewees recommended some of their colleagues which pos-
sess deeper knowledge about the studied phenomena and their contribution to 
the study would be greater. This ensured the collection of relevant and credible 
data. The repeatability of experts’ opinions in the data analysis proved the lack 
of coincidental research findings. The findings were presented transparently and 
direct citations from the interviews were included. This was believed to deeper 
reader’s understanding of the studied phenomena. 

The generalizability of the study might be affected by the specific cultural 
settings in the Netherlands and the UK. Even though the findings reflect the re-
ality, they might not be fully applicable to other context and settings. For instance, 
VEAs approach might face implementation difficulties in certain countries due 
to the specific cultural characteristic. This argument is also supported by former 
literature which defines country as the most important factor influencing VEAs’ 
effectiveness and success (Croci, 2003). 

One strategy for improving the validity of qualitative studies is triangula-
tion. Triangulation is a method of strengthening the validity of qualitative study 
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by using different methods and data sources for examining the studied phenom-
ena (Patton 2002). Even though triangulation was not possible in this study due 
to the lack of previous research, the validity of the data was ensured through 
respondent validation. Respondent validation is a feedback distributed by the 
respondents on the quality of the collected data and interpretation (Torrance, 
2012). In fact, some of the interviewees required to review the analysis and inter-
pretation of the data in order to confirm its quality and comment on the content. 

5.5 Limitations and suggestion for future research 

This section addresses the limitations of the study and suggestions for future re-
search. The most significant limitation of the current research is the lack of pre-
vious literature on the topic. This limitation was enhanced by the language bar-
rier for reaching information on the Dutch Green Deals. Most of the published 
information was in Dutch, thus it was not accessible for the researcher. Never-
theless, the current research provides credible in-depth information on the CPGD 
and WRAP voluntary agreements, which could be of great benefit for future re-
searchers and interested parties in VEAs. Hence, this study bridges the gap of 
knowledge in the field of voluntary agreements. 
 The inability of the researcher to reach companies participating in the 
VEAs subject of the study was considered a limitation. Even though researcher’s 
efforts to involve 30 companies in the interviews, their unwillingness to share 
private information deprived the research from exploring this valuable aspect. In 
fact, protection of private data was one of the fundamental principles of the stud-
ied voluntary agreements. Nevertheless, the eight experts that took part in the 
interviews shared their opinion on corporate participation, main motivating fac-
tors and attitudes. Thus, it could be concluded that the study benefited tremen-
dously from experts’ objective opinion and views on stakeholder participation in 
VEAs. 
 Due to the lack of research in this field, future researchers might focus on 
studying various voluntary agreements in different contexts. Even though the 
focus in this study was on national VEAs, during the interviews attention was 
paid on the importance of international VEAs. The demand for international 
VEAs stems from the fact that certain environmental issues need to be addressed 
on international level. The North Sea Resources Roundabout on recycling and 
the European innovation deals are examples of international voluntary agree-
ments. Thus, research on the effectiveness of international versus national VEAs 
will enrich the literature on this topic and encourage stakeholder participation. 

Another topic for possible research could be exploring the cultural factors 
which determine the effectiveness and success of VEAs in different countries. 
What would the possible solutions be if culture hinders the development and 
implementation of VEAs? Would the support provided by international VEAs 
help the countries to overcome the cultural characteristics on national level that 
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hinder VEAs’ application? Thus, it could be concluded that the novelty of VEAs’ 
concept provides vast opportunities for future researcher. 
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APPENDICES 

 
 
Appendix I 
 
 
Guideline for starting a collaboration Green Deal aiming at developing 
knowledge or experience provided by Joan Prummel, a circular procurement 
facilitator at the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment 
 
This guideline is based on the successful ‘Green Deal Circular Procurement’ in 
The Netherlands. The Green Deal is a three-year collaboration agreement be-
tween public and private participants and the national government. All of them 
in the role of procuring organization and with the aim to learn how circular pro-
curement works for Dutch organizations and share all the lessons with others. In 
the Green Deal, every participant is committed to start two pilots with circular 
procurement and to share the findings on organizational process, procurement 
steps and results. The Green Deal started with 16 participants and now has over 
40, meaning that there is a potential of more than 80 pilots to learn from. 

Part of the success of the Green Deal is that experimenting in itself seems 
to be stimulating. Within the own organization and towards others. That is the 
main reason that it grew from 16 to over 30 participants in the first year. Broad 
and positive communication is key in this, as is the fact that it is an agreement 
with the national government. There are over 200 Green Deals in The Nether-
lands, which all have to do with sustainability projects and solving issues or 
learning and understanding. Working together with the government on practical 
issues raises attention of the media and delivers some positive feedback about 
the participants (public relations is always important). 

The success of the Green Deal Circular Procurement can be attributed to a 
combination of circumstances: experimenting in a popular field (circular econ-
omy), working with the national government, public and private partners learn-
ing together, media attention, successful first steps and beneficial on several lev-
els for all participants: working on new developments, getting involved in a new 
network of likeminded, learning how to improve sustainable procurement, better 
reputation (sustainable, circular, frontrunner, taking responsibility). 
 
