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ABSTRACT 

SME success rates in public procurement are significantly lower than their contribution to GDP. 
This study measures SME success rates and identifies policy initiatives to further support SME 
participation in public procurement. 
 
SME participation in above-threshold EU procurement seems to be slowly increasing over time. 
The share of contracts won by SMEs and their contract value has increased between 2011 and 
2017. SMEs also show a net increase in participation in public procurements. In contrast, the 
success of SMEs in below-threshold procurement seems to be diminishing. 
 
SMEs win more contracts in procurement related to works and services as well as in 
manufacturing and construction. Factors such as the type of contracting authority or its 
location; the tender procedure used; involvement of central purchasing bodies; or the use of 
specific procurement practices have little impact on win rates. 
 
Increasing participation and win rates could indicate that past policy has been effective in 
stimulating participation of SMEs. This study offers recommendations for initiatives to further 
strengthen participation of SMEs in public procurement in the future. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Context of the study and research questions 

EU public procurement rules seek to promote transparency and competition to achieve the best 
value for money for purchases by public authorities. The most recent study on Small and 
Medium-sized Enterprises’ (SMEs) access to public procurement in the EU, dating from 2014, 
revealed that SME success rates in tendering are significantly lower than their share in 
contribution to GDP. This study provides an update of SME success rates and identifies possible 
policy initiatives to further support SME participation and success rates in public procurement. 
 
This study provides an overall analysis and description of SMEs in public procurement. 
Additionally, the accuracy of the SME marker, collected via the new contract award notice 
standard forms, has also been analysed. Finally, the study provides an in-depth overview of 
SME-friendly measures based on the various tools and techniques introduced by the 2014 
procurement Directives.  
 
Approach and activities conducted 

To assess the success rates of SME participation and the accuracy of the SME marker, two data 
sources with information on procurement have been analysed. The Tenders Electronic Daily 
(TED) database was used for information on above-threshold, EU level procurement, while the 
Opentender platform, part of the DIGIWHIST project, offered sufficiently strong information on 
below-threshold, EU procurement in 11 countries. Information from both databases was 
enriched with business data from Dun & Bradstreet’s to categorise winning firms in both 
databases into SME or non-SME. 
 
Information on participation rates and indirect forms of participation (for example, as a non-
leading partner, a subcontractor or a supplier) was investigated by conducting a survey among 
tendering companies as well as contracting authorities and entities. In total, 120 authorities and 
1,257 businesses responded. 
 
To identify measures that support SMEs in public procurement, public documents were reviewed 
to offer insight into the SME-friendly measures used by various contracting authorities and 
entities. Interviews were conducted with contracting authorities and entities to obtain in-depth 
insights into the effectiveness of the SME-friendly measures. In total, 51 contracting authorities 
and entities were interviewed (including written answers received). 
 
Details of the methodology are found in an annex to this report. 
 
Main findings of the study 

Above-threshold procurement participation rates have steadily increased 

SME participation rates in EU, above-threshold public procurement have steadily increased. The 
share of SMEs winning above-threshold contracts shows a slight but stable increase within the 
period of analysis, from 58% in 2011 to 65% in 2017. This increase follows a period of declining 
participation rates in 2004-2010. This trend is also confirmed by surveyed SMEs, where a larger 
number indicated that they participated in more (34%) rather than fewer (21%) public 
procurements compared to the earlier period. 
 
Geographically, there is a strong difference in SME participation rates. For procurements above 
threshold, a high share of SMEs has been observed in Lithuania, Malta and Greece, while Spain, 
Portugal and Italy show fewer SMEs winning public contracts. Despite correcting for the share of 
SMEs in the overall economy, notable differences in SME participation rates remain. 
 
SMEs show relatively high shares for above threshold procurements in the following categories: 

• related to works and services; 
• for manufacturing and construction. 
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The following factors show little effect on SME performance in public procurement, both in terms 
of share and number of successful above threshold procurements: 

• the type of contracting authority and entity (national or regional) or its location 
(domestic or foreign); 

• the tender procedure used; 
• involvement of central purchasing bodies; and 
• use of procurement practices, like division in lots, use of prior information notices and 

the award criterion used. 
 
In terms of aggregated contract value, SMEs account for a considerably smaller share (only 
33% for the period 2011-2017), which means SMEs participate in procurement procedures with 
smaller average contract values. 
 
Below-threshold procurement participation rates are significantly higher, but 
have decreased recently 

For procurement below threshold, the proportion of public contracts won by SMEs is significantly 
higher than for above-threshold procurements. For the 11 countries for which extensive 
information on below-threshold procurement data was available, about 86% of all public 
contracts below the EU thresholds were awarded to SMEs between 2011 and 2017. This greatly 
exceeds the corresponding figure for above-threshold procurement for the same 11 countries, 
which was estimated to be 57%. 
 
However, in contrast to above-thresholds rates, the success of SMEs in below-threshold 
procurement seems to be diminishing, decreasing from 80-90% around 2011 to around 50% in 
2017, although the changes are not significant due to the high standard errors of the annual 
estimates for SMEs’ share. 
 
Figures for successful SME participation shows distinct difference among Member States. The 
breakdown by country puts Hungary, Latvia, Italy and Poland at the top in terms of SME 
success rates, while the proportion of contracts awarded to SMEs in Norway, Slovenia, the 
Czech Republic and the United Kingdom is considerably lower. 
 
Indirect participation rates of SMEs are significantly higher than direct 
participation 

The participation rates above refer to direct participation of (successful) SMEs as sole 
contractors or as consortium lead partners in above-threshold procurements. In addition, SMEs 
can also participate indirectly as non-leading partners in a consortium (although this is formally 
considered a form of direct participation), as a subcontractor, or as a significant supplier 
(defined as a provider of procurement-related supplies above 10% of the contract value). 
 
Indirect SME participation rates show that 79% of SMEs join as non-leading consortium 
members, 54% as subcontractors, and 49% as suppliers for both above- and below-threshold 
procurement. The participation rate for SMEs as non-leading consortium members is 
significantly higher than the direct participation rates as a sole contractor or consortium leader 
for above-threshold procurement, meaning this could be an effective form of participation for 
SMEs. 
 
SMEs acquire approximately 16% more value from contracts through indirect rather than direct 
participation. Adding the 33% estimate from the statistical analysis, the total participation of 
SMEs is estimated to be 49% for the EU-28. 
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Profile of participating SMEs: mostly in services, construction or wholesale 
and retail 

SMEs participating in public procurement are mostly active in other services (20%), 
professional, scientific and technical activities (14%), construction (13%), and wholesale and 
retail (13%).1 
 
The majority of SMEs participating in public procurement find it to be an important (31%), very 
important (45%) or essential (10%) sales channel. Twelve percent of survey respondents 
submitted 100 or more public bids annually. Nearly half of the respondents indicated a win rate 
of less than 10% for above-threshold procurements, while another 28 percent have win rates 
between 10% and 50%. For below-threshold procurement, the average win rate was slightly 
higher.  
 
Procurement practices can positively impact SME participation 

For some procurement practices, such as division of procurement into lots, the use of 
framework agreements, publication of a prior information notices (PIN), and the use of the best 
price-quality ratio (BPQR) criterion for award, the impact on SME participation could be tested.  
 
Division of procurements in lots is seen as one of the most important practices to facilitate SME 
participation in public procurement. The analysis shows the subdivision of contracts into lots 
increases SME participation rates from 62% for procurement without a division into lots to 65% 
where 10-19 lots have been created. 
 
The other procurement practices do not result in a change of SME participation rates. 
 
Measures in place to stimulate SME participation 

The study includes an inventory of measures at national, regional and local levels to support 
SME access to public procurement in 31 countries. This (non-exhaustive) stock-taking of 
measures shows the highest number of measures identified in France and Malta (12 
respectively), the United Kingdom (11), Belgium (10), Germany and Sweden (both 9), Bulgaria 
and Slovenia (both 8), and Ireland and Spain (both 7). The average number of measures per 
Member State is 5.3. Some countries (Cyprus, Latvia and Lithuania) only have one measure, 
which is the text transposing the EU Directives into national law. Nearly all measures initiated 
by a public stakeholder (94%) are cross-sectoral (i.e. not focused on a single sector; 96%), and 
concerns companies of all sizes (i.e. does not only focus on SMEs; 85%). 
 
The most commonly implemented measures aim at:  

• Encouraging the use of e-procurement; 
• Simplifying processes and documentation requirements; 
• Providing information and/or guidance to SMEs; 
• Encouraging the division of contracts into lots. 

 
The first three categories closely relate to the most important measures mentioned by SMEs in 
the survey, where accessibility of information on available procurements and simplification of 
processes and documentation requirements were considered to be the most helpful initiatives. 
Other data has shown that dividing contracts into lots also provided a clear positive effect on 
SME participation. 
 
Complementary to the survey, desk research and interviews have highlighted several success 
factors for measures to successfully increase SME participation in public procurement:  

• Focus on SMEs’ needs, including sector specificities;  
• Accessibility and user-friendliness of tools and materials; 
• Presence of feedback mechanisms;  
• Engagement of public authorities, including at subnational level; and  
• Participation of SME representatives.  

 
However, much of the effect of these measures is strongly based on specific cases. 
                                                 

1 The full list of sectors of SMEs participating in public procurement can be found in Table 40 in Section 2.4.1. 
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Effectiveness of the measures in place: no clear conclusions yet 

To assess the effectiveness of measures on SME participation rates in a more structured way, 
the implementation of measures can be related to actual participation rates. The results, 
however, do not offer clear conclusions. 
 
Measures addressing the conditions and transparency of public procurement are found primarily 
(but not exclusively) in Central and Eastern European countries. They address, for example, a 
lack of information on the publication or award of some contracts. Capacity building measures 
can be seen in this part of Europe as well (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Poland, 
and Slovakia). However, no clear links with SME participation could be found, as the most 
significant increases in SME participation occurred in Greece and Bulgaria, while a decrease has 
been observed in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Poland. 
 
A stronger correlation can be observed between the increase in the division of contracts into lots 
and an increase in the number of contracts that SMEs win. However, this correlation is weak, 
and only exists in smaller countries such as Croatia, Estonia, Cyprus, or Slovenia. 
 
Some countries (Croatia, Romania, Belgium, Estonia and the Netherlands) have been more 
consistent in using framework contracts. This may partly explain the important increase in SME 
participation in Romania, but it does not seem to have had any effect on SME participation rates 
in the other countries mentioned. 
 
Finally, the number of measures implemented could be an indicator of policy-makers’ 
willingness to tackle the issue, especially in countries where the public procurement framework 
is still in development. The number of such measures does not seem to influence SME 
participation in public procurement in more established procurement markets, such as France, 
the United Kingdom, Belgium, Sweden or Germany. 
 
Overall, no firm conclusions on the universal effectiveness of measures can be drawn. A specific 
analysis of the local circumstances may be necessary to identify the most effective approach to 
stimulation of SME participation. 
 
Policy recommendations 

Based on the success factors, conditions, and impacts of the different measures described above 
and with the caveats provided, some tentative recommendations may be offered.  
 
1. Focus measures on SME- and sector-specific needs  

Due to SME’s small size, their tendency to be innovation-driven, their lack of human resources, 
and their financial vulnerability, a focus of measures on SME needs is useful. However, this does 
not mean that such measures need to be SME-specific: only 15% of the measures identified 
focus on SMEs exclusively. Public procurement bodies and competent authorities are therefore 
encouraged to take into account SME needs and specificities when they design and implement 
SME-friendly measures. This especially includes awareness-raising measures such as guidance 
material. 
 
2. Encourage feedback from SMEs and their representatives 

In order to design tools that are useful to SMEs, it is very important to gather their feedback at 
the framing and implementation stages of the measures. Establishing and maintaining a close 
dialogue with SMEs and SME representatives can be a way to gather this feedback. 
 
3. Disseminate and raise awareness of measures to facilitate SME access to 

public procurement and teach SMEs how to make best use of these 
measures: 

Raising awareness about measures to facilitate SME access to public procurement is a key 
success factor. In addition, it is crucial that the tools created for SMEs are easy to access and 
user-friendly. There are different ways to disseminate information and raise awareness of public 
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procurement measures. This includes websites, traditional media channels, social networks, 
organisation of events, and participation in fairs. 
 
4. Toward a comprehensive public procurement policy system: focus on the 

measures securing pre-requisites for an effective public procurement prior 
to designing other types of measures 

Some measures create the conditions for an effective and fair public procurement system. This 
includes measures aimed at increasing transparency in public procurement, and measures 
improving cooperation and trust in the overall economy, including between public buyers and 
their suppliers, such as measures against payment delays. These measures provide the 
framework upon which the remainder of the public procurement process is built, and they enhance 
the effectiveness of any of the other categories of policy measures. 

 
5. The geographical scope of policy measures: adapt SME-friendly measures 

for public procurement at subnational level to better reach local SMEs 

Allowing for interventions to be targeted to the needs of regional or local stakeholders can help 
better focus on the needs of local SMEs. Alternatively, local agents can help with the 
implementation of national policies at local level and networks of public procurement agents, 
ensuring that lessons from the implementation of national (or European) policy are learnt across 
each country. Again, the framing and implementation of policy measures to target the needs of 
local SMEs may vary depending on the public procurement system in place in each country. It is 
also important that the focus on local policy needs does not work against the benefits of a 
centralised procurement system. 
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RÉSUMÉ ANALYTIQUE   
 
Contexte de l'étude et questions de recherche 

Les règles de l'UE en matière de passation des marchés publics visent à promouvoir la 
transparence et la concurrence afin d'obtenir le meilleur rapport qualité-prix pour les achats des 
pouvoirs publics. L'étude la plus récente sur l'accès des petites et moyennes entreprises (PME) 
aux marchés publics dans l'UE, qui date de 2014, a révélé que les taux de réussite des PME 
dans les appels d'offres sont nettement inférieurs à leur part dans le PIB. Cette étude fournit 
une mise à jour des taux de réussite des PME et identifie les initiatives de politiques possibles 
pour soutenir davantage la participation des PME et leur taux de réussite dans les marchés 
publics. 
 
Cette étude fournit une analyse et une description globales des PME dans les marchés publics. 
En outre, l'exactitude du marqueur PME, recueilli au moyen des nouveaux formulaires types 
d'avis d'attribution de marché, a également été analysée. Enfin, l'étude fournit une vue 
d'ensemble approfondie des mesures favorables aux PME basées sur les différents outils et 
techniques introduits par les directives de 2014 sur les marchés publics.  
 
Approche et activités menées 

Pour évaluer les taux de réussite de la participation des PME et l'exactitude du marqueur PME, 
deux sources de données contenant des informations sur les marchés publics ont été analysées. 
La base de données Tenders Electronic Daily (TED) a été utilisée pour obtenir des informations 
sur les marchés publics dépassant le seuil de procédure tandis que la plate-forme Opentender, 
qui fait partie du projet DIGIWHIST, a fourni des informations suffisamment solides sur les 
marchés publics européens inférieurs aux seuils de procédure dans 11 pays. L'information 
provenant des deux bases de données a été enrichie de données commerciales de Dun & 
Bradstreet afin de classer les entreprises gagnantes dans les deux bases de données en tant 
que PME et non PME. 
 
Les informations sur les taux de participation et les formes indirectes de participation (par 
exemple, en tant que partenaire non chef de file, sous-traitant ou fournisseur) ont fait l'objet 
d'une enquête auprès des entreprises soumissionnaires ainsi que des pouvoirs adjudicateurs et 
entités adjudicatrices. Au total, 120 autorités et 1.257 entreprises ont répondu. 
 
Afin d'identifier les mesures qui soutiennent les PME dans les marchés publics, les documents 
publics ont été examinés pour offrir un aperçu des mesures favorables aux PME utilisées par 
divers pouvoirs et entités adjudicateurs. Des entretiens ont été menés avec les pouvoirs 
adjudicateurs et les entités adjudicatrices afin d'obtenir des informations détaillées sur 
l'efficacité des mesures en faveur des PME. Au total, 51 autorités et entités contractantes ont 
été interviewées (y compris les réponses écrites reçues). 
 
Les détails de la méthodologie sont présentés en annexe au présent rapport. 
 
Principales conclusions de l'étude 

Les taux de participation aux achats publics supérieurs aux seuils de 
procédure, ont régulièrement augmenté. 

Les taux de participation des PME dans les marchés publics de l'UE supérieurs aux seuils de 
procédure ont régulièrement augmenté. La part des PME ayant remporté des contrats au-dessus 
du seuil montre une augmentation légère mais stable au cours de la période d'analyse, de 58% 
en 2011 à 65% en 2017. Cette augmentation fait suite à une période de baisse des taux de 
participation en 2004-2010. Cette tendance est également confirmée par les PME interrogées, 
parmi lesquelles un plus grand nombre d'entre elles ont indiqué avoir participé à un plus grand 
nombre de marchés publics (34 %) plutôt qu’à un moins grand nombre (21 %) au cours de la 
période précédente. 

Sur le plan géographique, il existe une forte différence dans les taux de participation des PME. 
Pour les marchés supérieurs aux seuils de procédure, une forte proportion de PME a été 
observée en Lituanie, à Malte et en Grèce, tandis que l'Espagne, le Portugal et l'Italie comptent 
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moins de PME remportant des marchés publics. Bien que la part des PME dans l'économie 
globale ait été corrigée, il subsiste des différences notables dans les taux de participation des 
PME. 

Les PME représentent des parts relativement élevées pour les marchés publics supérieurs aux 
seuils de procédure dans les catégories suivantes: 

• liés aux travaux et services; 
• pour la fabrication et la construction. 
 

Les facteurs suivants ont peu d'effet sur les performances des PME en matière de marchés 
publics, tant en termes de part que de nombre de marchés supérieurs aux seuils qui ont été 
gagnés: 

• le type de pouvoir adjudicateur et d'entité adjudicatrice (nationale ou régionale) ou sa 
localisation (nationale ou étrangère); 

• la procédure d'appel d'offres utilisée; 
• la participation des centrales d'achat; et 
• l'utilisation de pratiques de passation des marchés, comme la division en lots, 

l'utilisation d'avis d'information préalable et le critère d'attribution utilisé. 
 
En termes de valeur contractuelle agrégée, les PME représentent une part considérablement 
plus faible (seulement 33% pour la période 2011-2017), ce qui signifie que les PME participent à 
des procédures de passation de marchés dont les valeurs contractuelles moyennes sont plus 
basses.  
 
Les taux de participation aux marchés publics inférieurs aux seuils sont 
sensiblement plus élevés, mais ils ont récemment diminué. 

Pour les marchés inférieurs aux seuils, la proportion de marchés publics remportés par les PME 
est nettement plus élevée que pour les marchés supérieurs aux seuils. Pour les 11 pays pour 
lesquels de nombreuses informations sur les marchés publics inférieurs aux seuils étaient 
disponibles, environ 86 % de tous les marchés publics inférieurs aux seuils communautaires ont 
été attribués à des PME entre 2011 et 2017. Ce chiffre dépasse largement le chiffre 
correspondant pour les achats supérieurs aux seuils de procédure pour les mêmes 11 pays, 
estimé à 57 %. 

Toutefois, contrairement au cas où les seuils sont dépassés, les taux de succès des PME dans 
les marchés publics dont les valeurs sont inférieures aux seuils semble diminuer, passant de 80-
90 % en 2011 à environ 50 % en 2017 ; cependant les changements ne sont pas significatifs en 
raison du nombre d’erreurs élevés des estimations annuelles de la part des PME. 

Les chiffres soulignant une forte participation des PME montrent une différence nette entre les 
États membres. La répartition par pays place la Hongrie, la Lettonie, l'Italie et la Pologne en tête 
en termes de taux de réussite des PME, tandis que la part des marchés attribués à des PME en 
Norvège, en Slovénie, en République tchèque et au Royaume-Uni est nettement inférieure. 

Les taux de participation indirecte des PME sont nettement plus élevés que 
les taux de participation directe. 

Les taux de participation ci-dessus se réfèrent à la participation directe des PME (adjucataires) 
en tant que contracteurs uniques ou en tant que chefs de file de consortium dans les marchés 
supérieurs aux seuils. En outre, les PME peuvent également participer indirectement en tant que 
partenaire non chef de file d'un consortium (bien qu'il s'agisse officiellement d'une forme de 
participation directe), en tant que sous-traitant ou en tant que fournisseur important (défini 
comme un fournisseur dont la part du marché représente plus de 10% de la valeur du contrat). 

Les taux de participation indirecte des PME montrent que 79% des PME rejoignent le consortium 
en tant que membres non chef de file, 54% en tant que sous-traitants et 49% en tant que 
fournisseurs pour les achats supérieurs et inférieurs aux seuils. Le taux de participation des PME 
en tant que membres de consortium non chefs de file est sensiblement plus élevé que les taux 
de participation directe en tant que soumissionnaire unique ou chef de file de consortium pour 
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les marchés supérieurs aux seuils de procédure, ce qui signifie que cela pourrait constituer une 
forme efficace de participation pour les PME. 

Les PME obtiennent environ 16 % de la valeur des contrats en plus lors d’une participation 
indirecte plutôt que directe. Si l'on ajoute les 33 % estimés à partir de l'analyse statistique, la 
participation totale des PME est estimée à 49 % pour l'UE-28. 

Profil des PME participantes: principalement dans les services, la construction 
ou le commerce de gros et de détail. 

Les PME participant aux marchés publics sont principalement actives dans les services (34 %), 
la construction (13 %) et le commerce de gros et de détail (13 %). 

La majorité des PME participant aux marchés publics estiment qu'il s'agit d'un canal de vente 
important (31 %), très important (45 %) ou essentiel (10 %). Douze pour cent des répondants 
au sondage ont présenté 100 soumissions publiques ou plus par année. Près de la moitié des 
répondants ont indiqué un taux de victoire de moins de 10 % pour les achats supérieurs aux 
seuils, tandis que 28 % ont un taux de succès entre 10 % et 50 %. Pour les achats inférieurs 
aux seuils, le taux de succès moyen était légèrement plus élevé.  

Les pratiques d'approvisionnement peuvent avoir un impact positif sur la 
participation des PME. 

L’impact de certaines modalités de passation des marchés - telles que la division des marchés 
en lots, le recours à des accords-cadres, la publication d'avis d'information préalable (PIN) et 
l'utilisation du critère de sélection du meilleur rapport qualité-prix (MRQP) -  sur la participation 
des PME a pu être vérifié.  

La répartition des marchés par lots est considérée comme l'une des pratiques les plus 
importantes pour faciliter la participation des PME aux marchés publics. L'analyse montre que la 
subdivision des contrats en lots fait passer le taux de participation des PME de 62 % pour les 
achats sans division en lots à 65 % lorsque 10 à 19 lots ont été créés. 

Les autres pratiques d'approvisionnement n'entraînent pas de modification des taux de 
participation des PME. 

Mesures en place pour stimuler la participation des PME. 

L'étude comprend un inventaire des mesures prises aux niveaux national, régional et local pour 
soutenir l'accès des PME aux marchés publics dans 31 pays. Cet inventaire (non exhaustif) des 
mesures montre le plus grand nombre de mesures identifiées en France et à Malte (12 
respectivement), au Royaume-Uni (11), en Belgique (10), en Allemagne et en Suède (9 
chacun), en Bulgarie et en Slovénie (8 chacun), en Irlande et en Espagne (7 chacun). Le 
nombre moyen de mesures par État membre est de 5,3. Certains pays (Chypre, Lettonie et 
Lituanie) n'ont qu'une seule mesure, à savoir le texte transposant les directives européennes en 
droit national. Presque toutes les mesures lancées par une partie prenante publique (94 %) sont 
intersectorielles (c'est-à-dire non centrées sur un seul secteur: 96 %) et concernent des 
entreprises de toutes tailles (c'est-à-dire pas seulement les PME ; 85 %). 

Les mesures les plus couramment mises en œuvre visent à:  

• Encourager l'utilisation de l'e-procurement; 
• Simplifier les processus et les exigences en matière de documentation; 
• Fournir des informations et/ou des conseils aux PME; 
• Encourager la division des contrats en lots. 

 
Les trois premières catégories sont étroitement liées aux mesures les plus importantes 
mentionnées par les PME dans l'enquête, où l'accessibilité des informations sur les marchés 
publics disponible et la simplification des processus et des exigences en matière de 
documentation ont été considérées comme les initiatives les plus utiles. D'autres données ont 
montré que la division des contrats en lots a également eu un effet positif clair sur la 
participation des PME. 
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En complément de l'enquête, des recherches documentaires et des entretiens ont mis en 
évidence plusieurs facteurs de succès pour des mesures visant à accroître avec succès la 
participation des PME aux marchés publics:  

• Concentration sur les besoins des PME, y compris les spécificités sectorielles;  
• Accessibilité et convivialité des outils et des documents; 
• Présence de mécanismes de retour d’information;  
• Engagement des autorités publiques, y compris au niveau infranational;  
• Participation de représentants des PME.  

 
Toutefois, une grande partie de l'effet de ces mesures est fortement basée sur des cas 
spécifiques. 
 
Efficacité des mesures en place: absence de conclusions claires pour le 
moment. 

Pour évaluer de manière plus structurée l'efficacité des mesures relatives aux taux de 
participation des PME, la mise en œuvre des mesures peut être liée aux taux de participation 
réels. Toutefois, les résultats ne permettent pas de tirer des conclusions claires. 

Les mesures sur les conditions et la transparence des marchés publics sont principalement 
(mais pas exclusivement) trouvées dans les pays d'Europe centrale et orientale. Elles 
concernent, par exemple, le manque d'information sur la publication ou sur l'attribution de 
certains marchés. Des mesures de renforcement des capacités peuvent également être 
observées dans cette partie de l'Europe (Bulgarie, République tchèque, Grèce, Hongrie, Pologne 
et Slovaquie). Toutefois, aucun lien clair avec la participation des PME n'a pu être établi, 
puisque les augmentations les plus importantes de la participation des PME ont eu lieu en Grèce 
et en Bulgarie, tandis qu'une diminution a été observée en République tchèque, en Slovaquie et 
en Pologne. 

Une corrélation plus forte peut être observée entre l'augmentation de la division des contrats en 
lots et l'augmentation du nombre de contrats gagnés par les PME. Cependant, cette corrélation 
est faible et n'existe que dans des pays plus petits comme la Croatie, l'Estonie, Chypre ou la 
Slovénie. 

Certains pays (Croatie, Roumanie, Belgique, Estonie et Pays-Bas) ont été plus cohérents dans 
l'utilisation des contrats-cadres. Cela peut expliquer en partie l'augmentation importante de la 
participation des PME en Roumanie, mais ne semble pas avoir eu d'effet sur les taux de 
participation des PME dans les autres pays mentionnés. 

Enfin, le nombre de mesures mises en œuvre pourrait être un indicateur de la volonté des 
décideurs de s'attaquer au problème, en particulier dans les pays où le cadre des marchés 
publics est encore en développement. Le nombre de ces mesures ne semble pas influencer la 
participation des PME aux marchés publics, plus structurés, comme en France, au Royaume-Uni, 
en Belgique, en Suède ou en Allemagne. 

Dans l'ensemble, il est impossible de tirer des conclusions définitives sur l'efficacité universelle 
des mesures. Une analyse spécifique des circonstances locales pourrait être nécessaire pour 
identifier l'approche la plus efficace pour stimuler la participation des PME. 

Recommandations politiques 

Sur la base des facteurs de succès, des conditions et des impacts des différentes mesures 
décrites ci-dessus et compte tenu des réserves avancées, certaines recommandations 
provisoires peuvent être formulées.  

1. Concentrer les mesures sur les besoins spécifiques des PME et des 
secteurs d'activité  

En raison de la petite taille des PME, de leur tendance à être axées sur l'innovation, de leur 
manque de ressources humaines et de leur vulnérabilité financière, il est utile que les mesures 
soient axées sur les besoins des PME. Toutefois, cela ne signifie pas que ces mesures doivent 
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être spécifiques aux PME : seules 15 % des mesures identifiées concernent exclusivement les 
PME. Les organismes chargés des marchés publics et les autorités compétentes sont donc 
encouragés à tenir compte des besoins et des spécificités des PME lorsqu'ils conçoivent et 
mettent en œuvre des mesures favorables aux PME. Il s'agit notamment de mesures de 
sensibilisation telles que des documents d'orientation. 

2. Encourager la rétroaction des PME et de leurs représentants 

Afin de concevoir des outils utiles aux PME, il est très important de recueillir leurs réactions aux 
stades de l'élaboration et de la mise en œuvre des mesures. L'établissement et le maintien d'un 
dialogue étroit avec les PME et leurs représentants peuvent être un moyen de recueillir ces 
réactions a posteriori. 

3. Diffuser et faire connaître les mesures visant à faciliter l'accès des PME 
aux marchés publics et leur apprendre à en tirer le meilleur parti: 

La sensibilisation aux mesures visant à faciliter l'accès des PME aux marchés publics est un 
facteur clé de succès. En outre, il est essentiel que les outils créés pour les PME soient faciles 
d'accès et conviviaux. Il existe différents moyens de diffuser l'information et de faire connaître 
les mesures relatives aux marchés publics. Cela comprend les sites web, les médias 
traditionnels, les réseaux sociaux, l'organisation d'événements et la participation à des salons. 

4. Vers un système global de politique des marchés publics: se concentrer 
sur les mesures garantissant les conditions préalables à un système de 
passation des marchés publics efficace avant de concevoir d'autres 
types de mesures. 

Certaines mesures créent les conditions d'un système de marchés publics efficace et équitable. 
Il s'agit notamment de mesures visant à accroître la transparence des marchés publics et à 
améliorer la coopération et la confiance dans l'économie en général, y compris entre les 
acheteurs publics et leurs fournisseurs, telles que des mesures contre les retards de paiement. 
Ces mesures fournissent le cadre sur lequel repose le reste du processus de passation des 
marchés publics et elles améliorent l'efficacité de toutes les autres catégories de mesures 
politiques. 

5. La portée géographique des mesures politiques: adapter les mesures 
favorables aux PME pour les marchés publics au niveau infranational afin 
de mieux atteindre les PME locales. 

Permettre que les interventions soient ciblées sur les besoins des acteurs régionaux ou locaux 
peut aider à mieux cibler les besoins des PME locales. Alternativement, des agents locaux 
peuvent aider à la mise en place des politiques nationales au niveau local et de réseaux 
d'agents des marchés publics, en s'assurant que les leçons de la mise en œuvre de la politique 
nationale (ou européenne) sont tirées dans chaque pays. Là encore, l'élaboration et la mise en 
œuvre de mesures politiques visant à cibler les besoins des PME locales peuvent varier en 
fonction du système de passation des marchés publics en place dans chaque pays. Il est 
également important que l'accent mis sur les besoins politiques locaux n'aille pas à l'encontre 
des avantages d'un système centralisé de passation de marchés. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1. CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 

The EU public procurement rules seek to promote transparency and competition in procurement 
markets, so as to achieve the best value for money for public authorities. Every year, over 
250,000 public authorities in the EU spend around 14% of GDP (excluding utilities) on the 
procurement of services, works and supplies. In 2015, the estimated value of tenders published 
in the Official Journal of the EU, accessible on the Commission’s Tenders Electronic Daily (TED) 
website, amounted to around €450 billion, while the total general government procurement 
expenditure excluding utilities was estimated at around €2015 billion. Given this large overall 
volume and the weight of public purchasing in selected sectors, it is vitally important for many 
European companies to be able to access public contracts. Smaller economic actors may 
particularly face obstacles that restrict their successful participation in public procurement. 
Improving the participation of SMEs in public procurement could generate jobs and growth, as 
well as savings on administrative and transaction costs. 
 
A previous study on small and medium-sized enterprises’ (SMEs') access to public procurement 
in the EU dates back to February 2014: it revealed that between 2009 and 2011, SMEs won 
29% of the total value of above-threshold procurement through direct contracts. When other 
channels of SME participation were taken into account (e.g. SMEs as partners in joint bids or as 
subcontractors) the percentage of procurement value for SMEs grows to 46%. However, this is 
still significantly lower than the 58% which represented their contribution to GDP from 2009 to 
2011. The participation of SMEs in cross-border procurement was also limited in comparison to 
the participation rates of large companies. On the other hand, in below-threshold procurement, 
the participation of SMEs was significantly higher than in above-threshold procurement, 
equalling a share that matched their contribution to GDP. 
 

1.2. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE  

The aim of this study is to provide an overall analysis and description of the participation of 
SMEs in public procurement markets. This includes not only direct participation of SMEs, either 
as single contractor or as leaders of a consortium, but also indirect participation as a consortium 
partner, identified subcontractor or unnamed (first-tier) supplier. This analysis includes the 
following elements: 

• Percentage of contracts won by SMEs, by number and value, through direct and indirect 
procurement, out of the total contracts awarded, broken down by company size (micro, 
small, and medium); 

• Comparison of SMEs’ share of the total value of contracts won with SMEs’ overall share 
in the economy;  

• Percentage of contracts won by SMEs by key characteristics of the contract (value of the 
contract, type of contract, nature of the good or service procured, tender procedure 
chosen) and the contracting authority (type of contracting authority or entity (CAE), 
designation as central procurement body, proximity of the CAE to the supplier); 

• Effect of the following procurement practices: breaking down into lots, use of the BPQR 
criterion (Best Price-Quality Ratio)2, use of Prior Information Notices / Periodic 
Indicative Notices, use of framework agreements, and general practices strengthening 
competition, thus increasing the number of bids. 

• Percentage of contracts won by SMEs, by number and value, out of the total contracts 
awarded cross border, broken down by size (micro, small, medium), and general 
patterns of cross-border procurement. 

 
Additionally, the accuracy of the information on the designation of tenderers as SME, collected 
via the new contract award notice standard forms (implemented by the 2014 Public 
Procurement Directives) is analysed. According to the new contract award notices, the 
contracting authorities and entities are requested in section V (Award of contract), under point 
V.2.2. and V.2.3., to include whether there were offers received from SMEs and whether the 
contract was won by an SME. The accuracy of this information has been analysed by matching 
the information in the notices with the established size of identified companies for a sample of 
awards.  
 

                                                 

2 As compared to selecting the lowest bid. 
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Finally, the study provides an in-depth overview of selected SME-friendly measures, based to a 
large extent on the various tools and techniques introduced by the 2014 procurement 
Directives. Information was collected on a country-by-country basis regarding any type of 
initiative, measure, or legislative proposal aimed at improving and facilitating SMEs' access to 
public contracts. Also, obtaining information on any evaluation of these measures' impact on 
SMEs participation in this field was attempted, but as many of the measures were introduced 
quite recently, no substantial information on the effectiveness of these measures from national 
sources was obtained. To obtain an assessment of its effectiveness, measures were matched 
with the development of SMEs’ participation rates. 
 
The study covers all EU Member States and the three EEA countries: Iceland, Liechtenstein and 
Norway (although a large set of analytical data in the study only covers the EU28, while 
corresponding figures for EEA countries are given in the detailed statistical tables in the Annex). 
Both above- and below-EU thresholds public procurement are covered, albeit the latter to a 
more limited extent due to data limitations. The analysis covers 2011 to 2017.  
 

1.3. SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY 

The analysis is based on data from both public sources as well as from proprietary surveys and 
interviews conducted during 2018 and 2019.  
 
For the analysis of SME participation rates, the data sources used are: 

• The Tenders Electronic Daily (TED) database, which contains records of European public 
contract notices and awards.3 The database contains mainly information on EU above-
threshold level procurements. The TED database was used for the analysis of 
participation of SMEs in above-threshold procurement and the analysis of the accuracy 
of the information collected via the new contract award notice standard form on SME 
participation; 

• The opentender.eu website, set up as part of the EU-funded DIGIWHIST project, which 
offers access to information on tender data from 33 jurisdictions, including all the EU 
Member States and the EEA countries.4 The DIGIWHIST database was used for the 
analysis of SME participation in below-threshold EU procurement. While the DIGIWHIST 
database was the best available source of information on below-threshold EU 
procurement, the database only contains a sufficient amount of usable information for 
this analysis on nine countries; 

• Business data from Dun & Bradstreet’s was used to categorise winning firms in the TED 
database and the DIGIWHIST database by SME (further broken down to micro-, small- 
and medium-sized enterprises) or non-SME. For this, samples of businesses from both 
databases have been matched with business data; 

• Two surveys, one among contracting authorities and entities and one among businesses 
were conducted to gather additional information on the participation of SMEs in public 
procurement. In particular, the surveys expanded information on the successful 
participation of SMEs, resulting from the analysis of the TED database and DIGIWHIST 
database, to participation more generally (including non-successful participation). In 
total, 120 authorities and 1,257 businesses responded. Due to the limited number of 
respondents, no significant conclusions on SME participation rates could be obtained 
from the survey of authorities.  

 
Methodology for SMEs’ participation rates 

For the analysis, the data was initially cleaned. The cleaning aimed to identify and, insofar as 
relevant, correct or eliminate clearly wrong information from the TED database and the 
Opentender database. Such information includes wrong magnitudes for the value of the 
contract, different order in which company details are given, as well as different formats used 
for addresses and postal codes. The cleaning was undertaken by using automated searches in 
Stata, separating contact details into several columns, ordering of Contract Award Notices 
(CANs) by value or address, checking unreasonably high or low values, and addressing 
mismatches (e.g. towns where a postcode would have been expected). 

                                                 

3 The TED database (https://ted.europa.eu/) is the online version of the 'Supplement to the Official Journal' 
of the EU. It is maintained by the European Commission. 
4 The Opentender platform is accessible via https://opentender.eu/start. 
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Next, a sample of the contract award notices published on TED was drawn. The sample was 
selected in Stata through a non-proportionate stratified sampling (that is a stratification by 
country, year and type of contract, namely supplies, services or works) where first a minimum 
number from each stratum was selected5, after which the additional sample contracts 
proportional to the size of the stratum were chosen. The original sample consisted of about 
83,000 awards, which is approximately 12,000 awards each year. Additionally, the sample was 
tested for whether it provided an adequate balance according to a range of key characteristics 
used in the analysis (listed as headings in section 2.1). 
 
After cleaning, the sample was first matched with a database of identified companies from the 
2014 study, and then matched with information from the company database of Dun & 
Bradstreet, to identify the size of the firm to which the contract was awarded. The number of 
employees, annual turnover and balance sheet total—at group level, if applicable—were used to 
determine the company’s size. As in the previous study, identified companies with low matching 
reliability, or having a small size relative to the size of the contract they won, were subjected to 
a manual verification before being accepted. 
 
Based on the processed version of the TED database, enriched with size information, a number 
of descriptive statistical analyses were undertaken. In these analyses, weights were applied 
because the successfully categorised companies by enterprise size differed considerably from 
the underlying population of companies winning public contracts above the EU thresholds 
(largely because of the non-proportional stratified sampling). Furthermore, a range of inferential 
statistical analyses were undertaken on the unweighted sample to estimate the size and 
significance of effects of selected public procurement practices on SMEs’ likelihood of winning 
contracts, and the changes over time in SMEs’ access. 
 
Details of the methodology, which is in line with the methodology that was applied for the 2007, 
2010 and 2014 studies on SME participation, can be found in Annex 1 of this report. 
 
 
The study’s results and the Single Market Scoreboard indicators 

The results presented in this study may differ from indicators on public procurement as 
presented in the Single Market Scoreboard due to the use of a different methodology. The main 
difference between the methodology applied in this study and the approach used for the Single 
Market Scoreboard is the way in which the size of the firm is identified. In this study, a 
matching with company databases was conducted (as described below), while for the Single 
Market Scorecard, the SME markers in the TED database were used. Section 2.5 of this report 
investigates the accuracy of the SME marker in more detail. 
 
 
Methodology for measures to stimulate SME participation 

For the analysis of the measures to support SMEs in public procurement, the main sources of 
information consisted of: 

• Public documents, which offered both insight into the SME-friendly measures used by 
various contracting authorities and entities and supplemental information on SME 
participation to allow verification of results of our analysis on participation rates; 

• Interviews with contracting authorities and entities, which have been conducted to 
obtain a more in-depth insight into the effectiveness of SME-friendly measures applied 
by contracting authorities and entities. In total, 51 contracting authorities and entities 
have been interviewed (including written answers received). 

 
The methodology for identification and analysis of measures to stimulate SME participation 
consisted of four activities.  
 
A literature review to identify the types of interventions to support SME access to public 
procurement (see Annex 4).  
 

                                                 

5 So that meaningful statistical analysis can be undertaken also for smaller strata. 
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Desk research and interviews were conducted in each of the EEA countries. This resulted in 
an inventory of relevant measures to foster SME access to public procurement. This inventory 
was used to identify typologies of measures, assess their performance and outline good 
practices. As part of this first round, 33 interviews with ministries and public procurement 
bodies were conducted. As a result of the desk research and the interviews, 31 country fiches 
were created by country experts. These country fiches present the situation of SMEs and the 
state of their participation in public procurement, the main legislative framework regulating 
public procurement, as well as the analysis of the measures identified. The 31 country fiches are 
available in a separate document.  
 
An in-depth investigation on a selection of 15 measures was conducted. The selection was 
made based on the following criteria: 

• Relevance for SMEs in the national context; 
• Coverage of each type of measure, and/or additional types to the OECD typology; 
• Coverage of the national/subnational level; 
• Availability of data on impacts; 
• Feedback from the country experts based on the interviews; 
• Replicability of the measure. 

 
The table below presents the selected measures. An additional 18 interviews with the initiators 
of the measure and the SME association in the area were conducted. 
 
This process has allowed an investigation into drivers and obstacles, success factors and access 
conditions, impact of these measures on SME participation in public procurement and 
replicability in other national and subnational contexts. The results are presented in this final 
report. 
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Table 1 List of 15 selected measures  

N
o

. 

Name of the measure Scope S
ector 

Y
ear 

Initiator Typology Relevance for 
SMEs 

Reason for selection 

1 Public Procurement Academy of 
the Federal Procurement 
Agency6 

Austria All / BBG (Federal 
procurement agency) 

Training of public procurement 
staff 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

EU-level 

2 Electronic notifications and e-
procurement in Finland7 

Finland All 2007 Ministry of Economic 
Affairs and 
Employment 

Encourage the use of e-
procurement 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Availability of data on 
impacts 

3 Integrity Pacts for a better 
transparency of procurement 
processes8 

Bulgaria All 2011 Transparency 
International and 
various Ministries 

Improving transparency of 
procurement processes 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Relevance to national issues 
(i.e. lack of transparency of 
the procurement process) 

4 Helpdesk service for SMEs9 Croatia All 2015 Ministry of the 
Economy, 
Entrepreneurship and 
Crafts 

Provision of 
information/guidance to SMEs 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Availability of data on 
impacts 
Feedback from interviews 

5 The Aarhus Model of smaller-
sized public procurement 

City of 
Aarhus, 
Denmark 

All 2014 Municipality 
Government 

Encourage the division of 
contracts into lots 
Reduced economic and 
financial requirements 

Measure aimed at 
SMEs only 

Local level 
Measure aimed at SMEs  
Feedback from interviews 

6 Financial support for innovative 
public procurement10 

Estonia All 2016 The Ministry of 
Economic Affairs and 
Enterprise Estonia 

Financial support to SMEs 
Training of public procurement 
staff 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Availability of data on 
impacts 

7 Collaborative reverse factoring 
to facilitate the prompt 
payment of public contracts11 

France All 2015 UGAP (Central 
purchasing body) 

Simplified processes and 
documentation requirements 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Availability of data on 
impacts 
Feedback from interviews 

                                                 

6 https://www.bbg.gv.at/english/public-procurement-excellence-ppe/the-faculty/bundesbeschaffung-gmbh-federal-procurement-agency-bbg/. 
7 https://www.hankintailmoitukset.fi/fi/. Last accessed 17/10/2018. 
8 http://integrity.transparency.bg/en/pact/. 
9 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_01.pdf. 
10 https://www.eas.ee/teenus/innovatsiooni-edendavate-hangete-toetamine/. 
11 https://www.ugap.fr/affacturage-collaboratif-trois-pme-titulaires-temoignent_4473947.html. 
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N
o

. 