Process 
 
The idea cannot be ‘to have a successful agreement like the Dutch Green Deal’. 
Creating something like the Green Deal is not a matter of copy and paste! It’s 
important to work with your own ambitions and ideas and to look for the possi-
bilities and opportunities in your country. It should represent what’s important 
in your country in a structure that’s familiar for your countries culture and soci-
ety. 

The process to come to such an agreement is fairly easy to describe, but it 
takes a lot of effort to accomplish. The first phase is to get it set up and started 
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and is primarily about networking. The second phase is to keep it running and is 
about project leadership, commitment and perseverance. 
 

The steps below assume that the project has a client. If not done yet, the 
very first thing to do is to find and approach your client. Who wants you to do 
this, gives you the time to work on it and will be satisfied when you are successful? 
Make it an assignment to set up the collaboration agreement and make sure that 
your client is involved in all major decisions. 
 
PHASE ONE – Get it started 
 
Step 1 – From idea to project 
This first step is of great importance, it’s when the initiator of a deal creates a 
foundation of support to bring it further. Share the idea with a few experts and 
professionals (not organisations!) with knowledge, authority and ambitions on 
circularity and on sustainable procurement. In this phase, it’s important to listen: 
What are the possibilities? What are the opportunities? How big are the ambi-
tions? Discussing the idea with experts will sharpen it and make it robust and 
sensible. The first step ends with forming a small group of enthusiastic partners 
(with their own assignment to make the project work) as an organising commit-
tee who are all from their own interest committed to the success of the agreement. 
Their assignment is to follow the rest of the steps and get the agreement started. 
It makes sense if this group grows into the project team that steers and guides the 
project from kick-off and organises the activities. 
 
Step 2 – Setting the aim 
Once there is a project team it is important to set the mutual aim. What do you 
want to achieve in the end? Be realistic in the goals you set, ‘everybody procures 
100% circular’ is impossible. What is realistic after one, two and three years? Is 
that what potential participants want or need? If so, what are the logical steps? 
What are the commitment and effort you want/need/can expect from partici-
pants? The aims described should be discussed and sharpened in broader net-
works: your networks as the organising committee. That’s the way to set ambi-
tious but realistic goals that can unite organisations and make them work and 
learn together. 
 
Step 3 – Making the programme  
If the aim is set it’s time to consider the best way to achieve it. Define sub-goals, 
think of logical steps towards these goals and design the programme in aims, 
sub-goals and activities, including organisational structure (steering group, pro-
ject team, et cetera), conditions for participation (start pilots, share experiences), 
expectations from each participant (are there different roles and thus different 
types of participants?), an annual fee if needed (knowledge management takes 
time from an expert), some rules and regulations about joining and leaving the 
agreement, et cetera. This step ends with the delivery of the concept agreement, 
which has the appearance of a multiple partner contract. 
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Step 4 – Finding partners 
Now it’s time to approach and find participants. Share the idea and the aim of 
the agreement with a broader audience, give presentations and lectures, write 
articles and do interviews. All for selected audiences, where you expect to find 
the likeminded who actually want to do something. It is still possible to alter the 
concept agreement to get participant on board, but be careful with that, because 
a change in favour of the one can be a hurdle for another. Better is to convince 
your potential participants that they should join this agreement as it is set up. 
The arguments are easy: all the benefits coming from participating. Set a mini-
mum number of participants to start with and communicate from the beginning 
that organisations can easily join later if they are not ready yet. 
 
Step 5 – Kick-off 
Arrange the kick-off as a party. Let the agreement be signed by the responsible 
high level manager or politician, have a higher-level manager or politician sign 
on behalf of the national government, have one or two well-known and appreci-
ated (international) speakers, invite the press with the possibility of an exclusive 
interview with one or two people and yourself, send out a press release about 
your event and the main goals you want to achieve. Every participant must leave 
the kick-off event with a proud feeling that he is part of this bigger movement 
that will create and drive change… 
 
PHASE TWO – Keep it running 
 
In this phase, it’s important to have the project team committed and available. 
The primary task of the project team is to manage the project. Make a planning 
for the actions and communicate this with the participants, organize what you 
have designed in the programme and communicate, start with the knowledge 
management and communicate, find lessons from your pilots (and elsewhere) 
and communicate. Communication and knowledge sharing are key to keep the 
participants involved. Involvement is conditional for the success of the agree-
ment. 
 
Support 
The Dutch have an interest in stimulating pilots with circular procurement in 
other countries, because circular economy doesn’t end at the country borders. 
Therefore, support and guidance are available for both phases and every step in 
between. DG Environment (European Commission) stimulates peer-to-peer sup-
port between member states on specific topics and questions and has some fund-
ing reserved for this. Supporting another country to set up their own active learn-
ing system on circular procurement may be eligible for this arrangement. 
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Appendix II 
 
Courtauld Commitment: Facts and Figures (WRAP, 2016h) 
 
 
FIGURE 1 Courtauld Commitment 1 
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FIGURE 2 Courtauld Commitment 2 
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FIGURE 3 Courtauld Commitment 3 
 

 
 