Name of the measure Scope S
ector 

Y
ear 

Initiator Typology Relevance for 
SMEs 

Reason for selection 

Timely and efficient payment 
terms/arrangement for SMEs 
(or for lower value contracts) 

8 Guidelines and calculator for 
designing lots which are fair for 
SMEs12 

Germany All 2014 Federal Government, 
Federal Ministry for 
Economic Affairs and 
Energy 

Encourage the division of 
contracts into lots 

Measure aimed at 
SMEs only 

Measure aimed at SMEs 
Feedback from interviews 

9 Breakfast briefings13 Ireland All 2018 Office of Government 
Procurement, 
InterTrade Ireland 

Provision of 
information/guidance to SMEs 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Local level 
 

10 SME Procurement Measures by 
the Municipality of The Hague 
(Procurement Passport and 
Market Days)14 

Netherlan
ds 

All 2009 City Hall of The Hague Simplified processes and 
documentation requirements 
Provision of 
information/guidance to SMEs 

Measure aimed at 
SMEs only 

Local level 
Measure aimed at SMEs 
Feedback from interviews 

11 Training of SMEs and support 
measures of the Polish Agency 
for Enterprise Development15 

Poland All / The Polish Agency for 
Enterprise 
Development 

Provision of 
information/guidance to SMEs 

Measure aimed at 
SMEs only 

Measure aimed at SMEs 

12 Sector-specific guidelines for 
public procurement 

Slovenia M
ultiple 

2016 
- 
2017 

Ministry of Public 
Administration, Public 
Procurement 
Directorate 

Training of public procurement 
staff 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Sector-specific measure 

13 Measures to foster SME 
participation in public 
procurement in the City of 
Valladolid 

Spain All 2018 City hall of Valladolid Encourage the division of 
contracts into lots 
Encourage joint 
bidding/consortia rules 
Simplified processes and 
documentation requirements 
Encourage subcontracting 
arrangements and/or prime 
contractors to subcontract with 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Measure aimed at SMEs 
Availability of data on 
impacts 
Feedback from the 
interviews 

                                                 

12 https://www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/J-L/leitfaden-mittelstandsgerechte-teillosbildung.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1. 
13 https://dbei.gov.ie/en/News-And-Events/Department-News/2018/January/31012018e.html. 
14 https://denhaag.raadsinformatie.nl/document/3358068/1/RIS165400. 
15 http://www.parp.gov.pl/publikacje/ebook/68. 
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N
o

. 

Name of the measure Scope S
ector 

Y
ear 

Initiator Typology Relevance for 
SMEs 

Reason for selection 

SMEs 
Timely and efficient payment 
terms/arrangement for SMEs 
(or for lower value contracts) 

14 The Sustainability Criteria 
Library of the Swedish Agency 
for Public Procurement16 

Sweden All 2013 National Agency for 
Public Procurement 

Training of public procurement 
staff 

Measure aimed at 
broader target 
group but useful for 
SMEs 

Availability of data on 
impacts 
Feedback from the 
interviews 

15 The UK Mystery Shopper 
service17 

United 
Kingdom 

All 2011 Government Improving transparency of 
procurement processes 

Measure aimed at 
SMEs only 

Measure aimed at SMEs 
Availability of data on 
impacts 
Feedback from the 
interviews 

 
 

                                                 

16 https://www.upphandlingsmyndigheten.se/en/sustainable-public-procurement/. 
17 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mystery-shopper-results-2018. 
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2. PARTICIPATION OF SMES IN PUBLIC PROCUREMENT (2011-
2017) 

 
In this chapter, we present the findings on SME participation levels in public procurement. First, 
we discuss successful participation of SMEs in above-threshold procurements, followed by 
successful participation in below-threshold procurements. Second, we present figures on overall 
participation levels and success rates. 
 
When analysing public procurement, it should be noted that a clear distinction exists between 
procurements with a contract value above threshold values set by the European Commission 
and procurement with contract values below the threshold values. The former is governed by 
procurement rules laid down in European Directives, most notably Directive 2014/24/EU, while 
the latter are subject to national procurement rules. 
 
The threshold values for applicability of the European procurement rules are modified 
periodically to reflect inflation levels. For 2018, these values are as follows. 
 
Table 2 EU procurement threshold values 

Central government authorities  

supplies contracts for defence only those listed in 

Annex III of Directive 2014/24 

≥ €144,000 

supplies contracts for defence products not listed in 

Annex III of Directive 2014/24 

≥ €221,000 

supplies and services contracts for water, energy, 

transport and postal services  

≥ €443,000 

all works contracts ≥ €5,548,000 

Other public authorities  

all supplies and services contracts ≥ €221,000 

supplies and services contracts for water, energy, 

transport and postal services  

≥ €443,000 

all works contracts ≥ €5,548,000 

 
 

2.1. DIRECT SME PARTICIPATION IN ABOVE THRESHOLD PROCUREMENT 

2.1.1. Overall share of successful SMEs 

An estimated 61% of public contracts above 
the EU thresholds were awarded between 
2011 and 2017 to SMEs in the EU28 according 
to the analysis of the sample of TED contract 
award notices. Out of the SMEs, micro-
enterprises won on average 19% of the 
contracts, while small enterprises won 22%, 
and medium-sized enterprises 20%.18  
 
SMEs accounted for a considerably smaller 
share (only 33%) of the total contract value in 
this seven-year period—the larger the contract value, the less likely that an SME was able to 
win a contract. Breaking the figure down even further, an estimated 5% of the value was 
awarded to micro-enterprises, 13% to small-, and 14% to medium-sized enterprises. Naturally, 
the gap between the proportion of contacts won and their share in the total value of awards was 
the highest for micro-enterprises, narrowing gradually for larger SMEs. 
 

                                                 

18 Figures in this study, unless stated otherwise, exclude medical supply awards from CANs with more than 
100 lots to reduce bias (see Methodology section). Furthermore, all analysis excludes financial services (CPV 
code starting with “66”) and procurements of EU institutions or international organisations. 

Figure 1 Share of above-threshold contracts 
directly awarded to SMEs (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 
N = 54,535 (number of awards), 38,028 (total value). 



 Analysis of the SMEs' participation in public procurement and the measures  
to support it - 697/PP/GRO/IMA/18/ 1131/10226 

 
Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs  

2019       38 

The share of SMEs winning above-threshold contracts shows a slight but stable increase within 
the period of analysis, from 58% in 2011 to 65% in 2017. This is a statistically, highly 
significant change, not explicable by the randomness of sampling.19 The observed increase is 
primarily attributable to the success of small enterprises, which could increase their share from 
20% to 24%. The rising figures mark a reversal of a negative trend shown by the previous 
studies. Between 2006 and 2010, SMEs’ estimated share seemed to be in a downward trend, 
decreasing from 61% to only 55%. The earlier estimates show higher volatility, explained by 
the lower sample sizes for some of the years. The relative position of micro-, small- and 
medium-sized companies is very similar to the estimates of the current study. 
 
Figure 2 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by year (EU28, 2006-2010 
and 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 54,535 N = 38,028 

 
In terms of contract value, SMEs’ share as estimated from the sample is rather volatile, moving 
between 26% and 42% between 2011 and 2017, without any clear trend over time. This extent 
of volatility can be considered mostly as ‘noise’ in the data, as the results are largely influenced 
by a small number of very large contracts. The comparative data from before 2011 is equally 
volatile. While their average yields the same estimate for SMEs’ share overall (33%) than the 
estimates in the current study, the further breakdown by size shows a lower share of small 
enterprises (10%), and a larger share of medium-sized enterprises (17%) between 2006 and 
2010 than between 2011 and 2017. 
 

2.1.2. SMEs share by country 

Detailed figures for individual countries show great differences between Member States. In 
terms of number of contracts won, the share of SMEs is highest in Liechtenstein (97%), Greece 
(90%), Malta (87%), Iceland (82%), Cyprus (81%), and Estonia (80%); which are mostly very 
small countries.20 The countries where SMEs account only for a comparatively small fraction of 
contracts awarded include Spain (47%), Poland21 (54%), Portugal (55%), Italy, Denmark (both 
57%), and Norway (58%). 
 
Figure 3 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by country (EU28+EEA, 
2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

                                                 

19 Section 2.3 investigates the statistical significance of the observed change. 
20 The list would also include Lithuania if the large amount of micro-lots published for medical supplies by 
Lithuanian CAEs (won by large enterprises) were excluded.  
21 The result for Poland is also strongly biased by the large amount of micro-lots published for medical 
supplies. Cleaning the sample for this would put Poland above the EU28 average in terms of SME access. 
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N = 56 932 N = 39 343 

 
In terms of contract value won, the differences are even more pronounced. The volume of 
contracts won by SMEs was the highest in Liechtenstein (98%), Lithuania (85%), Malta (83%), 
Latvia (80%), Cyprus and Greece (both 74%). The countries with the smallest share of contract 
value going to SMEs include Portugal (24%), Spain (25%), Sweden (24%), the UK (27%) and 
France (28%)—a similar, but not identical, list from the number of contracts won, with smaller 
countries being typically ranked higher, and the large member states—save for Germany—in the 
bottom half of the list. 
 
Evidently, the large differences between countries can often, and to a large degree, be 
explained by important contextual factors, and not by a possible lack of attention of 
policymakers and procurers to SMEs. Key contextual factors include: 

• the size of the country (a very small country will have a limited need for very large 
works contracts); 

• different national context regarding how the public procurement system is built up (a 
high level of decentralisation, for instance, can lead to only limited possibilities for 
aggregation of demand, and many purchases therefore fall below the EU-thresholds); 

• what is being procured (a large weight of public works22 in total procurement volume, 
for instance, may result in a lower share of SMEs by contract value; or by very country-
specific procurement traditions, such as a large number of tenders for agricultural 
services in Greece, boosting the share of micro-enterprises considerably); 

                                                 

22 The weight of public works was relatively high in the sample for the UK, France, Sweden and Greece.These 
countries are all ranked lower in the list of SMEs’ share by value than in the list by number of awards. 
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• different traditions in tendering for certain types of products or services (for instance, 
the tendency of Polish and Lithuanian procurers to publish outcomes of medicine 
supplies tenders broken down to minuscule lots—which cover single products—thus 
adding a very large number of awards to the population normally won by large drug 
manufacturers). 

 
Other differences between countries include a tendency to rely on a general contractor for public 
works rather than breaking down the contract into smaller lots; advertising upcoming tender 
opportunities; using framework agreements; or allowing enough time for contractors to prepare 
their bid—are more directly linked to national or regional policies regarding SMEs access to 
public procurement markets. Several of these differences are assumed to have a very clear 
impact on an SME’s propensity to participate and their chances of winning. Some of these have 
been explored in this study and are presented further below. 
 
Comparison with information from other sources 

To crosscheck the findings of the analysis, the results of our analysis were compared to 
information from other, national sources reporting on SME shares. These sources on the 
participation of SME’s in public procurement are predominantly monitoring reports conducted by 
Members States, and, in addition, some studies published by other parties. An overview of 
information from these sources on SME participation rates and the results of our study are 
presented in Table 3. 
 
Table 3 Comparison of SMEs’ participation rates – national report and studies versus our analysis 

 National reports and studies Estimated share in 
study 

Country 
code 

Study Above or 
below 
threshold

Time span Results By 
number of 
awards* 

By total 
value** 

BE Rapport de contrôle 
marches publics 
Belgique (2018)  

- - Federal 
government: No 
data 

64% 41% 

- - Flemish 
government: No 
data 

- - Walloon 
government: 
More than 90% 
estimated 
(regional 
government 
level) 23 

- - Government of 
Brussels: No data 

Below - Government of 
French 
community:  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
80% 

BG Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement 
concerning 
directives 
2014/23/EU, 
2014/24/EU and 
2014/25/EU in 
relation to the 
access of SMEs to 

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
62.9%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
53.4% 

75% 43% 

                                                 

23 The government commented that while currently it is not possible to give accurate statistics on the access 
of SMEs to public procurement of the regional government of Wallonia (‘Service Public de Wallonie’), 
considering the European SMEs definition, it can safely be estimated that more than 90% of supplies and 
services contracts are awarded to SMEs. 
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 National reports and studies Estimated share in 
study 

Country 
code 

Study Above or 
below 
threshold

Time span Results By 
number of 
awards* 

By total 
value** 

public procurement 
procedures. 
 

Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
46.8%  

DE Beschaffungsamt 
des 
Bundesministeriums 
de Innern (2017). 

- 2017 Ministry of 
Interior Affairs. 
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
76% 
 

65%  55% 

Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

- 2017 Results are 
divided by 
ministry and 
‘Land’. For most 
‘Länder’, no data 
is available. 

DK Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 
procurement: 
about 67% (‘two 
in three’). 
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
is about 50% 
(‘half’). 

57%  41%  

EE Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 
procurements 
above threshold: 
83% 
Value of contracts 
above threshold 
awarded to SMEs: 
74%. 
 

80%  45%  

ES Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 (to 15 
Dec.) 

SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
67%  

47%  25% 

FI Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

- 2017 No data available 63%  46% 

FR Report on the 

monitoring of public 

procurement  
 

Above 2014-2016 Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2014: 62.0%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2015: 61.8%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2016: 59.0%  
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2014: 33.0%  
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2015: 30.5% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
in 2016: 28.4% 

61%  28%  

GR Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

- 2017 Unknown [Note: 
information is 
difficult to read] 

90%  64%  



 Analysis of the SMEs' participation in public procurement and the measures  
to support it - 697/PP/GRO/IMA/18/ 1131/10226 

 
Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs  

2019       42 

 National reports and studies Estimated share in 
study 

Country 
code 

Study Above or 
below 
threshold

Time span Results By 
number of 
awards* 

By total 
value** 

HR Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

- 2017 Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
30.5% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
29.6%  

68%  58%  

HU - Both 2017 Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
82.6% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
40.2% 

73%  39%  

LT Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 (to 1 
Jul.) 

SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
77.9% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
56.1%  

70%  85%  

LV Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 (from 
1 Mar.) 

SME participation 
in public 
procurements 
above threshold: 
55% Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
above threshold: 
60% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
above threshold: 
61%  

73% 80%  

NL Kwink Groep 
(2015) 

Both 2014 SME participation 
in public 
procurements in 
NL: 75%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
in NL: 67% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
in NL: 54%  
SME participation 
in public 
procurements in 
Europe: 69%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs 
in Europe: 63% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs 
in Europe: 39%  

62%  44%  

Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement 

Above - SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
69%  

NO Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

- - No data available 58%  32%  

PL Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 

54%  43%  
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 National reports and studies Estimated share in 
study 

Country 
code 

Study Above or 
below 
threshold

Time span Results By 
number of 
awards* 

By total 
value** 

procurements: 
66.5%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
55,980 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
PLN 
46,963,169,700 
(No comparative 
data available) 

PT Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement  

Both - NB: data are 
based on a 
sample. 
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
82.8% 
Value of contract 
awarded to SMEs: 
66.2% 

55%  24%  

SE Konkurrensverket 
(2017) 

- 2016 SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
70%  

61% 26% 

Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement 

Above 2016 SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
66%  
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
66% 

SI Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement 

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
81.0% 
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
78.0% 
Value of contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
62.7% 

65%  51%  

SK Report on the 
monitoring of public 
procurement 

Above 2017 SME participation 
in public 
procurements: 
48.0% 
Number of 
contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
45.3% 
Value of contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
€665,031,588 
(No comparative 
data available) 

74%  49% 

UK Cabinet Office 
(2015) 

- 2015 Value of contracts 
awarded to SMEs: 
26%  

64%  27%  

* SMEs’ share of above-threshold contracts won between 2011-2017, by number of contracts.  
** SMEs’ share in total value of above-threshold contracts between 2011-2017. 
 
When comparing the information from national sources with the results of our analysis, 
differences can occur because of the time span of the research, the scope of procurements 
included (above threshold levels or also below), and the scope of contracting authorities and 
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entities covered. While the results could not be fully corrected for these factors, the comparison 
leads to some insights. 
 
Countries for which results are comparable as they focus on above-threshold procurement for 
the full scope of contracting authorities and entities are Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Spain, 
France, Lithuania, Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, Slovenia and Slovakia. Of these 
countries, only the results for Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, France—and partly Lithuania 
and Bulgaria (by value) and Estonia (by number)—show similar results with differences in 
participation rates of less than 10% between our study and the national sources. For Latvia and 
Slovakia, our study shows higher rates of successful participation of SMEs by at least 10%, 
while for Spain, Poland, and Slovenia, our study finds at least 10% lower success rates of SMEs 
by number of procurements. 
 
There is no substantiated explanation for the observed differences. These differences may be 
caused by the methodology. For instance, national studies rely on the self-classification of 
successful participants and do not use group-level data for the classification. They also only look 
at a subset of public procurement, in particular the sample size used for the analysis. However, 
there was usually insufficient information on the methodology applied in the national reports 
and studies. At least for most countries, the results of our analysis for the participation of SMEs 
at Member State level are rather similar to the results obtained from previous studies. The 
differences in results between our analysis and the information from national sources is most 
likely the result of differences in the applied methodology. Lack of information on the 
methodology applied in the national reports and studies do not allow for further investigation 
into this issue. 
 
Table 4 Comparison of current estimates for SMEs’ share by number of awards with the 2014 
study 

Country 

Estimate for SME’s share 

Difference 

(unfiltered) 2014 study 

2019 study 

unfiltered 

2019 study 

filtered 

BG 77 72 75 -5 

HU 74 71 73 -3 

RO 59 58 60 -1 

LU 70 69 69 -1 

CZ 67 67 67 0 

FR 59 60 61 1 

DE 63 65 65 2 

PL 47 50 54 3 

ES 44 47 47 3 

IE 67 71 71 4 

LV 67 71 73 4 

LT 55 59 70 4 

EEA(2014)/NO 53 58 58 5 

GR 84 90 90 6 

IT 49 56 57 7 

EE 72 79 80 7 

FI 56 63 63 7 

SI 57 65 65 8 

PT 45 53 55 8 

DK 48 57 57 9 

UK 55 64 64 9 

AT 55 64 64 9 

BE 55 64 64 9 

CY 71 81 81 10 
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Country 

Estimate for SME’s share 

Difference 

(unfiltered) 2014 study 

2019 study 

unfiltered 

2019 study 

filtered 

NL 50 62 62 12 

SE 46 60 61 14 

SK 58 74 74 16 

MT 63 87 87 24 
Note: This table includes country estimates where medical micro-lots are not filtered out, as this was not done in the 2014 
study either. Filtered figures, which are the default for most of the tables and charts in this current study, are given 
separately. 
 
Comparison with the overall economic significance of SMEs 

The differences between SME shares across countries may reflect the composition of the 
business population in the respective countries. As the number of SMEs in all EU Member States 
exceeds 99% of all companies24, the difference between the share of SMEs in an economy and 
share of procurement contracts won by SMEs is similar to table 4 above. A comparison of the 
turnover generated by SMEs in a national economy and their share in aggregated contract value 
won is presented in the following table. 
 
  

                                                 

24 Eurostat, Number of enterprises in the non-financial business economy by size class of employment  
(year = 2016).  
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Table 5 SMEs’ share in above-threshold procurement compared to importance to the economy 
Country Share SME turnover 

companies (2016) 
Share SME 
value contracts  
(2011-2017) 

Difference 

LT 68.7 84.4 15.8 
DE 48.1 59.9 11.8 
LV 77.5 79.7 2.2 
HR 62.2 62.8 0.6 
MT 85.3 83.0 -2.2 
RO 58.6 53.0 -5.5 
UK 44.7 39.2 -5.5 
SK 57.7 48.8 -8.9 
PL 56.0 46.8 -9.2 
FI 57.2 46.0 -11.2 
LU 66.6 50.2 -16.4 
CZ 56.2 39.7 -16.5 
SI 68.0 51.3 -16.7 
HU 57.6 39.4 -18.2 
BE 65.7 40.7 -25.0 
FR 54.7 28.4 -26.4 
SE 57.3 30.3 -27.0 
BG 70.2 42.7 -27.5 
AT 65.2 35.4 -29.8 
EE 78.0 45.5 -32.5 
IT 68.1 32.3 -35.7 
ES 62.8 24.7 -38.1 
NL 62.6 20.3 -42.3 
CY N/A 65.6 N/A 
GR N/A 63.7 N/A 
IE N/A 48.3 N/A 
DK N/A 41.4 N/A 
PT N/A 25.3 N/A 

Source: Share SMEs turnover companies: Eurostat, Turnover of the non-financial business economy by size class of 
employment. 
 
In Lithuania, Germany, Latvia and Croatia, the share of SMEs in aggregated contract value 
exceeds its share of value in the overall economy. This means public procurement represents a 
more important contribution for SMEs than for large companies in these countries. For all the 
other countries, the difference is negative, meaning public procurement contracts form a larger 
share of turnover for large companies than for SMEs. 
 

2.1.3. SMEs share by type of contract 

Procurement can be distinguished by type of contract: supplies, services, and works. ‘Supplies’ 
refers to the purchase, lease, rental, or hire-purchase of products (with or without an option to 
buy). ‘Works’ concerns building or civil engineering works. ‘Services’ refers to subject matter 
outside of supply or works.25 
 
The proportion of above-threshold public procurement contracts awarded to SMEs in the EU28 
was considerably higher in the 2011-2017 period for services (69%) and works (73%) than for 
supplies (53%). The results that stand out the most are the large proportion of successful 
micro-enterprises under service contracts, and the high share of small enterprises under works 
contracts. The main explanation is that supplies which involve CANs covering commodities or 
standard off-the-shelf products, are often broken down to a high number of lots with relatively 
low values. While medical supplies with more than 100 lots—a very considerable bias to the 
data in Poland and Lithuania—have been filtered out from these statistics, the sample still 
contains many similar records (supplies dominate the group of CAN with at least 20 lots). As 
such, tenders tend to be won by large enterprises, so the overall figures for supplies contracts 
shift considerably.  
 

                                                 

25 For the definitions, see article 2, sub 6-9 of Directive 24/2014. 
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Figure 4 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by type of contract  
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 53,535 N = 38,028 

 
In terms of aggregated value, the findings are rather different: SMEs’ share is the largest under 
supply contracts (44%), well above their share under service (39%) and works contracts 
(26%). Micro- and medium-sized enterprises are particularly under-represented in the latter 
category, while small enterprises hold about the same share of the market than under other 
types of contracts. Although micro-enterprises would normally have insufficient resources to act 
as general contractors for above-threshold public works, they still have the opportunity to win 
parts of the construction when the contract has been broken down into lots. 
 
Figure 5 Trends in the share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by type of 
contract (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value (<100m) 

  
N = 53,535 N = 37,905 

Note: The chart by aggregate contract value only shows contract awards below €100 million to reduce noise from very 
large-value contracts. 
 
The analysis of trends over time shows a relatively smooth increase of SMEs’ share of awarded 
supplies and services contracts, while there is no clear trend for works. For supplies and 
services, SMEs increased their share by about 5-8% between 2011 and 2017. In contrast, the 
share of SMEs in the total aggregate contract value shows a slightly negative trend for services 
(an average reduction of about 0.5% per year over the period of the analysis), a close-to-zero 
slope of the trend line for works contracts, and a steep increase in SMEs’ share under supplies 
contracts(an average increase of 2% per year). 
 
The difference between the share of the 
number of contracts and the share of 
aggregated value is attributable to differences 
in the distribution of contract sizes. For the 
work contracts, and to a lesser extent for the 
service contracts, the sample contains a 
considerable number of (very) large contracts, 
and these are mainly won by large companies, 
pushing down their share for the total sample 
considerably. When excluding very large 
contracts of above €100 million (per company, 
if more companies win, e.g. under framework 
agreements), the share of the total contract 
value secured by SMEs is virtually the same for 
all three types of contracts. 
 

Figure 6 Share of above-threshold contracts 
directly awarded to SMEs below €100 mn, 
by type of contract (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By aggregate contract value 

 
N = 37,905 
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2.1.4. SMEs share by sector 

A further breakdown of public contracts is based on the type of goods or services provided. 
Information on types of goods or services is registered according to the classification presented 
in the Common Procurement Vocabulary (CPV). To refine the analysis as compared to previous 
studies as much as allowed by available sample sizes, a total of thirteen product or service 
groups were created, based on the two-digit CPV codes. This ought to be subdivisions of the 
type of contract with four categories belonging to supplies, one to works, and the remaining 
eight to services (due to clerical errors or other reasons, the TED database is not fully consistent 
in this regard):26 
 
Supplies: 

• Commodities and food, including agricultural products, fuels and construction materials 
(two-digit CPV codes 03, 09, 14, 15, 24, 41, 44); 

• Machinery and equipment, grouping together a range of manufacturing sectors (CPV 16, 
30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 38, 42, 43); 

• Medical products, containing primarily pharmaceuticals (CPV 33); 
• Other manufactured products, including the remaining light and heavy industries such 

as textiles, rubber and plastic products or toys (CPV 18, 19, 22, 37, 39, 48). 
 
Works: 

• Construction (CPV 45). 
 
Services: 

• Real estate, architecture and engineering services (CPV 70, 71); 
• IT services (CPV 72); 
• R&D and business services (law, marketing, consulting etc.) (CPV 73, 79); 
• Education services (CPV 80); 
• Health services (CPV 85); 
• Agricultural services (CPV 77); 
• Environmental services (CPV 90); 
• Other services, grouping together all other services (CPV 50, 51, 55, 60, 63, 64, 65, 75, 

76, 92, 98). 
 

According to the analysis of the sample drawn from TED, the proportion of SMEs among winners 
of public contracts is the highest by far for agricultural services (92%), with a very high share 
secured by micro-enterprises. The overwhelming majority of these agricultural service contracts 
are part of large CANs with many lots originating from Slovakia, Latvia, Poland, Romania and 
Greece. Many of these contracts relate to, for instance, local forest management activities or 
plant disease interventions, which are well suited for micro-enterprises. Agricultural services are 
followed by educational services (SMEs’ share is 76%, with a high proportion of micro-
enterprises) and the supply of ‘other’ manufactured goods (75%)—in both sectors the practice 
of dividing the contracts into many lots is widespread—as well as construction (73%). On the 
other end of the spectrum, SME participation is the lowest for medical supplies (42%)27, 
commodities (55%), and environmental services (58%). 
 

                                                 

26 See the methodological annex for the clustering applied. 
27 Medical supply micro-lots were not excluded in this analysis, but even if these awards from CAN with 
more than 100 lots had been excluded, the proportion of SMEs among the companies winning contracts 
would still only be 45%. 
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Figure 7 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by sector  
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 56,293 N = 38,683 

 
In terms of the total value of procurement, the statistics show that SMEs play only a minor role 
in ‘other’ services (18%); the supply of commodities (24%); construction (26%) and IT services 
(29%). Conversely, they account for 88% of the contract volume in agricultural services, and 
79% in the supply of various manufactured goods. As seen above, the role of micro-enterprises 
is particularly important in agricultural and educational services. 
 
If we exclude awards above €100 million, SMEs’ share in terms of total value receives a very 
strong boost in construction (from 26% to 51%), IT services (29% to 42%), R&D and business 
services (45% to 65%), and ‘other’ services (18% to 65%). The results for all the other sectors 
barely change. This is an indication that the original figures are strongly biased by the presence 
of a certain number of very high-value contracts, and that differences in SMEs’ access to 
‘normal-sized’ contracts is somewhat less dramatic between different sectors, although 
important discrepancies remain.  
 

2.1.5. SMEs share by type of contracting authority and entity 

The various types of contracting authorities and entities (CAE) were grouped into five categories 
for the analysis: 

• National government or agencies at a national level; 
• Regional/local authority or agencies at a regional level; 
• Utilities in the water, energy, transport and postal services sectors; 
• Public bodies (such as hospitals and universities); 
• Other procurers (for instance, publicly held companies that are not utilities as well as 

private or civil sector entities receiving public funding). 
 
The number of contracts that SMEs win are relatively high for national and regional contracting 
authorities and entities (65% and 66%, respectively), but only 52% in the case of public bodies. 
Note that this includes hospitals and other medical establishments, which publish extremely 
large numbers of micro-lots for medicines and other medical products in certain countries 
(mostly Poland and Lithuania), which are overwhelmingly won by large enterprises. Excluding all 
awards for medical supplies would almost close the gap between public bodies and ‘other’ CAEs 
on one side, and national or regional authorities and agencies on the other. With regard to the 
enterprise size, the differences are to a large extent due to the varying weight of micro-
enterprises among the winners. While micro-enterprises secured 21% of the contracts awarded 
by national authorities, and 23% by regional government and agencies, they only accounted for 
14% of the contracts awarded by public bodies, and 16% by utilities. 
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Figure 8 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by type of CAE 
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 56,316 N = 38,703 

 
Although SMEs do not particularly excel in winning contracts from utilities, they award a much 
higher total contract value to SMEs—and especially to micro-enterprises—than any other type of 
contracting authority or entity. The share of SMEs reaches 46%, of which 14% is for micro-
enterprises. The share of micro-enterprises is large for two significant sectors for this CAE type: 
construction works and machinery supplies (both around 20%). In machinery supplies, micro-
enterprises (e.g. companies who hire out machinery) play an important role, irrespective of 
CAE, but this is not the case for construction. 
 
SMEs are also relatively successful, contrary to the picture of number of awards, when they bid 
for tenders published by public bodies (the effect of the high number of medical supply lots with 
very low values). SMEs seem to be less successful among regional procurers, however, which is 
a rather counterintuitive finding: SMEs should normally have the most to benefit from local 
procurement. 
 
Figure 9 Trends in the share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by type of 
CAE (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N =56,316 N = 38,536 

 
An analysis of the evolution of SMEs’ access over time shows a robustly positive trend for public 
bodies, with SMEs’ share of the number of awards increasing from 49% to 59% during the 
seven-year interval investigated. The trend appears to be increasing for all other types of 
contracting authorities and bodies as well (except perhaps for the group designated as ‘other’ 
types of CAE), although only very moderately. SMEs expand their share typically by around 2%. 
 
The total value of contracts secured shows significant volatility for all five types of procurers, 
driven by the uneven presence of larger contracts in the sample (although awards above €100 
million were filtered out). Nevertheless, the figures suggest that SMEs expand their share in 
contracts awarded by utilities, but lost some ground in tenders launched by national authorities 
or agencies. 
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2.1.6. SMEs share for contracts launched by central purchasing bodies 

A central purchasing body (CPB) is a contracting authority that:28 
1. acquires goods or services intended for one or more contracting authorities;  
2. awards public contracts for works, goods or services intended for one or more 

contracting authorities; or, 
3. concludes framework agreements for works, goods or services intended for one or more 

contracting authorities. 
 
Large procurement volumes could reduce prices by achieving economies of scale as well as 
increase competition. Furthermore, they reduce duplication, transaction costs, and increase 
certainty, simplicity and uniformity; allowing for more focused delivery of policy goals. On the 
other hand, larger volumes are in general considered to negatively impact accessibility of 
procurements to SMEs. 
 
Following the estimations derived from our sample, the total share of procurements won by 
SMEs seems at first sight to be hardly influenced by the involvement of a central purchasing 
body. The difference—by the number of awards—between the share SMEs can secure in tenders 
launched by CPB or by other CAE is an almost undetectable 3%, considering the small overall 
sample size for this analysis (this marker is only present in the new standard forms, mostly 
from 2016 to 2017 only, with a considerable amount of missing data). While SMEs are being 
awarded 60% of contracts when the contracting authority is Central Procurement Body, they 
secure 63% when it is not. 
 
Figure 10 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by central purchasing 
body (EU28, 2016-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 8,127 N = 6,721 

 
Micro- and medium-sized enterprises seem to benefit most: the former increase their share 
from 2% to 11%, and the latter from 11% to 31%. However, the results for the distribution of 
total contract value should not be taken at face value. The data in this small sample is driven by 
a handful of large contracts. For instance, the large share of micro-enterprises comes solely 
from four lots from one single CAN from the UK on the supply of manufactured goods. Most of 
the large differences for medium-sized enterprises come from three UK contracts. Furthermore, 
the contracts in the CPB subset are often frameworks with multiple participants—SMEs and 
large enterprises. In our method, the estimated value of framework contracts was divided 
equally between participants (lacking further information), but in reality, large enterprises may 
be responsible for the vast majority of the orders. 
 

2.1.7. SMEs share by proximity 

It was assumed before undertaking the statistical analysis that smaller enterprises would be 
overrepresented among winners where the geographic distance to the contracting authority or 
entity was small. This hypothesis was tested by (i) identifying the NUTS3 region of both parties, 
where postcodes were available for both the CAE and the winning company and these were 
successfully matched with Eurostat’s postal code (NUTS3 region correspondence file); and (ii) 
adding to the database with the help of Eurostat’s distance matrix file the average distance 
between the NUTS3 region of the contracting authority or entity and the NUTS3 region of the 
(lead) contractor. For geographic proximity, four categories were set up: the CAE and winning 
company being in the ‘same NUTS3 region’; or if not, the average distance between their 
regions being less than 100 km, between 100 and 250 km, or more than 250 km. In total, 
19,170 awards could be classified. 
 

                                                 

28 OECD, Government at a Glance 2015. 
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The results confirm the hypotheses: the share of SMEs (and especially micro- and small 
enterprises) is higher when the contractor is located relatively close to the CAE. In comparison, 
the differences are less pronounced in terms of number of awards; while SMEs account for 76% 
of contracts awarded to a supplier in the CAE’s own NUTS3 region, their share is only 62% 
among companies that are located at least 250 km away. This decrease of SMEs’ weight can be 
entirely attributed to micro- and small enterprises. Conversely, the share of medium-size 
enterprises increases with distance. 
 
Figure 11 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by geographic proximity 
of CAE and winning company (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 19,170 N = 12,512 

 
In terms of total value secured, the relationship between geographic proximity and SMEs’ 
performance is significantly stronger. The weight of SMEs falls steeply, from 58% for contracts 
where the winner is in the same NUTS3 region as the CAE, to only 18% when their regions are 
separated by an average of at least 250 km. The impact of distance on micro- and small 
enterprises is especially pronounced; their value share falls by 10% when they are not located 
in the same region as the CAE, but in another close—probably neighbouring—region (less than 
100 km away). 
 

2.1.8. SMEs share by tender procedure 

The EU Public Procurement Directives offer a choice—with certain boundaries and under certain 
conditions—between several tender procedures for procurements above the thresholds. We 
grouped the procedures into four main categories in this study, namely: 

• Open procedure (by far the most often used procedure); 
• Restricted procedure; 
• Negotiated procedure with prior call for competition; 
• Negotiated procedure without prior call for competition. 

 
The competitive dialogue, as well as the newly introduced innovation partnerships, were 
excluded from this analysis due to insufficient sample size. 
 
A fifth category, contracts awarded without the publication of a call, was also added. These are 
contracts for which the CAE was not obliged to publish a call. They concern, for instance, the 
continuation of an earlier contract; an agreement with a monopoly supplier; as well as contracts 
that were in fact below the EU thresholds and thus are not covered by the Directives (here a 
national call would have been published). 
 
The analysis shows that the proportion of SMEs amongst successful bidders is more or less the 
same for open, restricted and negotiated tender procedures in the EU. SMEs secured 61% of 
contracts under the open procedure, 60% under restricted procedure, and 63% under the 
negotiated procedure with prior call for competition. In the latter category, medium-sized 
enterprises have a significantly larger share than under open and restricted procedures, 26% 
versus 19% and 21%, respectively (the significance of the difference was tested). Under the 
negotiated procedure without prior publication of a call, the share of SMEs is significantly lower, 
only 51%. This difference is due to a large extent to the effect of the many supply contracts 
(including medical supplies) from multi-lot CANs present in this category, which are 
predominantly won by large enterprises; but other circumstances which could not be 
investigated in the database may also play a role. 
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Lastly, SMEs seem to be favoured in public contracts awarded without a prior call: they could 
secure 73% of these contracts. Micro-enterprises, with a share of 33%, especially seem to 
thrive in this set of public contracts.  
 
Figure 12 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by procedure 
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  

N = 54,190 N = 37,869 
 
For total contract value secured, the open procedure and the negotiated procedure with prior 
call exhibit similar patterns, with a 38% and 39% share for SMEs. It is worth noting that the 
negotiated procedure is often associated with large contracts, more so than the open procedure. 
 
For negotiated procedures without prior publication, the share of SMEs is significantly lower than 
in the two above-mentioned categories (only 22%), while the share is even lower for the 
restricted procedure (16%). The value profile for restricted procedures is strongly tilted towards 
large and very large contracts (single awards), which more or less explains the low share of 
contract value secured by SMEs. This, however, does not apply to negotiated procedures 
without prior publication. The typical value of a single award (lot) under this procedure is, in 
fact, considerably lower than for any of the other procedure. 
 
SMEs seem to secure the highest share of public contract value (61%) when the contract is 
awarded without prior publication, and micro-enterprises seem to secure 27% of this. 
Considerable caution is warranted, however, in interpreting these results: the group of contracts 
awarded without prior call is small (concerning about 2.7% of all the awards in our sample). 
Furthermore, as explained earlier, it is a heterogeneous category that may also include a 
substantial proportion of below-threshold procurement. The high share of micro-enterprises also 
seems to be driven by French awards in the construction sector and a relatively large set of 
awards in educational services and agricultural services in Latvia and Estonia. 
 
Figure 13 Trends in the share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by 
procedure (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 54,190 N = 37,544 

 
Only minimal changes can be observed over time. SMEs seem to have slightly increased their 
share under the open procedure (which accounts for the majority of tenders) as well as under 
restricted and competitive negotiated procedures. The figures for the least competitive 
procedures—negotiated with no call published and contracts awarded without a call—show a 
constant rate of SME winners. Trends of SMEs’ share by the aggregate contract value secured is 
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capricious, except for the most often-used open procedure, where there is an observable slow 
increase. 
 

2.2. THE EFFECT OF CONTRACT VALUE ON SMES ACCESS 

2.2.1. SMEs share by value band 

The value of a public contract for which companies compete is the most important explanatory 
factor for the probability of SMEs (and individually for micro-, small- and medium-sized 
enterprises) to win. SMEs themselves see large contract values as the key barrier for them to 
participate, and the emphasis of EU public procurement policy on breaking down tender into lots 
is an essential measure to address this problem. 
 
The analysis comparing SMEs’ share in securing contracts by the value of the contract (or the 
individual lot where the contract was broken down into lots) clearly demonstrates the 
importance of contract value. In general, as the contract value increases, the share won by 
SMEs decreases. The overall proportion of SMEs winning relatively low-value contracts (single 
awards) with a value of below €300,000 is within a narrow range of 62-65%, but large 
enterprises start to increase their share considerably above an award value of €300,000. 
Interestingly, SMEs overall have a larger presence between €30,000 and €300,000 (65%) than 
among the smallest contracts (62-63%). The better position of large enterprises here is driven 
by supply CANs with a large number of small-value lots. 
 
The probability of micro-enterprises winning tenders is stable at around 23-24% for low-value 
contracts, but starts to fall visibly when the contract value surpasses €100,000. Small 
enterprises’ share slightly increases up to €300,000, and starts to decrease from around €1 
million. Medium-sized enterprises seem to benefit from the retreat of micro-and small 
enterprises above €1 million, gradually building up their share to 25%, and fall back again only 
for contracts exceeding €5 million. 
 
Figure 14 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by value of the award 
(lot) (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 39,364 N = 39,343 

 
As this breakdown eliminates the biasing effect of contract value, the graph showing SMEs share 
in the total value of contracts secured is very similar to graph on the left-hand side. The only 
visible difference can be observed for contracts above €5 million, where the particularly large 
contracts—won overwhelmingly by large enterprises—push down the overall share of SMEs to 
27%, while their proportion in terms of number of awards was 44%. 
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Figure 15 Distribution of above-threshold contract values in the sample (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By year By type of contract 

  

 
The kernel distribution of contract values (individual lots) suggest a slow move towards higher 
values over the years. Although the peaks seem to be stable at about €300,000 for all seven 
years, the relative weight of low-value contracts decreases in later years, and the relative value 
of high-value contracts increases. The curves do not resemble a lognormal distribution (note 
that since the X-axis showing the contract values is already in a logarithmic scale, a lognormal 
distribution would look like a symmetric bell curve), but a bias towards very large values, and 
two apparent ‘bulges’: one in the low-value range, at about €30,000, and one at around €5 
million. 
 
It can be easily seen from the kernel distribution for the different types of contract that the first 
bulge is mainly driven by supplies contracts (these are contracts broken down into many small 
lots), and the second bulge is produced by works contracts, where a threshold is passed. The 
distribution of works contracts has itself two peaks: the first is at around €500,000, and is to a 
large extent covering CANs that were broken down into lots, and the second is at €5 million, 
dominated by contracts with no subdivision into lots. 
 
The distribution of the contract values 
for each company size shows unique 
distributional patterns for micro- and 
small enterprises. Micro-enterprises 
primarily win contracts between 
€50,000-250,000. The curve is 
relatively flat in this peak region, while 
dropping quickly thereafter. It is also 
apparent that micro-enterprises are 
responsible for the observed ‘bulge’ in 
the low-value range of supplies 
contracts. Most contracts that small 
enterprises win are concentrated 
around a high peak at about 
€250,000-300,000, falling sharply 
after that. Both size categories exhibit 
only a small bulge at €5 million, where 
most public works contracts 
(especially if not subdivided into lots) 
appear in the population.  
 
The kernel distribution curves for medium- and large enterprises are rather similar. Their peak 
is at around €300,000, but the amount of contracts won levels off much less drastically than for 
the two smaller enterprise categories, although large enterprises win a much larger share of the 
very large contracts, as seen before. They both have a clear local peak for public works 
contracts at around €5 million. 
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Figure 16 Kernel distribution of above-threshold 
contract values in the sample, by size class of 
winning company (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 
Note: Calculated only for contract values above €4,000 
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2.2.2. SMEs share above ‘critical values’ 

A more refined graphic representation of the relationship between contract value and SMEs 
proportion among the winning economic operators uses locally weighted scatterplot smoothing 
(‘lowess’) curves, drawn separately for supplies, services and works contracts. Lowess curves 
can show the probability of SMEs among the winners, conditional on the value of the contract, in 
the form of a relatively smooth line. The chart on the right suggests that for supply contracts, 
the share of SMEs is stable up to a value of around €300,000, and starts to decrease only above 
this threshold; while for service and works contracts, SMEs start to lose ground at higher 
contract values—first slowly, then more 
quickly—from the lowest value 
brackets onwards. 
 
Based on the chart, we can posit that 
SMEs begin to become considerably 
disadvantaged with a contract value of 
around €1 million for supplies and 
public works, and around €300,000 for 
services (labelled as ‘critical values’). 
Incidentally, the estimates conditional 
probability for SME success is around 
40% for contracts worth around €20-
25 million for all three types of 
contract.  
 
Taking a second look at contracts 
above the ‘critical values’ (14,589 
contracts), the results in some of the 
countries, and their ranking, change 
significantly. Counterintuitively, a 
handful of countries (Latvia, Slovenia, Lithuania, and Romania) show a better SME performance 
in these larger contracts above the critical values than overall. But for most countries, SMEs 
have considerably lower chances of winning contracts in these higher value bands, with the 
difference to the overall estimates exceeding 10% in Greece, Cyprus, Bulgaria, Sweden, and 
Portugal. The breakdown by aggregate contract value has not been assessed due to the high 
degree of volatility in the figures, coming from the small country sample sizes. 
 
Table 6 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by country - overall and 
above the ‘critical thresholds’ (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country SME share, total 

sample 

SME share, 

above critical 

values 

N (above crit. 

values) 

Difference 

LI 97 97 30 1 

LV 73 83 549 10 

MT 87 80 179 -7 

SI 65 76 496 10 

EE 80 75 636 -5 

LT 70 73 486 3 

SK 74 72 764 -2 

RO 60 72 586 12 

GR 90 70 266 -20 

DE 65 67 517 2 

LU 69 67 421 -3 

HR 68 66 232 -2 

CY 81 66 136 -15 

HU 73 66 497 -8 

AT 64 64 431 0 

Figure 17 SMEs’ chance of winning contracts, 
conditional on the value of the contract (lowess 
plot)

 
Note: Calculated only for contract values above €4,000 
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Country SME share, total 

sample 

SME share, 

above critical 

values 

N (above crit. 

values) 

Difference 

IS 82 64 49 -17 

IE 71 63 342 -8 

BG 75 58 181 -18 

CZ 67 58 538 -9 

FR 61 57 646 -4 

FI 63 57 552 -7 

UK 64 55 731 -9 

IT 57 55 629 -2 

BE 64 54 479 -10 

NL 62 54 401 -8 

NO 58 51 675 -7 

SE 61 49 267 -11 

PL 54 49 541 -4 

DK 57 47 505 -10 

PT 55 44 539 -11 

ES 47 39 579 -9 
 
Examining the breakdown of winners by size class for the different sectors (derived from the 
main CPV code of the good or service procured), SMEs proportion among the winners of 
contracts tends to be considerably lower above the ‘critical values’ than in the overall sample. 
The difference is particularly high in the supply of commodities; in R&D and business services; 
in healthcare; as well as in ‘other’ services. SMEs are much less likely (around 10% or more) to 
be awarded contracts in these sectors, if the value of the contract exceeds the previously 
established ‘critical values’ (€1 million for supplies, €300,000 for services).  
 
However, only minimal differences can be seen above the ‘critical values’ for the supply of 
medicines and other medical products (where the share of SMEs is very low to start with), 
agricultural as well as education services (where the share of SMEs remain rather high even for 
higher-value contracts). 
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Figure 18 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by sector – overall and 
above ‘critical values’ (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards – full sample By number of awards – above ‘critical 

values’ 

  
N = 56,293 N = 13,123 

 
The situation for SMEs seems to markedly deteriorate above the ‘critical values’ when the 
procurement has been launched by national or regional authorities or agencies (by about 6%), 
and especially when launched by public utilities (by 9%). The loss in SMEs share is concentrated 
among micro-enterprises, while medium-sized enterprises typically increase their weight among 
the winning economic operators. On the other hand, there is virtually no difference between the 
share of SMEs above the ‘critical values’ when the contract has been tendered by public bodies 
(organisations such as education institutes, hospitals etc.) and ‘other’ types of procurers. SMEs 
only lose 1% or 2% in these CAE categories. 
 
Figure 19 Share of above-threshold contracts directly awarded to SMEs, by type of CAE – overall 
and above ‘critical values’ (EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards – full sample By number of awards – above ‘critical 

values’ 

  
N = 56,316 N = 13,126 

 
2.3. THE EFFECT OF SELECTED PROCUREMENT PRACTICES ON SMES 

ACCESS 

This section investigates the prevalence and effects of certain procurement practices, advocated 
by the Commission and other stakeholders as tools that can level the playing field for SMEs in 
public procurement above the EU-thresholds. These are: 

• subdivision of contracts into lots; 
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• the use of the best price-quality ratio evaluation criterion (referred to as the ‘most 
economically advantageous tender’, MEAT, in the old public procurement directives); 

• publication of prior information notices; and 
• the use of framework agreements. 
 

Furthermore, many activities can be undertaken by policymakers, individual CAEs and 
authorities in general to boost the number of bidders submitting a tender, increasing the level of 
competition.  
 

2.3.1. Division into lots 

Division or procurements in lots is seen as one of the most important practices to facilitate SME 
participation in public procurement. Breaking down a contract—if, of course, tenderers are 
allowed to bid for individual lots —benefits SME by reducing a bid to a more manageable size. 
As the magnitude of work to be performed—and the corresponding contract value—of an 
individual lot is lower than for the total above-threshold contract, the technical and financial 
requirements asked from a tenderer may also be lower. Large contract sizes are often 
mentioned by SMEs as a key barrier when accessing above-threshold contracts.  
 
The European Commission has therefore long encouraged contracting authorities and entities to 
divide contracts into lots to enhance SMEs’ chances in successfully competing for public 
contracts. Since the introduction of the new Public Procurement Directives, the subdivision of 
contracts into lots is the norm, and contracting authorities need to justify their decision if they 
choose not to. 
 
According to the analysis of the sample drawn, the subdivision of contracts into lots seems to 
help SMEs to access contracts—at least when the number of lots is not too large (below 20 in 
our classification). The share of SMEs winning awards increases continuously; from 62% in the 
case of CAN that are not subdivided to 65% where 10-19 lots were created. Most remarkably, 
for contracts subdivided in an even larger number of lots, SMEs’ share starts to strongly decline, 
reaching only 54% for contracts with 20 to 49 lots and 39% for contracts with 50 or more lots.29 
 
Figure 20 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by division of contract into lots 
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 53,458 N = 37,213 

 
The analysis by the aggregate value of contracts secured shows a less clear, but at first sight 
somewhat surprising, picture. With the exception of a ‘peak’ between 10-19 lots, the figures 
seem to counter the pattern seen earlier. According to the statistical analysis on the available 
sample, SMEs’ share in the aggregate contract value secured initially decreases with the 
increase of the number of lots, from 36% for tenders without subdivision to 25% for 
procurements with five to nine lots. The main explanation of this phenomenon is that the first 
three categories are dominated—in terms of total value—by public works, and to a slightly 
smaller degree by services. As the largest awards that tend to be in these categories are not 
often won by SMEs, their value share is relatively small. The weight of works is especially large 
in the five to nine lots category; consequently, SMEs could secure only a small share of contract 
value. In contrast, contracts that are broken down to 10 or more lots seldom concern public 
works, and individual awards tend to be of reasonably low value so that SMEs are generally not 
disadvantaged. SMEs’ share in terms of value does not lag much behind their share of contracts 
                                                 

29 Note that the number of contracts in this last category was rather small in our sample. 
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won with 50+ lots. Also note that above 10 lots, a relatively small number of awards with 
particularly large values can bias the breakdown results to a great extent, as the subsamples 
are small. 
 
Looking at patterns of the subdivision of contracts by the total value of the CAN, only minute 
differences can be identified. The proportion of contracts not subdivided into lots was the 
highest: 79.7% for CAN with a total value of below €100,000, gradually decreasing to about 
74% for contracts above €1 million. At the same time, the proportion of CAN subdivided into a 
‘few’ lots (up to 19 lots in our study) and those broken down into ‘many’ lots (20 or more) both 
increased their share by 3.3 and 1.8%, respectively.  
 
Table 7 Subdivision into lots (at CAN level) by total value of CAN 
(EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Total value of 

contract 

Number of CAN In percentage 

No lots 2-19 lots 20+lots Total No lots 

2-19 

lots 20+lots 

Below 100,000 135,123 32,938 1,504 169,565 79.7 19.4 0.9 

100-300,000 178,007 44,292 3,052 225,351 79.0 19.7 1.4 

300,000-1mn 191,199 50,589 4,958 246,746 77.5 20.5 2.0 

1-5mn 109,477 34,642 3,877 147,996 74.0 23.4 2.6 

Above 5mn 50,555 15,373 1,849 67,777 74.6 22.7 2.7 

Unknown / N/A 210,001 57,267 2,943 270,211 77.7 21.2 1.1 

Total 874,362 235,101 18,183 1,127,646 77.5 20.8 1.6 

 
The breakdown analysis by the total value of CAN confirms that SMEs are considerably less 
successful in winning contracts where the CAN is subdivided into 20 or more lots in all value 
bands. These are often supply contracts where the lots concern different types of material or 
equipment. As for breaking down the contract into a ‘few’ lots, this may have a positive effect 
when the value of the contract is above €300,000. Contracts lower than this value are probably 
already sufficiently accessible to SMEs – at least in terms of capacities and financial 
requirements. Hence, SMEs do not fare worse in the absence of lots; for the smallest contracts 
below €100,000, the graph even suggests that SMEs are less likely to win when lots are 
present. 
 
Figure 21 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by total value of CAN and 
subdivision into lots (EU28, 2011-2015) 

 
N = 53,458. 
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With regard to the type of the contract, subdivision into lots is much more prevalent among 
supply contracts (27,3% are broken down into 2-19 lots, and 3,4% into 20 or more lots) than 
for the other two categories. 81,4% of service contracts, and 85,7% of works contracts were 
not broken down in the 2011-2017 TED dataset. 
 
Table 8 Subdivision into lots (at CAN level) by type of contract  
(EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Type of 

contract 

Number of CAN In percentage 

No lots 2-19 lots 20+lots Total No lots 2-19 lots 20+lots 

Supplies 296,402 116,538 14,343 427,283 69.4 27.3 3.4 

Services 423,129 93,579 3,075 519,783 81.4 18.0 0.6 

Works 154,831 24,984 765 180,580 85.7 13.8 0.4 

Total 874,362 235,101 18,183 1,127,646 77.5 20.8 1.6 

 
As expected, SMEs seem to benefit from breaking down contracts into a ‘few’ lots for all types of 
contract. Compared to no lots, the proportion of awards that SME can secure increases by 4% 
for supply contracts, 2% for service contracts, and 6% for works. With the introduction of lots 
the award value—the major explanatory factor for SMEs’ success—decreases, hence SMEs will 
be better equipped to win those. For services and works, the positive effect continues even 
above 20 lots. We can assume that a large number of these contracts (these include a lot of 
educational, agricultural and environmental services) have been broken down into many lots 
precisely to give SMEs equal access. What is striking is that SMEs are not very successful in 
winning supply contracts which are broken down into ‘many’ (20+) lots. Although medical 
supplies contracts above 50 lots were excluded from the statistical analysis, as explained 
earlier, supplies in our sample still contain many contracts where relatively large volumes 
and/or cost-efficient off-the-shelf products are required, where large enterprises have an 
advantage. The lots in this case are usually defined by the type of goods to be purchased. 
 
Figure 22 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract and subdivision 
into lots (EU28, 2011-2015) 

 
N = 53,458. 

 
The countries with the highest propensity of breaking down their tenders into lots are typically 
from Central and Eastern Europe, Member States that joined the EU in 2004 or later. This 
includes Slovenia (44% of all CAN are broken down into lots), Poland (36.5%), Hungary 
(30.7%), as well as Croatia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Slovakia. From the EU15, only France 
(36.3%) is on the top range of the table, together with EEA-member Liechtenstein (34.3%). 
Most countries rarely use more than 19 lots, but in a few countries—Slovenia, Poland and 
Croatia—this is more common. These three countries break down 5-7% of their contracts into at 
least 20 lots. 
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The slope of the linear regression on the annual data shows that the use of lots is clearly 
increasing, by an average of 0.6% per year. Almost all countries contribute to this increase, 
with Croatia (5.4% annual increase), Romania (5.0%) and Latvia (4.2%) marking the highest 
average increases. Only Bulgaria (0.7% annual decrease) and Portugal (0.3%) seem to be using 
lots less often in their above-threshold tenders. 
 
Table 9 Subdivision into lots (at CAN level) by country (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

Number of CAN In percentage Slope 

No lots 

2-19 

lots 20+lots Total No lots 

2-19 

lots 20+lots 

SI 7,547 4,905 1,025 13,477 56.0 36.4 7.6 2.2 

PL 97,253 47,471 8,347 153,071 63.5 31.0 5.5 1.7 

FR 159,993 87,183 3,949 251,125 63.7 34.7 1.6 0.2 

LI 23 12 - 35 65.7 34.3 0.0 7.0 

HU 9,985 4,188 234 14,407 69.3 29.1 1.6 0.9 

HR 4,254 1,478 294 6,026 70.6 24.5 4.9 5.4 

LT 11,656 3,406 255 15,317 76.1 22.2 1.7 1.2 

BG 26,148 7,638 324 34,110 76.7 22.4 0.9 -0.7 

SK 7,100 1,728 90 8,918 79.6 19.4 1.0 0.6 

IE 4,611 997 25 5,633 81.9 17.7 0.4 1.9 

IT 41,684 7,672 848 50,204 83.0 15.3 1.7 1.1 

DK 13,496 2,197 113 15,806 85.4 13.9 0.7 1.6 

DE 141,239 23,203 674 165,116 85.5 14.1 0.4 1.0 

NL 24,589 4,124 25 28,738 85.6 14.4 0.1 0.3 

ES 58,357 9,161 533 68,051 85.8 13.5 0.8 1.4 

CZ 35,773 5,539 109 41,421 86.4 13.4 0.3 0.8 

UK 63,221 9,055 339 72,615 87.1 12.5 0.5 0.3 

SE 27,219 3,562 95 30,876 88.2 11.5 0.3 0.0 

BE 17,548 2,197 86 19,831 88.5 11.1 0.4 1.9 

CY 2,150 255 7 2,412 89.1 10.6 0.3 2.1 

GR 13,992 1,414 84 15,490 90.3 9.1 0.5 2.5 

NO 13,363 1,305 19 14,687 91.0 8.9 0.1 2.0 

PT 12,458 1,092 85 13,635 91.4 8.0 0.6 -0.3 

RO 26,208 1,816 430 28,454 92.1 6.4 1.5 5.0 

LV 9,153 585 78 9,816 93.2 6.0 0.8 4.2 

FI 16,957 1,208 32 18,197 93.2 6.6 0.2 2.4 

AT 15,606 1,070 55 16,731 93.3 6.4 0.3 0.8 

MT 1,817 107 5 1,929 94.2 5.5 0.3 1.0 

LU 2,285 118 - 2,403 95.1 4.9 0.0 1.0 

EE 8,299 400 23 8,722 95.2 4.6 0.3 3.5 

IS 378 15 - 393 96.2 3.8 0.0 2.0 

Total 874,362 235,101 18,183 1,127,646 77.5 20.8 1.6 0.6 
Note: The last column gives the slope of a linear regression over the yearly percentage values from 2011 to 2017, 
characterising an average annual change in %. 

 
To provide a reliable estimate of how breaking down contracts into lots impacts on the 
probability of SMEs winning public procurement, we applied a matching approach based on 
counterfactual logic. Matching ‘similar’ awards can handle the complex interactions between the 
type of contract and its value. The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) of the subdivision into lots 
was calculated by means of nearest-neighbour matching on the logarithm of the award (lot) 
value and the type of contract. For the latter, an exact match was required, and a minimum of 
three neighbours were used for each observation.  
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The ‘treatment’ in this case was (i) the use of a ‘few’ lots (2-19) against no lots; and (ii) the use 
of ‘many’ lots (20+) against a comparator group where a maximum of 19 lots were used. 
 
The ATE from the first model yields a convincingly positive result: the likelihood of SMEs winning 
contracts is estimated to increase by about 4% when 2-19 lots are used, and this difference is 
highly significant. The focus on the three types of contract reveals that the subdivision of works 
contracts into lots is the main driver: the use of lots is associated with a 9% increase in SMEs’ 
share among the winners, when controlling for total CAN values. The estimates for supply and 
service contracts are also all positive, although the latter did not turn out to be significant at the 
generous 85% significance level chosen for the study. 
 
Table 10 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the subdivision of contracts into lots (sample 
estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Moving from one to 2-19 lots 

Subsample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

Full sample 0.039 0.006 6.3 0.000 

Supply 0.018 0.010 1.9 0.057 

Service 0.014 0.010 1.43 0.152 

Works 0.092 0.013 7.3 0.000 

 

Moving from maximum 19 lots to 20+ lots  

Subsample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

Full sample -0.020 0.012 -1.68 0.093 

Supply -0.124 0.011 -11.28 0.000 

Service 0.094 0.015 6.13 0.000 

Works 0.018 0.038 0.46 0.643 

 
The ATE estimates for the use of ‘many’ lots instead of only a ‘few’ or none at all reveal a similar 
picture as the corresponding breakdown table above. While further increasing the number of 
lots has a very positive effect on SMEs under services contracts (9%), the effect is negative for 
supplies contracts (12% decrease). No significant impact could be found for works contracts. 
The Average Treatment Effect of a subdivision of contracts into a ‘few’ lots has also been 
estimated via nearest-neighbour matching separately for country subsamples (CY+MT and EEA 
were merged due to generally low sample sizes). The analysis shows significantly positive 
effects for 13 countries from various parts of the EU. Of these, the calculated impact of breaking 
was the largest in Italy (15% increase in SMEs’ share in terms of number of awards); France 
and Slovakia (12%); Spain, Latvia, and Hungary (10% each). The analysis yielded negative 
results for four countries, but none of these values are close to statistical significance. 
 
Table 11 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the subdivision of contracts into 2-19 lots, by country 
(sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

IT 0.153 0.033 4.70 0.000 

FR 0.117 0.024 4.87 0.000 

SK 0.116 0.025 4.63 0.000 

ES 0.102 0.036 2.85 0.004 

LV 0.102 0.057 1.79 0.074 

HU 0.100 0.030 3.35 0.001 

FI 0.088 0.041 2.16 0.031 

PL 0.082 0.022 3.76 0.000 

EE 0.076 0.087 0.87 0.387 

CY+MT 0.076 0.025 3.07 0.002 

LT 0.074 0.064 1.16 0.247 

DK 0.070 0.043 1.64 0.102 

SI 0.068 0.031 2.15 0.032 
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Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

GR 0.062 0.038 1.64 0.101 

BG 0.060 0.037 1.61 0.108 

LU 0.060 0.067 0.90 0.367 

PT 0.058 0.062 0.93 0.350 

AT 0.050 0.035 1.41 0.159 

HR 0.028 0.059 0.47 0.639 

NL 0.025 0.048 0.51 0.611 

CZ 0.021 0.048 0.43 0.667 

EEA 0.003 0.037 0.08 0.939 

UK -0.007 0.032 -0.21 0.835 

IE -0.014 0.048 -0.29 0.773 

SE -0.016 0.057 -0.28 0.782 

BE -0.050 0.047 -1.07 0.287 

DE -0.051 0.055 -0.92 0.358 
Note: Subsamples for RO were below-threshold for the analysis. Dark shaded cells denote significant values at 85%. 

 
2.3.2. Use of the BPQR criterion 

The use of the best price-quality ratio (BPQR) instead of lowest bid is advocated as a tool to 
help SMEs gain access at an equal footing to public contracts. It is assumed that while SMEs 
may often be disadvantaged in delivering off-the-shelf mass products at the cheapest possible 
purchase price, they are able to offer customised, innovative goods or services that perform 
better in terms of quality, and broader economic, social, and environmental impacts. Such 
products may even be more cost-effective in the long run, when the full life-cycle cost is 
considered. BPQR allows contracting authorities and entities to choose the bid with the best 
price/quality ratio30 (or, from another perspective, the bid with the highest ‘net benefit’). CAE 
should weigh the costs and benefits from using the BPQR criterion. BPQR can be more time-
consuming and burdensome (convening and managing expert evaluators to judge the quality of 
the offer, for instance) than simply selecting the lowest bid, and it can also bring in some 
subjectivity which can increase the risk of tenderers lodging complaints and asking for 
remedies. However, there are also examples of using objective and/or easily obtainable criteria 
(e.g. building on evidence furnished by the tenderers themselves).  
 
By focussing on the breakdown of tenders by the winner’s company size, the figures—taken at 
face value—do not show any meaningful difference between procurement using the lowest price 
criterion and those using BPQR. For both, SMEs have won around 61%, and the further 
breakdown to micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises is also almost exactly the same. 
 
Figure 23 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by award criterion 
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 49,746 N = 35,433 

 
However, in terms of the aggregate value of public contracts secured, SMEs’ seem significantly 
less successful in accessing contracts awarded to the tender with the best price-quality ratio 

                                                 

30 ‘Quality’ is understood in a very broad sense here, that may also include add-on social and environmental 
benefits. 
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than to the lowest bid. SMEs account for only 30% of the total contract value awarded under 
the BPQR criterion, against 49% of contracts won by the lowest bid. The shares of both micro- 
and medium-sized enterprises are much higher for these contracts, whereas small enterprises 
have secured about the same share of contract value. 
 
The relative advantage of the ‘lowest bid’ criterion for SMEs’ access is the opposite result than 
what should have been expected. This counterintuitive finding is explained to a large extent by 
different patterns of application of the BPQR criterion by the value of the individual contracts—if 
not subdivided—or lots won. As shown in the table below, as the value of the lot increases, so 
does the likelihood that BPQR is used to award the tender.31 The proportion of lots where BPQR 
is used as the award criterion increases from 38.9% for small lots below €10,000 to 66.4% for 
the highest-value awards above €5 million (excluding awards in the TED database where the 
criterion used was unknown). This pattern explains the substantial share of the difference in the 
total value won by SMEs under lots with and without the BPQR criterion. 
 
Table 12 Award criterion used by value of lot (award) (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Value of 

lot/award 

Number of awards In percentage 

Lowest bid BPQR Unknown Total 

Lowest 

bid BPQR Unknown

Below 10,000 185,719 118,121 22,804 326,644 61.1 38.9 - 

10-30,000 182,018 149,398 29,363 360,779 54.9 45.1 - 

30-100,000 192,655 198,517 39,170 430,342 49.3 50.7 - 

100-300,000 158,529 206,437 38,545 403,511 43.4 56.6 - 

300,000-1mn 114,687 165,378 31,662 311,727 41.0 59.0 - 

1-5mn 57,657 89,730 16,770 164,157 39.1 60.9 - 

Above 5mn 20,290 40,044 6,762 67,096 33.6 66.4 - 

Unknown / N/A 614,439 780,472 204,248 1,599,159 44.0 56.0 - 

Total 1,525,994 1,748,097 389,324 3,663,415 46.6 53.4 - 
Note: Percentages were calculated after excluding observations with unknown award criterion. 

 
However, following upon the previous counterintuitive finding, breaking down the dataset to 
value bands of individual lots/awards reveals that lots where the BPQR criterion have been used 
are generally less likely to be awarded to SMEs (the gap is about 4-5%), except for the smallest 
lots worth less than €10,000, and for the highest category, namely lots with a value of above €5 
million. This could mean that the use of BPQR for the majority of tenders is, on average, 
detrimental to SMEs’ chances of winning contracts. It is, however, more likely that there are 
tender characteristics other than the value of the contract that are both correlated with the 
propensity of using BPQR and the higher likelihood of large enterprises winning. There are also 
indications that the pool of public procurement contracts is heterogeneous and contains a large 
subset of tenders using the lowest bid award criterion—predominantly service and works 
contracts—where SMEs are in an advantageous position to win.  
 

                                                 

31 Unlike for the subdivision into lots, the analysis was conducted at individual lot/award level here, as the 
decision of the CAE for or against the use of the BPQR criterion – considering costs and benefits- should 
depend more on the magnitude of individual lots. 
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Figure 24 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by value of lot/award and award 
criterion used (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 

N = 35,433. 

 
The use of BPQR is considerably more prevalent under service and works contracts (about 65% 
of all lots) than under supply contracts (44.7%). This naturally flows from differences in the 
subject matter: supplies often involve goods such as commodities and standard off-the-shelf 
products (such as chemicals, medicines, or paper) where quality and other characteristics of the 
goods do not meaningfully differ from supplier to supplier, and the only relevant decision 
criterion is the price. 
 
Table 13 Award criterion used by type of contract (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Type of 

contract 

Number of awards In percentage 

Lowest bid BPQR Unknown Total 

Lowest 

bid BPQR Unknown

Supplies 1,035,275 836,299 195,232 2,066,806 55.3 44.7 - 

Services 378,142 699,271 155,105 1,232,518 35.1 64.9 - 

Works 114,278 213,404 38,103 365,785 34.9 65.1 - 

Total 1,525,994 1,748,097 389,324 3,663,415 46.6 53.4 - 
Note: Percentages were calculated after excluding observations with unknown award criterion. 

 
While the use of the BPQR is associated with a lower share of SMEs winning above-threshold 
contracts for public works and especially services, the criterion does not seem to reduce their 
chances for supply contracts. SMEs secure a 5% lower share of works awards when BPQR is 
used, and the gap widens to 13% under service contracts. Conversely, SMEs’ performance is 
roughly the same under supply contracts, irrespective of the award criterion used.  
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Figure 25 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract and award 
criterion used (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 
N = 49,746. 

 
A more detailed look at the products purchased shows, however, that this relatively good 
performance is driven entirely by medical supplies, where SMEs win slightly more when BPQR is 
used. For the three other main categories (commodities, machinery, other manufactured 
products), BPQR is still associated with a lower share of SMEs winning. 
 
Figure 26 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of the good or service and 
award criterion used (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 
N = 51,372. 
* Medical supply micro-lots were not excluded here. 
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A further look at the uptake of the BPQR criterion at country level reveals marked differences 
across the EU. The countries that use the BPQR criterion mostly come from the EU15 (as well as 
EEA): France—with a long tradition of using BPQR—leads with 93.9% of all awards, followed by 
the United Kingdom (88.3%), Ireland (87.4%), the Netherlands (84.0%), and Norway (82.4%). 
At the other end of the list, we see Eastern and Southern Member States from the EU13: 
Slovakia (7.8%), Cyprus (5.6%), Croatia (4.4%), Malta (4.1%), Lithuania (3.6%), and Romania 
(2.9%).  
 
The question as to whether the uptake of BPQR in the EU is increasing or decreasing is not 
straightforward. At first sight, the slope of the linear regression measuring the average annual 
change in the propensity to use BPQR seems to be overall positive with 1.0%. This is, however, 
due to the very robust increase in uptake in Poland (which has a very high number of awards in 
the database); where the proportion of lots using BPQR has grown, on average, by 11% per 
year in the 2011-2017 period, from around 10-15% in 2011-2014, to over 50% after 2015 
(with a remarkable peak of 81% in 2016). Without the Polish figures, the proportion of awards 
under BPQR decrease by 2.1%. Countries with a visible growth of BPQR uptake, apart from 
Poland, include: Austria (2.6%), the Netherlands (2.1%), and Estonia (1.6%). Countries with 
the most significant drop include: Iceland (-5.7%), Sweden, and Portugal (both -4.7%). 
 
Table 14 Award criterion used by country (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

Number of awards In percentage Slope 

Lowest bid BPQR Unknown Total 

Lowest 

bid BPQR Unknown 

FR 42,163 645,525 153,526 841,214 6.1 93.9 - 0.2 

UK 26,805 202,097 21,598 250,500 11.7 88.3 - 0.1 

IE 2,438 16,898 921 20,257 12.6 87.4 - -2.9 

NL 7,840 41,296 1,924 51,060 16.0 84.0 - 2.2 

NO 4,280 20,057 1,363 25,700 17.6 82.4 - -3.0 

ES 25,121 82,143 46,998 154,262 23.4 76.6 - -2.6 

BE 12,188 27,794 2,356 42,338 30.5 69.5 - -0.3 

IS 217 287 591 1,095 43.1 56.9 - -5.7 

DK 16,050 20,831 4,088 40,969 43.5 56.5 - -3.3 

AT 10,538 12,823 2,071 25,432 45.1 54.9 - 2.6 

IT 54,071 64,338 13,864 132,273 45.7 54.3 - -0.2 

FI 15,050 17,269 16,000 48,319 46.6 53.4 - -1.5 

DE 133,600 123,591 28,660 285,851 51.9 48.1 - -3.4 

SE 28,562 22,861 25,831 77,254 55.5 44.5 - -4.7 

LI 80 56 9 145 58.8 41.2 - -1.5 

HU 26,854 17,444 2,266 46,564 60.6 39.4 - -1.9 

PL 531,194 316,647 36,459 884,300 62.7 37.3 - 10.9 

SI 56,394 30,345 474 87,213 65.0 35.0 - 0.8 

PT 9,016 4,634 8,850 22,500 66.1 33.9 - -4.7 

BG 59,146 28,580 3,661 91,387 67.4 32.6 - -3.4 

LU 1,589 566 886 3,041 73.7 26.3 - 1.1 

EE 13,165 4,505 206 17,876 74.5 25.5 - 1.6 

CZ 54,027 15,190 9,466 78,683 78.1 21.9 - -3.5 

LV 64,715 15,397 1,221 81,333 80.8 19.2 - -0.5 

GR 25,304 5,534 2,081 32,919 82.1 17.9 - -2.9 

SK 20,139 1,695 2,183 24,017 92.2 7.8 - -0.1 

CY 5,657 338 4 5,999 94.4 5.6 - -0.5 

HR 28,577 1,318 213 30,108 95.6 4.4 - 1.2 

MT 2,557 110 43 2,710 95.9 4.1 - -0.1 
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Country 

Number of awards In percentage Slope 

Lowest bid BPQR Unknown Total 

Lowest 

bid BPQR Unknown 

LT 73,565 2,748 153 76,466 96.4 3.6 - -0.3 

RO 175,092 5,180 1,358 181,630 97.1 2.9 - -0.7 

Total 1,525,994 1,748,097 389,324 3,663,415 46.6 53.4 - 1.0 
Note: Percentages were calculated after excluding observations with unknown award criterion. 

 
The table suggest that the effect of BPQR on a generic procurement for any type of contract and 
for most value bands seems to generally be negative when ignoring other characteristics. 
Verifying this with our nearest-neighbour matching method that controls for differences in the 
value of the lot and the type of contract, we see negative effects. The estimated effect for the 
full sample is a negative 5% share of SMEs winning contracts, driven mostly by services (-8%), 
but the effect is equally negative for supplies (-3%, which was not visible on the breakdown 
graph earlier) and works contracts (-4%). All these effects are highly significant. As explained 
above, it is possible that these results are biased by a larger subset of contracts with unknown 
characteristics that are more easily accessible for SMEs and use, at the same time, the lowest 
bid criterion. There could easily be a subset of contracts where BPQR is advantageous for SMEs’ 
participation, but the analysis—with its limitations regarding observable characteristics and 
sample sizes—could not identify them. 
 
Table 15 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the application of BPQR (sample estimate, 
EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Subsample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

Full sample -0.049 0.006 -7.97 0.000 

Supply -0.029 0.010 -2.88 0.004 

Service -0.084 0.010 -8.14 0.000 

Works -0.038 0.011 -3.35 0.001 
 
Average Treatment Effect estimates at country level further add to the confusion. The use of 
BPQR apparently increases the likelihood of SMEs securing the contract in some countries, but 
decreases it in others. Positive ATE are generally observed in CEE countries, which use BPQR 
much less frequently. The effect is positive and significant at an 85% level at the available 
(small) sample sizes for Romania (17% increase), Latvia (15%), Slovenia, Slovakia (both 7%), 
Bulgaria, Poland, and the Czech Republic (all 6%). In addition, we also see positive effects for 
Ireland (10%). 
 
The countries with significant negative estimates are Greece (-18%), Luxembourg (-12%), 
Finland (-9%), Spain (-7%), and Italy (-6%)—all EU15 countries. The estimate is also negative 
for Croatia, the Netherlands, France, and Belgium, but the effects were not significant. The 
typical contracts where BPQR was used are maybe different across these regions, but the 
statistical analysis does not provide answers about the factors leading to the divide between 
EU15 and EU13 countries in this regard. 
 
Table 16 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the application of BPQR by country 
(sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

RO 0.169 0.019 8.98 0.000 

LV 0.149 0.028 5.23 0.000 

IE 0.105 0.066 1.59 0.112 

SI 0.067 0.030 2.25 0.025 

SK 0.066 0.043 1.53 0.127 

BG 0.064 0.034 1.85 0.064 

PL 0.060 0.020 3.06 0.002 

CZ 0.059 0.029 2.06 0.040 

SE 0.056 0.065 0.86 0.390 

PT 0.036 0.041 0.88 0.379 
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Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

AT 0.018 0.036 0.51 0.613 

DK 0.005 0.044 0.12 0.903 

EE 0.003 0.035 0.09 0.930 

UK -0.006 0.058 -0.10 0.922 

EEA -0.008 0.036 -0.23 0.822 

HU -0.009 0.026 -0.37 0.715 

DE -0.014 0.028 -0.50 0.617 

CY+MT -0.015 0.107 -0.14 0.892 

LT -0.017 0.061 -0.27 0.787 

BE -0.027 0.039 -0.69 0.487 

FR -0.027 0.051 -0.53 0.594 

NL -0.033 0.050 -0.67 0.505 

IT -0.055 0.030 -1.83 0.068 

ES -0.069 0.040 -1.70 0.089 

FI -0.086 0.043 -2.00 0.045 

HR -0.103 0.130 -0.79 0.430 

LU -0.121 0.074 -1.64 0.102 

GR -0.176 0.073 -2.40 0.016 
Note: Dark shaded cells denote significant values at 85%. 

 
2.3.3. Publication of prior information 

Prior Information Notices or, for utilities, Periodic Indicative Notices (PINs) are voluntary 
procurement notices published in the Official Journal of the EU informing the market in advance 
about key details of their upcoming tenders. CAEs often submit their PINs regarding all the 
larger purchases that they have planned for the upcoming period at the start of the financial 
year (or in shorter intervals). In recent years, however, more PINs concerning one specific 
contract are being published. 
 
PINs are intended to address the problem often voiced by the market—and especially by SMEs—
that there is insufficient time to prepare their bids, search for solutions and form consortia. On 
the other hand, CAEs benefit from PINs by receiving better bids from more prepared bidders. 
They can also speed up their tender procedure, as the prior publication of such a notice allows 
them to reduce the time limits for the submission of bids considerably to 15 days under open 
procedure (from the default 35 days, or 30 days when electronic submission is permitted). 
 
In the 2011-2015 sample32, the publication of a PIN does not seem to be associated with a 
higher share of SMEs winning tenders. SMEs have won an estimated 62% of contracts where a 
PIN has previously been published, versus 60% for contracts not preceded by a PIN. This is 
within the sampling error for the analysis. The more detailed breakdown to micro-, small- and 
medium-sized enterprises does not reveal noteworthy differences either. 
 
Figure 27 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by publication of a PIN (EU28, 
2011-2015) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 39,542 N = 26,491 

                                                 

32 The analysis was restricted to the 2011-2015 period as data on PIN was very patchy for contract award 
notices published in 2016, and especially 2017, at the time of the study. 
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In terms of total contract value, SMEs have secured a lower share of the procurement value 
where a PIN was published, compared to contracts where it was not (24% vs. 34%). This is 
generally in line with expectations, however, as PINs are more often published for larger-value 
contracts, which tend to be won by large enterprises. 
 
The cross-tabulation of contract awards in the TED data files confirms that the likelihood that a 
PIN is published is slightly higher among contracts with the highest total value (i.e. all lots 
together). Compared to only 9.3% for contracts with values in the mid-range, the prevalence of 
PIN reaches 10.4% for CAN between €1-5 million, and 10.8% for CAN worth above €5 million 
between 2011 and 2015.33 Interestingly, CAE also tend to be more willing to publish a PIN for 
the lowest value bands of CAN—those that are normally the best accessible for SME. About 
10.4% of contracts below €100,000 have been preceded by a PIN.  
 
Table 17 Use of PIN (at CAN level) by the total value of CAN (EU28+EEA, 2011-2015) 

Total value of 

contract 

Number of CAN In percentage 

No PIN PIN Total No PIN PIN 

Below 100,000 104,223 12,127 116,350 89.6 10.4 

100-300,000 139,942 14,906 154,848 90.4 9.6 

300,000-1mn 150,028 15,370 165,398 90.7 9.3 

1-5mn 88,430 10,250 98,680 89.6 10.4 

Above 5mn 40,214 4,870 45,084 89.2 10.8 

Unknown / N/A 174,635 10,317 184,952 94.4 5.6 

Total 697,472 67,840 765,312 91.1 8.9 

 
Once we break down the sample to different value sizes, we see an unusual pattern emerging. 
As a confirmation for the assumption that the publication of PINs can help SMEs to successfully 
participate, we see that SMEs’ share in winning contracts is clearly larger when a PIN has 
preceded the publication of the contract notice (2% to 7%), except for the highest CAN value 
band. This exception can be relatively easy to explain by the coarse nature of this value band: it 
includes contracts several magnitudes above €5 million, and very high-value contracts tend to 
be introduced by a PIN and won by a large enterprise. 
 
Figure 28 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by total value of CAN and 
publication of a PIN (EU28, between 2011-2015) 

 
N = 33,587. 

                                                 

33 The sample contains awards without call for which PIN are obsolete, but their small number does not 
influence the results significantly. 
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There are very considerable differences in the propensity of CAE to publish a PIN for particular  
types of contract: only 4.7% of service contracts are associated with the publication of a PIN, 
whereas the corresponding number is 7.6% for supplies contracts, and a relatively high 23.1% 
for works contracts. At the sector level34, PIN prevalence is especially low (around 2%) for 
contracts concerning education and health services, but above average for medical supplies 
(9%) and agricultural services (8%). 
 
Among public works, the share of higher-value contracts is, of course, significantly higher, 
explaining much of the above discrepancy. Differences in contract values, however, do not fully 
explain the differences in uptake. In fact, authorities publish a PIN for supplies and service 
contracts just as frequently, sometimes even more often, when the contract value exceeds €1 
million. However, they tend to lag behind for smaller-value contracts. Interestingly, public 
works—which are well plannable and communicable to the market early on—are somewhat 
more likely to be preceded by a PIN when the total value of the contract is smaller. This factor is 
also key in explaining the difference in uptake.35 
 
Table 18 Use of PIN (at CAN level) by type of contract (EU28+EEA, 2011-2015) 

Type of contract 

Number of CAN Prevalence of 

PIN in % No PIN PIN Total 

Supplies 272,396 22,363 294,759 7.6 

Services 327,254 16,118 343,372 4.7 

Works 97,822 29,359 127,181 23.1 

Total 697,472 67,840 765,312 8.9 

 
The analysis of SMEs’ share in public procurement broken down by type of contract shows that 
the publication of a PIN is correlated with a higher probability of an SME winning the award (lot) 
for service and works contracts. The advantage is 5% for both service contracts and works (for 
the latter, the higher proportion of medium-sized companies among tender winners is 
responsible for the apparent positive effect of PIN). Curiously, supply contracts show the 
opposite trend: SMEs tend to win less—although only by 1%—where a PIN was published. 
 
Figure 29 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract and publication 
of a PIN (EU28, between 2011-2015) 

 
N = 41,253. 

 

                                                 

34 Table not presented here. 
35 A further noticeable finding is that CAEs are more likely to publish PIN for service contracts the more lots 
they are subdivided into (which is another measure to level the playing field for SMEs), but this cannot be 
observed for supply contracts, where the share of contracts with PIN is not correlated with the number of 
lots. 
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The publication of PINs is a measure where differences between countries seem to be 
exceptionally large. The figures range between 51.8% in Slovakia and 32.2% in the Czech 
Republic to practically zero in Cyprus, Estonia, and Croatia.36 The trend over time seems to be 
positive overall (an average increase of 0.4% per annum because a handful of countries, 
especially the Czech Republic (which had not published many PINs between 2011-2013), has 
caught up with Slovakia. In fact, the slope of the trendline would be negative if the data for the 
Czech Republic would be taken out from the sample. 
 
Table 19 Use of PIN (at CAN level) by country (EU28+EEA, 2011-2015) 

Type of 

contract 

Number of CAN In percentage Slope 

No PIN PIN Total No PIN PIN 

SK 3,083 3,307 6,390 48.2 51.8 -2.0 

CZ 18,179 8,644 26,823 67.8 32.2 13.1 

BG 14,263 5,901 20,164 70.7 29.3 -4.0 

DE 80,241 25,124 105,365 76.2 23.8 -0.4 

IS 198 56 254 78 22.0 3.9 

AT 9,132 2,486 11,618 78.6 21.4 -0.6 

LI 15 4 19 78.9 21.1 6.0 

FI 10,962 1,725 12,687 86.4 13.6 -0.5 

LU 1,410 208 1,618 87.1 12.9 -0.8 

BE 12,570 1,367 13,937 90.2 9.8 -1.7 

IE 3,457 343 3,800 91 9.0 -1.0 

LT 10,191 1,004 11,195 91 9.0 -1.3 

RO 18,629 1,341 19,970 93.3 6.7 -1.2 

UK 37,089 2,603 39,692 93.4 6.6 0.3 

ES 42,971 2,615 45,586 94.3 5.7 0.0 

NO 9,079 546 9,625 94.3 5.7 -1.2 

GR 10,506 480 10,986 95.6 4.4 -1.2 

MT 925 43 968 95.6 4.4 2.7 

PL 109,257 4,882 114,139 95.7 4.3 0.1 

DK 10,481 367 10,848 96.6 3.4 0.8 

SI 6,579 231 6,810 96.6 3.4 -0.1 

NL 17,698 572 18,270 96.9 3.1 -0.3 

IT 35,104 864 35,968 97.6 2.4 -0.3 

SE 18,771 421 19,192 97.8 2.2 -0.5 

LV 6,667 130 6,797 98.1 1.9 -0.7 

HU 9,982 155 10,137 98.5 1.5 -0.1 

FR 180,698 2,316 183,014 98.7 1.3 -0.1 

PT 8,244 86 8,330 99 1.0 -0.1 

CY 1,742 12 1,754 99.3 0.7 0.4 

EE 6,332 6 6,338 99.9 0.1 -0.1 

HR 3,017 1 3,018 100 0.0 .. 

Total 697,472 67,840 765,312 91.1 8.9 0.4 
Note: The last column show the slope of a linear regression over the yearly percentage values from 2011 to 2015, 
characterising an average annual change in %. 

 
The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) of the publication of a PIN, calculated by means of nearest-
neighbour matching by the award (lot) value and the type of contract, yields a near-zero ATE 
for the 2011-2015 sample. The result is not significant at an 85% level, with a p-value of 0.807. 
Likewise, the effect of a PIN for supplies contract is also close to zero, and not significant. In 

                                                 

36 Note that Croatia had published few notices before its accession to the EU in 2014. 
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contrast, the estimated effect is positive and solidly significant for service contracts. The 
publication of PINs, after controlling for differences in award values, increases the likelihood of 
SMEs winning contracts by almost 5%. Interestingly, the estimated effect for works contracts—
where PINs are already relatively widespread—is negative. A PIN will decrease the likelihood of 
an SME winning the contract by almost 3%. 
 
Table 20 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the publication of PIN (sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 
2011-2015) 

(Sub-)sample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

Full sample 0.003 0.011 0.24 0.807 

Supplies -0.010 0.018 -0.53 0.595 

Services 0.049 0.019 2.58 0.010 

Works -0.029 0.018 -1.62 0.105 

 
At country level, we see a highly significant and positive effect in Hungary, where the proportion 
of contracts won by SMEs is higher by an estimated 20% when a PIN was published, after 
controlling for award value and type of contract. The corresponding figures are 11% in 
Germany, 11% in the three EEA countries, and 7% in Bulgaria. Conversely, the publication of a 
PIN seems to decrease the chances for SMEs by 8% in Slovakia, 13% in Belgium, 21% in 
Lithuania, and 32% in Denmark.  
 
Table 21 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the publication of PIN, by country (sample estimate, 
EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

HU 0.199 0.022 9.15 0.000 

DE 0.112 0.075 1.49 0.137 

EEA 0.105 0.068 1.54 0.124 

BG 0.066 0.045 1.47 0.141 

CZ 0.037 0.033 1.12 0.261 

CY+MT 0.036 0.124 0.29 0.775 

LU 0.028 0.084 0.34 0.738 

FI 0.026 0.061 0.43 0.669 

UK 0.003 0.059 0.06 0.955 

IE 0.001 0.109 0 0.996 

ES -0.009 0.062 -0.14 0.887 

RO -0.022 0.053 -0.41 0.679 

PL -0.026 0.047 -0.55 0.579 

FR -0.048 0.101 -0.47 0.635 

NL -0.070 0.127 -0.55 0.584 

AT -0.077 0.086 -0.9 0.367 

SK -0.084 0.034 -2.43 0.015 

GR -0.089 0.092 -0.96 0.338 

BE -0.127 0.068 -1.88 0.060 

SI -0.147 0.111 -1.32 0.185 

IT -0.155 0.122 -1.27 0.203 

LT -0.206 0.079 -2.62 0.009 

DK -0.320 0.082 -3.92 0.000 
Note: EE HR, LV, PT and SE have been excluded. Estonia and Croatia do barely use PIN, while for Latvia, Portugal and 
Sweden, sample sizes were too small, as many contract values were not known. Dark shaded cells denote significant values 
at 85%. 

 
2.3.4. Use of framework agreements 

Framework agreements (FRA) are a widespread technique that allow CAE to aggregate for a 
given period their demand for goods and services, which may be heterogeneous in nature, not 
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fully plannable ahead and evolve over time. The procurers would, in a first step, select one or 
several providers capable of delivering upcoming orders, and sign a contract laying down 
general terms. The winner or winners of this first phase would appear in the CAN published in 
the Official Journal. In a second phase, the participants in the framework agreement would be 
asked to respond to specific orders. Framework agreements may involve only one supplier, 
which will be then generally obliged to accept and carry out the specific orders, or more 
participants. In the latter case, the specific orders can be assigned either through a ‘cascade’ 
system, with the first-placed participant having first the opportunity to accept or refuse a 
specific order, or through competition. 
 
Framework agreements reduce administrative burden for both CAE and participants, as well as 
the costs of unsuccessful bids. They also speed up the procurement process by allowing for 
setting out short timeframes for the response of companies to specific orders (time savings can 
also be achieved during the evaluation of bids). 
 
Framework contracts may encourage the participation of SMEs by making tendering more 
attractive, since the cost of bidding for specific orders, if selected in the first phase, will 
decrease significantly. On the other hand, in some cases, concerns about whether the 
aggregation of demand —and the corresponding higher technical and financial requirements—
weakens the opportunities for SMEs to successfully participate. 
 
The graph depicting the breakdown of the number of awards won by different company size 
classes show no difference between tenders for a framework agreement or for a single contract: 
SMEs win 61% of both, and the breakdown to micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises 
does not reveal any difference. 
 
In terms of the total value of public contracts secured, the difference between framework 
agreements and single contracts also remains small. SMEs win a higher share by 5% when the 
contract is not for a framework agreement, but this can largely be explained by the somewhat 
higher prevalence of FRA in the higher value bands, where SMEs are naturally more 
disadvantaged.37 
 
Figure 30 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by use of framework agreements 
(EU28, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 53,526 N = 37,222 

 
The differences between the three types of contracts with regard to the uptake of framework 
agreements seem rather moderate. According to the statistical analysis of the TED database of 
CAN between 2011 and 2017, the prevalence of FRA appears to be the highest among service 
contracts, with 26.6% of all service lots being published for a FRA, followed by supplies 
(24.3%). For works contracts, this proportion is somewhat smaller (16.3%). It is noteworthy to 
consider that the figures for supplies are strongly influenced (i.e. pulled down) by a very high 
number of non-FRA medical supply contracts from a small number of countries (mainly Poland). 
Disregarding the vast amount of medical ‘micro-lots’, framework agreements for supplies have 
in fact been launched for above 30% of individual lots and awards, putting this category into the 
first place instead of services. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 

37 The robustness of the breakdown by total procurement value is smaller than usual, as only 7,250 
framework agreements in our sample had a contract value assigned. 
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Table 22 Use of framework agreements by type of contract (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Type of 

contract 

Number of lots/awards  In percentage 

No FRA FRA Total No FRA FRA 

Supplies 1,536,449 493,617 2,030,066 75.7 24.3 

Services 886,346 320,491 1,206,837 73.4 26.6 

Works 301,822 58,681 360,503 83.7 16.3 

Total 2,724,617 872,789 3,597,406 75.7 24.3 

 
The use of framework agreements by the different types of contracts reveal an interesting 
pattern in our TED sample: while SMEs’ probability to win a tender for a FRA or for a single 
contracts does not differ visibly under supplies and service contracts (the apparent difference is 
2% in favour of FRA for supplies, and a mere 1% in favour of single contracts for services), FRA 
seem to be associated with a considerably lower share of SMEs winning public contracts under 
works contracts (66% for FRA versus 74% for single contracts). The observed gap is widest in 
the small enterprise category (25% versus 33% of awards won). 
 
Figure 31 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract and use of 
framework agreements (EU28, 2011-2017) 

 
N = 53,526.  

 
Based on the analysis of TED data, FRAs are used the most extensively in Romania (for 76.4% 
of all individual awards), Slovakia (34.0%), Luxembourg (37.7%), Ireland (45.7%), Denmark 
(45.9%,) and Sweden (48.7%), as well as the three EEA countries Iceland, Liechtenstein, and 
Norway. These countries, with the notable exception of Romania, are relatively small, which 
might encourage CAEs to use this demand aggregation technique—although small countries are 
also present at the other end of the spectrum, among the Member States that use FRA the least 
often. The countries where FRA is the least used are Poland (1.8%), Greece (3.2%), Lithuania 
(4.4%), Cyprus (4.9%), Italy (5.6%), and Bulgaria (5.6%). In the case of Poland and Lithuania, 
the small numbers observed are influenced to considerable extent by their habit of publishing 
very large amounts of medical supply micro-lots (not FRA). 
 
The use of framework agreements has become somewhat more widespread in recent years: the 
slope of the linear regression on the annual data suggests a 0.7% average increase per annum. 
The countries where the increase was the highest include Estonia, Romania, Latvia, Ireland, and 
Belgium. Conversely, countries where the uptake has fallen include Iceland, Liechtenstein, 
Portugal, Luxembourg, and Malta. 
 
Table 23 Use of framework agreements by country (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

Number of lots/awards  In percentage Slope 

No FRA FRA Total No FRA FRA 

RO 39,830 129,051 168,881 23.6 76.4 6.5 

IS 653 1,273 1,926 33.9 66.1 -9.4 

SK 12,607 24,426 37,033 34.0 66.0 -2.5 
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Country 

Number of lots/awards  In percentage Slope 

No FRA FRA Total No FRA FRA 

LU 2,913 4,811 7,724 37.7 62.3 -5.9 

LI 145 234 379 38.3 61.7 -6.8 

NO 10,866 16,270 27,136 40.0 60.0 -3.0 

IE 7,990 9,476 17,466 45.7 54.3 4.8 

DK 18,199 21,419 39,618 45.9 54.1 1.2 

SE 35,870 37,847 73,717 48.7 51.3 2.1 

LV 39,424 36,019 75,443 52.3 47.7 5.2 

UK 122,188 106,785 228,973 53.4 46.6 2.2 

PT 21,071 16,766 37,837 55.7 44.3 -6.2 

EE 10,026 7,674 17,700 56.6 43.4 7.3 

MT 2,551 1,417 3,968 64.3 35.7 -5.2 

FR 570,480 253,946 824,426 69.2 30.8 1.3 

HR 21,342 9,272 30,614 69.7 30.3 -1.1 

SI 58,657 25,430 84,087 69.8 30.2 -1.8 

BE 31,649 10,256 41,905 75.5 24.5 4.4 

DE 217,932 64,374 282,306 77.2 22.8 0.7 

CZ 55,685 15,829 71,514 77.9 22.1 1.6 

AT 19,611 5,489 25,100 78.1 21.9 1.7 

NL 40,654 10,253 50,907 79.9 20.1 -0.7 

FI 36,615 8,536 45,151 81.1 18.9 1.7 

HU 40,154 6,105 46,259 86.8 13.2 -1.2 

ES 134,720 17,322 152,042 88.6 11.4 0.6 

BG 83,586 4,988 88,574 94.4 5.6 -2.1 

IT 123,300 7,286 130,586 94.4 5.6 1.3 

CY 5,707 292 5,999 95.1 4.9 1.4 

LT 72,711 3,374 76,085 95.6 4.4 1.6 

GR 31,672 1,054 32,726 96.8 3.2 -0.5 

PL 855,809 15,515 871,324 98.2 1.8 -0.2 

Total 2,724,617 872,789 3,597,406 75.7 24.3 0.7 

 
Looking only at the table with the breakdown by contract type, one could assume that FRA have 
a positive effect on supply contracts and a negative effect on public works (while they do not 
impact services). However, when controlling for differences in contract values, we see a 
different picture. The nearest-neighbour matching method yields a positive and highly 
significant effect overall (a benefit of 4% for SMEs), which is not present in the case of supply 
contracts, but reaching 6% for both service and works contracts. 
 
Table 24 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the use of framework agreements (sample estimate, 
EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Subsample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

Full sample 0.039 0.008 4.90 0.000 

Supply 0.008 0.012 0.72 0.472 

Service 0.059 0.011 5.27 0.000 

Works 0.057 0.018 3.15 0.002 

 
The Average Treatment Effects estimated individually for each country show positive and 
significant effects in Sweden (17%), Germany (14%), Estonia (13%), Lithuania (9%), and 
Slovenia (8%). The effect seems to be also markedly positive for Spain, but this comes without 
statistical significance as the subsample of FRA with values was too small. On the other hand, 
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given the small valid sample sizes across the board, there were only two countries with 
significant negative estimates: Latvia (-11%) and Romania (-5%). 
 
Table 25 Average treatment effect (ATE) of the use of framework agreements by country 
(sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Subsample ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

SE 0.174 0.073 2.4 0.016 

DE 0.141 0.031 4.6 0.000 

EE 0.131 0.028 4.63 0.000 

ES 0.107 0.091 1.17 0.242 

LT 0.089 0.039 2.31 0.021 

SI 0.076 0.032 2.38 0.017 

FI 0.073 0.130 0.56 0.575 

IE 0.071 0.060 1.18 0.237 

FR 0.060 0.024 2.47 0.013 

UK 0.060 0.042 1.43 0.153 

EEA 0.042 0.050 0.83 0.405 

GR 0.040 0.078 0.52 0.606 

NL 0.038 0.074 0.51 0.609 

DK 0.036 0.055 0.65 0.513 

SK 0.034 0.037 0.93 0.351 

BE 0.032 0.056 0.58 0.564 

HR 0.012 0.041 0.3 0.765 

CZ -0.006 0.076 -0.08 0.936 

HU -0.035 0.040 -0.88 0.381 

IT -0.045 0.067 -0.68 0.499 

RO -0.046 0.029 -1.57 0.117 

BG -0.066 0.085 -0.78 0.437 

LV -0.114 0.033 -3.42 0.001 

PT -0.123 0.187 -0.66 0.511 

PL -0.144 0.137 -1.05 0.294 

LU -0.179 0.164 -1.09 0.275 
Note: AT, CY and MT have been excluded due to insufficient sample sizes (i.e. FRA with contract values). Dark shaded cells 
denote significant values at 85%. 

 
2.3.5. Number of bidders 

Policymakers and contracting authorities have a range of measures at their disposal, above the 
ones introduced earlier, to make public contracts more attractive and accessible for SMEs. 
These cover: lowering financial requirements; lowering the cost of participation (via free-of-
charge tender documentation, less documentary evidence, electronic procedures etc.); and 
supplying better (clearer, swifter, more customised) information. Policymakers see more 
interest from SMEs as a way to maximise value for money. This is achieved not only through 
higher quality, a higher level of customisation and client focus that the potential SME 
contractors may offer, but also avoiding collusion and bid rigging. Genuine competition for 
contracts is in the interest of public policy in the realm of public procurement.  
 
It can be reasonably posited that the number of bidders for a given contract should, in general, 
grow as the attractiveness and accessibility of the tender for SMEs increases. While there are 
contracts for which only large enterprises compete, lower entry barriers for SMEs will lead to 
more bidders on average, or for a ‘typical’ contract. 
 
Contracts awarded with only one bidder submitting an offer is a relatively widespread 
phenomenon in above-threshold procurement (about 26% of the contracts/lots publicised on 
TED had only one bidder). In a rather large number of cases, there is only one bidder. These 
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are usually contracts awarded without a call (e.g. contracts where the supplier enjoys a natural 
monopoly, or the contract is extended for valid reasons), but they may also include tenders that 
ought to be competitive. Even if there is competition, this might be limited to only two or three 
bidders, where the risk of collusion is still relatively high. In other cases (normally for certain 
framework agreements or dynamic purchasing systems), there may be more than a hundred 
bidders for a given lot. In the analysis, we group the number of bidders into four categories: 
single bidder; ‘low competition’ with two to three bidders, ‘healthy’ competition with four to nine 
bidders, and very competitive tenders with more than ten bidders.38 
 
The estimates of SMEs’ share in the TED sample drawn show that the number of bidders seems 
to be associated with a higher proportion of SMEs among the winning bidders. The proportion of 
SMEs increases from 58% in the case of tenders with only one bidder gradually to 68% when at 
least ten tenderers submitted a bid. The larger share of SMEs is understandable in the highest 
category, which includes tenders with a very large number of bidders (sometimes more than 
100), which must almost certainly be overwhelmingly SMEs. However, the winning rates of 
SMEs already start to increase when two to three bidders are present. 
 
Figure 32 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by the number of bidders (EU28, 
2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 48,423 N = 34,869 

 
In terms of the total value of public contracts secured, the positive trend is visible for 
competitive tenders (SMEs account for 31% of the total value when the number of bidders is 
two to three, but up to 38% when there are ten or more bidders), however, interestingly, their 
share is again higher (38%) for tenders with only one bidder. 
 
The proportion of tenders with only one bidder decreases when contract size increases. Whereas 
34.5% of lots with a value of below €10,000 do not have any competition, this proportion falls 
to 24.8% for lots worth more than €5 million. In parallel, the proportion of cases where at least 
ten tenderers submit a bid rises from 9.9% to 23.0%. This, in theory, should work against the 
increasing share of SMEs with increasing levels of competition: SMEs more easily win contracts 
with lower values, and the level of competition there, as seen in the TED data, is lower. 
 
Table 26 Number of bidders by value band of award (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Value band  
Number of 
awards 

In percentage 
Single 
bidder 2-3 bidders 4-9 bidders 10+ bidders 

Below 10,000 326,644 34.5 33.1 22.5 9.9 
10-30,000 360,779 32.9 31.3 24.9 10.9 
30-100,000 430,342 29.2 30.5 28.6 11.6 
100-300,000 403,511 25.7 30.7 31.7 11.9 
300,000-1mn 311,727 23.8 30.0 33.6 12.7 
1-5mn 164,157 19.5 28.4 35.8 16.2 
Above 5mn 67,096 13.9 24.8 38.3 23.0 
Unknown / N/A 1,599,159 22.9 30.8 29.4 16.9 
Total 3,663,415 26.0 30.7 29.3 14.0 

Note: Percentages were calculated after excluding observations with unknown award criterion. 
 

                                                 

38 The latter includes multiple framework agreements or DPS where the number of tenderers retained is 
equally very high, so the actual competition is rather moderate, but these do not influence our results too 
much due to their limited number. 
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When breaking down the sample by the value band of the lot, the SMEs’ share in winning 
contracts clearly grows when the tenders are more competitive, irrespective of the value of the 
contract. This widening SME participation is, in fact, more pronounced in this analysis—
counteracting the composition effect explained above. SMEs’ share for single-bidder tenders 
lags behind the corresponding figure for tenders with ten or more bidders by over 10% in most 
value bands.  
 
Figure 33 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by value of lot/award and number 
of bidders (EU28, 2011-2015) 

 
N = 34,869. 

 
At country level, it is mostly Nordic, incl. EEA, and Western European countries that tend not to 
award contracts without competition (the first ten of the league table). The proportion of lots 
awarded in tenders involving one single bidder is the lowest in Iceland (3.1%), Ireland (4.5%), 
Sweden (6.6%), Norway (9.2%), the UK (10.2%), and Finland (10.5%). Conversely, 
uncompetitive tenders are very frequent in Poland (45.8%), Slovenia (40.6%), Croatia (40.4%), 
Hungary (33.4%), Cyprus (32.8%), and the Czech Republic(33.1%)—all EU13 member states. 
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The proportion of contracts awarded under ‘healthy’ competition, i.e. four to nine bidders, is the 
highest in Luxembourg (49.0%), Liechtenstein (46.1%), Denmark (45.6%), Austria, the 
Netherlands (both 44.5%), and Norway (42.4%). 
 
Table 27 Number of bidders by country (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

Number of 

awards 

In percentage 

Single 

bidder 2-3 bidders 4-9 bidders 10+ bidders 

IS 1,095 3.1 14.8 34.2 48.0 

IE 20,257 4.5 13.6 35.6 46.3 

SE 77,254 6.6 20.2 36.6 36.6 

NO 25,700 9.2 31.4 42.4 17.0 

UK 250,500 10.2 15.5 33.7 40.6 

FI 48,319 10.5 26.5 38.2 24.8 

LU 3,041 10.6 35.7 49.0 4.7 

NL 51,060 11.1 24.9 44.5 19.6 

DK 40,969 11.2 29.0 45.6 14.2 

LI 145 12.2 41.7 46.1 0.0 

MT 2,710 13.9 33.6 41.5 11.0 

DE 285,851 14.7 29.0 40.7 15.6 

BE 42,338 15.0 36.3 41.4 7.3 

AT 25,432 15.1 29.6 44.5 10.8 

FR 841,214 15.4 34.0 39.0 11.6 

LV 81,333 17.9 29.3 28.3 24.5 

EE 17,876 18.5 25.2 36.5 19.8 

LT 76,466 19.5 31.4 32.7 16.5 

ES 154,262 20.4 25.3 31.7 22.5 

PT 22,500 20.7 23.3 34.0 22.0 

RO 181,630 21.7 26.7 27.0 24.6 

GR 32,919 23.6 19.2 15.4 41.8 

BG 91,387 26.0 26.3 22.5 25.3 

SK 24,017 27.1 31.6 27.6 13.7 

IT 132,273 27.9 33.1 28.6 10.4 

CZ 78,683 31.1 33.1 27.8 8.0 

CY 5,999 32.8 27.8 25.3 14.1 

HU 46,564 33.4 36.7 23.7 6.2 

HR 30,108 40.4 37.1 21.7 0.8 

SI 87,213 40.6 35.9 19.8 3.8 

PL 884,300 45.8 35.3 17.3 1.6 

Total 3,663,415 26.0 30.7 29.3 14.0 
Note: Percentages were calculated after excluding observations with unknown award criterion. 

 
The Average Treatment Effect (ATE) of increasing competition, calculated by means of nearest-
neighbour matching by the award (lot) value and the type of contract suggests that increasing 
the level of competition from one single bidder to 2-3 bidders does not influence SMEs’ chances 
of winning above-threshold contracts. The estimated effect is practically zero, with a p-value of 
0.878, which is much closer to 1 than to the 0.15 threshold chosen for the study. 
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SMEs’ share, however, starts to increase when we reach ‘healthy’ competition compared to only 
‘low’ level of competition: the ATE of increasing the number of bidders from 2-3 to 4-9 is 1%, 
and just about significant at the 85% confidence level.39 However, the major impact comes 
when the number of bidders exceed ten. The corresponding ATE estimates reach 7%, and are 
highly significant. As mentioned above, this is probably explained by tenders specifically well-
suited for SMEs (some small-scale educational or agricultural services, for instance) that attract 
a very large number of bidders and are won by SMEs almost by design. Nonetheless, the data 
seems to support the idea that ‘healthy’ competition will have a positive impact on SMEs’ 
chances to win public contracts. 
 
Table 28 Average treatment effect (ATE) of number of bidders (sample estimate, EU28+EEA from 
2011-2017) 

2-3 bidders vs. single bidder 

Model ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

2-3 vs. single 

bidder 

0.001 0.008 0.15 0.878 

4-9 vs. 2-3 

bidders 

0.011 0.008 1.46 0.143 

4-9 vs. 1-3 

bidders 

0.009 0.007 1.25 0.210 

10+ vs. 4-9 

bidders 

0.071 0.009 7.6 0.000 

10+ vs. 2-9 

bidders 

0.069 0.009 7.94 0.000 

10+ vs. 1-9 

bidders 

0.069 0.009 7.97 0.000 

 
As for other measures discussed above, the estimated Average Treatment Effect differs quite 
considerably between countries. The move from one single bidder to at least two bidders, for 
instance, is associated with an expected 8% increase in the share of SMEs winning contracts in 
the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Slovenia, and 6% in Italy and about 5% in Malta and Cyprus. 
On the other hand, however, the likelihood of SMEs securing contracts seem to fall in Denmark 
(-15%) and Croatia (-6%) with increased competition, after controlling for the value of the 
award and the type of contract. 
 
Table 29 Average treatment effect (ATE) of bid competition (at least 2 bidders),  
by country (sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

NL 0.111 0.094 1.19 0.234 

CZ 0.082 0.028 2.89 0.004 

LT 0.078 0.049 1.59 0.111 

SI 0.075 0.031 2.43 0.015 

PT 0.064 0.067 0.95 0.343 

IT 0.060 0.039 1.53 0.125 

CY+MT 0.053 0.032 1.67 0.094 

EE 0.046 0.050 0.91 0.360 

PL 0.014 0.021 0.66 0.510 

HU 0.012 0.032 0.38 0.704 

GR 0.009 0.043 0.21 0.834 

BE 0.005 0.066 0.08 0.938 

FR -0.007 0.033 -0.2 0.844 

                                                 

39 Curiously, when calculating ATE in comparison with tenders with 1-3 bidders, the significance is lost. 
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Country ATE Std.err. z-stat P-value 

SK -0.010 0.037 -0.28 0.783 

DE -0.012 0.043 -0.29 0.772 

AT -0.015 0.063 -0.24 0.807 

ES -0.016 0.050 -0.32 0.750 

SE -0.029 0.089 -0.33 0.744 

LU -0.033 0.051 -0.66 0.512 

LV -0.034 0.037 -0.92 0.355 

FI -0.036 0.062 -0.58 0.564 

RO -0.041 0.030 -1.38 0.169 

BG -0.058 0.043 -1.36 0.175 

HR -0.063 0.042 -1.5 0.134 

EEA -0.066 0.057 -1.15 0.250 

UK -0.076 0.150 -0.51 0.611 

IE -0.079 0.105 -0.75 0.451 

DK -0.149 0.076 -1.95 0.051 

Note: Dark shaded cells denote significant values at 85%. 

 
2.4. CHANGE OVER TIME AND COUNTRY BENCHMARKING 

2.4.1. Testing the significance of change over time in SMEs share  

The graphs showing the evolution of SMEs share by year suggest that the proportion of 
contracts awarded to SMEs has grown over the years. To determine whether the observed 
change is genuine, statistical tests were undertaken. 40 The sample was broken down into two 
parts: awards published between 2011-2014 and awards published between 2015-2017. The 
first test was a t-test to establish whether SMEs share in the latter period minus their share in 
the first period differs from zero to a statistically significant extent. The second test was again 
the calculation of the Average Treatment Effect of time (whether the award was in the first or 
the second period), controlling for value and nature of the contract via nearest neighbour 
matching. For the models, the logarithm of the total value of CANs and the type of contract 
(supplies, services, works) was used. 
 
The results show that the observed positive trend is not merely due to chance: the p-values 
show highly significant results. For all awards taken together, the share of SMEs increased by 
2.4% from the first to the second sub-period, whereby the change was 3.8% for supply 
contracts, 1.6% for services. The positive and significant changes for the overall set and for 
supplies and services are confirmed by the ATE models, which also show highly significant time 
effects. As an exception to the above patterns, SMEs’ share under works contracts fell by 3.5% 
during the period. However, the ATE approach showed that this was due to the increasing 
values of the contracts. Controlling for this, there was no significant change in the proportion of 
SMEs winning such contracts. 
 
Table 30 Significance of the difference in SMEs’ share (by number of awards) between 2011-
2014 and 2015-2017 and ATE, by type of contract 

 

SMEs’ share Significance test  ATE 

2011-

2014 

2015-

2017 

Diff. 

(%p) t-stat P-value 

Effect 

(%p) 

Z-stat P-value 

All 59.9 62.3 2.4 4.17 0.000 2.3 4.70 0.000 

Supplies 51.5 55.3 3.8 4.60 0.000 3.4 4.23 0.000 

Services 68.0 69.6 1.6 1.70 0.090 2.5 2.92 0.003 

                                                 

40 Note: the tests can only handle the error from random sampling, and not from other sources of errors. 
We may assume, for instance, that there was a lower probability to identify a company that won contracts 
in the early years of the period and that are already out of business. Such enterprises would not be included 
in the final sample that was analysed – and they would likely be smaller companies. 
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SMEs’ share Significance test  ATE 

2011-

2014 

2015-

2017 

Diff. 

(%p) t-stat P-value 

Effect 

(%p) 

Z-stat P-value 

Works 74.5 71.0 -3.5 -2.63 0.008 0.8 0.89 0.373 
 
A separate look at individual countries shows that SMEs could significantly increase their share 
of number of contracts in Romania (by 17%), Lithuania (14%), Malta (11%), Liechtenstein, 
Italy (both 9%), Finland (8%), Greece (4%) and the UK (3%). There were fewer countries 
where the weight of SMEs decreased in 2015-2017 as compared to 2011-2014, and only two of 
the observed negative shifts were significant: Iceland (-17% points) and the Czech Republic (-
7%). 
 
The second test using ATE yields very similar results, although the estimated effect of time is 
overall more moderate across the board. Where the numbers diverge markedly, there were 
important compositional changes in CAN value and the type of contract (ATE shows lower 
increases in Romania, Lithuania, and Finland; a significant decrease in Belgium, and a 
significant increase in Poland, which were not apparent in the first test; as well as increases 
rather than decreases in the Netherlands, Croatia and Sweden, with the latter almost significant 
at a confidence level of 85%). 
 
Table 31 Significance of the difference in SMEs’ share (by number of awards) between 2011-
2014 and 2015-2017 and ATE, by country 

 

SMEs’ share Significance test  ATE 

2011-

2014 

2015-

2017 

Diff. 

(%p) t-stat P-value 

Effect 

(%p) 

Z-stat P-value 

RO 52.2 69.6 17.3 6.50 0.000 8.6 4.12 0.000 

LT 64.6 78.2 13.6 4.82 0.000 4.5 1.89 0.059 

MT 80.6 91.4 10.8 6.76 0.000 9.3 2.50 0.012 

LI 90.6 100.0 9.4 4.11 0.000 10.7 1.48 0.138 

IT 52.9 61.7 8.9 3.26 0.001 9.2 3.50 0.000 

FI 59.2 66.9 7.7 2.91 0.004 4.6 1.80 0.071 

GR 88.0 92.2 4.2 1.91 0.056 3.3 1.45 0.148 

BG 73.6 77.3 3.7 1.35 0.178 1.4 0.53 0.595 

UK 61.9 65.3 3.4 1.68 0.092 5.1 2.07 0.038 

NO 56.3 58.8 2.6 1.01 0.311 -0.2 -0.06 0.953 

LV 71.9 74.3 2.4 1.04 0.299 1.6 0.78 0.435 

IE 69.9 71.7 1.9 0.66 0.510 3.0 0.88 0.378 

AT 63.3 64.8 1.4 0.64 0.523 2.9 0.97 0.333 

EE 79.1 79.9 0.8 0.38 0.701 -0.4 -0.19 0.852 

BE 63.9 64.6 0.7 0.26 0.794 -6.3 -2.13 0.033 

DK 56.5 57.2 0.7 0.27 0.790 2.8 0.92 0.358 

FR 60.5 61.1 0.6 0.43 0.667 0.6 0.34 0.731 

CY 80.5 81.0 0.5 0.16 0.876 0.1 0.03 0.977 

HU 73.1 73.5 0.5 0.20 0.843 1.8 0.74 0.457 

PT 54.6 55.1 0.5 0.15 0.881 2.8 0.97 0.333 

ES 47.1 47.5 0.4 0.15 0.882 1.1 0.40 0.691 

PL 53.9 53.8 -0.1 -0.08 0.933 3.0 2.13 0.033 

DE 65.4 64.7 -0.7 -0.41 0.685 -0.9 -0.37 0.714 

LU 69.8 68.9 -0.9 -0.47 0.640 0.4 0.15 0.884 

NL 62.9 61.6 -1.3 -0.49 0.627 2.2 0.57 0.570 

SI 66.6 64.8 -1.8 -0.67 0.505 -0.9 -0.43 0.670 

SK 75.4 72.8 -2.6 -1.19 0.236 0.7 0.31 0.754 
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SMEs’ share Significance test  ATE 

2011-

2014 

2015-

2017 

Diff. 

(%p) t-stat P-value 

Effect 

(%p) 

Z-stat P-value 

SE 62.5 59.1 -3.3 -1.33 0.182 5.8 1.43 0.153 

HR 72.4 67.3 -5.2 -1.09 0.275 2.3 0.60 0.551 

CZ 70.6 63.8 -6.8 -3.05 0.002 -6.9 -3.13 0.002 

IS 87.7 70.8 -16.8 -8.42 0.000 .. .. .. 

Note: Dark shaded cells denote significant values at 85%. 
 

2.4.2. Country performance compared to benchmark 

As seen several times before, overall estimates on SMEs’ level of access to public contracts 
depend substantially on the composition of these contracts. Of the key variables describing the 
basic nature of the tender, the value and sector of the procurement are arguably the most 
important in this regard. This can be used to compare country performance—or SMEs’ share in 
other subdivisions—on a more accurate basis, accounting for the differences in the pool of 
contracts concerning their overall value (at CAN level) and the sector of the good or service 
procured (this philosophy has also led to using Average Treatment Effect models). Therefore, 
the sample was reweighted so that all country subsamples are the same in their composition by 
CAN value band and sector, thus standardising the country subsamples. CAN above €5 million 
for supplies and services, and above €100 million for works were excluded. The comparison of 
standardised and unweighted figures on SME performance by number of awards in the sample 
show how much the different country composition of CAN can alter the picture: for the Czech 
Republic, for instance, the proportion of SMEs among public contract winners would have been 
7% lower if the composition of Czech notices by CAN size and sector equalled the average of all 
EU28+EEA notices. Conversely, Polish SME performance appears 9% worse due to the specific 
composition of Polish contract award notices. 
 
Table 32 Composition effect on SMEs’ share in sample (sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 
Standardised size breakdown 

Unweighted size breakdown in 
sample 

Composition 
effect on 
SME’ share Mi S Me L Mi S Me L 

CZ 11 20 25 44 15 22 27 36 7 
EE 17 26 24 34 22 28 24 27 7 
IS 33 18 23 27 44 16 21 20 7 
CY 36 22 17 25 40 26 14 19 6 
LU 25 16 21 37 17 23 29 31 6 
AT 10 27 21 43 11 27 25 38 5 
BG 15 24 26 34 18 30 23 29 5 
HR 14 28 24 34 17 31 23 29 5 
SK 20 20 22 38 27 19 21 33 5 
GR 32 26 24 18 42 23 22 14 4 
HU 13 30 24 33 14 31 26 29 4 
LI 13 62 17 8 22 58 17 4 4 
DE 16 24 22 38 17 26 23 35 3 
SE 18 21 16 45 18 22 18 43 3 
SI 18 24 23 35 17 27 24 32 3 
MT 31 28 26 15 35 30 21 14 1 
BE 19 22 22 38 19 21 22 38 0 
FI 18 20 19 43 18 21 19 43 0 
FR 18 22 18 41 19 22 18 41 0 
IE 21 21 26 31 22 24 24 31 0 
PT 12 21 23 45 12 19 25 44 0 
DK 19 20 20 42 19 18 18 45 -2 
ES 12 16 20 51 11 15 20 54 -2 
LT 11 25 27 36 11 24 28 38 -2 
NL 16 25 21 38 16 23 21 40 -2 
RO 18 24 28 30 20 24 24 33 -2 
UK 15 21 28 37 17 21 23 39 -2 
NO 15 19 24 41 15 18 23 45 -3 
LV 25 23 28 23 25 19 28 27 -4 
IT 15 23 27 35 12 21 25 42 -7 
PL 20 17 22 41 18 15 18 50 -9 
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The country-specific benchmarks are calculated in the simplest way by adding the above-
calculated composition effect to the overall EU28 figures: SMEs’ share of winning contracts for 
the unweighted sample was 63% (this is larger than the estimated headline figure for the EU28 
of 61% because the smaller countries are strongly over-represented in the sample and they 
tend to provide better SME access). Comparing the actual unweighted results in the sample with 
this benchmark, the ranking of countries does not change markedly, but the large apparent 
differences in SME access become more moderate. Note that the figures for Poland and 
Lithuania are still biased to some extent in this table due to the large amount of micro-lots won 
by large enterprises that could not be fully controlled for. 
 
Table 33 Country performance against benchmark (sample estimate, EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

SMEs’ share Share of SMEs over 
benchmark 

Benchmark value 
In unweighted 
sample 

LI 67 96 29 
MT 64 86 22 
GR 67 86 19 
LV 59 73 14 
CY 69 81 12 
IS 70 80 10 
RO 61 67 7 
IE 63 69 6 
HU 67 71 4 
BG 68 71 3 
EE 70 73 3 
HR 68 71 3 
IT 56 58 2 
SI 66 68 2 
LT 61 62 1 
LU 69 69 0 
UK 61 61 0 
BE 63 62 -1 
DE 66 65 -1 
NL 61 60 -1 
SK 68 67 -1 
FR 63 59 -4 
NO 60 55 -4 
PL 54 50 -4 
DK 61 55 -5 
AT 68 62 -6 
FI 63 57 -6 
CZ 70 64 -7 
PT 63 56 -8 
SE 66 57 -8 
ES 61 46 -14 

 
2.5. ROBUSTNESS OF THE ‘SME MARKER’ OF THE NEW STANDARD FORMS 

In the new 2014 standard CAN forms, an ‘SME marker’ has been introduced, where contracting 
authorities and entities are asked to indicate whether the company winning a contract, or the 
leader of a grouping of companies, is an SME or not. Looking only at this marker, the calculated 
proportion of contracts awarded to SME would be reasonably close to the estimate made in this 
study. In the total sample drawn, the SME marker (mostly for the years 2016-2017) indicated 
4,969 records to be won by SMEs (55%) and 4,032 not (45%). The estimates here, using 
predominantly Dun & Bradstreet data, note the proportion of contracts going to SMEs at 60% 
for the two latest years, which were analysed. 
 
However, cross-checking the marker and the estimated SME size classes show a considerable 
degree of inconsistency. In our sample, around 28% of the records where the SME marker was 
present showed an inconsistency between the two methods: in 932 cases (11%) the marker 
indicates an SME, while our assessment suggests a large enterprise winning the contract; and 
for 1,537 records (18%) the marker indicates that the company is not an SME, while our 
identification and classification exercise place the company in question in either the micro-, 
small-, or medium-sized enterprise category. 
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Table 34 Cross-tabulation of established company size class and the SME marker  

Established 

size class 

SME marker, all sampled contracts  

(with duplicates) 

In percentage 

SME Not SME SME Not SME 

Micro 1,230 413 14.1 4.7 

Small 1,517  468 17.4 5.4 

Medium-sized 1,208 656 13.8 7.5 

Large 932 2,304 10.7 26.4 

Total 4,887 3,841 - - 
 
This cross-tabulation has been calculated on a significantly smaller subsample than the original 
sample for 2016-2017, as CAE propensity to provide the SME marker is varied. In the 2016 
dataset, this information is missing for more than 70% of otherwise valid records, and even in 
2017, it was not filled in for around 25% of contract awards. It is evident that the SME marker 
is unreliable.  
 
The marker itself differs between awards for 5% of individual companies that Dun & Bradstreet 
has identified (after de-duplication). If we only look at companies in our sample that won at 
least twice (more precisely, companies for which the SME marker is present at least twice), the 
inconsistency between the SME markers for different awards reaches 30%. The level of 
inconsistency in this dataset seems to be low for awards by Estonian, Croatian, Italian and 
Norwegian contracting authorities or entities, but very high for contracting authorities or entities 
from Sweden, Slovakia, Poland and Bulgaria.  
 
Companies identified by the marker as an SME, but classified in this study as large enterprises 
include a few very well-known global companies (Pfizer, Fresenius, Siemens, Colas, Eurovia, 
Strabag), where hence the marker has been clearly wrongly assigned. It also includes 
companies that are single entities but have corporate figures far above the thresholds, where 
the wrong assignment of the marker is again clear. On the other hand, there are also companies 
with figures not so far above the thresholds. It is conceivable that the companies still considered 
themselves to be an SME, or were maybe within the three-year ‘grace period’ of retaining SME 
status. Finally, this inconsistent subsample also includes companies with an ultimate mother 
company who is responsible for lifting the company into the large enterprise category. It is 
possible in some cases that the tenderers did not think of the ultimate mother when classifying 
themselves, or the mother company did not have a controlling stake at the time of tendering. 
 
A statistical inquiry into the patterns shows that such inconsistent classifications occur more 
often in the Netherlands, Cyprus, Luxembourg, and Sweden (Iceland places third but the 
sample was very small for results to be robust). In these countries 18-26% of the records 
where the SME marker indicates an SME turn out to have been won by large enterprises, 
according to the study’s classification based on matching with Dun & Bradstreet’s company 
register and their data (and as indicated above, in most of these cases the company in question 
is indeed likely to be a large enterprise). 
 
This type of misclassification also occurs more frequently under supplies contracts in the 
dataset, especially for medical products (drugs) tendered by hospitals. These frequent 
misclassifications occur because tenders often contain a very large number of lots, which are 
multiplied each time the same company wins an additional lot. 
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Figure 34 Proportion of awards where the study’s size classification is consistent with indicated 
SME status of winning company, by country of CAE (percent) 

 
 
Conversely, from among the companies this study classified as an SME but the marker says 
otherwise (at least for one award to the given company), the SME marker highlights some cases 
where we wrongly classified the company in question on the basis of D&B data that perhaps 
related to only a subsidiary/part of the company (e.g. Mears ltd., the RSA insurance group, 
Edwards Lifesciences). The inconsistent records were reviewed, to the extent possible, but in 
most cases no solid evidence was found that the company belonged to a larger group or that 
the company data received would be incorrect or misleading. 
 
The proportion of awards where the winning company is marked as not an SME in the CAN, but 
is identified as an SME using Dun & Bradstreet data, is the highest in Belgium, Latvia and Italy 
(the list is led by Greece and Lithuania, but CAEs in these countries rarely provide the SME 
marker, hence the sample is very small). The phenomenon is somewhat more frequent in 
service and works tenders, and in contracts tendered by utilities. 
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Figure 35 Proportion of awards where the study’s size classification is consistent with indicated 
large enterprise/non-SME status of winning company, by country of CAE (percent) 

 
 

2.6. SMES IN DIRECT CROSS-BORDER PROCUREMENT ABOVE EU-
THRESHOLDS 

Competing for, and winning, contracts in another Member State is perhaps an infrequent, but 
still important aspect of the Single Market. Cross-border procurement occurs when a public 
contract published by a CAE in the EU28 (or an EEA member country) is partly or fully 
performed by economic operators from abroad, another Member State or EEA-member, or from 
a third country. Companies from abroad can participate in: 

• direct cross-border procurement, where the company winning the contract as indicated 
on TED (which could be the leader of a joint bid) is from a different country than the 
country of the procurer; 

• indirect cross-border procurement, where a substantial part of the contract is performed 
by foreign economic operators (for instance as consortium partner or subcontractor). 

 
The level of cross-border procurement can be seen as an indicator of a healthy operating Single 
Market. 
 

2.6.1. Patterns of cross-border procurement 

Following a careful and extensive curation of the TED database, 48,788 direct cross-border 
awards have been identified in the EU28+EEA area (1.4% of the total number), of which 41,307 
went to contractors from an EU28 Member State, 643 to a company located in an EEA country, 
and 6,838 to companies from a third country. The trend is overall slightly positive, with an 
average increase of about 0.02% per annum. 
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Table 35 Breakdown of contracts awarded by domestic or foreign status of the winner 
(EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Year Domestic 
Foreign 

Unknown Total 
EU28 EEA 3rd country 

2011 433,632 4,905 71 838 118 439,564 

2012 453,723 4,953 83 846 111 459,716 

2013 453,030 5,174 88 913 316 459,521 

2014 476,497 5,608 66 1,058 172 483,401 

2015 489,159 6,182 93 957 154 496,545 

2016 491,472 6,466 110 1,057 171 499,276 

2017 661,843 8,019 132 1,169 73 671,236 

Total 3,459,356 41,307 643 6,838 1,115 3,509,259 

In percentage 

2011 98.65 1.12 0.02 0.19 0.03 100.00 

2012 98.70 1.08 0.02 0.18 0.02 100.00 

2013 98.59 1.13 0.02 0.20 0.07 100.00 

2014 98.57 1.16 0.01 0.22 0.04 100.00 

2015 98.51 1.25 0.02 0.19 0.03 100.00 

2016 98.44 1.30 0.02 0.21 0.03 100.00 

2017 98.60 1.19 0.02 0.17 0.01 100.00 

Total 98.58 1.18 0.02 0.19 0.03 100.00 
 
The aggregate value of cross-border contracts is estimated to reach at least €110 billion over 
the 2011-2017 period; however, an accurate estimate of the value was not feasible in this study 
due to the large share of missing values or unreliable values in the TED datasets. As cross-
border contracts tend to be larger than domestic ones, their value share is thought to be 
significantly larger than their calculated 1.4% share in terms of number of awards. 
Notwithstanding concerns about data reliability in the earlier years, the aggregate values of 
cross-border procurement seem to increase at a relatively high pace, both for intra-EU28 cross-
border procurement and awards given to third country economic operators. Regarding the 
nature of the goods or services purchased, cross-border procurement is most prevalent in the 
supply of machinery (4.4% of all contract awards went to foreign operators), other 
manufactured goods (2.9%), as well as the provision of ‘other’ services (3.1%) and R&D and 
business services (2.4%). 
 
Table 36 Breakdown of contracts awarded by domestic or foreign status of the winner, by sector 
(in percentage) (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Sector Domestic 
Foreign 

Unknown Total EU28 EEA 3rd 
country 

Commodities 99.13 0.75 0.02 0.09 0.02 100.00 
Machinery 95.58 3.67 0.05 0.68 0.02 100.00 
Medical products 99.01 0.88 0.01 0.08 0.02 100.00 
Manufacturing 97.13 2.49 0.03 0.34 0.02 100.00 
Construction 99.30 0.64 0.00 0.05 0.01 100.00 
Architecture/engineering 
services 98.59 1.19 0.04 0.14 0.03 100.00 

IT services 98.75 0.90 0.03 0.26 0.07 100.00 
R&D/business services 97.58 1.77 0.03 0.58 0.04 100.00 
Education 99.57 0.30 0.00 0.11 0.01 100.00 
Health 99.72 0.18 0.00 0.06 0.04 100.00 
Agricultural services 99.60 0.30 0.00 0.01 0.09 100.00 
Environmental services 99.63 0.28 0.02 0.03 0.04 100.00 
Other services 96.78 2.31 0.04 0.78 0.09 100.00 

 
Awarding contracts to foreign companies is more frequent in small or medium-sized countries 
that may not have sufficiently strong domestic operators—whether autonomous companies or 
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daughters of foreign companies—that could successfully lead bids. The extent of direct cross-
border procurement is the highest in Liechtenstein (25% of all awards won by foreign 
companies), Luxembourg (16%), Ireland (13%), Malta (10%), Austria, Cyprus, and Norway (all 
6%). Countries that award the lowest share of their contracts to foreign operators include 
Bulgaria, France, Romania, Spain, Croatia, and Poland (with cross-border procurement rates of 
1% or less). 
 
Figure 36 Share of cross-border contracts per country (EU28, 2011-2017) 

Awarded by CAE to foreign operators Secured in another EU28 or EEA country 

  
 
Taking the opposite perspective, countries where companies win a substantial share of 
European above-threshold procurement in another EU28 or EEA country include Liechtenstein 
(30% of contracts won by its companies in the TED database are from abroad), Ireland, 
Luxembourg (both 11%), Austria (9%), Iceland, the Netherlands (both 6%), and Belgium (5%). 
For economic operators from Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, France, Latvia, Croatia, 
Spain, and Malta; cross-border procurement only accounts for 1% or less of all their above-
threshold awards. 
 
Money flows from cross-border procurement within the Single Market generally benefit most 
large or medium-sized countries from the EU15. The following table compares the total value of 
contracts awarded to economic operators from another member of the Single Market (EU28 + 
EEA), and the value of contracts that companies could secure elsewhere on the Single Market - 
as far as values were given in the TED database. The results indicate that German companies 
won almost €16 billion more abroad than what German CAE awarded to companies from other 
countries of the Single Market.41 Germany is followed by Spain (€8.5 billion), Italy (€7.6 billion), 
the Netherlands (€4.4 billion), and Austria (€4.1 billion). 
 

                                                 

41 This comparison implicitly assigns the full value of the contract to the country of the company winning the 
award. In reality, we can reasonably assume that a large share of the contract value will be ultimately spent 
in the country of the CAE (less for supplies, more for services and especially works). 
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Table 37 Total identifiable value of cross-border procurement awarded by CAE, and secured by 
operators, by country (€ million) (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country 

Total value of cross-border procurement 

Awarded to foreign operator 

from EU28 or EEA 

Secured in another EU28 or 

EEA country 

DE 3,101 19,010 

ES 835 9,364 

IT 4,103 11,719 

NL 2,278 6,677 

AT 763 4,901 

BE 1,498 2,870 

IE 2,216 3,458 

CZ 2,799 3,769 

FI 606 1,351 

LI 3 287 

GR 458 742 

IS 50 72 

MT 187 205 

CY 257 272 

HR 480 455 

LU 313 229 

EE 764 447 

BG 709 181 

DK 3,367 2,790 

PT 1,774 1,107 

SI 1,127 172 

SE 4,142 2,996 

LV 1,477 332 

LT 1,995 376 

HU 2,376 359 

NO 4,402 1,780 

SK 4,891 762 

UK 12,292 7,805 

RO 6,606 446 

FR 12,705 3,345 

PL 11,976 2,284 

Total* 90,549 90,561 
* Data do not fully equalise due to a minor classification inconsistency concerning Croatian contracts before 2014. 
 
On the other hand, the net position of the country was the most negative in Poland (-€9.7 
billion), France (-€9.4 billion), Romania (-€6.2 billion), the UK (-€4.5 billion), and Slovakia (-
€4.1 billion). 
 
Cross-border procurement often takes place between countries with strong cultural and 
linguistic ties, and among neighbouring countries. Almost two thirds of the three most 
significant cross-border relations for the 31 countries examined are explained by these factors. 
Where cultural/linguistic ties or proximity do not play a role (blanks cells in the below table), it 
is usually German or UK companies that win. The most prominent cross-border relation—when 
disregarding thousands of Polish medicine micro-lots—is that between the UK and the Republic 
of Ireland, with the UK partners concentrated in Northern Ireland (it is noteworthy that the most 
frequent misclassification of the country of the winning bidder was assigning the ‘IE’ code by 
Irish CAE to companies that are located in Northern Ireland; and vice versa). 
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Table 38 The three most frequent countries of successful foreign bidders, by country of CAE 
awarding the contract (EU28+EEA, 2011-2017) 

Country of CAE First Second Third 

Country Awards given Country Awards given Country Awards given

AT DE 906 IT 110 SI 84 

BE NL 687 FR 550 DE 248 

BG DE 69 CZ 41 RO 38 

CY GR 257 UK 21 DE 11 

CZ SK 363 DE 272 LT 197 

DE AT 968 NL 475 UK 270 

DK SE 785 DE 235 UK 202 

EE FI 143 LV 110 DE 89 

ES FR 137 DE 136 UK 114 

FI SE 179 DE 89 EE 85 

FR DE 954 BE 711 IT 482 

GR IT 179 DE 30 CY 26 

HR SI 48 DE 36 AT 33 

HU AT 170 DE 135 CZ 79 

IE UK 2,118 DE 79 FR 71 

IS DE 10 SE 7 DK 3 

IT DE 167 FR 150 UK 142 

LI AT 4 DE 3 NL 2 

LT LV 216 DE 115 EE 105 

LU DE 223 BE 96 FR 61 

LV LT 445 EE 406 FI 305 

MT UK 70 IT 68 DE 14 

NL DE 299 BE 273 UK 137 

NO SE 371 DK 236 UK 188 

PL* UK 2,850 DE 1,142 IE 813 

PT ES 193 DE 51 FR 22 

RO IT 246 DE 166 ES 77 

SE DK 442 NO 179 DE 176 

SI AT 177 HR 176 DE 160 

SK CZ 632 DE 54 AT 32 

UK IE 1,188 DE 439 NL 250 
Note: shaded cells represent cross-border relations explained by geographic proximity or close cultural and/or linguistic 
ties. 
* Polish data influence by medical micro-lots (esp. UK and Irish pharmaceutical suppliers). 
 

2.6.2. SMEs’ share in cross-border procurement 

The statistical analysis of the sample drawn does not indicate significant differences between 
the proportions of SMEs among companies winning domestic or direct cross-border contracts by 
the number of awards secured. SMEs have won a 61% of all domestic public contracts above 
the EU-thresholds between 2011 and 2017, and 58% of the contracts that were awarded by a 
CAE in another EU28 or EEA country. The split by different SME size classes is also almost 
equivalent to domestic procurement. 
 
In terms of total value secured, SMEs account for a smaller share of procurement value in 
cross-border procurement than in tenders at home (25% versus 33%), but it should be kept in 
mind that cross-border contracts are, on average, larger. This can partly explain the lower share 
of the value secured by SMEs. 
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Figure 37 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by domestic or foreign status of the 
CAE (EU28, 2009-2011 and 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
N = 54,535 (for 2011-2017) N = 38,028 (for 2011-2017) 

 
The comparison with the estimates of the predecessor study, conducted on a sample from the 
years 2009-201142, shows roughly similar patterns. The share of SMEs among the winning 
economic operators was 2% higher in domestic public procurement versus 3% in the current 
study. In terms of aggregate value, SMEs could secure a share that was 7% larger between 
2009 and 2011 when the procurement was domestic and not cross-border, whereas the 
corresponding figure was 8% in the 2011-2017 period. 
 
A closer look at the value breakdown of cross-border contracts suggests that one part of the 8% 
gap between SMEs’ share cross-border can be explained by differences in the value distribution 
of awards. SMEs’ share in winning cross-border contracts lags behind their overall success rates 
by only 2-5% for most value categories, except for the largest contracts, where the gap is much 
wider. 
 
Figure 38 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded overall and cross-border, by value 
of the award (lot) (EU28, 2011-2017) 

All procurement Cross-border procurement 

  
N = 39,364 N = 1,488 

 
Regarding SMEs’ performance under the three different types of contract, a curious finding is 
that SMEs achieve a better result in supply contracts than they do generally in accessing public 
contracts. While the share of awards they secure overall is 53%, they receive 56% of cross-
border contracts. On the other hand, they are less successful in cross-border procurement in 
services and public works (with a gap of 7 and 9%, respectively). While the further breakdown 
of SMEs into company size classes generally does not show dramatic differences between cross-
border and overall procurement, in works contracts medium-sized enterprises seem to be 
represented to a far larger extent than small enterprises, which is not the case for all 
procurement combined. 

                                                 

42 The datasets of the two studies had one year overlap. 
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Figure 39 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract (EU28, 2011-
2017) 

All procurement Cross-border procurement 

  
N = 53,535 N = 2,117 

 
When awarding cross-border, utilities appear to give contracts to SMEs in a significantly lower 
extent than they do in all tenders combined: 41% compared to 62%. Surprisingly, however, 
public bodies, which awarded the lowers share of contracts to SMEs, generally seem to be the 
CAE category that contracts SMEs the most often in cross-border procurement – the share of 
SMEs among winning bidders is 13% higher in cross-border procurement. 
 
Figure 40 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded overall and cross-border, by type of 
CAE (EU28, 2011-2017) 

All procurement Cross-border procurement 

  
N = 56,316 N = 2,117 

 
2.7. SME PARTICIPATION IN BELOW-THRESHOLD PROCUREMENT 

2.7.1. Methodology 

SMEs’ access to public contracts below the European thresholds was estimated on an almost 
4,000-strong sample of individual awards. The majority were contracts drawn from the country 
datasets published by the DIGIWHIST project on the opentender.eu site. In the country files, 
sufficient amounts and detail of data was available for the following ten countries: the Czech 
Republic, France, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the UK, and the EEA-
member Norway. A further usable dataset was found for Italy on Italy’s open data portal.43 
Together with Italy, the available datasets allowed for a sample of 11 countries to assess, 
covering the same years as the analysis of above-threshold contracts: 2011 and 2017.  
 
As in the above-threshold analysis, the random sampling was stratified by country, year of 
publication, and type of contract (i.e. supplies, services, and works). As in the case of the 
above-threshold procurement analysis, the companies were identified with the help of Dun & 
Bradstreet, and their size was calculated on the basis of their headcount, annual turnover and 
balance sheet (total assets) data, where available, and using consolidated data for the ultimate 
parent where relevant.  
 
However, due to the more limited nature of information available in these databases in 
comparison to the TED database (especially the high proportion of missing data), only less 
detailed breakdown analyses could be undertaken. 

                                                 

43 http://dati.mit.gov.it/catalog/dataset/scp. 
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2.7.2. Overall share of successful SMEs 

SMEs should naturally have a better chance to secure contracts in below-threshold 
procurement, given the lower scope of purchases, linked to lower financial and technical 
eligibility criteria, and often less competition from large enterprises. 
 
The results of the statistical analysis clearly confirm this hypothesis: it is estimated that around 
86% of all public contracts below the EU thresholds were awarded to SMEs between 2011 and 
2017 in the eleven countries covered by the data. This greatly exceeds the corresponding figure 
for above-threshold procurement for the same set of countries, which was estimated to be 57%. 
Micro-enterprises secured, as single contractors or leaders of a grouping of enterprises, an 
estimated 47% of all below-threshold contracts, marking the largest difference to the above-
threshold market, where only 19% of contracts were awarded in the subsample of eleven 
countries. Small enterprises won about 27% (compared to 20% above threshold), and medium-
sized enterprises 12% (19% above threshold). Conversely, only 14% of public contracts went to 
large enterprises according to the estimates, while they secured less than 43% of public 
contracts above the EU-thresholds. 
 
Figure 41 SMEs’ share of public contracts awarded, above and below EU-thresholds (11 member 
states, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
 
In terms of the aggregate value of the contracts won, SMEs secured about 73% of total public 
procurement expenditure awarded via below-threshold contracts. This is much larger than the 
value share SMEs could secure above the thresholds (38%). This is also a markedly higher 
estimation than what was made in the preceding study in 2014 (58-59%). In more detail, 
micro-enterprises won 19% of the total value of contracts, small enterprises 25%, and medium-
sized enterprises 30%. Here again, the enterprise size category that could extend its share the 
most in comparison to above-threshold procurement was the groups of micro-enterprises. 
 
Contrary to the finding above the thresholds, the share of SMEs seems to slightly diminish in 
our sample over the years, from levels up to 94% in 2012 and 2013 to a more modest 76% in 
2017 in terms of the number of contracts.  
 
Figure 42 SMEs’ share of public contracts awarded below EU-thresholds, by year 
(11 member states, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

 
 

 
In terms of aggregate value, the volatility arising from the relatively small sample size does not 
allow for robustly assessing a trend. The figures seem to decrease from 80-90% between 2011-
2013 to 50-70% in 2016-2017; however, the statistical findings are not robust enough to draw 
conclusions (the changes were not significant due to the high standard errors of the annual 
estimates for SMEs’ share).  
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2.7.3. SMEs share by country 

Figures for successful SME participation in below-threshold procurement shows distinct 
difference among Member States. The breakdown by country puts Hungary, Latvia (both 90%), 
Italy (88%), and Poland (87%) at the top in terms of SME success below the thresholds. While 
the proportion of contracts awarded to SMEs in Norway, Slovenia (73% each), the Czech 
Republic, and the United Kingdom (both 30%) is considerably lower. Country patterns in terms 
of value are similar, although Italy climbs to the top of the league table overtaking two 
countries, and France falls fives places, directly to the bottom. The shares range from 91% 
percent in Italy to 53% percent in France. Again, it should be noted that the estimates in terms 
of value are considerably less robust than the ones for the number of awards going to SMEs. 
 
Figure 43 SMEs’ share of public contracts awarded below EU-thresholds, by country 
(11 member states, 2011-2017) 

By number of awards By aggregate contract value 

  
 
The direct comparison of country performance 
(in terms of number of contracts won) between 
above and below-threshold procurement shows 
consistent wins for SMEs below the EU-
thresholds, as expected (an advantage by 29%). 
However, the magnitude is remarkably different 
across the subset of countries analysed. The 
difference in favour of SMEs in below-threshold 
procurement is particularly large in Poland (SMEs 
are ahead by 37%44), Italy (32%) and Spain 
(28%), whilst it is rather modest in the Czech 
Republic (3%), the United Kingdom (6%), 
Slovakia (7%), and Slovenia (8%). 
 
The difference between above- and below-
threshold procurement in the access of micro-
enterprises to public contracts is on average 
28% in the sample of eleven countries. This 
difference is particularly wide in Poland (32%), 
Hungary (23%), Spain (22%), and Latvia 
(19%). There is virtually no gap in the Czech 
Republic, Slovenia, or Norway; and curiously, 
according to sample estimates, micro-
enterprises seem to secure a lower share of 
contracts below the EU-thresholds in Slovakia 

                                                 

44 The impact of supplies micro-lots in above-threshold procurement - pushing down SMEs’ share in above-
threshold procurement - is affecting the Polish data here again. 

Figure 44 Comparison of SMEs’ share of 
public contracts awarded above and below 
EU-thresholds (11 member states, 2011-
2017) 
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(30%) than they do above the thresholds (40%). 
 

2.8. INDIRECT SME PARTICIPATION 

As the contract award notices only contain information on the leading firm of a consortium, 
information on SMEs’ participation as non-leading partner or as sub-contractor—jointly labelled 
as “indirect SME participation”, although the former method of participation is formally seen as 
a form of direct participation—cannot be obtained from this source. To address this issue, a 
survey among contracting authorities and entities and among successfully tendering companies 
aimed to identify SMEs that participated in a consortia as a non-leading organisation was 
conducted. In total, 1697 respondents started with the survey, whereas 1075 of these 
respondents completed the survey. The table below shows the composition of the survey 
respondents by country. 
 
Table 39 Response to the survey among businesses, by country 

Country Number of SMEs Proportion of SMEs  
AT 17 1,0% 
BE 31 1,8% 
BG 119 7,0% 
CY 15 0,9% 
CZ 63 3,7% 
DE 146 8,6% 
DK 52 3,1% 
EE 138 8,2% 
ES 73 4,3% 
FI  46 2,7% 
FR 119 7,0% 
GR 89 5,3% 
HR 31 1,8% 
HU 46 2,7% 
IE 18 1,1% 
IS 1 0,1% 
IT 48 2,8% 
LT 44 2,6% 
LV 30 1,8% 
MT 11 0,7% 
NL 184 10,9% 
NO 10 0,6% 
PL 64 3,8% 
PT 19 1,1% 
RO 92 5,4% 
SE 96 5,7% 
SI 9 0,5% 
SK 51 3,0% 
UK 79 4,7% 

 
2.8.1. Typical composition of a consortium 

Two questions in the survey explicitly addressed the number of partners and subcontractors 
that were employed for the latest won tender. According to first question asked, 64% of the 
latest public contract won was implemented without partners or subcontractors.  
 
Figure 45 Composition of the winning tenderer 

 
N=1215.  
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According to next question on the use of partners and subcontractors, 77% of the latest public 
contract won were implemented without partners or subcontractors (N=946). This number turns 
out to be a bit higher due to differences in interpretation of the question. 
 
As the questions that form the basis for this analysis were not interpreted by everyone in the 
same way, a number of decisions had to be made about the data. Some respondents, for 
example, seem to have interpreted the question on how many partners they used for the lastest 
won contract as a question of how many partners they work with on average. These 
respondents seem to have given a very high number in response to this question. For this 
reason, respondents that indicated a number of at least 10 partners or subcontractors or at 
least 15 suppliers were manually verified. This was done by assessing whether the combination 
of the type of services or works provided, the contract value and the amount of subcontractors, 
partners or suppliers would make sense. In total, 38 respondents were verified in this way. 
Eight of these turned out to have entered values that would not measure up, whereas the 
remaining 30 respondents’ answers turned out to be logically possible. Values were set to zero 
for all missing values once the respondent had indicated in a previous question that he or she 
did not make use of partners or subcontractors. 
 
Profile of the SMEs 
All respondents (n=1689) to this survey are companies that won a tender. The profile of the 
winning SMEs (n=1189) are described below. Of these SMEs, 35% have less than 10 
employees, 39% have between 10 and 49 employees, and 26% have between 50 and 249 
employees.  
 
Table 40 shows the industries in which the SMEs were active. 
 
Table 40 Response to the survey among businesses, by sector 

Industry Number of SMEs Proportion of 
SMEs 

Administrative and support services 21 2% 
Banking, financial services, insurance 9 1% 
Construction 159 13% 
Electricity and gas supply 9 1% 
Health care and social care 66 6% 
Wholesale and retail 156 13% 
Hotels and catering 14 1% 
Information and communication services 78 7% 
Art, entertainment and recreation 13 1% 
Agriculture, forestry or fishing 38 3% 
Mining 2 0% 
Education 41 3% 
Real estate activities 15 1% 
Public administration and defense 12 1% 
Other services 242 20% 
Production 98 8% 
Professional, scientific and technical activities 164 14% 
Transport and storage 37 3% 
Water supply and water treatment 15 1% 

 
The composition of the consortium by number of partners and subcontractors can be further 
specified to number of partners and subcontractors involved. Table 41 below shows the 
frequency of combinations of using partners and subcontractors. 
 
Table 41 Amount of partners and subcontractors 
     Amount of partners   

 
   0 1 2 3 4 5 6+ Average  Missing

A
m

ou
n

t 
of

 
su

b
co

n
tr

ac
to

rs
  0 725 11 10 3 3 3 6 0,2 0 

 1 7 5 5 3 0 0 0 1,2 28 

 2 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0,8 21 

 3 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1,7 9 
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 4 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 6 

 5 6 3 1 0 0 1 1 1,4 4 

 6+ 7 0 4 1 1 1 2 2,6 10 

 Average 0,2 1,4 2,7 2,7 2 2,2 3,9 0,4 (p) 0.9 (s) 5,7 

   Missing 0 13 10 5 5 2 6 3 743 

N = 946. 
 
As can be observed from Table 41, the most common composition of a consortium consist of 
one lead partner with one or two partners, or a lead partner with a single subcontractor. 
Surpringly, consortia making use of five subcontractors are also strongly represented in our 
survey sample. No relation with any procurement characteristics, such as type of contract 
(supplies, services, and works), could be identified. 
 

2.8.2. Indirect participation rate by number 

For each of the combinations, the number of SMEs involved was identified. Table 42 indicates 
the proportion of SMEs in the total amount of partner and subcontracted companies. For 
example, two respondents mentioned that they made use of four partner companies and three 
subcontractors, totalling eight partner conpanies and six subcontractors for both procurements. 
One of these respondents only worked together with SMEs, thus using four SME partner 
companies and three SME subcontractors. Of the four partner companies and three 
subcontractors that were employed by the other respondent, three partners and two 
subcontractors were SMEs, respectively. In total, seven out of eight (88%) partners companies 
and five out of six (83%) subcontractors were SMEs. 
 
In general, it seems that SMEs more frequently take on the role of partner than of 
subcontractor, as 79% of the partner companies swere SME and only 54% of the subcontractors 
were SMEs. 
 
Table 42 Proportion of SMEs in total amount of companies 
  Amount of partners     

   0 1 2 3 4 5 6+ Average Missing 

A
m

ou
n

t 
of

 s
u

b
co

n
tr

ac
to

rs
 

0 - 100% 85% 100% 58% 100% 72% 81% - 

  - - - - - - - - - 

1 - 100% 80% 67% - - - 79% - 

  86% 100% 100% 100% - - - 85% 79% 

2 -  100% 100% - - - - 100% - 

  100% 75% 50% - - - - 72% 69% 

3 -  50% 100% - 88% - - 83% - 

  83% 17% 100% - 83% - - 81% 93% 

4 -  100% 100% - - - - 100% - 

  100% 0% 50% - - - - 69% 79% 

5 -  100% 100% - - 80% 100% 94% - 

  83% 93% 100% - - 40% 100% 86% 90% 
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6+ -  - 100% 0% 25% 100% 52% 61% - 

  55% - 93% 0% 67% 100% 17% 40% 30% 
  Average - 92% 84% 83% 57% 74% 80% 79% - 

    66% 68% 89% 16% 75% 73% 29% 54% 46% 

  Missing - 85% 70% 100% 50% 20% 100% 79% - 

    - - - - - - - - - 

Note: Proportion of SME in partners’ participation is added in bold font, proportion of SME in subcontractors’ participation 
is added in italics. 

 
According to our survey sample, actual SME participation rates in public procurement, including 
indirect participation, amounted to 79% for participation as non-leading consortium members 
and 54% as subcontractor. The participation rate for SMEs as non-leading consortium members 
was significantly higher than the direct participation rates as sole contractor or consortium lead 
for above-threshold procurement as found in section 2.1 of this report, where a participation 
rate of 61% was found. 
 
In addition to indirect participation as partner of subcontractor, the survey also inquired about 
indirect participation in the form of ‘significant supplier’, which was defined as provider of 
supplies to the lead contractor of which the total value of the supplies represents more than 
10% of the contract value. An example of such a situation is a catering firm that purchases the 
products it sells under the procurement from (SME) suppliers. Of the 240 respondents, 190 
respondents make use of 1,892 suppliers in total, with 925 of these 1,892 suppliers being SMEs, 
amounting to a 49% indirect participation rate. 
 

2.8.3. Indirect participation by aggregated contract value 

Respondents were asked to indicate (in percentages) how the contract value was divided. In 
total, 309 respondents answered some parts of the questions on the allocation of the total 
contract value over other partners, subcontractors and suppliers. A large part of the 
respondents seems to have answered this question differently from the way they were supposed 
to answer the question. For this reason, the results of this part of the survey should be 
considered with some caution. 
 
Only 209 respondents provided responses that are considered credible. The following types of 
responses were excluded:  

• Respondents that indicated a total value of exactly 100% for other organisations 
involved were left out, as it did not allow to identify what part of the contract value is 
executed by the respondent itself; 

• Respondents that indicated a total value larger than 100% were also excluded from this 
part of the analysis; 

• Some respondents that noted values of the contract instead of percentages. Although an 
attempt was made to retrieve the total contract value and calculate the percentage 
manually, this was not possible for three respondents; 

• Respondents that clearly indicated the number of partners, subcontractors or suppliers 
instead of the percentage. This seems to be the case for respondents that filled in a 
value of 1 for the partners, as a 1% share for partners was considered to be quite 
unlikely; 

• Respondents that filled in the exact same values as they did in the question on the 
amount of partners, subcontractors and suppliers.  

 
Of the remaining selection of 209 responses, on average 36% of the contracts (unweighted for 
contract value) were executed by partners, subcontractors and suppliers, and 64% by the 
respondents themselves. The majority of the employed partners, subcontractors and suppliers 
are SMEs, with 25% of the total 36% (nearly 70% share) of the total contract values being 
executed by SMEs.  
 
In order to identify weighted values for SME participation, responses where no contract value 
could be identified or where the contract value was below €4,000 were eliminated, yielding a 
sample of 145 respondents. The average contract value for these 145 respondents equals 
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€1,919,693. On average, partners received €120,375 (6.3% of the contract value), 
subcontractors received €388,861 (20.3%) and suppliers received €332,590 (17.3%) of the 
contract value. In total, other partners, subcontractors and suppliers on average received 
€841,807 (43.9%) of a won contract.  
 
Table 43 compares these weighted shares with the information directly gathered from 
respondents.  
 
Table 43 Allocation of contract value 

  Percentage share 

(unweighted for 

contract value) 

Average contract 

value received in 

EUR 

Percentage share 

(corrected for contract 

value) 

1 Non-leading 

consortium partners 

(SMEs) 

30.3% 505,045 26.3% 

2 Non-leading 

consortium partners 

(non-SMEs) 

11.5% 336,762 17.5% 

3 Total non-leading 

consortium partners 

41.8% 841,807 43.9% 

Note: n = 145.  

 
Comparing the contract shares based on the respondents’ information with the shares corrected 
for contract value, it appears that the shares for partners and suppliers as indicated by the 
respondents themselves are lower than the shares they actually receive once the contract value 
is adjusted for. This seems to indicate that partners and suppliers are receiving larger 
proportions of smaller contract values and smaller portions of larger contract values. In other 
words, once the contract value becomes larger, on average, respondents are more likely to hire 
subcontractors and less likely to employ partners and suppliers. 
 
Comparing the contract shares for the proportion of SMEs and non-SMEs, it appears that SMEs 
receive a smaller share once the contract value is adjusted for. Thus, once the contract value 
becomes larger, on average respondents are less likely to employ SMEs, regardless of their role 
as partner, subcontractor, or supplier. 
 

2.8.4. Cross-border participation of SMEs 

In focussing on the nationality of the partners, subcontractors and suppliers, it appears that the 
majority of the non-leading firms involved in a procurement is located in the same country as 
the respondent’s company (the consortium leader). Of the 3,014 participating companies, 2,629 
firms (87%) were located in the respondent’s own country, 337 were from another EEU or EEA 
country (11%), and 48 were from another country (2%). 
 
Table 44 Cross-border participation of SMEs, by awards 

 From own 

country 

From another 

EU or EEA 

country 

From 

another 

country 

Total 

Consortium partners: SMEs 244 (89%) 30 (11%) 1 (0%) 275 (100%) 

Consortium partners: not SMEs 38 (88%) 5 (12%) 0 (0%) 43 (100%) 

Consortium partners: unknown 

status 

28 (93%) 2 (7%) 0 (0%) 30 (100%) 

Subcontractors: SMEs 375 (90%) 35 (8%) 7 (2%) 417 (100%) 

Subcontractors: not SMEs 248 (95%) 12 (5%) 2 (1%) 262 (100%) 

Subcontractors: unknown status 59 (62%) 30 (32%) 6 (6%) 95 (100%) 

Suppliers: SMEs 840 (91%) 75 (8%) 10 (1%) 925 (100%) 

Suppliers: not SMEs 319 (82%) 61 (16%) 10 (3%) 390 (100%) 
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 From own 

country 

From another 

EU or EEA 

country 

From 

another 

country 

Total 

Suppliers: unknown status 478 (83%) 87 (15%) 12 (2%) 577 (100%) 

Total 2629 (87%) 337 (11%) 48 (2%) 3014 (100%) 

 
For SMEs, the participation rate as consortium partner with a foreign, EU or EEA based lead 
partner was almost identical as for non-SMEs (11% against 12% for non-SMEs). Participation 
rates as a subcontractor to a foreign, EU or EEA based lead partner was higher than that for 
non-SMEs (8% against 5% for non-SMEs), and lower for the role of supplier (8% against 16% 
for non-SMEs). Participation with lead partners outside the EU or EEA as quite infrequent. The 
limited number of observations makes it difficult to draw a firm conclusion. 
 

2.8.5. Overall SME participation 

Looking at the three main channels separately, the analysis of survey results suggest that SMEs 
do benefit from public procurement above the EU-thresholds through channels other than only 
being awarded a contract directly. 
 

• From among the 635 companies that performed the work on their own, without 
involving other companies, 444 (70%) were SMEs. This group of SMEs was awarded 
25% of public contracts in terms of value (these contracts tended to have a lower 
value). 

• From the 492 contracts that were awarded to a consortium or similar grouping of 
companies, 379 (77%) were led by an SME. On average, the lead company in such an 
arrangement was responsible for only 60% of the work (51% if the lead was an SME).  

• Concerning the 144 contracts that were implemented by companies using 
subcontractors (with or without consortium partners), 110 (76%) were led by SMEs. The 
subcontractors’ share was on average 22% of the total contract value.  

 
SME participation rates for contract value are presented in figure 46. 
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Figure 46 SME participation under different delivery arrangements, above thresholds – by value 

 

 

 
 
The survey analysis shows that SMEs are much more involved in public procurement above the 
EU-thresholds than their share is among companies that were directly awarded such contracts. 
It is estimated on the basis of the survey that SMEs’ share in the actual performance of above-
threshold contracts is 16% higher than the share they directly secure in terms of total value of 
contracts (24 percent versus 40 percent in the survey). If we use the 33% estimate from the 
statistical analysis rather than the survey’s result for gauging the volume of contracts directly 
awarded to SMEs, we may set the total participation of SMEs at an estimated 49% for the EU-
28.  
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3. MEASURES TO SUPPORT SMES IN PUBLIC PROCUREMENT 
 
This chapter presents the information on national, regional and local policy measures to support 
SME access to public procurement collected in the 31 countries covered in the study. The 
research highlights key success factors, and, when possible, potential effects on the increase or 
decrease in SME participation in public procurement in the EEA countries.  
 
3.1. CROSS ANALYSIS OF MEASURES TO SUPPORT SMES IN PUBLIC 

PROCUREMENT IN THE EU-28 

3.1.1. Overview of measures identified in EU Member States 

The desk research has identified 162 measures across the countries covered in the assignment. 
The highest number of measures has been identified in France and Malta (12 respectively), the 
United Kingdom (11), Belgium (10), Germany and Sweden (9 respectively), Bulgaria and 
Slovenia (8 respectively), Ireland and Spain (7 respectively). The average is 5.3 measures per 
country. Some countries (Cyprus, Latvia and Lithuania) only count one measure, which is the 
text transposing the EU Directives into national law (see the figure and table below). 
 
Figure 47 Number of local, regional and national level measures to facilitate SME access to public 
procurement, per country, 2018  

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on desk research. 
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2016 is the year when the highest number of measures were implemented, with 36 measures 
identified, followed by 2017 (30 measures) and 2018 (23 measures). Overall, it can be noted 
that there is a peak in the implementation of measures to foster SME access to public 
procurement from the entry into force of the EU Procurement Directives in 2016, which 
suggests that the Directives have been a catalyst for national and subnational measures (see 
the figures below).  
 
Figure 48 Number of local, regional or national measures to facilitate SME access to public 
procurement introduced in the EEA, per year (2016-19) 

 

Source: author’s calculations based on desk research. 

Figure 49 Cumulative number of local, regional and national measures to facilitate SME access to 
public procurement (EEA, 2006-19)45  

 

Source: author’s calculations based on desk research. 
 
Around 85% of the measures identified have a national scope. The desk research counted 25 
relevant subnational measures, 21 of which (13%) were implemented at a regional level, and 
four (2%) at a local level.  
 
The inventory of subnational measures (regional and local) is not exhaustive, but it does include 
those measures deemed most significant by country experts based on their relevance to SMEs, 
their effectiveness, efficiency, and potential impact. Keeping this limitation in mind, subnational 
measures from Austria (1), Belgium (4), Denmark (1), Finland (1), France (1), Germany (5), 
Ireland (1), Italy (1), the Netherlands (2), Norway (1), Spain (6), and the United Kingdom (1) 
were included in the research. 

                                                 

45 The figure does not count the 13 measures which date is unknown, which explains why the total number of 
measures amounts to 149 instead of 162. 
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Some of these are regional transpositions of the EU Directives in decentralised Member States 
(e.g. in the Belgian region of Flanders46, the Italian region of Sardinia47, or the Spanish region 
of the Basque Country48). Other initiatives are non-regulatory and consist of subnational 
networks of contracting authorities (e.g. the procurement agents in Finland49, or the PIPEN 
network in the United Kingdom50), regional or local procurement platforms (e.g. in the 
Vorarlberg region in Austria51) or targeted guidance material (e.g. the Guidelines for SME-
friendly public procurement of the German city of Trier52).  
 
Some cities are particularly active in promoting SME participation in public procurement. For 
instance, Aarhus in Denmark and Valladolid in Spain have developed a comprehensive set of 
measures including the division of tenders into lots, the simplification of rules and procedures 
and the provision of comprehensive guidance for both contracting authorities and SMEs. These 
measures, and especially their implementation at local level, are particularly useful for SMEs 
(see Textbox 4 and Textbox 15). Table 45 below shows the subnational measures identified. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 

46 The Flemish Procurement Plan: https://overheid.vlaanderen.be/overheidsopdrachten-en-
raamcontracten/beleid/plan-overheidsopdrachten. 
47 Law no. 8/2018: http://consiglio.regione.sardegna.it/XVLegislatura/Leggi%20approvate/lr2018-08.pdf. 
48 Decreto 116/2016 sobre el régimen de la contratación del sector público de la Comunidad Autónoma de 
Euskadi: https://www.euskadi.eus/bopv2/datos/2016/09/1603765a.pdf. 
49 https://www.hankinta-asiamies.fi/fi/. 
50 http://www.sppregions.eu/fileadmin/user_upload/Resources/D6.4_-
_Annual_monitoring_report_2018.pdf. 
51 https://newsroom.sparkasse.at/2017/03/13/vorarlberg-neue-vergabeplattform-soll-vergabeverfahren-
erleichtern/48054. 
52 https://www.eic-trier.de/%C3%B6ffentliche-auftr%C3%A4ge-in-europa/informationen-zum-
vergaberecht/. 
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Table 45 Subnational measures aimed at fostering SME participation in public procurement 
Name of the measure Governance Area Sector Year Initiator Typology 

Electronic public procurement platform 
of the Vorarlberg region 

Regional Vorarlberg, 
Austria 

All 2017 Regional Government and 
municipalities of the region 

• Encourage the use of e-procurement. 

The public procurement plan of the 
Flemish government 

Regional Flanders, Belgium All 2016 Government of Flanders • Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Simplified processes and documentation 

requirements; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangement 

for SMEs (or for lower value contracts); 
• Encourage monitoring/set procurement targets. 

Action plan for sustainable public 
procurements from the Walloon 
government 

Regional Wallonia, Belgium All 2017 Government of Wallonia  • Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Circular of 2 October 2017 Regional Brussels, Belgium All 2017 Government of Brussels-
Capital region 

• Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Reduced economic and financial requirements. 

Working group on public procurement 
from the Brussels districts 

Regional Brussels, Belgium All 2009 Brussels districts • Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Aarhus Model Local Aarhus, Denmark All 2014 Municipality Government • Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Reduced economic and financial requirements. 

Procurement agents Regional Finland All 2010 The Federation of Finnish 
Enterprises, Confederation 
of Finnish Industries and the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs 
and Employment  

• Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Training of public procurement staff; 
• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Grand Ouest Network (Réseau Grand 
Ouest) supporting green public 
procurement 

Regional Grand Ouest, 
France  

All 2006 Network of cities and local 
authorities 

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Guidelines for SME friendly public 
procurement 

Regional Rhineland – 
Palatinate, 
Germany 

All / Europa-und 
Innovationscentre Trier 
(affiliated with the Chamber 
of Industry and Commerce 
Trier) 

• Training of public procurement staff. 

Official list of pre-qualified companies 
for the supply and service sector 

Regional Germany All 2016 Chambers of Commerce and 
Industry 

• Simplified processes and documentation 
requirements. 

Association for the pre-qualification of 
companies in the construction sector 

Regional Germany Constru
ction 

2016 Ministries and private 
associations 

• Simplified processes and documentation 
requirements. 

Procurement advisory bodies  Regional Germany All / Mostly Chambers of 
Commerce and Industry  

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

The public sector as customer Regional Germany All 2018 Chamber of Industry and 
Commerce Baden-
Württemberg  

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 
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Name of the measure Governance Area Sector Year Initiator Typology 

Breakfast briefing events Regional Ireland All 2018 The Office of Government 
Procurement; events 
organised by InterTrade 
Ireland 

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Sardinia Regional Law n. 8/2018 Regional Sardinia, Italy  All 2018 Sardinia Regional 
Government 

• Financial support for SMEs/contracting 
authorities; 

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 
Measures by the Municipality of The 
Hague 

Regional The Hague, 
Netherlands 

All 2009 Region of The Hague • Simplified processes and documentation 
requirements; 

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 
Metropolitan Region Rotterdam – The 
Hague (MRDH) network 

Regional Metropolitan 
Region of 
Rotterdam and 
the Hague, 
Netherlands 

All 2018 A network of 23 
municipalities, including 
Rotterdam and the Hague  

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

SmartOslo Accelerator Regional Oslo, Norway All 2017 The city of Oslo, Oslo 
Business Region and Sopra 
Steria  

• Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules; 
• Simplified processes and documentation 

requirements; 
• Encourage subcontracting arrangements and/or 

prime contractors to subcontract with SMEs; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangement 

for SMEs (or for lower value contracts); 
• Financial support for SMEs/contracting 

authorities. 
Recommendations to facilitate the 
access and promote competition in the 
public procurement of Andalusia 

Regional Andalucía, Spain All 2010 Junta of Andalucía  • Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules; 
• Simplified processes and documentation 

requirements; 
• Encourage subcontracting arrangements and/or 

prime contractors to subcontract with SMEs; 
• Reduced economic and financial requirements. 

SALT – Access services to international 
procurement  

Regional Galicia, Spain All 2008 Confederation of enterprises 
in Galicia (CEG) and the 
Institute of Economic 
Promotion in Galicia (IGAPE) 

• Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Decree 116/2016 on the public 
procurement of the Basque Country  

Regional Basque Country, 
Spain 

All 2016 Government of the Basque 
Country  

• Encourage the use of e-procurement. 

Area to favour SMEs in public contracts  Local Castellon, Spain All / Diputación de Castellón  • Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 
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Name of the measure Governance Area Sector Year Initiator Typology 

Local charter of compromises 
regarding the public procurement and 
E-procurement platform  

Local Logroño, Spain All 2012 City hall of Logroño  • Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Reduced economic and financial requirements. 

Measures to improve SME participation 
in public procurement  

Local Valladolid, Spain All 2018 City hall of Valladolid  • Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules; 
• Simplified processes and documentation 

requirements; 
• Encourage subcontracting arrangements and/or 

prime contractors to subcontract with SMEs; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangement 

for SMEs (or for lower value contracts). 
PIPEN (the South West England 
network) 

Regional South West 
England, UK 

All 2015 Bristol • Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 

Source: desk research. 
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Almost all of the measures (94%) were initiated by a public stakeholder, whether the national 
government, the regional or city council, the public procurement bodies or the contracting 
authorities themselves (see the table below).  
 
Only nine measures stem from partnerships between public and private organisations (e.g. 
between the city council of Oslo, the local business organisation, and the consultancy Sopra-
Steria in Norway53; the central procurement body and the business organisation Intertrade 
Ireland in Ireland54; or between the Business Ombudsman and the two business organisations 
CPME and MEDEF in France55). The presence of representatives of the private sector was 
deemed particularly useful in framing of the initiatives to target the needs of SMEs  
(see section 1.3).  
 
Table 46 Initiators of the measures 

Initiators No. of measures Percentage 
Partnership 9 6% 

Public 153 94% 

Grand Total 162 100% 

Source: desk research.  
 
Similarly, almost all measures (96%) are cross-sectoral, but the desk research also identified 
some sector-specific measures. Two of these are specific to the construction sector (in 
Germany56, Italy57), two others concern utilities (Malta58 and Sweden59), and two cover the 
services sector (in Sweden60) (see the table below). In Slovenia, one initiative that was found 
particularly useful in helping SMEs to participate in public procurement, namely the provision of 
sector-specific guidelines on public procurement (Textbox 13). 
 
Finally, 85% of the measures identified in this research (137) concern companies of all sizes, 
but they contain provisions that are especially relevant to SMEs (see the figure below). This is 
the case of the laws transposing the EU Procurement Directives, for instance, which contain 
measures that are useful for SMEs (i.e. division of contracts into lots, limits on turnover and 
documentation requirements, or use of e-procurement).  
 

                                                 

53 The SmartOslo Accelerator: https://hub.no/funding/accelerators/smartoslo-accelerator. 
54 Breakfast Briefings Events: https://dbei.gov.ie/en/News-And-Events/Department-
News/2018/January/31012018e.html. 
55 Public Procurement Guide: https://www.economie.gouv.fr/mediateur-des-entreprises/marches-publics-
entreprises. 
56 Association for the pre-qualification of companies in the construction sector: https://www.pq-verein.de/. 
57 Ministerial Decree n. 560/2017: 
http://www.sviluppoeconomico.gov.it/images/stories/normativa/decreto_ministeriale_21_dicembre_2017_%20age
volazioni_imprese_energivore.pdf. 
58 Public Procurement of Entities Operating in the Water, Energy, Transport and postal services sectors regulations 
(S.L. 174.06): http://www.justiceservices.gov.mt/DownloadDocument.aspx?app=lom&itemid=9534&l=1b. 
59 The Utilities Procurement Act (2016:1146) (UPA): https://open.karnovgroup.se/naringsratt/luf. 
60 Act on Procurement of Concessions (2016: 1147): http://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-
lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-20161147-om-upphandling-av-koncessioner_sfs-2016-1147 and 
Act on defence and sensitive security procurement (2011:1029) (LUFS): https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-
lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-20111029-om-upphandling-pa-forsvars--och_sfs-2011-1029. 
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Figure 50 Target group of local, regional and national measures to facilitate SME access to public 
procurement 

Source: author’s own calculations based on desk research. 

At the same time, 26 measures identified in the research are aimed at only SMEs. Some 
measures are overall strategies for boosting SMEs in the economy with provisions to facilitate 
access to public procurement (e.g. in Austria61, Belgium62, Hungary63, Ireland64, and the United 
Kingdom65). Other measures include guidelines on public procurement specifically targeted to 
SMEs (in Austria and Germany)66 or for contracting authorities to help SMEs (in Ireland67), or 
specific tools helping SME to access to public procurement contracts (the Guidelines and 
Calculator for designing lots in Germany, or the innovation checks for SMEs in Liechtenstein).68 
Whether and to what extent the measures are tailored to SMEs and their needs, is one of the 
key success factors of the initiatives (see section 3.3). 
 
 

3.1.2. A typology of measures to support SMEs in PP  

 
The study has analysed from different perspectives which types of measures are most useful in 
the promotion of SME access to public procurement. Among the CAE respondents to the survey, 
“offering a timely and efficient provision of answers to questions raised” was the most common 
factor implemented to facilitate access to public procurement for SMEs, followed by 
“accessibility of information on available procurements”, and “use of e-procurement”. Other 
factors frequently mentioned were “simplification of processes and documentation 
requirements”, “timely and efficient payment terms and arrangements” and “measures to 
reduce the value of individual procurements (e.g. through lots)”.  
 

                                                 

61 SME Strategy of the Public Procurement Agency: 
https://www.bbg.gv.at/fileadmin/daten/Downloads/Informationsfolder/KMU-Folder_Web.pdf. 
62 Federal Plan for SMEs: https://ducarme.belgium.be/sites/default/files/articles/Plan%20PME.pdf. 
63 Strategy for Small and Medium Enterprises 2014-2020: https://www.nth.gov.hu/hu/media/download/256. 
64 Circular 10/14: Initiatives to assist SMEs in Public Procurement: 
https://www.etenders.gov.ie/Media/Default/SiteContent/LegislationGuides/Circular_10_-_14_0.pdf. 
65 Small Business Enterprise and Employment Act 2015: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/26/contents/enacted and SME Action Plan 2018: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/687470/SME-
Action_Plan-data-April-2018.pdf. 
66 In Austria: https://www.bmdw.gv.at/Unternehmen/UnternehmensUndKMU-
Politik/Documents/Leitfaden%20Fit%20f%C3%BCr%20den%20Wettbewerb%20Version1.1.pdf; in Germany: 
https://www.eic-trier.de/%C3%B6ffentliche-auftr%C3%A4ge-in-europa/informationen-zum-vergaberecht/. 
67 Guide on how to comply with competition law when joint bidding: 
https://www.etenders.gov.ie/Media/Default/SiteContent/LegislationGuides/Circular_10_-_14_0.pdf. 
68 In Germany: Guidelines and calculator for designing lots which are fair for the Mittelstand: https://www.eic-
trier.de/%C3%B6ffentliche-auftr%C3%A4ge-in-europa/informationen-zum-vergaberecht/; in Liechtenstein: 
innovation checks for SMEs: https://www.liechtenstein-business.li/service-fuer-unternehmer/nach-der-
gruendung/finanzielle-unterstuetzungen/innovationsscheck/.  
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Figure 51 Factors implemented by CAE survey respondents to facilitate access to public 
procurement for SMEs 

  
Source: CAE survey. 

 
Following identification of the different local, regional, and national measures to facilitate SME 
access to public procurement, an OECD study classified each measure on the basis of an own 
typology (2018)69. The OECD typology distinguishes the following types of measures: 

• Measures to encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Measures to encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Measures to encourage the joint bidding/consortia rules so not to discourage SME 

participation; 
• Simplified processes and documentation requirements for SMEs;  
• Measures to encourage prime contractors to subcontract with SMEs and/or subcontracting 

arrangements to facilitate/encourage SME participation; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for lower value contracts); 
• Preferential financial treatment for SMEs (e.g. waiving fees).  

 
Yet another perspective is brought in by the European Code of Best Practices (2008)70, which uses 
the main difficulties encountered and reported by SMEs to distinguish between measures that 
help: 

• Overcoming difficulties relating to the size of contracts; 
• Ensuring access to relevant information; 
• Improving quality and understanding of the information provided; 
• Setting proportionate qualification levels and financial requirements; 
• Alleviating the administrative burden; 
• Putting emphasis on value for money rather than on price; 
• Giving sufficient time to draw up tenders; 
• Ensuring payment on time. 

 
Finally, the SBA Factsheet (2017)71 adopts the following categorisation: 

• Setting up of electronic portals for public procurement; 
• Subdivision of contracts into lots;  
• Measures to avoid disproportionate qualification requirements; 
• Measures to facilitate dialogue between SMEs and large buyers; 
• Refocus State Aid Policy for SMEs;  
• Implementation of the European Code of Best Practices. 

 

                                                 

69 OECD (2018). Public procurement and SMEs. Harnessing the mutual benefits. 
70 European Commission (2008), Commission Staff Working Document on European Code of Best Practices Facilitating 
Access by SMEs to Public Procurement Contracts. 
71 The Factsheet counts 165 policy measures adopted and implemented under the state aid and public procurement 
principle since 2011. It is important to note that the factsheet also counts measures related with state aid, such as 
measures to refocus state aid policy for SMEs. Source: 2017 SBA Factsheet and Scoreboard. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/29489/attachments/1/translations/en/renditions/native.  
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Textbox 1 Typology of measures to support SME access to public procurement 
Taking into account the above-mentioned literature and sources, this study combines the key 
strengths of each typology to propose the following categories: 

• Measures to encourage the use of e-procurement (64 measures, 40% of the total); 
• Simplify processes and documentation requirements (60 measures, 37%);  
• Provision of information and guidance to SMEs (48 measures, 30%); 
• Encourage the division of contracts into lots (45 measures, 28%); 
• Ensure the timely and efficient payment terms or arrangements for SMEs (21 

measures, 13%); 
• Training of public procurement staff (21 measures, 13%); 
• Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules (20 measures, 12%); 
• Reduced economic and financial requirements (17 measures, 10%); 
• Encourage subcontracting arrangements with SMEs (15 measures, 9%); 
• Introduce SME-friendly selection criteria (i.e. selection criteria based on the best price 

quality ratio instead of the lower price) (12 measures, 7%); 
• Encourage monitoring/set of procurement targets (9 measures, 6%); 
• Improve transparency of procurement processes (8 measures, 5%); 
• Financial support for SMEs and/or contracting authorities (5 measures, 3%). 

 
The figure below shows the number of measures spread into the different categories of 
measures.  
 
Figure 52 Number of local, regional and national measures to facilitate SME access to public 
procurement, by category 

Source: author’s own calculations based on desk research. 

It should be noted that one measure can belong to different categories (e.g. encourage the use 
of e-procurement and provide information and guidance to SMEs). On average, one measure 
belongs to 2.1 categories. 
 
3.2. EXAMPLES OF GOOD PRACTICES  BY TYPE OF MEASURE 

The sub-sections below have a more detailed description of each of the categories and the 
measures that they cover. For each type of measure, one or several textboxes illustrate some 
good practice examples in the different countries.  
 

3.2.1. Encourage the use of e-procurement 

The term “e-procurement” refers to the integration of digital technologies in the tendering 
process in order to overcome the lengthy paper-based procedures. E-procurement is regarded 
as being convenient for all kind of enterprises, and particularly for SMEs as it contributes to the 
simplification of public procurement’s processes and to the reduction of transaction costs. 
(OECD 2018, 55-58). 
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E-procurement systems are used among all countries and are often paired with two other sets 
of measures: those that simplify processes and the documentation requirements (50%) and 
those that encourage the division of contracts into lots (48%) (see section 1.3). 
 
A best practice in the field of e-procurement is represented by the case of Finland. The Finnish 
e-procurement system comprises different platforms (for online publication of notices and 
electronic tendering) at national, regional, and local levels. These platforms are interoperable, 
which means that some of the information published on one can be accessed from the other, 
and that companies do not need to submit the same information several times on different 
portals. The official publication website Hilma is currently being redesigned to better meet users’ 
needs, and SMEs have been consulted in the process (see the textbox below).  
 
Textbox 2 Electronic notifications and e-procurement in Finland 

Electronic notifications and e-procurement in Finland 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Finland 
Sectoral scope General 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

Hilma launched in 2007 – redesign ongoing 

Initiator Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (public), the central 
purchasing body Hansel 

Description Several e-procurement portals and reporting channels are currently in 
use in Finland.  

• Hilma72 is the original “electronic reporting channel” maintained 
by the Ministry of Employment and the Economy for 
contracting entities to publish their procurement notices. 
Companies receive real-time information on ongoing tenders, 
as well as advance information on future procurement notices. 
Notices published in the TED database are also published in 
Hilma, and vice versa. Hilma has been in use since 2007, is 
based on a previous, very similar version from the 1990s, and 
is now considered technically outdated. A renewed version is to 
be launched in 2020, fixing known issues and adding new 
features such as alerts and electronic tendering, as well as a 
map search function and an easy small-scale procurement 
notification service, both requested by SMEs;73 

• The Hanki Service74, launched in 2016, is an electronic 
tendering service used by the Finnish central government 
organisations and bodies closely related to those (e.g. state-
owned or majority funded companies and universities). It 
gathers together Finnish central government's electronic 
invitations to tender and participation requests to procurement 
procedures. It provides access to invitations to tender and 
details of tender documents including exclusion and selection 
criteria. Hanki Service has an inbuilt ESPD (European Single 
Procurement Document). For suppliers, it is a simple way of 
submitting electronic tenders. For buyers, it provides a way of 
designing the tender invitation in a questionnaire form, 
automatic scoring of received tenders, and a contract in 
structured form. Hanki is free to use for companies. For public 
buyers there is a monthly fee. Notifications posted to Hanki are 
also automatically published in Hilma; 

• There are also several portals in use for small scale 
procurement at the regional level. Commonly used ones 
include HankintaSampo75 and the Cloudia small procurement,76 
both launched in 2014.  

Type of measure Encourage the use of e-procurement 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

61% of micro companies, 59% of small companies and 67% of medium 
companies in Finland consider that the possibility of submitting an 
eTender would improve their opportunities to participate in public 
procurement. More than three quarters of all groups also considered 

                                                 

72 HILMA (n.d.) web page. Available at: https://www.hankintailmoitukset.fi/fi/. Last accessed 17/10/2018. 
73 Interview with the Central Purchasing Body, 03/01/2019. 
74 Hanki-palvelu.fi (n.d.) web page. Available at: https://www.hanki-palvelu.fi/en/. 
75 eKeiretsu (n.d.) HankintaSampo (web page). Available at: https://hankintasampo.fi/sampo/, last accessed 
31/10/2018. 
76 Cloudia (n.d.) Pienhankinta (web page). Available at: https://pienhankintapalvelu.fi/notfound/Default/Index, last 
accessed 31/10/2018. 
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Electronic notifications and e-procurement in Finland 
that it would make the process faster.77 Currently the service is 
designed primarily to meet the legal requirements, which makes it 
somewhat unattractive and impractical especially for SMEs. The future 
Hilma redesign intends to address this issue.78 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

Providing electronic reporting is considered an important tool for 
improving SME participation in public procurement. SMEs have been 
consulted in HILMA’s redesign project, to take their specific needs better 
into account.79 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

At the end of October 2017, the Hilma service had 3,065 notices under 
the scope of the procurement law, and 107 other notices. The value of 
notifications in Hilma is approximately €35 billion.80  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

Reduces the costs of tendering, by making the processes and 
documentation by different procurement authorities more uniform. After 
the Hilma redesign, the relevant information should be easier to find, 
making PP more attractive for SMEs and lowering the amount of time 
resources needed.81 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for 
SMEs?  

Requires some IT knowledge. 

To what extent are the costs 
of the measure proportionate 
to the benefits achieved? 

No quantitative information available, but benefits of e-tendering are 
expected to be higher than the costs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

According to a 2014 study,82 76% of micro companies, 87% of small 
companies and 92% of medium companies were familiar with Hilma. 
However, the majority of micro and small companies did not regularly 
monitor the notifications in the portal, while the majority of medium 
companies monitor daily or weekly. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

In the renewal of the Hilma service, service design and focus on the 
target group play a fundamental role. To make the measure more 
successful, the goal is to take into account the small suppliers and their 
needs and skills, and to make the notifications more informative and 
attractive.83 While the effectiveness of this cannot yet be evaluated, 
good results have been had previously in tailoring individual 
procurements to the skills and knowledge of micro and small 
companies, e.g. by providing simple and straightforward forms, visiting 
the SMEs in advance, and providing guidance. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Electronic notification and tendering tools are replicable in other 
countries, and similar tools exist in other Member States. 

 
3.2.2. Encourage the division of contracts into lots  

The division of contracts into smaller parts (or lots) is an issue of particular relevance for SMEs, 
as it opens competition to more potential tenderers. The narrower scope of the calls means that 
the content of each lot may correspond more closely to smaller, specialised companies (OECD 
2018, 34). The division of contracts into lots is more likely to happen when a procurement 
contract includes diversified products or services, as a single firm (no matter how large in size) 
may not be able to deliver each one of them. However it is not always the case, as the main 
goal is to encourage participation from a higher number of companies, irrespective of the fact 
that one company would not be able to deliver the entire contract. 
 
The division of contracts into lots is prevalent in EEA countries. Some countries (e.g. Denmark, 
Croatia, Spain) have introduced a divide-or-explain principle within their public procurement 
legislation which requires contracting authorities to assess whether it is convenient to divide a 

                                                 

77 Ministry of Employment and the Economy (2014), Pk-yritysten osallistuminen, kokemukset ja näkemykset 
julkisissa hankinnoissa. Available at: https://tem.fi/documents/1410877/2859687/Pk-
yritysten+osallistuminen+kokemukset+ja+nakemykset+julkisissa+hankinnoissa+15012015.pdf (pdf). 
78 Interview with the Central Purchasing Body, 03/01/2019. 
79 Interview with the Central Purchasing Body, 03/01/2019. 
80 Handi (n.d.) Hilma-uudistus (web page). Available at: https://www.handi.fi/tehtavat/hilma-uudistus/, last 
accessed 29/10/2018.  
81 Interview with the Central Purchasing Body, 03/01/2019. 
82 Ministry of Employment and the Economy (2014), Pk-yritysten osallistuminen, kokemukset ja näkemykset 
julkisissa hankinnoissa. Available at: https://tem.fi/documents/1410877/2859687/Pk-
yritysten+osallistuminen+kokemukset+ja+nakemykset+julkisissa+hankinnoissa+15012015.pdf (pdf). 
83 Interview with the Central Purchasing Body, 03/01/2019. 
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contract into lots and if not, to explain the reasons for this. This follows the provisions of 
Directive 2014/24/EU, stating that contracting authorities are encouraged to divide large 
contracts into lots, and if this is not appropriate (because it would risk restricting competition, 
rendering the execution of the contract too technically difficult or expensive, etc.), should 
indicate in their individual report or the procurement documents the main reasons for not 
dividing.84 
 
The division of contracts into lots is often combined with e-procurement systems (69%), and 
simplified processes and documentation requirements (64%) (see section 3.4.2). 
 
According to the OECD (2015)85, some of the reasons why contracting authorities should divide 
a contract into lots include: promoting SMEs and new entrants to the market; promoting tender 
participation, namely by specialised groups of firms; fostering competition in the market; 
avoiding single supplier dependency; and spreading risk. 
 
Division into lots does not entail any additional cost for SMEs, but it might create additional 
burdens for contracting authorities that have to manage several procedures simultaneously. 
However, according to a public procurement body, this cost is manageable as most of the 
information that needs to be processed is the same regardless of whether the contract is 
tendered in several lots.86 
 
To increase SME participation in public procurement, the federal government in Germany 
developed an online tool able to calculate the number and volume of lots into which the 
purchasing authority should divide the contract. The calculator is available for contracting 
authorities from all levels, including for tenders below the EU-threshold.  
 
Textbox 3 Guidelines and calculator for designing lots which are fair for the Mittelstand 

Guidelines and calculator for designing lots which are fair for the Mittelstand87 
(Leitfaden und Online-Berechnungstool mittelstandsgerechte Teilausbildung) 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Germany 
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2014 

Initiator Federal Government, Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy 
(public) 

Description The guidelines and calculator for designing lots is a tool for contracting 
authorities to calculate the size of individual lots appropriate for SMEs. 
The calculator is an Excel sheet free for download by contracting 
authorities, where they can select the relevant sector for the 
procurement procedure and can adjust the duration and volume of the 
overall contract. The tool then calculates the number and volume of lots 
in which the contract should be divided. The guidelines provide 
contracting authorities with instructions for and objectives of the 
calculator. The tool is necessary as the German law transposing the EU 
Directives asks to take the Mittelstand primarily into account. While 
Mittelstand covers SMEs, the term is more encompassing and differs 
from sector to sector. 

Type of measure Encourage the division of contracts into lots. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at SMEs only. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Contracts too large in volume are one key challenge for SMEs in public 
procurement. The guidelines and calculator help to ensure that the 
provision of the GWB that requires contracts to be split into lots is 
implemented. The measure therefore tackles a key problem of SMEs. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The tool directly targets the needs of SMEs. It provides guidance to 
contracting authorities to ensure that the volume of lots is adequate for 
SMEs to participate. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The initiator of the measure has not assessed the exact numbers of 
public buyers using the calculator. However, qualitative feedback from 
public buyers using it and SMEs alike was overall quite positive. Splitting 

                                                 

84 Directive 2014/24/EU, recital 78. 
85 Hearing on auctions and tenders; further issues, 2015. Available at: 
http://www.oecd.org/daf/competition/tenders-and-auctions.htm. 
86 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018. 
87 Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Energie, 2017. Available at: 
https://www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/J-L/leitfaden-mittelstandsgerechte-
teillosbildung.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1. 
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Guidelines and calculator for designing lots which are fair for the Mittelstand87 
(Leitfaden und Online-Berechnungstool mittelstandsgerechte Teilausbildung) 

tenders into lots is perceived as the most essential measure to render 
public procurement accessible for SMEs, so the calculator as a tool to 
facilitate this practice has been received very positively.  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

The division of large contracts into lots with lower volume removes 
barriers for SMEs to participate in public procurement procedures. This 
has positive economic effects on SMEs. The magnitude of these benefits 
cannot be quantified, as data is not (yet) available.  

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for 
SMEs?  

The provisions do not entail direct costs for SMEs. 

To what extent are the costs 
of the measure proportionate 
to the benefits achieved? 

The provisions do not entail direct costs for SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

Data on participation is not sufficiently coherent or extensive to allow to 
draw conclusions. If the calculator and the guidelines are used as 
intended, this should actually enhance the participation of SMEs to 
public procurement.  

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

Key for the success is a use of the calculator by contracting authorities 
at all levels of government for both contracts above and below the EU 
threshold. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Yes, if the source data used to calculate the size of lots is adjusted to 
national circumstances.  

Similarly, the municipality of the Danish city of Aarhus has initiated a system to divide tenders 
into lots according to small geographical areas (city neighbourhoods). This is expected to bring 
more opportunities to local SMEs, which are not always comfortable with bidding for larger 
contracts (see textbox below).  
 
Textbox 4 The “Aarhus model” of smaller-sized public procurement 

The “Aarhus model” of smaller-sized public procurement 
Level of governance Local 
Geographical scope  Aarhus, Denmark 
Sectoral scope Public works 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2014 

Initiator Municipality Government 
Description The measure, successfully implemented in Aarhus, aims at involving 

medium, small, and micro- companies in the supply of services in the 
public work sector. The goal is achieved by reducing the geographical 
scope of the public contracts (they do not cover the city area as a whole 
but smaller areas in accordance to the different zip codes) and by 
dividing the public contracts into specific category of work. 

Type of measure Encourage the division of contracts into lots. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at SMEs only. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Both the division of contracts into lots (according to the category of 
work required) and the reduction of the geographical scope are aligned 
with SMEs problems. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

Although targeting not only small-sized enterprises, the Aarhus model 
addresses specific SMEs needs. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

Since the public work 4-year contracts issued by the municipality of 
Aarhus have been renewed in 2018, it can be assessed that the 
measure has achieved to a great extent its objectives. 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

SMEs that possess the relevant skills are encouraged to participate in 
public procurement, thus have an additional source of potential clients. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for 
SMEs?  

The law does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

To what extent are the costs 
of the measure proportionate 
to the benefits achieved? 

The law does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

The correlation between e-procurement and SMEs involvement is 
straightforward and positive. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

The positive impacts on SMEs participation of the measure are mostly 
due to its specific provisions on small and medium enterprises, such as 
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The “Aarhus model” of smaller-sized public procurement 
the division of contracts into lots and the geographical division of the 
municipality’s territory. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Yes, the measure should be replicable in other cities/regions. 

 
3.2.3. Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules 

Joint bidding is the practice of two or more enterprises creating a temporary consortium and 
submitting a single bid (Albano 2017)88. As a matter of fact, joint bidding is another channel 
through which governments can address the financial and technical capacities of small and 
medium enterprises to perform large and complex contracts (OECD 2018, 37). 
 
Although rather rare among the countries within scope (representing only 12% of all measures), 
joint bidding/consortia rules help boost SME participation in public procurement (Albano 2017, 
15). However, this might distort competition (Albano, Spagnolo, Zanza, 2009)89. In this respect, 
the Danish Competition and Consumer Authority published some guidelines on joint bidding to 
clarify when and to what extent consortia are of public utility and do not prevent competition.90 
 
This category of measures is often combined with measures encouraging the division of 
contracts into lots (60%) and simplifying processes and documentation requirements (60%) 
(see section 1.3). This category of measures can be found in Austria, Denmark, France, Greece, 
Ireland, Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, and Spain. 
 
This type of measure does not create direct costs for SMEs although contracts between 
consortium partners might entail internal costs (for preparing the contracts, etc.). Gains can 
instead be observed at both firm and societal level. Firms benefit from cost reductions due to 
internal division of tasks between companies. On the other side, society benefits from the 
positive outcome of synergies. In fact, firms might specialise in different aspects of production 
and while they are able to participate individually, they may offer a better-quality joint bid 
(Albano 2017, 16). 
 

3.2.4. Simplified processes and documentation requirements  

Presenting a bid requires companies to follow certain financial and administrative standards. It 
follows that the public procurement system disproportionately affects SMEs (OECD 2015). One 
way countries address the complexity of public procurement is by standardising processes and 
reducing the number of documents and procedures that are required. In this respect, the 
regional government of the Hague (Netherlands), for instance, introduced the so-called “Public 
Procurement Passport”, a special document that summarises all the necessary information that 
firms are required to present before placing a bid.  
 
There are simplification measures in the vast majority of EEA countries91. They are commonly 
combined with measures that encourage the use of e-procurement (53%) and measures that 
encourage the division of contract into lots (48%) (see section 1.3). 
The measure itself has a standard cost for public authorities (set-up of standardised documents, 
creation of ad-hoc IT tools). At the same time, it supports SME participation in public 
procurement by reducing administrative burdens and encouraging greater legal compliance92. 
 
As mentioned above, a good practice in the field of simplified procedures is represented by the 
Dutch “Public Procurement Passport” (now embedded in the current legislation of the European 
Single Procurement Document)93. 
 
 
 

                                                 

88 Competition in Public Procurement Markets. 2017. Available at:  
https://one.oecd.org/document/DAF/COMP/WP2(2017)1/en/pdf. 
89 https://academic.oup.com/jcle/article-abstract/5/2/335/806847. 
90 Danish Competition and Consumer Authority, 2018, Joint bidding under competition law. Available at: 
https://www.kfst.dk/media/52849/konsortievejledning-oktober-2018.pdf. 
91 With the only exception of Iceland and Slovakia. 
92 E-library of good practices in public procurement. Fiche 7: Standardised tender documents (2017) Available at : 
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_07.pdf. 
93 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/NL/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32016R0007. 
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Textbox 5 Public procurement passport of the Municipality of The Hague 
Measures by the Municipality of the Hague: Public Procurement Passport (Haags 
aanbestedingspaspoort)94  
Level of governance Regional 
Geographical scope  The Hague, Netherlands  
Sectoral scope All sectors  
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2009  

Initiator Region of The Hague (Gemeente Den Haag).  
Description The public procurement passport was introduced upon wishes from SMEs 

in the Hague. Companies, but especially SMEs that often apply to public 
tenders can order a special “passport” summarising all their company 
information. This reduces the amount of documentation and helps the 
administration procedure as companies with the passport do not have to 
declare every time which certificates they have. 

Type of measure Simplified processes and documentation requirements. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

The passport initiative reduces time and money needed to apply for public 
tenders. It is, therefore, aligned with one of main problem faced by SMEs 
(i.e. lack of the resources).  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The measure was introduced with a special concern for SMEs: the goal 
was to make of The Hague “the SME-friendliest city”.95  

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

According to an evaluation by the Eerste Kamer, The Hague has been 
successfully working with the passport since its introduction. Many SMEs 
were satisfied by the measure.96 In 2011, the Minister of Economic 
Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation (EL&I) that the new law of public 
procurement has a similar effect as the passport.97  

Secondary data on the 
impact on the participation 
of SME in public 
procurement in the country  

The figure provided by the municipality of The Hague on public purchasing 
expenditure suggest that in the first three quarters of 2018 the greatest 
share of public procurement spending favoured local (47%), regional 
(11%) and national (41%) companies (that are for the vast majority 
SMEs). 

Is this measure replicable to 
other 
countries/regions/cities and 
how? 

The passport was brought forward to the European Commission and was 
incorporated in form of the European Single Procurement document.98  

 
3.2.5. Encourage subcontracting arrangements and/or prime contractors to 

subcontract with SMEs  

Economic operators have various reasons to use subcontracting. For example, an economic 
operator (contractor) may find that it is less expensive to use a specialist subcontractor for a 
specific element of a contract rather than executing that element of the contract itself. At the 
same time, SMEs may not be able to perform an entire contract due to limited resources, but 
they may be able to perform some of the services included in it (SIGMA 2016, 3)99. Therefore, 
subcontracting often provides indirect access for SMEs to public procurement.  
 
Measures pertaining to this category can be found in Bulgaria, France, Greece, Italy, Malta, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, and Spain. Encouraging subcontracting with SMEs is usually 
accompanied by the following measures: encouraging the division of contracts into lots (67%) 
and encouraging the use of e-procurement (47%) (see section 1.4). 
 

                                                 

94 Gemeente Den Haag (2009). Aanbestedingspaspoort (BSD/2009.2366). Available at: 
https://denhaag.raadsinformatie.nl/document/3358068/1/RIS165400. 
95 MKB Servicedesk (2018). Aanbestedingen in gemeente den Haag makkelijker. Available at: 
https://www.mkbservicedesk.nl/3110/aanbestedingen-gemeente-den-haag.htm. 
96 Eerste Kamer der Staten-Generaal (2011). Mededeling evaluatie van de “Small Business Act” voor Europa COM 
2011(78) (148333u). Available at:  
https://www.eerstekamer.nl/eu/behandeling/20110408/brief_aan_de_minister_van_el_i/f=/vioblzcia6zq.pdf. 
97 Eerste Kamer (2018). E110009 – Evaluation Small Business Act (SBA). Available at: 
https://www.eerstekamer.nl/eu/edossier/e110009_evaluatie_small_business. 
98 Aanbestedingenadvies (2015). Aanbestedingspaspoort. Available at:  
http://www.aanbestedingenadvies.nl/nieuws/317/aanbestedingspaspoort.html. 
99 http://www.sigmaweb.org/publications/Public-Procurement-Policy-Brief-37-200117.pdf. 
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Encouraging subcontracting arrangements does not lead to costs for public authorities, but it 
fosters the inclusion of SMEs and the provision of services by qualified economic operators.100  
 

3.2.6. Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for lower 
value contracts) 

Promptness and certainty of payment are also a key area in supporting the financial capacity of 
companies, especially SMEs, and hence their participation in tendering processes. As a matter of 
fact, delays in payments have a particularly adverse effect on smaller firms, as they affect their 
limited liquidity.101 Those countries that face above-average payment periods witness lower 
participation rate of SMEs in public procurement. As shown in the case of France (presented 
below), certainty and timeliness of payments can be boosted through specialised regulatory 
measures. 
 
Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for lower value contracts) have 
been implemented in Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, France, Ireland, Latvia, Lichtenstein, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom. 
 
Most commonly, measures on timely and efficient payment terms are combined with the use of 
e-procurement (52%), the simplification of processes and documentation requirements (71%), 
and the division of contracts into lots (57%) (see section 3.4). 
 
Facilitating speedy payment alleviates the negative impact on economic operators’ liquidity and 
financial management, thereby encouraging greater participation in procurement, in particular 
for SMEs. In addition, by improving their payment practices, contracting authorities benefit from 
more collaborative relationships with suppliers and a better reputation as a business partner102.  
 
One original initiative can be found in France, where the central purchasing body UGAP has set 
up a payment solution to facilitate prompt payment by public buyers to their suppliers. 
Companies participating in this initiative are paid within five days on average. This measure is 
particularly beneficial to SMEs, which represent 69% of its users (see the textbox below). 
 
Textbox 6 Collaborative reverse factoring to facilitate the prompt payment of public contracts 

Collaborative reverse factoring to facilitate the prompt payment of public contracts103  
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  France  
Sectoral scope All  
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2015 

Initiator UGAP 
Description UGAP (France’s central purchasing body) has developed a solution called 

“collaborative reverse factoring” which allows to make payments to 
suppliers within few days at financially favourable conditions. Suppliers are 
paid on average within five days after the submission of their invoice, 
instead of the statutory deadline of 30 days. UGAP suggests this solution to 
its suppliers, targeting SMEs as a priority group. UGAP’s suppliers can 
adhere to this solution on a voluntary basis and can use it for all their 
invoices, or on a case-by-case basis depending on their financial needs. 
Companies submit their invoices to the French bank La Banque Postale 
Crédit Entreprises (LBPCE), which has been selected  among other financial 
institutions with set negotiated conditions until 2021. The LBPCE pays 
companies within a few days (less than five on average), then the UGAP 
pays the LBPCE within the deadline of 30 days.  

Type of measure • Simplified processes and documentation requirements; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for 

lower value contracts). 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 

                                                 

100 http://www.sigmaweb.org/publications/Public-Procurement-Policy-Brief-37-200117.pdf. 
101 See the VVA reports for the European Commission on late payment, i.e. the Ex-post evaluation of the Late 
Payment Directive (2015); Study on late payment in B2B transactions (2018). Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/support/late-payment_fr. 
102 E-library of good practices in public procurement. Fiche 20 : Facilitate payments to economic operators (2017). 
Available at : https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_20.pdf. 
103 UGAP. ”Solution collaborative de paiment anticipé.” Available at: https://www.ugap.fr/solution-collaborative-de-
paiement-anticipe_4468228.html. 
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Collaborative reverse factoring to facilitate the prompt payment of public contracts103  
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

SMEs are particularly impacted by late payment as they do not have as 
easy access to finance as larger companies to cover cash flow issues, and 
they do not have appropriate credit management systems for 
preventing/managing late payment.104  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The measure does not target only SMEs but its provisions are useful for 
SMEs. The UGAP targets SMEs in priority when communicating about the 
measure. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its 
initial objectives? 

Companies participating to the programme are paid in five days in average. 
In 2016, the UGAP has won the payment delays prize in the category 
“public body”.105 In France overall, late payment from public authorities has 
diminished since the implementation of the measure. In 2018, average 
payment time from the public sector was 55 days, against 62 days in 
2015.106  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

This system allows companies to gain between 20 and 25 days of cash 
flows. It also allows them to save time in drafting contracts as the contract 
is set and easy and fast to put in place. Finally, it provides more certainty 
as regards the payment of invoices. Late payment has very harmful 
consequences on companies’ cash flows, especially SMEs, and can lead to 
bankruptcy. According to the Business Ombudsman (Médiateur des 
entreprises) between 30 and 40 SMEs go bankrupted because of payment 
delays.107 It is estimated that 100,000 jobs could be created by SMEs if all 
companies were paid on time.108 

What are the costs or 
types of costs of the 
measure for SMEs?  

The programme does not entail any costs for SMEs. The only requirements 
are as follows: 

• Using electronic billing; 
• Do not use subcontracting; 
• Have a litigation rate of 3% after three months in the market or on 

all the markets owned by the UGAP. 
To what extent are the 
costs of the measure 
proportionate to the 
benefits achieved? 

Potential benefits seem to outweigh the costs. 

Secondary data on the 
impact on the participation 
of SME in public 
procurement in the 
country 

In December 2018, 39 companies benefit from this programme, of which 
69% are SMEs, 26% companies of “intermediate size” (between 250 and 
4,999 employees), and 5% large companies (above 5,000 employees).109 It 
is difficult to establish clear relationships between this measure and the 
improvement in SME performance in public procurement, but this measure 
helps solve one obstacle to SMEs’ participation in public procurement. 
Beyond economic impacts, it helps setting trust in the economic ecosystem, 
which is beneficial for SMEs.110  

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

Cooperation between public authorities and SMEs, as well as between public 
authorities and banks. This measure has been accompanied by information 
and communication measures: 

• A website page111; 
• Webinars and presentations through the UGAP’s extranet; 
• An information notice about the possibility to use this solution 

every time a contract is awarded.  
 
The partner bank LBPCE also promotes the programme among UGAP’s 
suppliers.  

Is this measure replicable 
in other 
countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Yes. This measure can be used in any country where there is central 
purchasing body with sufficient weight (in the case of UGAP, more than €3 
billion in purchasing volumes) and willing to engage in such for its 
suppliers. During the selection of the partner bank, it is important to obtain 
attractive financially favourable conditions. This system is also used by 

                                                 

104 European Commission (2018). Business-to-business transactions: a comparative analysis of legal measures vs. 
soft-law instruments for improving payment behaviour. Available at: https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-
detail/-/publication/c8b7391b-9b80-11e8-a408-01aa75ed71a1. 
105 https://www.ugap.fr/lugap-laureat-du-prix-des-delais-de-paiement_3651755.html. 
106 Intrum Justitia, European Payment Reports 2015 and 2018. 
107 https://www.egaliteetreconciliation.fr/Le-mediateur-des-entreprises-Chaque-jour-40-PME-ferment-en-raison-de-
retards-de-paiement-49857.html. 
108 Jean-Noël Barrot, Julien Sauvagnat, 2015, Délais de paiement : L’effet sur l’emploi du non-respect de la LME. 
Available at: http://didattica.unibocconi.it/mypage/dwload.php?nomefile=LME20160920152218.pdf. 
109 Written feedback sent by UGAP on 21/12/2018. 
110 Interview with the French Business Ombudsman, 09/01/2019. 
111 http://www.ugap.fr/solution-collaborative-de-paiement-anticipe_4468228.html. 
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Collaborative reverse factoring to facilitate the prompt payment of public contracts103  
other public contractors in France, e.g. the Créteil Hospital, or by “semi-
public” contractors, e.g. the gas and electricity provider EDF.  

 
3.2.7. Financial support for SMEs/contracting authorities 

Direct financial support for SMES or contracting authorities to facilitate SME participation in 
public procurement is less prevalent (only 5% of the measures identified in this study). Such 
initiatives can be found in Estonia, Hungary, Italy, and Norway; and they mainly consist of grant 
schemes for SMEs or contracting authorities to improve their public procurement skills. For 
instance, the region of Sardinia introduced a publicly financed scheme aimed at helping SMEs to 
acquire a quality certification in line with European standards (Article 29 of Regional law 
8/2018).112 Another good example is the provision of financial support for innovative public 
procurement in Estonia presented in the textbox below. The programme has received positive 
feedback from the participants and is expected to fund 20 projects until 2023.  
 
Textbox 7 Financial support for innovative public procurement 

Financial support for innovative public procurement 113 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Estonia 
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2016 (expected to continue until 2023)  

Initiator The Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications; Enterprise Estonia 
Description The measure, with a €20 million budget, aims to develop the capability and 

skills of the public sector to buy innovative solutions, as well as to develop 
the capability and skills of R&D suppliers to participate in such tenders. The 
measure is part of the Innovation Procurement Programme, carried out by 
the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications and the agency 
Enterprise Estonia. The programme provides financial support and 
information to public authorities on how to carry out a procurement that 
will contribute to innovation. Notably, a handbook on innovation 
procurement was published and a financial support scheme was set up to 
co-finance innovation procurement (up to 50% of the project cost)114.  

Type of measure • Financial support for SMEs/contracting authorities; 
• Training of public procurement staff. 

Relevance for SMEs The measure is aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Through providing financial support and information to public authorities on 
how to engage in innovative projects, the measure enhances 
competitiveness and better engagement of public authorities with 
companies (which are mostly SMEs in Estonia).  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The measure does not directly target SMEs, but SMEs represent the great 
majority of the business population in Estonia, especially in the innovation 
sphere. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its 
initial objectives? 

The measure is in its early implementation process (only two innovation 
projects have been completed so far), it is too early to draw relevant 
conclusions; however, the feedback received from the participants is 
positive. In the coming years, the objective is to expand the initiative to 
eight projects in 2018, 14 projects in 2020, 20 projects in 2023. This also 
allows to establish a monitoring system of innovation procurement in 
Estonia.115 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

Tenderers who participate in the project have the opportunity to develop 
innovative products and services. It is expected to make businesses more 
competitive, attract new customers, boost new skills and bring long-term 
positive spill-overs through development of new innovative products. After 
the project is concluded the company is free to sell the innovative product 
developed with public funding in the open market and make profit out of it.  

What are the costs or 
types of costs of the 
measure for SMEs?  

The programme does not entail any direct costs for SMEs as the 
participation in the programme is free of charge.  

To what extent are the 
costs of the measure 

The benefits seem to outweigh the costs.  

                                                 

112 http://consiglio.regione.sardegna.it/XVLegislatura/Leggi%20approvate/lr2018-08.pdf. 
113 Enterprise Estonia, Support for innovation-friendly procurement, available at: 
https://www.eas.ee/teenus/innovatsiooni-edendavate-hangete-toetamine/. 
114 EAS will share money to promote innovation, 2016, available at: 
https://www.aripaev.ee/uudised/2016/04/18/eas-hakkab-jagama-raha-innovatsiooni-edenduseks. 
115 Based on the feedback from the interviewee.  
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Financial support for innovative public procurement 113 
proportionate to the 
benefits achieved? 
Secondary data on the 
impact on the participation 
of SME to public 
procurement in the 
country (correlation 
between the participation 
of SMEs to public 
procurement in the 
country and the measure) 

SMEs participation in public procurement has remained at the same level in 
2016 and 2017. The positive effects linked to the implementation of the 
measure are expected to be visible in the following years.  

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

The programme is in its early years of development, but the implementing 
authorities have received positive feedback from the participants and 
interest is gradually growing. The Ministry plans to promote the programme 
further to boost interest among the contracting authorities and adjust the 
programme based on feedback to maximise its effectiveness.  

Is this measure replicable 
to other 
countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The programme could be replicated in other countries by applying country-
specific aspects.  

 
3.2.8. Training of public procurement staff 

The delivery of high-quality training to the public procurement workforce is a key aspect in 
improving the performance of the service delivered. To foster the inclusion of SMEs within the 
procurement system and to implement the range of measures to support SMEs, some countries 
organise training sessions with public procurement officials (OECD 2018). In Ireland, for 
instance, the Office of Government Procurement holds an annual conference covering all of the 
latest policy developments that are relevant to suppliers (OECD 2018, 83).  
 
Besides Ireland, this measure is implemented in the following countries: Austria, Belgium, 
Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, and 
Sweden. 
 
Usually the training sessions are combined with the provision of information/guidance to SMEs 
(30%) and encouraging the use of e-procurement (15%) (see section 1.4). 
 
While training sessions are not necessarily costly, they require funding sources and a pool of 
relevant experts, training facilities, and a good understanding of training needs. The benefits of 
training initiatives are related to the fact that public buyers become better aware of the 
specificities of SMEs and they can design their calls for tender accordingly.  
 
Amongst others, Croatia represents an interesting case study. In 2012, the national government 
developed a certification-scheme for procurement practitioners. The scheme aimed to create a 
critical mass of people who are knowledgeable about procurement laws, by-laws, and rules for 
the implementation of EU funds. The role of the certified procurer is to be involved in all the 
steps of the procedure, keep track of other people involved in the procurement, and make sure 
that the procedure is conducted correctly.116 
 
Training public procurement staff can also be done through networks of public authorities or 
platforms. In the Netherlands, the PIANOo Initiative started in 2012 as a knowledge base 
network for government procurement officers and contracting authorities.117  
 
An interesting example is the Public Procurement Academy of the Federal Procurement Agency 
in Austria. The measure has been successful in increasing SME participation in public tenders in 
Austria, and has been used as the basis for an EU-wide training scheme: the Public Procurement 
Excellence (see the textbox below). 
 

                                                 

116 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_12.pdf. 
117 https://www.pianoo.nl/en/sustainable-public-procurement/spp-themes/opportunities-smes/opportunities-smes-
explained. 
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Textbox 8 Public procurement academy of the Federal Procurement Agency118 
Public procurement academy of the Federal Procurement Agency119 
(“Public Procurement Academy” der Bundesbeschaffung) 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Austria 
Sectoral scope All  
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

/ 

Initiator Federal Procurement Agency (Bundesbeschaffungsgesellschaft – BBG) 
Description The BBG has set up the so-called Public Procurement Academy to train 

their own staff. All employees who join the BBG undergo this training 
that takes 2.5 years. The training includes a 10 days onboarding 
programme and a 40 days main programme divided into basic and 
advanced modules. The training includes various aspects of 
procurement (such as legal, economic and purchasing issues) and 
covers all the relevant phases of the procurement cycle. 

Type of measure Training of public procurement staff. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

One obstacle for SMEs to participate in public procurement are difficult 
procedures. Bureaucratic burden and lack of information make it hard 
for SMEs to participate. Well-trained staff that are aware of SMEs’ needs 
and know how to design SME-friendly tenders can help reduce those 
obstacles. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The measure does not specifically target SMEs but public procurement 
as a whole. However, appropriately addressing the public supplier base 
(which mostly consists of SMEs) is part of effective public procurement 
training. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The objective to increase SME participation has to some extent been 
achieved as SME participation in the BBG’s tenders has increased by 4% 
between 2013 and 2017 (from 65% to 69%)120. 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

SMEs that participate in public procurement due to well-designed 
tenders will have an additional source of potential clients. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for 
SMEs?  

The measure does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

To what extent are the costs 
of the measure proportionate 
to the benefits achieved? 

The measure does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SMEs in 
public procurement in the 
country  

Evidence on the effects is limited because the BBG does not publish a 
quantitative evaluation of the measure. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

A successful training programme needs to take into account and be 
tailored to the public supplier base, which consists mostly of SMEs.  

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The general concept of training staff with regard to SME involvement is 
surely replicable to any public procurement body. 

 
Apart from training, support to contracting authorities can be given through materials or tools to 
guide them in developing a SME-friendly policy. This is the case of the Sustainability criteria 
library in Sweden, for instance, which helps contracting authorities to design calls that 
encourage green public procurement (see the textbox below). Policies favouring green public 
procurement have been deemed very useful for SMEs as they are important suppliers of green 
goods and services (OECD, 2018, 30).  
 

                                                 

118 European Commission, E-library of public procurement good practices, Credentials for procurement 
professionals. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_08.pdf.  
119 European Commission, E-library of public procurement good practices, Credentials for procurement 
professionals. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_08.pdf.  
120 Bundesbeschaffungsgsellschaft, Die Bundesbeschaffung in Zahlen 2017. Available at:   
https://www.bbg.gv.at/fileadmin/daten/Downloads/T%C3%A4tigkeitsbericht/Zahlen_Daten_Fakten_2017.pdf. 
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Textbox 9 Sustainability criteria library 
Sustainability criteria library121 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope Sweden 
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2013, since 2015 managed by the National Agency for Public 
Procurement 

Initiator National Agency for Public Procurement, public 
Description The Government of Sweden instructed the National Agency for Public 

Procurement to provide public procurers with sustainability criteria. 
Sustainable public procurement is one of the goals in the National 
Strategy for Public procurement in Sweden. The criteria database covers 
environmental and social conditions within eight product areas: IT and 
telecom, building and property, cleaning and chemicals, vehicles and 
transport, office and textiles, food, nursing and care, and supplies for a 
toxic-free preschool. There are three levels of environmental criteria: 
basic, advanced, and spearhead. The objectives of the criteria are 
threefold: (1) to provide contracting authorities with an easy-to-use tool 
for implementing green public procurement and socially responsible 
public procurement; (2) to generate savings for municipalities from the 
use of environmentally efficient resources; (3) to provide predictability 
to the market including SMEs on environmental and social 
requirements. The criteria are voluntary and free to use. 

Type of measure Training of public procurement staff. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

The measure is in the interest of the SMEs, even though the SMEs are 
not the targeted group of the measure. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and 
SMEs’ needs? 

The sustainability criteria library can be used as a guidance tool for 
SMEs to raise awareness about requirements and criteria requested by 
the contracting authorities in public procurement. Users can download 
their customised set of criteria, which are ready for copy and paste into 
the tender documents. The tool also provides a guidance document on 
the criteria, which includes explanations and instructions122. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

Evidence on the effects is limited, because the measure is to be used on 
a voluntary basis. 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

Evidence on the effects is limited, the measure is to be used on a 
voluntary basis. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for 
SMEs? 

The measure does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

To what extent are the costs 
of the measure proportionate 
to the benefits achieved? 

Very cost effective, as the measure does not entail any direct costs for 
SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

The sustainability criteria library is believed to promote 
professionalisation, incorporate strategic procurement and increase 
competition123. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure? 

Involve the business community in the development of criteria, promote 
professionalisation, raise awareness among practitioners and suppliers, 
ensure legal soundness of criteria, and make sure criteria are user-
friendly. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The measure can be replicable if it is adapted to the specificities of that 
country’s/region’s/city’s public procurement system. 

 
3.2.9. Encourage monitoring/set procurement targets 

When public procurement frameworks are designed at a central level, they may lack details 
about the specific application of individual measures to facilitate the involvement of small and 
medium-sized enterprises (OECD 2018, 89). The encouragement of monitoring is expected to 

                                                 

121 The National Agency for Public Procurement. Sustainability Criteria. Available at: 
https://www.upphandlingsmyndigheten.se/en/sustainable-public-procurement/sustainable-procurement-criteria. 
122 European Commission. Strategic Public Procurement. Library of Strategic Procurement Criteria. Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_29.pdf. 
123 European Commission. Strategic Public Procurement. Library of Strategic Procurement Criteria. Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_29.pdf. 
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favour good implementation of measures by public authorities according to SMEs needs (OECD, 
2018, 93). Monitoring is often accompanied by setting targets for SME participation in public 
procurement, such as in France 124 or the United Kingdom.125  
 
Other countries that have implemented monitoring measures include Austria, Belgium, 
Lichtenstein, and Sweden. The monitoring of procurement targets is most often paired with the 
division of contracts into lots (33%) and the simplification of processes and documentation 
required (33%) (see section 1.4). 
 
The cost of the measure is relatively low and entails the identification of a set of indicators to 
evaluate and monitor the implementation of public procurement regulations, the collection and 
the analysis of data. 
 

3.2.10.  Improve transparency of procurement processes 

Standardisation of processes, simplified access to information that is easy to understand, and 
availability of information are all necessary ingredients able to strengthen the inclusivity of the 
public procurement system. Therefore, public authorities should improve the level of 
transparency to make the system more appealing to SMEs. This can be ensured, for instance, 
through the implementation of transparency platforms - an online tool that provides up-to-date 
visual information on public procurement expenditure to the wider public. This allows, in turn, 
the voluntary oversight of procurement procedures.  
 
The improvement of transparency is a priority among the following countries: Bulgaria, the 
Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Netherlands, Slovakia, and Slovenia. 
 
It is usually paired with measures that favour the simplification of processes and documentation 
requirements (63%), and that introduce SME-friendly selection criteria (38%) (see section 3.4). 
 
While costs are limited, benefits are well-known: increased accountability of the system, lower 
corruption rate, availability of information (accessibility), and spread of knowledge. 
 
Examples can be found in Bulgaria126 (with its National Strategy for the Development of the 
Public Procurement) and Greece127 (Law 4413/2016). While the former covers actions in five 
areas of influence—legislation, law enforcement, publicity and transparency of public 
procurement, strengthening the administrative capacity and professionalism in the sector, and 
control of the system—the latter sets the rules to ensure equal chances and enhance 
competition (including the improved access of SMEs from different Member States). The textbox 
below develops the example of Bulgaria, where the measure was found useful in the fight 
against corruption.  
  

                                                 

124 2% of public purchases from public authorities going to innovative SMEs. See the National Pact for 
Competitiveness and Growth : https://www.entreprises.gouv.fr/files/files/directions_services/politique-et-
enjeux/simplifications/pacte-national-cce.pdf. 
125 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/big-opportunities-for-small-firms-government-set-to-spend-1-in-
every-3-with-small-businesses. 
126 National Strategy for the Development of Public Procurement 2014-2020: 
https://rio.jrc.ec.europa.eu/en/library/national-strategy-development-public-procurement-sector-bulgaria-period-
2014-2020. 
127 Law 4413/2016. 
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Textbox 10 Integrity Pacts 

                                                 

128 http://integrity.transparency.bg/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/09/IP_20170901.pdf. 
129 http://integrity.transparency.bg/en/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/09/IP_20170901.pdf. 
130 http://integrity.transparency.bg/en/integrity-news/activity-report-of-transparency-international-bulgaria-in-the-
framework-of-the-integrity-pacts-civil-control-mechanism-for-safeguarding-eu-funds-project/. 

Integrity Pacts128 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Bulgaria 
Sectoral scope All sectors (especially construction) 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

01 September 2017 – ‘Zheleznitsa tunnel’ tender 

Initiator Road Infrastructure Agency and Transparency International Bulgaria 
Description The Integrity Pact129 sets the rules for observation (comprising all 

phases of the tender from preparation of documentation to selection 
and then execution) by the third party of the public procurement 
procedure for the design and construction of ‘Zheleznitsa tunnel’ lot 
3.1 ‘Struma’ motorway. 

Type of measures Integrity Pacts are a tool for civil monitoring of public procurement, 
developed by the global anti-corruption movement Transparency 
International. In such a Pact, an independent third party participates 
in the public procurement process in addition to the contracting 
authority and the tenderer. The observer is committed to 
independently monitor the public procurement process through on-site 
checks, reviewing documentation and other applicable measures, 
while the contracting authority commits to provide all necessary 
documentation to facilitate the work of the observer. The Ministry of 
Regional Development and Public Works, the Ministry of Health and 
the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy have piloted this procedure.  

Relevance for SMEs Strengthen anti-corruption measures and improve transparency, both 
key to SMEs participating in the public procurement process. 

Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

This measure addresses one of the key challenges identified as 
hindering the participation and attainment of contracts of SMEs, 
namely corruption. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

See above. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The perception among different public stakeholders is that the 
measure has been successful in tackling corruption. This is supported 
by the fact that the Bulgarian example is sought out by parties 
involved in other Integrity Pacts as being a good example. The extent 
to which it has done so, it is not tangible. 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

Transparency of procedures, resulting in more contracts attained by 
SMEs. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

N/A 

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

Highly cost effective, there being no direct costs and many benefits for 
SMEs.  

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country  

See above. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

Proven model that is already being implemented in ten other Member 
States. Directly addresses the barriers to public procurement faced by 
SMEs in Bulgaria (ex. bureaucracy, disproportionate costs, etc.) by 
rendering the entire process more transparent. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Bulgaria’s Integrity Pact was the first in of a series of 17 Integrity 
Pacts in eleven Member States to be signed under the new Public 
Procurement Act of 16 February 2016. In December 2017, the 
Transparency International Bulgaria team took part in a two-day 
training session on the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
component of the project, aimed at establishing how, why, and in 
what circumstances the Integrity Pacts contribute to improving the 
public procurement process. Moreover, Transparency International 
Bulgaria regularly takes part in online seminars and consultations 
organised by the TI Secretariat; as feedback concerning the 
application of the Bulgarian Integrity Pact is often sought by other 
partners involved in the initiative.130  
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3.2.11.  Provision of information/guidance to SMEs 

This category comprises a diverse set of measures, from guidance materials (e.g. guidelines), 
helpdesks, trainings and conferences, or participation in fairs and events. These measures aim 
to provide practical information on procurement-related themes, measures or processes, for 
example changes introduced by the new legislation, e-procurement systems, how to develop a 
proposal, etc.  
 
Guidance material can also cover aspects of procurement considered optional or sector-specific. 
Such support material can include guidance for IT procurements, health-sector related 
procurements, guidance on how to integrate strategic procurement or green public procurement 
criteria, or how to spot corruption and bid-rigging (see section 1.3). 
 
Information and guidance to SMEs is provided in the great majority of EEA countries. In 
addition, the measure represents 30% of all measures used to improve SMEs participation in 
public procurement. 
 
The provision of information and guidance to SMEs is most commonly accompanied by the 
following initiatives: the simplification of processes and documentation requirements (18%) and 
the encouragement of the use of e-procurement systems (16%). It should be noted, however, 
that this type of measure is not often paired with another type (less than one fifth of them), 
which means that the majority of them are standalone measures (see section 3.4). 
 
The main benefits of targeted thematic guidance materials include time savings when preparing 
tender documents, more tailored and fit-for-purpose tender specifications, increased legal 
certainty when conducting procurement procedures, and reduction of irregularities and errors. 
Ultimately, achieving such results contributes to better quality procurement and more 
knowledgeable and professionalised procurers.131  
 
These measures are rather cheap to produce and do not entail high maintenance costs (only for 
updating them regularly).132 For instance, the Guidelines for SMEs in Austria133, the working 
group on public procurement of the Brussels districts in Belgium134. Contrarily, the 
establishment and maintenance of helpdesks for SMEs (as in Slovenia, Croatia, and Finland) 
entails higher costs. On the SMEs’ side, these measures generally do not entail any cost, except 
the extra time to produce a tender answering to all the requirements for the first time.135 
 
Among the measures highlighted as useful, helpdesk services for companies, such as in Croatia, 
were deemed particularly relevant as they provide immediate help on practical problems 
encountered by companies when they bid for tenders (see textbox below). This is particularly 
relevant for SMEs, who often do not have specialised staff to deal with these types of issues.  
 
Textbox 11 Helpdesk services 

Helpdesk services136 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Croatia  
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2015 

Initiator Ministry of the Economy, Entrepreneurship and Crafts, Public 
Procurement Directorate 

Description Provides expert assistance on relevant procurement issues for both 
the contracting authorities and for economic operators who participate 
or are interested in participating in public procurement procedures. 
The Ministry of the Economy, Entrepreneurship and Crafts provides 
guidance and clarification of the Law in the  form of four activities: (1) 

                                                 

131 E-library of good practices. Targeted thematic guidance materials.  
132 E-library of good practices. Targeted thematic guidance materials.  
133 https://www.bmdw.gv.at/Unternehmen/UnternehmensUndKMU-
Politik/Documents/Leitfaden%20Fit%20f%C3%BCr%20den%20Wettbewerb%20Version1.1.pdf. 
134 http://pouvoirs-locaux.brussels/theme/marches-publics/gti. 
135 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018; Interview with a 
representative of the French Centralised Purchasing Body (UGAP), 30/10/2018. 
136European Commission. E-library of public procurement good practices. Available at:  
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/good_practices/GP_fiche_01.pdf. 
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Helpdesk services136 
written opinions, (2) responses to email questions sent via the 
website, (3) telephone counselling to contracting authorities and 
economic operators twice per week), and (4) open days, where users 
can apply via the website for the direct personal counselling, which 
takes place every last Friday of the month. The Directorate regularly 
prepares and publishes materials on the website of the Public 
Procurement Portal.137138  

Type of measure Provision of information/guidance to SMEs 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Even if the measure does not target solely SMEs, it is nevertheless 
very important for them as they often do not employ enough people to 
have specialised/knowledgeable staff of public procurement system 
and rules. The questions sent to the Directorate are answered within 
the same day, which is also beneficial to SMEs that are usually more 
time-restrained.  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

The measure ensures better compliance and reduces error rates and 
irregularities, which are usually higher among SMEs. This in turn saves 
time and resources. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The measure helped to develop direct and personal communication 
and increased the level of information in this field.  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

There are no direct economic benefits for SMEs. SMEs benefit from 
additional clarifications and information provided. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

There are no costs as the help desk is free of charge. The only costs 
are associated to the telephone costs if the users decide to use the 
direct telephone line. 

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

There are medium set-up costs (e.g. implementation of an electronic 
form on the institution’s existing web page) and medium operation 
cost (due to the need to staff the helpdesk with permanent personnel 
and therefore, securing sufficient and efficient staff). No information 
on these costs could be retrieved. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME to 
public procurement in the 
country (correlation between 
the participation of SMEs to 
public procurement in the 
country and the measure) 

The measure was implemented in such a form less than two years ago 
and as a result evidence is limited, but the Directorate for Public 
Procurement provides similar services for 10 years. The figures 
provided for the last year indicate a positive trend. Between 1st 
January and 30th November 2018, the Directorate published in total 
344 written opinions, received 2,888 email requests, held 8-10 direct 
phone lines per month (66 in total in year 2018), and just in the 
month of November 2018 held open day consultations with 8 
interested subjects139,140. 
The measure proved to work successfully and the interest in 
participation is not declining. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

The measure appears to be successful as it offers services to both 
economic operators and contracting authorities, therefore providing a 
comprehensive help on the whole supply chain (offer and demand). 
What adds to the success is that all the relevant subjects can get 
access to the services at one single point – Portal of Public 
Procurement, which simplifies the process of getting information. 
Other success factors include: the provision of the information free of 
charge, the promotion of the helpdesk to ensure that economic 
operators and contracting authorities are aware of it and know how to 
use it, as well as easy access to find the phone number, the website’s 
interface or online chat, and the encouragement of proactive advice 
requests.  

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Yes, the measure was implemented in other EU Member States (i.e. 
Austria, Belgium, Estonia, and Finland). The Croatian helpdesk 
services are designed to fit specifically the needs of economic 
operators and contracting authorities in a small country. To replicate 
the measure in larger countries with a higher number of applicants, it 
would be better to implement it at regional level, to make sure that it 
does not add costs nor increases confusion. According to its initiator, 
the measure has the potential to work very well with a small number 
of participants (and is therefore easier to implement in smaller 
countries).141 

                                                 

137 Interview with the representative of the Directorate for Public Procurement conducted on 05/12/2018. 
138The Public Procurement Portal. Available at: http://www.javnanabava.hr/default.aspx?id=3409. 
 
140 Interview with the representative of the Directorate for Public Procurement conducted on 05/12/2018. 
141 Interview with the representative of the Directorate for Public Procurement conducted on 05/12/2018. 
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Another exemplary measure in this category are the breakfast briefings provided by the Office of 
Government Procurement and the business organisation InterTrade Ireland. It is unique because 
the briefings intervene before SMEs even engage in public procurement and rather aim at raising 
awareness on procurement opportunities. This is essential as a first step to increase SME 
participation, as SMEs are often not aware of the possibilities offered by public procurement (see 
textbox below). 
 
Textbox 12 Breakfast briefings events 

Breakfast briefing events142 
Level of governance Regional 
Geographical scope  Ireland 
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2018  

Initiator The Office of Government Procurement; events organised by 
InterTrade Ireland 

Description The objective is to initiate regional informative breakfast briefing 
events. They took place so far in Dublin, Waterford, Limerick, and 
Mayo with further events planned throughout the year. The strategy 
also includes developing informative YouTube videos explaining 
specific public procurement topics with case studies of SMEs successful 
in tendering. Due to the far-reaching implications that Brexit will have 
on public procurement in Ireland, a breakfast briefing was scheduled 
on 13th December 2018 on the potential impact of Brexit (specifically 
the anticipated changes in public procurement in the UK, Ireland, and 
elsewhere in the EU) and the impact on cross-border tendering. This is 
the most recent in the series of breakfast briefing events. 

Type of measure Provision of information/guidance to SMEs 
Relevance for SMEs InterTrade Ireland helps SMEs across the island by offering practical 

cross-border business funding, intelligence and contacts. These events 
are specifically targeted at SMEs. 

Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Yes, the informative breakfast briefing events and additional training 
materials are a great source of information for regional businesses. 
While the Brexit breakfast briefing event was designed to raise 
awareness of the potential implications of Brexit for public 
procurement in Ireland, there is only a limit to the help they can 
provide to SMEs – if Irish SMEs remain dependent on the UK market 
and have not taken action in the last two years to ‘de-risk’ (by forging 
partnerships with other European countries, for example) the 
breakfast briefing will be of limited value.  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

Same as above. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

Evidence on the effects is limited due to recent implementation of the 
programme. 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

The expected economic benefit for SMEs increased competitiveness 
and business activity through participation in tenders. In the long-run, 
their turnover and skills are expected to increase.  

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

The programme does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. The events 
are free of charge. 

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

Highly cost effective – the events are free and the expected impact is 
quite large. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

Evidence on the effects is limited due to recent implementation of the 
programme. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

As mentioned above, for the Brexit breakfast briefing to prove 
worthwhile, SMEs already need to have undergone steps in the time 
since the vote to leave the EU in order to ‘de-risk’. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The programme could be replicated in other countries by applying 
country-specific / regional aspects. 

                                                 

142 Department of Business, Enterprise and Innovation, 2018, New supports for SMEs to access public spending 
worth €12 billion, available at: https://dbei.gov.ie/en/News-And-Events/Department-
News/2018/January/31012018e.html. 
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3.2.12.  Reduced economic and financial requirements  

A disproportionate level of financial requirements to participate in public procurement 
opportunities precludes a large number of SMEs. This is particularly the case since SMEs in 
many countries face difficulties in obtaining financial guarantees, accessing financial markets, 
and obtaining instruments under favourable financial conditions (OECD 2018, 52). In defining 
selection criteria, the technical and professional capacity requirements should ensure that the 
tenderer has the capacity required for the contract in question, rather than the general capacity 
of tenderers (Bovis 2016)143. 
 
Reducing the financial burdens for SMEs is a measure used in fewer countries: Belgium, Croatia, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Romania, 
Slovenia, and Spain. In addition, it is commonly paired with the following initiatives: the division 
of contracts into lots (67%), and the simplification of processes and documentation 
requirements (61%) (see section 1.3). 
 
The measure only entails the cost of setting up a new legislation. Benefits instead cover both 
SMEs and public authorities. The former would witness an increase in competition, thus an 
opening of the market. The latter have the chance to maximise their value for money by 
choosing the best combination of quality and price for contracts where quality can vary144.  
 
In Germany, the Act Against Restraints in Competition – Part 4 contains several provisions and 
mechanisms to support SMEs in public procurement.145 Among them, financial requirements 
were lowered to allow more SMEs to participate procurement procedures. 
 

3.2.13. Introduce SME-friendly selection criteria 

Given the numerous barriers faced by SMEs in the access to public procurement, it is essential 
that national and public authorities design contracts according to SMEs friendly selection criteria 
(using Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT) or best price quality ratio (BPQR), as 
default criteria instead of the lowest price). This has a positive effect on SMEs’ participation as 
they can further emphasise quality instead of being constrained to offer a cheap price to stay 
competitive.  
 
Countries that make use of the measure are: Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Slovakia, and Spain. In addition, it is commonly paired with the 
following initiatives: the use of e-procurement systems (75%), and the division of contracts into 
lots (58%) (see section 3.4). 
 
A good practice is represented by the case of Iceland and its central Procurement Agency 
Ríkiskaup. Among the measures undertaken by Ríkiskaup are, for instance: conducting market 
research on the market relevant for the tender to determine the competitive situation; carrying 
out a preliminary market consultation with selected stakeholders to communicate needs and 
requirements; adapting eligibility/selection criteria to make the tender accessible for as many 
companies as possible (e.g. setting a rather low threshold for a company’s financial standing); 
and holding communication events with industry associations (such as the Federation of 
Icelandic Industries).146 
 
3.3. KEY SUCCESS FACTORS AND CONDITIONS FOR MEASURES TO SUPPORT 

SMES IN PUBLIC PROCUREMENT  

This section uses the different study results as well as stakeholders’ interviews to identify the 
main success factors and conditions for measures to effectively support SMEs’ participation in 
public procurement.  
 
The company survey identifies several factors positively impacting SME participation: 
accessibility of information on available tenders (with 38.4% of SMEs considering it highly 
beneficial), simplification of processes (37.1%), timely and efficient answering to questions 
                                                 

143 Bovis, C. (2016), Research handbook on EU public procurement law, Elgar. 
144 E-library of good practices. Separate technical and financial offers. 
145 https://www.bundeskartellamt.de/SharedDocs/Publikation/EN/Others/GWB.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=6. 
146 See the country fiche on Iceland. 
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(36.5%), timely and efficient payment terms and arrangements (33.7%), and use of e-
procurement (30.7%). Provision of information and advice, financial benefits, and measures to 
reduce the value of individual tenders are positively perceived by respectively 28.3%, 26.8%, 
and 22.5% of SMEs. Finally, encouragement of joint registration and drafting of consortium 
rules, as well as provisions on subcontracting, are slightly less valued by SMEs, with only 15.4% 
and 12.9% of them finding that they help significantly or highly (see figure 52). 
 
Figure 53 Factors positively impacting SME participation 

 
Source: company survey. 
 
Complementary to the survey, the desk research and the interviews conducted in Task 3 
highlighted several success factors for the measures to be successful in increasing SME 
participation in public procurement: the focus on SMEs’ needs, including sector specificities; the 
accessibility and user-friendliness of tools and materials; the presence of feedback mechanisms; 
the engagement of public authorities, including at subnational level; and the participation of 
SME representatives. Cooperation between public buyers and their SME suppliers, and a stable 
economic, social, and political context are also crucial to favour SME participation in public 
procurement. 
 
The focus on users’ needs is crucial for enhancing the efficiency of public procurement in 
general.147 This is of particular relevance when users are SMEs because they may have different 
needs due to their small size, their tendency to be more innovation-driven than larger 
companies, their lack of human resources, a stronger financial vulnerability, etc. ( see the 
literature review in Annex 4). 
 
The provision of targeted material for SMEs, or even for SMEs in certain sectors, is therefore 
considered as useful. This is the case of the sector-specific guidelines for public procurement 
produced by the Ministry of Public Administration in Slovenia (see the textbox below). The 
guidelines are prepared in close cooperation with the Chamber of Commerce and business 
representatives, to ensure a good knowledge of the different sectors and their specificities. 
Since 2016, five different guidelines were produced and two others are in preparation for 2019.  
Textbox 13: Sector-specific guidelines for public procurement 

Sector-specific guidelines for public procurement 148 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Slovenia 
Sectoral scope Architecture and engineering services, construction, 

information/software, telecommunications, cleaning services. 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2016- 2018 

Initiator Ministry of Public Administration, Public Procurement Directorate 
Description The guidelines were prepared by the Ministry of Public Administration in 

close cooperation with the Chamber of Commerce and other 
representatives of the industry and SMEs in order to respond to existing 
market inefficiencies of specific sectors, consequently standardizing the 

                                                 

147 See the different factors enumerated in the E-library of good practices.  
148 Ministry of Public Administration. 2016. Guidelines for public procurement of architectural and 
engineering services.  Available at: 
http://www.djn.mju.gov.si/resources/files/Priporocila/Smernice_AI_storitve_1.0.pdf  
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Provisions on subcontracting

Highly beneficial Significantly beneficial Slightly beneficial Not beneficial
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Sector-specific guidelines for public procurement 148 
public procurement procedures and enhancing the efficiency of the public 
administration. The main aim of the guidelines is to define the entry 
conditions and criteria for the assessment of the proposals in public 
procurement for the specific area of services in order to avoid 
disproportionate qualification and discriminatory requirements. Guidelines 
make suggestions for the correct use of public procurement to 
contracting authorities with recommendations, warnings, and examples 
of good practice from tender documents or public procurement contracts. 
Together with the Public Procurement Act, the guidelines give 
harmonised references and suggestions on how to conduct a public 
procurement procedure in services of the relevant sectors.  

Type of measure Provision of information/guidance to SMEs 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Even if not directly targeted to SMEs, the provision of guidelines for 
contracting authorities are in the interest of the SMEs. They recommend 
to subdivide contracts into lots, to lower turnover requirements, or that 
contracting authorities pay directly subcontractors to ensure greater 
financial security of subcontractors149 (especially in the public 
construction sector). The guidelines also eliminate the unusual low cost 
of the project as an assessment criterion. Smaller companies typically 
have fewer resources and smaller business portfolios, which makes 
competition based on the low price difficult for them. Disregarding the 
low-cost bidder criteria and adding new ones, such as quality and 
environmental considerations, enhances the chance for SMEs winning the 
projects150. Sector specific guidelines were written with the purpose to 
address sector specific issues. Compared to general guidelines, sector 
specific are more concrete, and as such help lower the number of 
mistakes made by public authorities when preparing calls or awarding 
contacts. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

The guidelines target all economic operators in the sector and relevant 
contracting authorities.  

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The guidelines are successful and the goal to increase participation of 
SMEs in public procurement was achieved. For that reason, new 
Guidelines are being prepared for the new sectors of public security and 
translation services and there is a discussion for preparing guidelines of 
public procurement of medical devices.151 However, certain limitations 
still exist. The guidelines provide conditions to ensure competition and 
equal treatment of providers; however, in Slovenia it is still common that 
suppliers do not participate in public procurement outside of their 
municipalities. The competition at local levels is almost non-existing and 
typically there is one bigger supplier per one municipality. Even if the 
measure puts in place the conditions to make SMEs’ participation in 
public procurement easier, the collaboration between municipalities is 
limited and benefits arising from economies of scale are not achieved. 
The guidelines cannot surpass this issue alone, according to the Chamber 
of Commerce.152 The change in the mentality of suppliers is needed. For 
that purpose, more comprehensive governmental approach in addressing 
issue and raising the awareness is required.  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

No direct economic benefits for the SMEs. The benefits are associated 
with greater understanding, knowledge, awareness that SMEs can gain 
from the publication of the Guidelines for the SMEs in the form of 
additional guidance, useful especially for the preparation of 
documentation.  

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

The measure does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

                                                 

149 Subcontractors in construction sector often times received payments with delays. There were also 
reported cases when subcontractors did not get paid for their work. Receiving direct payments from 
contacting authorities is a measure to protect the subcontractors from exploitation (Interview with the 
representative of the Directorate for Public Procurement conducted on 07/12/2018). 
150 Interview with the representative of the Chamber of Commerce conducted on 10/12/2018.  
151 The decision to write sector specific guidelines is a bottom-up initiative. Sector related associations 
typically raise the pressing issues the companies in their sector face. Alongside with the chamber of 
Commerce, Ministry of Public Administration and relevant sector ministry start the process of negotiations 
and writing of the guidelines. 
152 Interview with the representative of the Chamber of Commerce conducted on 10/12/2018. 
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Sector-specific guidelines for public procurement 148 
To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

The measure does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country 

Difficult to establish the direct links between the increased SMEs 
participation and the measure, since the measure primary targets 
contracting authorities and almost all companies in Slovenia are SMEs. 
Nevertheless, both government representatives (Ministry of Public 
Administration) and representative of the industry (Chamber of 
Commerce) assess the measure as successful and beneficial. Due to 
education and promotion activities after the launch of the guidelines, it is 
observed that the general knowledge on technicalities of the public 
procurement procedure by contracting authorities is increasing and less 
mistakes are being made in the preparation of the documentation.153 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

Difficult to measure the success or acceptance of the measure, especially 
since the measure is two years old. However, the fact that the National 
Review Commission refers to the guidelines in its decisions shows that 
the measure reached a high level of acceptance among the public 
authorities concerned.154 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The guidelines are based on the Public Procurement Act, which 
transposes 2014 Directives, so the content is replicable across Member 
States.  

The production of targeted material for SMEs in different sectors can help to overcome obstacles 
related to the diversity of the SME population which is often cited by public procurement 
bodies.155 Although it is difficult to correlate with specific measures, the research found positive 
effects on SME participation in some types of contracts in countries where sector-specific 
measures were implemented. For instance in Germany156 and Italy157, both countries 
implemented measures specific for construction and public works, which correlates with higher 
levels of SME participation: SME represent 61% of the total value of works contracts in 
Germany and 62% in Italy, compared to an EU-average of only 36% (see the respective 
country fiches).  
 
Measures aimed at increasing SME awareness of procurement opportunities and knowledge of 
procurement procedures are particularly useful (see the breakfast briefings events in Ireland, 
for instance). One important success factor highlighted in addition to this is the accessibility 
(and not only availability) of information and guidance, which implies making information 
available for free and disseminating them. According to a public procurement body, 
communication is key for the success of any of the measures identified in this report. Drafting 
documents or designing tools for SMEs alone is not sufficient; SMEs need to be aware of 
them.158 Extensive dissemination activities are included in many of the good practices identified 
in the study, e.g. the payment solution put in place by UGAP in France, or the breakfast 
briefings in Ireland. In France, the Business Ombudsman communicates on their activities in 
radio shows, for instance.159 Several public procurement organisations partner with SME 
organisations or Chambers of Commerce to disseminate their activities(e.g. in Finland, France, 
Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, or Norway). 
 
In line with the above, it is also necessary to create user-friendly templates, helpdesks that are 
easy to use, or phone numbers and interfaces that are easy to find (although this applies to 
public procurement in general).160 Some procurement bodies use social networks, for instance 
YouTube videos161, to convey messages in a more accessible manner, or they have put in place 
mobile apps that send notifications when calls for tender are published.162 Finally, it is certainly 

                                                 

153 Interview with the representative of the Directorate for Public Procurement conducted on 07/12/2018. 
154 Interview with the representative of the Chamber of Commerce conducted on 10/12/2018. 
155 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018. 
156 Association for the pre-qualification of companies in the construction sector. Available at: https://www.pq-
verein.de/.  
157 Ministerial Decree n. 560/2017 introduced some provisions for public works with a total value higher than EUR 
100 million. 
158 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018. 
159 Interview with the French Business Ombudsman, 09/01/2019. 
160 E-library of good practices. Helpdesk for contracting authorities.  
161 Interview with the Office of Government Procurement in Ireland, 18/10/2019.  
162 See the example of Hungary. 
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useful to consult SMEs before designing tools and methods for them, as has been shown by the 
Ministry of Economic Affairs of Finland when redesigning the Hilma platform.163 
 
Implementing feedback mechanisms to allow SMEs to report on initiatives to facilitate their 
access to public procurement can be useful to increase the effectiveness of the measures and 
their relevance to SMEs. Mechanisms allowing economic operators to raise deficiencies and/or 
inefficiencies in the procurement system, as well as flagging potential unfair treatment by 
contracting authorities, are particularly beneficial. One benefit is that these feedback channels 
can be used to make suggestions for improvements in the way public procurement is conducted, 
which improves the quality and efficiency of these procedures. This results in increased 
transparency in procurement procedures, greater accountability by the contracting authorities, 
and, ultimately, a larger number of small businesses bidding for public tenders.164  
 
Successful measures, such as the financing scheme for Innovative Procurement in Estonia or 
the redesign of the Hilma platform in Finland, take into account SME feedback. In the United 
Kingdom, a public procurement review service was put in place by the government to allow 
SMEs to complain about unfair practices related with procurement (see the textbox below). 
 
Textbox 14 Public procurement review service 

Public Procurement Review Service 165

Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  United Kingdom 
Sectoral scope All  
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

May 2011 

Initiator UK Government, Cabinet Office (earlier: Crown Commercial Service) 
Description The Public Procurement Review Service, originally called “Mystery 

Shopper”166 sits within the Cabinet Office and allows government 
suppliers and potential government suppliers to raise concerns 
anonymously about potentially poor public sector procurement 
practice.167 It is a service designed for small businesses to point out 
occasions when public sector bodies are not complying with best 
practises or are operating in an unfair way, e.g. only a short time was 
given that made compliance and preparation of the documents 
difficult.168 The service was launched in 2011 as part of a range of 
measures to build the commercial capability of contracting authorities 
through their adoption of good procurement policy and practice and to 
ensure that public procurements do not impose unnecessary barriers to 
small businesses when bidding for public contracts. In 2015, the Small 
Business Enterprise and Employment Act strengthened this service by 
providing a statutory basis for procurement investigations.169 The service 
was previously known as the Mystery Shopper service. The name was 
rebranded following feedback from suppliers and contracting authorities 
that the name did not reflect the role of the service. The selected name 
reflects what the team does and, therefore, should help suppliers search 
for the service online.170 The issues raised, and the resolution of cases 
investigated under the Public Procurement Review Service is regularly 
published on the UK Government website. The Cabinet Office does not 
have legal power in these cases. Public authorities are obliged to 
cooperate with them during their investigation procedures, but they are 
not obliged to take the recommendations from the Cabinet Office. The 

                                                 

163 See Textbox 2.  
164 E-library of good practices. Feedback channel for economic operators.  
165 Official website of the government of UK:https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mystery-shopper-
results-2018.  
166 Official website of the government of UK:https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/mystery-shopper-
results-2018. 
167 Cabinet Office: Scope and remit of the Public Procurement Review Service. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/759967/Public
_Procurement_Review_Service_scope_and_remit_2018.pdf. 
168 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
169 Cabinet Office: Scope and remit of the Public Procurement Review Service. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/759967/Public
_Procurement_Review_Service_scope_and_remit_2018.pdf. 
170 Ibid. 
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Public Procurement Review Service 165

published reports, however, can put pressure on the participating 
authorities.171,172 

Type of measure • Timely payment and efficient payment terms/arrangements for 
SMEs; 

• Encourage monitoring. 
Relevance for SMEs It targets small businesses. According to the interviewees, SMEs in the 

UK find it difficult to appeal against unfair practices as they are often left 
without any reply. The measure is addressing this issue by providing help 
for SMEs and investigating public authorities. 173,174 The Cabinet Office 
investigates and aims to resolve enquiries that satisfy certain criteria, 
such as the unfair practise concerns late payment, supply chain issue, 
and the contacting authority in an English authority.175 

Drivers of the measure There was a series of complaints made by companies bidding that they 
encountered unfair practices, but before the Public Procurement Review 
Service, there was no possibility to appeal below the EU Procurement 
Thresholds. Therefore, SMEs were reluctant to tender. 176  

Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Yes, according to the interviewee from the Cabinet Office, late payment 
and unfair procedures are the most important issues concerning SMEs.177  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

As late payment and unfair procedures can hinder SMEs participate in 
procurement procedures, the measure is aligned with the needs of SMEs. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

According to the latest Mystery Shopper survey, there is a general 
satisfaction with the service. 96% of the respondents would use it again. 
The average rate of the level of the service is 91% and the appreciation 
of the respondents lies at 87%.178 

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

The main benefit of the service is that it provides SMEs with support. 
SMEs usually find it difficult to appeal against a decision as they usually 
do not even get a reply. The service really changes procurement 
practices. 179 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

The service does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

The service does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country  

SME participation in procurement procedures remained similar in 2017 
compared to the years before. However, rebranding the service to 
encourage SME participation in procurement is likely to impact the level 
of participation on the medium term. 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

According to the main SME Association in the UK, the service brought 
about a change in terms of providing guidance for SMEs and helping 
them appeal successfully. 180  

What were the barriers in the 
implementation? How have 
these barriers been overcome? 

The biggest challenges throughout the implementation were achieving 
the right level of awareness and ensuring that SMEs understood the 
measure and about their opportunities to seek for help. The other big 
issue raised both by the Cabinet Office and the SME Association was that 
the Public Procurement Review Service does not have strong powers. In 
2015, this was addressed by making it obligatory for public authorities to 
cooperate with the Cabinet Office in the investigation processes, but they 
are still not obliged to take up their recommendations. 181,182  

What are the key elements to 
improve in the measure?  

One possible way would be to give more power to the service through 
government legislation. Otherwise, all the above-mentioned challenges 
are being addressed. The measure is currently being rebranded and trade 
bodies will start to present the measure at trade events to better inform 

                                                 

171 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
172 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
173 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 3. 12. 2018. 
174 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
175Cabinet Office: Scope and remit of the Public Procurement Review Service. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/759967/Public
_Procurement_Review_Service_scope_and_remit_2018.pdf. 
176 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
177 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
178 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
179 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
180 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
181 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
182 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
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Public Procurement Review Service 165

SMEs about the service. The Cabinet Office is also working on 
establishing a joint approach with other government bodies to increase 
cooperation among public authorities. 183,184  

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

Yes, both the Cabinet Office and the SME Association agreed that there is 
no special circumstance that is required for implementing this service in 
other EU Member States. 185,186 

 
SMEs’ feedback can also be gathered through prior market consultations. In Iceland, the 
procurement body Ríkiskaup carries out preliminary market consultations with selected 
stakeholders to understand their needs and requirements and adapt the eligibility/selection 
criteria to make the tender accessible to as many companies as possible.187 This is also the case 
of other central purchasing bodies, such as Consip in Italy or UGAP in France. In Portugal, the 
Decree-Law transposing the EU Directive introduces preliminary consultation prior to a 
procurement procedure where the contracting authority may conduct informal consultation with 
the market actors to prepare the procedure as well as new prior consultation procedure where 
the public authority consults three suppliers to limit the use of direct adjustment.188 
 
Finally, the measures identified as successful in the literature and the interviews usually show a 
good understanding of the situation of SMEs and barriers to participation in public procurement. 
These barriers can differ depending on the national and subnational context.189 For instance, in 
some countries a lack of transparency was emphasised as a key obstacle, while in others the 
decentralisation of procurement processes and their complexity were cited as problematic (e.g. 
Spain).  
 
In addition, the structure of the markets might differ from one place to another, and this might 
also vary by region or city within a single country. For this reason, it can be useful to implement 
tools and strategies at subnational level. For instance the French Business Ombudsman has a 
network of 60 collaborators, among which 45 are in different regions, in order to be accessible to 
local SMEs.190 The French central purchasing body UGAP organises working groups with its public 
buyers at local level to understand local markets and local SMEs’ needs.191  
 
A good example of involvement of local authorities to promote SME participation in public 
procurement can be found in the Spanish city of Valladolid. The city has started a comprehensive 
procurement programme in 2013, which was successful in increasing SMEs’ participation in public 
procurement to a level above the national and EU one (see the textbox below).  
  

                                                 

183 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
184 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses 06/12/2018. 
185 Interview with the Cabinet Office on 03/12/2018. 
186 Interview with the Federation of Small Businesses on 06/12/2018. 
187 Interview with representatives from Ríkiskaup on 31/10/2018. 
188 Diário da República Eletrónico (2017), Decreto-Lei 111-B/2017, Diário da República nº. 168/20017, 2º 
Suplemento, Série I de 2017-08-31. Available at: https://dre.pt/pesquisa/-/search/108086621/details/maximized. 
189 The literature enumerates the following barriers: size of the contracts too large for the financial and technical 
capacities of SMEs, lack of visibility of contracts of smaller value, insufficient access to information on business 
opportunities or on the public procurement procedures, lack of knowledge of SMEs regarding public procurement 
procedures, excessive bureaucracy and administrative burden, limited experience of SMEs in bidding for contracts, 
expensive standards and certification requirements, disproportionate levels of technical and financial qualification, 
late payment or lengthy payment terms from public authorities, unclear tenders requirements, lack of time to prepare 
bids, preference for lowest price tenders over quality for money, centralisation of public procurement contracts, lack 
of dialogue with and feedback from public buyers, lack of integrity in the procurement process (see the full literature 
review in Annex). 
190 Interview with the French Business Ombudsman, 09/01/2019. 
191 Interview with UGAP, 30/10/2018. 
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Textbox 15 Measures to improve SME participation in public procurement in Valladolid 
Measures to improve SME participation in public procurement in Valladolid192 
Level of governance Local 
Geographical scope  Valladolid 
Sectoral scope All sectors 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

Began in 2013 with information measures, but the entire programme 
was implemented in 2015. In 2018 new measures were identified.  

Initiator City hall of Valladolid (public) 
Description The set of measures started with the implementation of instructions to 

increase the efficiency and sustainability of public procurement in 
Valladolid and to implement municipal policies regarding social, 
environmental, innovative support to SMEs. The objective was to 
establish adequate measures to reach the objectives laid out in the 
2014 EU Directives. The set of measures focused on four key aspects:  
A) information and training about public procurement;  
B) preparation of the contracts;  
C) preparation of the required attachments to the contracts; and  
D) implementation and resolution of the contracts.193  
 
The set of measures now includes:  
• Municipal plan to support the participation of SMEs in public 

procurement; 
• Information about the annual plan of procurement; 
• Facilitation of the electronic presentation of offers and 

applications; 
• Adaptation of the size of contracts to facilitate the participation of 

SMEs, amongst others through limiting the cases in which the 
contracts cannot be divided in lots; 

• Adaptation of the capacity and solvency requirements based on 
the size of the contracts and the SMEs; 

• Specific and clear information of the necessary conditions to 
participate in procurement; 

• Expansion of the timeframe for application above the legal 
minimum to facilitate the preparation of SMEs’ offers; 

• Simplification of the awarding criteria; 
• Introduction of a period for allegations and recourses to the Mesas 

de Contratación for every contract; 
• Reduction of the required guarantees; 
• Guarantee of timely payments within 30 days after the contract 

signature; 
• Measures to ensure the payment to subcontractors. 

 
These measures are complemented by others focusing on the 
transparency to ensure objectivity and equal treatment in all the 
procurement procedures. 

Type of measure • Simplified processes and documentation requirements;  
• Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules; 
• Encourage the division of contracts into lots; 
• Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for 

lower value contracts); 
• Encourage subcontracting arrangements and/or prime contractors 

to subcontract with SMEs. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at broader target group but useful for SMEs. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Yes, according to the Confederation of entrepreneurs in Valladolid. 

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

This measure targets companies of all sizes, but is particularly 
relevant to SMEs’ issues. It has a clear focus on benefitting SMEs 
directly regarding specific types measures, such as the reservation of 
small-scale contracts for innovative SMEs. 

                                                 

192 Observatorio Contratación Pública (2014). Medidas de fomento del acceso a PYMES a la Contratación Pública. 
Available at: 
http://www.obcp.es/index.php/mod.opiniones/mem.detalle/id.152/relcategoria.121/relmenu.3/chk.1feec8b5f8769
623f073ff0969373ac5. 
193 Observatorio Contratación Pública (2014). Medidas de fomento del acceso a PYMES a la Contratación Pública. 
Available at: 
http://www.obcp.es/index.php/mod.opiniones/mem.detalle/id.152/relcategoria.121/relmenu.3/chk.1feec8b5f8769
623f073ff0969373ac5. 
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Measures to improve SME participation in public procurement in Valladolid192 
To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

The measures were evaluated and well accepted by the confederation 
of entrepreneurs in Valladolid. The evaluation of 2017 showed that of 
207 contracts awarded, 156 were awarded to SMEs. This is a level of 
75%, which is above the Spanish level (65%) and the EU average194.  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

No numerical evidence, but rather indirect economic benefits outlined 
in the table. One benefit mentioned was that SMEs might profit from 
having a big ministry in their client base for future business. In 
addition, having direct recourse channels in place might reduce 
potential legal costs in cases of conflicts. While big companies might 
have a legal department and choose to resolve conflicts through them, 
SMEs usually have to contract a lawyer first. Therefore, the measure 
of having specific channels in place for every procurement procedure 
is considered as a good way to reduce these potential costs. 

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

No costs have been identified with the measure. On the contrary, 
when asked the guarantee can be ensured through the retention of a 
share of the price. Together with anticipated payments it allows SMEs 
to not have any advanced costs.195 

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

Not relevant in this case. 

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country  

The high number of SMEs in public procurement in the municipality 
suggests that the measures have been effective. No evidence found. 
Indeed, 75% of all companies in public procurement are SMEs (years 
2016 and 2017). 

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

One of the key successes mentioned is that they make it an exception 
for contracts not to be divided into lots. In comparison to one contract 
in another city, Valladolid once divided an €8 million contract into 18 
lots. They have assessed that this had brought a win of €2 million. 
Another success factor was to provide clear numerical guidelines 
regarding the awarding criteria not related to the lowest price. For 
instance, whereas having other evaluation criteria than price generally 
intends to help SMEs, the development of environmental plans or 
social plans could generate extra costs. Giving them some guidelines 
such as minimum number of women in the company might make it 
easier for SMEs to apply.  

What were the key challenges 
or barriers in implementing the 
measure? 

To some extent, more reluctant to change are engineering sectors. 
Here, everything is rather divided into subcontractors instead of lots. 
Also, bigger companies have been connected with being invited to 
more social events, e.g. invitations to dinner. Additionally, the division 
into lots reduces the syndicate’s power to some extent. These make a 
change in culture somewhat more complicated.  
For the measures to work well you need both, the easiness to access 
provided from above and activity from the bottom. Having a national 
law that allows for excuses not to divide contracts into law does not 
help in changing the culture.  

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

According to the Municipality, the measures are easily replicable. Both 
the Instruction for procurement as well as the flyers are openly 
accessible. All the measures are legal. The measures are also 
disseminated to various academic articles, training courses and 
congresses. They also plan to develop an easy guide for the SMEs 
regarding the participation in public procurement. 

Lessons learned and the 
potential role for the EU 

The main lesson learned is that involvement from all the politicians 
from all parties and employees in the municipality is needed. All the 
parties have supported the measures by providing recommendations. 
Every employee was invited to contribute to the development of the 
Instruction document, which created a feeling of inclusion. 
 
In terms of the role of the EU there are some potential measures that 
could be taken:  
• Disseminate the reason why it is important for the EU and all its 

Member States to have a larger participation of SMEs in public 
procurement. For instance, with easy-to understand data analysis 
and schematic documents in all EU languages. Easy guidelines for 
SMEs could also be provided in order to increase interest there, 

                                                 

194 Please note that the EU-average is likely under-estimated, due to the difference of measurement in comparison 
to the Spanish measurement. Therefore, the author has decided not to record the number. 
195 Interview with the City Hall of Valladolid, 15/11/2018. 
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Measures to improve SME participation in public procurement in Valladolid192 
especially with a focus on participating in processes of innovative 
public procurement; 

• Disseminate the experiences of the administrators that have 
successfully contributed to increasing the participation of SMEs in 
public procurement. For instance, in other topics there are 
‘success stories’ or even prices but most importantly some kind of 
recognition system for the entities with the largest efforts could be 
useful; 

• Propose some easy legislative reforms, such as:  
- Simplification of the European Single Procurement Document; 
- Impose as general rule for contracts to be divided into lots 

and provide precise and limited possibilities to make an 
exception; 

- Envision the possibility of reserving contracts to innovative 
SMEs (upon previous recognition of such). 

In addition to the content of the measures themselves, certain external conditions—such as a 
level of cooperation and trust between contracting authorities and SMEs — are very important. 
Several measures were put into place in order to facilitate understanding between procurement 
bodies and suppliers, such as the mediation system between contracting authorities and 
economic operators of the French Business Ombudsman. The Ombudsman acts as a third party 
in the dialogue between SMEs and public buyers, and helps to solve potential disputes.196 In 
Poland, the agency for enterprise development PARP hires SME representatives to design and 
perform trainings for SMEs. The good knowledge of the business environment and issues 
encountered by SMEs by the staff delivering the training was found to enhance impacts and 
boost attendance.197 In the Hague, the market days are workshops gathering contracting 
authorities and companies to exchange information on future tender opportunities and help 
companies to bid for tenders. The organisation of such events has improved local companies’ 
participation in public procurement in the city, most of them being SMEs.198  
 
Measures aimed at reducing payment delays between contracting authorities and their SME 
suppliers contribute to this objective.199  
 

                                                 

196 See the country fiche of France. 
197 E-library of good practices, Teach SMEs how to tender.  
198 In 2018 public procurement spending went to local (47%), regional (11%) and national (41%) companies. See 
the country fiche for the Netherlands. 
199 Interview with the French Business Ombudsman, 15/01/2019. 
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Textbox 16 Training of SMEs and support measures of the Polish Agency for Enterprise 
Development 

Training of SMEs and support measures of the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development 200 
Level of governance National 
Geographical scope  Poland 
Sectoral scope All 
Date of entry into 
force/implementation 

2010 – 2013 (New approach to public procurement) 

Initiator The Polish Agency for Enterprise Development (PARP) 
Description In 2010, the Public Procurement Office and PARP launched the “The 

new approach to public procurement project – training and 
consulting”. Among the objectives of the programme was enhancing 
participation of SMEs as contractors in procurement procedures. To 
support entrepreneurs, the PARP Academy provides trainings on Polish 
public procurement, international public procurement, and public-
private partnerships targeted at SMEs. The public procurement course 
is aimed at familiarising trainees with the rules related to submitting 
public procurement contracts according to the Public Procurement 
Law. This is a course intended for both contracting authorities and 
contractors. The full content of the course is listed in the link below201. 
It also has various publications to support entrepreneurs to participate 
and perform in public procurement markets. 

Type of measure Provision of information/guidance to SMEs. 
Relevance for SMEs Measure aimed at SMEs only. 
Are the objectives of the 
measure aligned with the 
problems of SMEs? 

Yes, the objective is to provide training, consultancy and information 
sharing relevant for SMEs growth and development, including public 
procurement but not only. Some of PARP’s informative publications 
include: “New approach to public procurement – guidelines for SMEs 
(2016)” providing insights on recent amendment on Public 
Procurement Law; “New approach to public procurement. Report on 
outcomes (2013)” indicating the main barriers SMEs face in public 
procurement; “Public procurement and innovative SMEs (2013)” 
analysing the impact of innovation on economic growth.202  

To what extent does the 
measure target SMEs and SMEs’ 
needs? 

The activities of PARP are focused on support towards SMEs and 
increasing their participation in public procurement. 

To what extent has the 
measure achieved its initial 
objectives? 

Based on the results of the evaluation for the 2010-2013 programme 
(Report prepared by PARP203), the measure has not directly 
contributed to an increase of SMEs participation in public procurement 
during the three-year period. According to the report, the percentage 
of entrepreneurs from the SME sector operating on the public 
procurement market decreased, mainly due to the growing 
competition and the dominance of the price criterion. The research 
also shows the growing tendency of small and medium entrepreneurs 
to cooperate in the execution of orders (via subcontracting) and 
growing awareness of the accessibility to public procurement notices. 
In addition, the vast majority of procurers declare high awareness of 
solutions favouring the participation of SMEs in the public procurement 
market, based on the 2013 report. The main barriers for SMEs were 
identified in the study (such as bureaucracy and complexity of 
processes), which is helpful for future strategy development204. The 
most recent results from the PPO indicate that the approximately 41% 
of total value of public procurement contracts above the EU thresholds 
in 2017 were awarded to SMEs, which is an improved compared to the 
situation from 2013 (SBA).  

Which are the economic 
benefits for SMEs? 

The expected outcomes include increased entrepreneurial skills and 
knowledge of SMEs in various areas and higher business development 

                                                 

200 OECD, 2018, Public procurement and SMEs. Harnessing the mutual benefits. 
201 Akademia PARP, Szkolenia: Zamówienia Publiczne. Available at: https://www.akademiaparp.gov.pl/szkolenie-
biznesowe/A2Z/informacje.html. 
202 PARP, 2016, Zamówienia publiczne po nowemu - poradnik dla małych i średnich przedsiębiorców. Available at: 
http://www.parp.gov.pl/publikacje/ebook/68. 
PARP, 2013, Nowe podejście do zamówień publicznych. Raport z badań 2013. Available at:  
http://www.parp.gov.pl/publikacje/ebook/141. 
PARP, 2013, Zamówienia publiczne a innowacyjność MSP. Available at: 
http://www.parp.gov.pl/publikacje/ebook/167. 
203 PARP, 2013, Nowe podejście do zamówień publicznych. Raport z badań 2013. Available at:  
http://www.parp.gov.pl/publikacje/ebook/141. 
204 Idem. 
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Training of SMEs and support measures of the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development 200 
activity, which will provide economic benefits for the economy in the 
long-run. The prediction is that both public and private sector will 
benefit from the increased activity of small enterprises and the spill-
over of the innovation into various sectors will take place.  

What are the costs or types of 
costs of the measure for SMEs?  

The programme does not entail any direct costs for SMEs. The 
trainings and guidelines are free of charge. The indirect costs are 
linked to the barriers such as bureaucratic process that requires 
dedication of time and resources and often external advisory services 
due to lack of specialized personnel in public procuring process within 
small enterprises.  

To what extent are the costs of 
the measure proportionate to 
the benefits achieved? 

The expectation is that by engaging SMEs more into public 
procurement and promoting innovation (that is often driven by small 
enterprises) the overall economy will benefit in the long-run.  

Secondary data on the impact 
on the participation of SME in 
public procurement in the 
country  

There is no direct impact on the increase in the participation of SMEs 
in public procurement through the activity of PARP based on the 
available results (2013 Report). However, there are certain indicators 
that suggest a positive impact on the awareness and knowledge-
dissemination among SMEs in relation to their access to public 
tendering. The outcome of ‘The new approach’ project within 2010-
2013 included elaboration of 28 publications and 19 journal articles205. 
The PPO representative indicated the activity of PARP in supporting 
SMEs as a best practice in Poland and expects positive results in the 
following years. When comparing the results from SBA (2013) with the 
OECD study (2018) and the percentage of SMEs in total contract 
value, there is a positive trend noticed (from 25%206 to 41%207).  

What are the key success 
factors of this measure?  

Statistical information on the number of participants is not publicly 
available. The number of downloads of certain templates and 
documents is monitored, but statistics are not available on the 
website. Based on the feedback from the PPO the activity of PARP can 
be seen as best practice in Poland and responses received on the 
content of trainings is positive208. 

Is this measure replicable to 
other countries/regions/cities 
and how? 

The programme could be replicated in other countries as the skills and 
knowledge needed by entrepreneurs are similar across the EU (with 
country-specific and/or sector-specific differences). 

Finally, transparency of procurement processes is also a pre-requisite for SME-friendly 
procurement. The next section shows that although some of these measures can be costly (e.g. 
setting up a third party to observe public procurement, as in the Integrity Pacts), they can be 
necessary to implement prior to any other one in order to enhance effectiveness.  
 
Finally, it should be noted that such measures—together with measures facilitating access to 
information, education, and training—are regarded as crucial as they contribute to capacity 
building of SMEs. This helps to overcome the initial resistance shown by SMEs towards the use 
of new means of participation, e.g. e-tendering systems.209 
 
3.4. TOWARD A SYSTEM OF POLICY MEASURES TO SUPPORT SME ACCESS TO 

PUBLIC PROCUREMENT 

Using the results from the different tasks, the study highlights the categories of measures as 
well as the different combinations with positive effects on SME participation in the countries 
covered.  
 

3.4.1. Combination of categories within a measure 

In terms of the typology presented in Section 3.1.2, most measures identified in this study fall 
into more than one category – the average is 2.1 categories per measure.  
 
This means that many measures are rather transversal and address more than one issue. For 
example they may encourage the use of e-procurement, but also simplify processes and 
documentation requirements. The following table shows what share of the total sample of 

                                                 

205 OECD, 2018. Public procurement and SMEs. Harnessing the mutual benefits. 
206SBA Fact Sheet, 2017, Poland. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/docsroom/documents/29489/attachments/20/translations/en/renditions/pdf. 
207 OECD, 2018. Public procurement and SMEs. Harnessing the mutual benefits. 
208 Based on the interviewee’s feedback. 
209 OECD, 2018. Public procurement and SMEs. Harnessing the mutual benefits. 
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measures consists of which combinations of categories. Combinations of categories representing 
more than 5% of all measures are highlighted in red.  
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Table 47 Distribution of measures across categories and combinations of categories (%)   
Encou
rage 
the 
use of 
e-
procur
ement 

Encoura
ge the 
division 
of 
contract
s into 
lots 

Encour
age 
joint 
bidding
/conso
rtia 
rules 

Simplified 
processes 
and 
document
ation 
requirem
ents 

Encour
age 
subcon
tractin
g 
arrang
ements 

Timely and 
efficient 
payment 
terms/arr
angement 
for SMEs 

Financial 
support 
for 
SMEs/co
ntracting 
authoriti
es 

Traini
ng of 
public 
procur
ement 
staff 

Encoura
ge 
monitori
ng/set 
procure
ment 
targets 

Improve 
transpar
ency of 
procure
ment 
processe
s 

Provisio
n of 
informa
tion/gu
idance 
to SMEs 

Reduced 
economi
c and 
financial 
require
ments 

Introd
uce 
SME-
friendl
y 
selecti
on 
criteria 

Encourage the 
use of e-
procurement 

40%             

Encourage the 
division of 
contracts into 
lots 

19% 28%            

Encourage joint 
bidding/consorti
a rules 

4% 7% 12%           

Simplified 
processes and 
documentation 
requirements 

20% 18% 7% 37%          

Encourage 
subcontracting 
arrangements 
and/or prime 
contractors to 
subcontract with 
SMEs 

4% 6% 4% 4% 9%         

Timely and 
efficient 
payment 
terms/arrangem
ent for SMEs  

7% 7% 3% 9% 4% 13%        

Financial support 
for 
SMEs/contractin
g authorities 

1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3%       

Training of 
public 
procurement 
staff 

2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 13%      
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Encou
rage 
the 
use of 
e-
procur
ement 

Encoura
ge the 
division 
of 
contract
s into 
lots 

Encour
age 
joint 
bidding
/conso
rtia 
rules 

Simplified 
processes 
and 
document
ation 
requirem
ents 

Encour
age 
subcon
tractin
g 
arrang
ements 

Timely and 
efficient 
payment 
terms/arr
angement 
for SMEs 

Financial 
support 
for 
SMEs/co
ntracting 
authoriti
es 

Traini
ng of 
public 
procur
ement 
staff 

Encoura
ge 
monitori
ng/set 
procure
ment 
targets 

Improve 
transpar
ency of 
procure
ment 
processe
s 

Provisio
n of 
informa
tion/gu
idance 
to SMEs 

Reduced 
economi
c and 
financial 
require
ments 

Introd
uce 
SME-
friendl
y 
selecti
on 
criteria 

Encourage 
monitoring/set 
procurement 
targets 

1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 1% 0% 1% 6%     

Improve 
transparency of 
procurement 
processes 

1% 1% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 5%    

Provision of 
information/guid
ance to SMEs 

5% 2% 2% 6% 0% 1% 1% 4% 0% 1% 30%   

Reduced 
economic and 
financial 
requirements 

5% 7% 2% 7% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 10%  

Introduce SME-
friendly selection 
criteria  

6% 4% 0% 4% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 2% 7% 

Source: authors’ calculation based on desk research.  
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Measures to encourage the use of e-procurement make up 40% of all measures identified in the 
research. Division of contracts into lots covers 28% of the measures. Put together, almost one 
in every five measures identified in the research (19%) falls into both of these categories.  
 
At the same time, 20% of all measures combine encouraging e-procurement with simplification 
of processes and documentation requirements.  18% combine encouraging the division of 
contracts into lots with simplification of processes and documentation requirements. 
 
These combinations reflect the provisions of the EU Procurement Directives, which makes the 
use of e-procurement mandatory and contains provisions to encourage the division of contracts 
into lots and to make procurement overall more accessible. This is confirmed by the reduction of 
economic and financial requirements and the introduction of SME-friendly selection criteria 
(which are also two elements mentioned in the Directives) are also mostly used together with 
these other categories (see the table above). 
 
Another common combination is between the encouragement of timely and efficient payment 
terms/arrangement for SMEs (or for lower value contracts) and other categories: encouraging 
the use of e-procurement (7% of all measures), measures encouraging the division of contracts 
into lots (7% of all measures), and measures simplifying processes and documentation 
requirements (9% of all measures). This can be explained as initiatives aimed at improving 
payment processes are usually part of broader public procurement plans, and include provisions 
related to other aspects of public procurement. 
 
Measures providing guidance and information to SMEs often do not cover any other category 
(out of 50, only eight also deal with e-procurement, nine with the simplification of procurement 
processes, and six with the training of contracting authorities). This is interesting as the 
provision of information around public procurement was  identified as a key success factor for 
effectiveness (see the section above). The absence of an information and guidance aspect 
within each measure may suggest that they are not sufficiently communicated.  
 
The picture that emerges from the analysis of the identified measures shows that the categories 
in the typology may be grouped into higher level dimensions that address different aspects of 
public procurement:  

1. First, many of the measures stem directly from the EU Procurement Directives and are 
focused on improving procurement procedures and tools: encourage the use of e-
procurement, simplify processes and documentation requirements, encourage the 
division of contracts into lots, joint-bidding, subcontracting, reduced economic and 
financial requirements and different selection criteria; 

2. A second dimension tackles problems linked with the conditions in which public 
procurement takes place. This is the case of the measures to favour transparency 
(including monitoring of public procurement) and good relationships with in the supply 
chain (prompt payment); 

3. The third type relates to awareness-raising and communication, and includes the 
provision of information and guidance to SMEs and training of public procurement staff; 

4. Finally, measures developing financial support for SMEs and contracting authorities 
rather relate to the provision of incentives.  
 

These dimensions are summarised in the table below: 
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Table 48 Categories of measures addressing four different dimensions of procurement 

 

When focussing on the categories of measures in terms of the dimensions of public procurement 
that they address, two things stand out:  

1. A total of 70% of the measures in the sample deal with public procurement procedures 
and almost two fifths (39%) deal with awareness-raising; 

2. The most common overlap (i.e. measures falling into more than one dimension) is 
around the conditions in which public procurement takes place and the procedures in 
place (15%). 

Table 49 Combination of dimensions (%) 
Conditions Procedures Awareness-raising Incentives 

Conditions 18% 

Procedures 15% 70% 
 

Awareness-raising 2% 11% 39% 
 

Incentives 1% 1% 2% 3% 

 
3.4.2. Combination of measures within a country 

In addition to whether each measure covers one or several categories, it is useful to understand 
the combination of different measures within each country to assess the policy system at 
country-level.  
 
According to one of our interviewees, the most effective system would try and deal with all of 
the different aspects of public procurement at the same time through a variety of measures.210 
However, only 13 countries out of 31 have implemented measures that address more than two 
of the four dimensions of public procurement (see the table below) and a few countries (e.g. 
Denmark) have focused solely on one of these aspects (in the Danish case the focus is on 
procedures which are covered by four separate policy measures). Only Hungary implemented at 
least one measure for all four of these broader aspects of public procurement. 
 
Measures setting the conditions for public procurement and awareness-raising  contribute to 
capacity building of SMEs, which has positive effects on SME participation. As the figure below 
shows, in almost every country there is one of the two capacity-building measures in place.  
 

                                                 

210 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018. 

Conditions

Timely and efficient 
payment 
terms/arrangements 
for SMEs
Improve 
transparency of 
procurement 
processes
Encourage 
monitoring/set of 
procurement targets

Procedures

Encourage the use of 
e-procurement
Simplified processes 
and documentation 
requirements
Encourage the 
division of contracts 
into lots
Encourage joint-
bidding/consortia 
rules
Reduced economic 
and financial 
requirements
Encourage 
subcontracting 
arrangements with 
SMEs
Introduce SME-
friendly selection 
criteria

Awareness-raising 

Provision of 
information/guidance 
to SMEs
Training of public 
procurement staff

Incentives

•Financial support for 
SMEs/contracting 
authorities
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Figure 54 Combination of measures and number of measures pertaining to each broader 
category per country  

 

 
Source: author’s own calculations based on desk research. 
 
The combination of types of measures within each country may be one explanation for a good 
level of (or improvement in) SME participation in some countries, as the section below develops. 
 

3.4.3. Effects of the measures on SME participation in the different countries 

It is difficult to draw correlations between certain types or combinations of measures and the 
improvement of SME participation in public procurement in each country. Furthermore, the 
extent to which measures could/should be implemented and combined depends on the state of 
the procurement system and the needs of SMEs in that particular context. What is possible 
instead is to identify which combinations of measures best address SME needs, and what the 
costs and possible impacts of the measures are.  
 
The study finds that SME participation increased the most in Romania, Lithuania, Malta, 
Liechtenstein, and Italy (see the table below). This may prove positive effects of the 
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transposition of the EU Directive in some Member States, as most measures were implemented 
in 2016. 
 
Table 50 SMEs’ share in the proportion of contracts awarded to SMEs, grouping years 2011-2014 
and 2015-2017 

Country 
SMEs’ share Test statistic 

2011-2014 2015-2017 Difference t-stat P-value 

RO 52.2 69.6 17.3 6.50 0.000 

LT 64.6 78.2 13.6 4.82 0.000 

MT 80.6 91.4 10.8 6.76 0.000 

LI 90.6 100.0 9.4 4.11 0.000 

IT 52.9 61.7 8.9 3.26 0.001 

FI 59.2 66.9 7.7 2.91 0.004 

GR  88.0 92.2 4.2 1.91 0.056 

BG 73.6 77.3 3.7 1.35 0.178 

UK 61.9 65.3 3.4 1.68 0.092 

NO 56.3 58.8 2.6 1.01 0.311 

LV 71.9 74.3 2.4 1.04 0.299 

IE 69.9 71.7 1.9 0.66 0.510 

AT 63.3 64.8 1.4 0.64 0.523 

EE 79.1 79.9 0.8 0.38 0.701 

BE 63.9 64.6 0.7 0.26 0.794 

DK 56.5 57.2 0.7 0.27 0.790 

FR 60.5 61.1 0.6 0.43 0.667 

CY 80.5 81.0 0.5 0.16 0.876 

HU 73.1 73.5 0.5 0.20 0.843 

PT 54.6 55.1 0.5 0.15 0.881 

ES 47.1 47.5 0.4 0.15 0.882 

PL 53.9 53.8 -0.1 -0.08 0.933 

DE 65.4 64.7 -0.7 -0.41 0.685 

LU 69.8 68.9 -0.9 -0.47 0.640 

NL 62.9 61.6 -1.3 -0.49 0.627 

SI 66.6 64.8 -1.8 -0.67 0.505 

SK 75.4 72.8 -2.6 -1.19 0.236 

SE 62.5 59.1 -3.3 -1.33 0.182 

HR 72.4 67.3 -5.2 -1.09 0.275 

CZ 70.6 63.8 -6.8 -3.05 0.002 

IS 87.7 70.8 -16.8 -8.42 0.000 
Note: Shaded rows show a significance level of 85% in the statistical test. 
 
In Malta, the high number of measures implemented after the adoption of the Directives (10 
after 2014) seems to have a positive impact, with an average participation of SMEs of 87% 
(third highest share in the EEA countries) and an increase from 80.6% in 2011-2014 to 91.4% 
in 2015-2017, and an average share of contract value of 83% over the period 2011-2017. 
Improvement was noted in other countries which implemented an important number of 
measures, such as the United Kingdom (where SME participation increased by 3.4% between 
2011-2014 and 2015-2017), Bulgaria (3.7%), and Ireland (1.9%).  
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The number of measures implemented could be an indicator of policymakers’ willingness to 
tackle the issue, although this should not be taken as the sole indicator, and this is not 
necessarily true for all countries. For example in France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Sweden, 
and Germany, SME participation remained stable or even dropped between the two periods. It 
should be noted that because almost half of the measures were implemented in 2016 or later in 
these countries, their impacts remain to be seen. 
 
Measures addressing conditions in which public procurement takes place are found primarily 
(but not exclusively) in countries where the lack of transparency of the procurement system 
was highlighted as an issue and there was a need for capacity building (Bulgaria, the Czech 
Republic, Greece, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia). Although it is difficult to establish clear 
correlations, an increase in SME participation can be noted in some of these countries, with the 
most significant increase in Greece (4.2% between 2011-2014 and 2015-2017) and Bulgaria 
(3.7%). This is not true for Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Poland; where SME participation has 
decreased, but almost all of the measures implemented in these countries are from 2016 or 
later. 
 
In regard to procedure-related measures, the study’s estimations find that the division of 
contracts into lots, the use of framework contracts, as well as the application of the MEAT 
criteria to award tenders have positive effects on SME participation. 
 
The use of lots increased in all countries, from a total of 20.7% of all contracts divided into lots 
in 2011 to 26.8% in 2017. This trend shows a good application of the provision of the EU 
Directive by contracting authorities.  
 
In some countries (Romania, Liechtenstein, Greece, and Finland) it is possible to correlate the 
increase in the division of contracts into lots as put in the table below with an increase in SME 
participation in terms of share of contracts won (as shown in Table 50 above). In other 
countries (such as Croatia, Estonia, Cyprus or Slovenia) this does not necessarily correlate with 
a significant increase, but instead with levels of SME participation that are already above the EU 
average (see the previous section).  
 
Table 51 Change in the subdivision of contracts into lots in terms of % contracts, at CAN level 
(lots collapsed) 

Country 2011 2017 Change 

LI 10.0% 58.3% 48.3% 

RO 0.1% 43.5% 43.4% 

LV 0.0% 35.5% 35.5% 

HR 0.0% 33.6% 33.6% 

EE 0.0% 30.4% 30.4% 

GR 8.1% 33.2% 25.1% 

CY 5.0% 26.4% 21.5% 

SI 36.5% 57.4% 20.9% 

FI 1.5% 20.4% 18.9% 

BE 9.9% 23.6% 13.7% 

IS 0.0% 12.7% 12.7% 

IE 9.2% 21.5% 12.3% 

PL 31.5% 43.8% 12.3% 

LT 18.7% 31.0% 12.3% 

DK 10.6% 21.8% 11.2% 

ES 10.8% 21.3% 10.5% 

HU 22.4% 33.0% 10.5% 

SK 12.8% 23.1% 10.4% 

LU 0.0% 9.4% 9.4% 

NO 2.7% 10.4% 7.7% 

DE 10.8% 18.0% 7.1% 



Analysis of the SMEs' participation in public procurement and the measures to support 
it - 697/PP/GRO/IMA/18/ 1131/10226 

 
Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs  

2019       152 

Country 2011 2017 Change 

CZ 10.1% 17.1% 7.0% 

IT 14.7% 21.7% 7.0% 

MT 1.3% 68% 5.6% 

AT 5.6% 10.1% 4.5% 

SE 10.9% 13.6% 2.7% 

UK 10.4% 13.0% 2.6% 

FR 35.7% 38.0% 2.3% 

PT 9.7% 11.2% 1.5% 

NL 13.6% 14.4% 0.8% 

BG 27.8% 27.4% -0.3% 

Some countries designed specific tools to help contracting authorities to divide contracts into 
lots, e.g. the guidelines and lot calculator in Germany (see Textbox 3). This correlates with an 
increase in the use of lots in the country over the period 2011-2017, which shows that the 
measure has possibly had a positive impact. 
 
Effects are less straightforward in regard to the use of framework contracts. Some countries 
(Croatia, Romania, Belgium, Estonia, and the Netherlands) are more consistent in using more 
framework contracts. Here again, this could have contributed to the increase in SME 
participation in Romania, but does not necessarily correlate with higher levels of SME 
participation in all of these countries nor with the implementation of specific measures apart 
from the provisions of the EU Directives.  
 
Table 52 Change in the use of framework contracts in terms of % contracts, at CAN level (lots 
collapsed) 

Country 2011 2017 Change 

HR 0.0% 36.8% 36.8% 

RO 31.2% 53.0% 21.8% 

BE 10.9% 29.5% 18.6% 

EE 17.9% 34.4% 16.5% 

NL 18.1% 32.2% 14.1% 

SK 15.9% 27.6% 11.8% 

FI 7.6% 15.4% 7.8% 

FR 26.3% 33.8% 7.5% 

CZ 6.9% 11.6% 4.6% 

IE 26.8% 30.5% 3.6% 

CY 0.5% 3.9% 3.5% 

HU 3.2% 6.7% 3.5% 

AT 7.0% 10.1% 3.1% 

LU 1.3% 4.3% 3.0% 

LT 2.0% 4.9% 2.9% 

IT 3.8% 6.4% 2.6% 

DE 9.9% 11.4% 1.5% 

ES 4.1% 5.5% 1.4% 

MT 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 

LI 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

LV 16.2% 15.3% -0.8% 

PT 2.5% 1.4% -1.1% 

GR 5.8% 4.2% -1.5% 

DK 38.8% 34.5% -4.3% 
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Country 2011 2017 Change 

SE 22.7% 18.0% -4.7% 

SI 23.7% 16.4% -7.3% 

PL 10.8% 1.3% -9.6% 

BG 13.7% 1.9% -11.8% 

UK 22.7% 10.9% -11.8% 

NO 45.7% 29.8% -15.9% 

IS 36.2% 6.6% -29.6% 

The application of best price quality ratio (BPQR criteria) was also less consistent across 
countries: some of them have significantly increased its use, as the next table shows, but 
overall this figure decreased by 3.7% across the EEA countries, which shows an unequal 
application of the provisions of the EU Directives. The use of MEAT criteria does not seem to 
have a strong impact in terms of SME participation in Poland, Croatia, the Netherlands, nor 
Hungary as the share of SME participation decreased in these countries. SME participation has 
increased in Austria, Estonia, Belgium, and Lithuania, but it is difficult to attribute this trend to 
this factor in particular.  
 
Table 53 Change in the application of MEAT criteria in terms of % contracts, at CAN level (lots 
collapsed) 

Country 2011 2017 Change 

PL 26.8% 61.7% 34.9% 

HR 0.0% 25.8% 25.8% 

NL 68.7% 84.3% 15.6% 

AT 54.3% 66.4% 12.1% 

HU 48.4% 60.2% 11.9% 

EE 19.6% 25.4% 5.8% 

BE 64.0% 69.0% 5.0% 

LT 7.5% 10.2% 2.6% 

IT 59.4% 61.7% 2.2% 

LU 22.9% 24.8% 1.9% 

LV 30.4% 31.5% 1.1% 

SK 11.3% 11.7% 0.4% 

UK 90.5% 90.4% -0.2% 

SI 26.0% 24.8% -1.2% 

MT 10.3% 6.1% -4.1% 

FI 56.4% 51.9% -4.5% 

FR 94.6% 89.5% -5.2% 

CY 14.5% 7.2% -7.3% 

DK 72.1% 62.4% -9.7% 

NO 83.3% 73.1% -10.3% 

CZ 37.4% 25.6% -11.8% 

GR 31.8% 18.1% -13.6% 

IE 90.9% 76.9% -13.9% 

RO 21.8% 7.4% -14.4% 

BG 43.9% 28.2% -15.7% 

ES 87.0% 70.3% -16.7% 

DE 53.3% 33.4% -19.9% 

PT 58.4% 35.8% -22.6% 

SE 55.5% 25.6% -29.9% 



Analysis of the SMEs' participation in public procurement and the measures to support 
it - 697/PP/GRO/IMA/18/ 1131/10226 

 
Directorate-General for Internal Market, Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs  

2019       154 

Country 2011 2017 Change 

LI 60.0% 27.3% -32.7% 

IS 60.0% 12.2% -47.8% 

 
The combination of procedures with awareness-raising measures are the most common (found 
in 22 countries) and seem to have a positive impact on all Member States except Italy, Poland, 
Portugal, and Spain. In some countries, e.g. Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Slovenia, this 
combination of procedures and awareness-raising measures is supplemented with conditions 
measures, while in Estonia and Hungary some financial incentives have also been implemented.  
 
Also it should be noted that in countries at the bottom in terms of SME participation (Romania, 
Norway, Denmark, Italy, Portugal, Poland, Spain, Austria, Sweden, France, and the Netherlands 
have the lowest share of contracts and/or contract value won by SMEs) efforts were made and 
have brought some positive results. For instance, SME participation in terms of contracts won 
increased by 8.9% in Italy, 2.6% in Norway, and 1.4% in Austria. In some other countries, 
results remain to be seen but here again it should be noted that most measures were 
implemented too recently to assess results.  
 
Finally, it is difficult to analyse the effect of the provision of financial incentives. First of all, it 
should be noted that only four countries have put in place such measures (Estonia, Hungary, 
Italy, and Norway). All of them have seen an increase in SME participation in terms of number 
of contracts won, but it is difficult to draw clear correlations with the presence or absence of this 
particular type of measure. According to the survey, the provision of financial support ranks in 
the 7th position of all factors helping SME participation, which suggests that it has a less strong 
impact compared to other factors (provision of information and guidance, simplification of 
processes, etc.). 
 
To conclude, evidence of the effects of the measures is limited as the majority were adopted 
between 2016 and 2018 and have not yet been subject to any evaluation. While it is not 
possible to establish clear correlations, some measures seem to have had more positive effects 
than others, for example the division of contracts into lots, measures to settle the conditions for 
public procurement, as well as the combination of procedures and awareness-raising measures. 
In order to provide recommendations on the categories of measures that are the most effective, 
it is important to assess their costs and possible impact areas, as the section below develops.  
 

3.4.4. Costs of the measures and impacts 

As emphasised by the OECD, it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of SME support policies 
(OECD 2018, 104) and there is a general lack of data regarding costs, benefits, and impacts. 
Finally, even if data were available, it should be noted that overall impact is difficult to isolate 
and to attribute to individual support measures.  
 
In order to determine impacts of the different measures, a first assessment of costs is 
necessary. Almost all measures assessed are free for SMEs. Exceptions include training where 
organisers charge SMEs to attend (e.g. the workshops for SMEs organised in Ireland).211 There 
are also costs related to initial adoption (e.g. providing all the necessary documentation on the 
e-procurement platform).212  
 
Costs for contracting authorities vary depending on the type of measure. There are two kinds of 
costs that can be attributed to a measure, following the European Commission’s E-library of 
good practices: set-up costs (i.e. initial set-up costs) and operation costs (i.e. costs associated 
with implementing the measure and running it over the years).213 The table below summarises 
the different costs for contracting authorities for each category of measures identified.  
 

                                                 

211 See the country fiche of Ireland. 
212 Interview with UGAP on 30/10/2018. 
213 E-library of good practices.  
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Table 54 Costs of the different categories of measures214 
Measure Set-up costs Operation costs 

Encourage the use of e-procurement Medium to High Medium 

Simplified processes and documentation requirements Medium Low  

Provision of information/guidance to SMEs Low Low to Medium 

Encourage the division of contracts into lots Low Medium 

Timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements Low to medium Low to Medium 

Encourage joint bidding/consortia rules Low Low to Medium 

Training of public procurement staff Medium Medium 

Reduced economic and financial requirements Low Low 

Encourage subcontracting arrangements with SMEs Low Low to Medium 

Introduce SME-friendly selection criteria Low Low to Medium 

Encourage monitoring/set of procurement targets Low Medium 

Improve transparency of procurement processes Low to High Low to High 

Financial support for SMEs/contracting authorities High High 

Source: own elaboration based on the European commission’s E-library of good practices in public procurement. 
 
Usually the provision of information and guidance to SMEs has low costs, although this depends 
on the type of measure: 

• Drafting guidelines involves rather low set-up costs, which mainly cover the staff 
needed for drafting the material, and low operation costs, which mainly consist of 
updating the information;215  

• Setting up concrete tools for SMEs, such as a helpdesk, usually involves higher 
operation costs (e.g. due to the need to staff the helpdesk). Depending on the nature of 
the tool, it can be more or less costly to put in place (update of the institution’s website 
with a webpage, or creation of a brand new one).216  

 
Drafting guidelines and setting up concrete tools are considered as the most useful by SMEs 
according to the survey. 38.4% of them considered accessibility of information as significantly 
or highly beneficial. 37.1% of them considered simplification of processes as significant  and 
36.5% of them considered  the timely and efficient answering of questions as highly beneficial. 
 
Other SME-friendly measures (such as measures which encourage joint bidding, consortia rules, 
and  subcontracting arrangements between companies) can be more or less costly depending on 
the form they take. Producing guidance material is rather cheap, as seen above, whereas 
organising training to raise companies’ awareness about such possibilities is costlier.  These 
types of measures are considered slightly less helpful by SMEs according to the survey, with 
only 15.4% of them considering encouragement of joint-bidding helpful, and 12.9% of them 
regarding the introduction of subcontracting provisions.  
 
Measures reducing economic and financial requirements and setting up SME-friendly criteria 
only imply a change in contracting authorities’ internal procedures and therefore are expected 
to be less costly. There is no information from survey results on these measures, and the 
study’s estimations have not been able to establish clear positive effects (see Table 53 above). 
 
Encouraging prompt payment also varies depending on the initiatives. Codes of conduct (e.g. 
the Charter for Responsible Suppliers’ Relations in France217) entail lower costs, whereas 
establishing prompt payment facilities (e.g. e-invoicing systems or collaborative reverse 
factoring system in the case of France) imply higher set-up and operation costs for contracting 
authorities.218 As for other measures, cost diminishes with time as contracting authorities and 
SMEs familiarise themselves with the service. It is also likely to be offset as it brings important 

                                                 

214 VVA assessment based on E-library of good practices and results of the data collection. 
215 E-library of good practices. Targeted thematic guidance materials.  
216 E-library of good practices. Helpdesk for contracting authorities.  
217 http://www.rfar.fr/charte-relations-fournisseurs-responsables/contenu-de-la-charte-relations-fournisseurs-
responsables/. 
218 E-library of good practices. Facilitate payments to economic operators. 
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financial benefits to both parties.219 Prompt payment measures are regarded as significantly or 
highly beneficial by 33.7% of the SMEs surveyed for the study. 
 
A more resource-intensive measure is the division of contracts into lots, as it requires 
contracting authorities to manage several procedures simultaneously. However, according to a 
public procurement body, this cost is manageable as most of the information that needs to be 
processed is the same regardless of whether the contract is tendered in a single lot or in several 
lots.220 Furthermore, the study’s estimations show that it has a positive effect on SME 
participation (see Table 51). The SMEs surveyed for the study did not consider this factor as the 
most helpful in increasing participation in public procurement (with only 22.5% of them 
regarding it as significantly or highly beneficial and 7.2% considering that it does not help). 
 
Encouraging the use of e-procurement is one of the costliest measures, as it entails medium to 
high set-up costs (depending on the state of advancement of e-procurement in the country), 
and regular operation costs to run and maintain the platform (mostly related to staffing).221 This 
cost can be shared if the e-procurement platform is linked to other public platforms or 
databases, as is the case in Finland222, Portugal223, or Estonia.224 For SMEs, there are some 
costs linked with the adoption of the system, but considerable savings in the long term due to 
the reduction of administrative burden. Up to 30.7% of the SMEs surveyed considered that this 
measure was as significantly or highly beneficial.  
 
Measures involving third parties (e.g. mediation in France or a third party overseeing 
procurement procedures such as the Integrity Pacts in Bulgaria) have higher costs as they 
require set-up costs and recurring costs related to the operation of the institution/ body. They 
can, however, have a strong positive impact in countries where the lack of transparency of 
procurement processes is an issue for SMEs (see the example of Bulgaria in  

                                                 

219 Interview with the French Business Ombudsman, 10/01/2019. 
220 Interview with a representative of the Austrian Federal Procurement Agency, 12/10/2018. 
221 E-library of good practices. One-stop shop procurement portal; Interoperability between e-procurement systems 
and other government databases. 
222 See Textbox 2. 
223 BASE Portal: http://www.base.gov.pt/Base/pt/OPortal/Base. 
224 Public Procurement Register: https://riigihanked.riik.ee/register/Aruanded,border.hankija.sdirect. 
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Textbox 10, and the positive effects of conditions measures described in the section above).  
 
Measures with the highest costs are those providing financial support for SMEs and contracting 
authorities (e.g. the scheme helping SMEs to get quality certification in Sardinia, or the 
SmartOslo Accelerator in Norway). These measures are not as prevalent as they only represent 
5% of all the measures identified. Also , as emphasised in the section above, these measures 
are not regarded as crucial by SMEs themselves (7.2% of them do not consider such measure 
helpful at all). 
 
Regarding positive impacts/benefits, the study identifies several key impact areas based on the 
E-library of good practices: 

• Ensure improved compliance/building capacity: measures providing information and 
advice to SMEs enhance the knowledge of SMEs about how to bid for tenders, and they 
help to avoid errors and irregularities, which increases compliance in the long-term and 
saves time; 

• Reduce administrative burden for SMEs: this is particularly the case for measures that 
centralise information and reduce transaction costs; 

• Increase cooperation and trust in the business environment: this is particularly the case 
for measures improving transparency of procurement processes as well as setting fair 
relationships between public buyers and their suppliers; 

• Advance modernisation and digitisation of procurement: e-procurement platforms and 
e-invoicing systems familiarise public and private sector actors with modern 
procurement tools. They also decrease the costs associated with paperwork and the 
time needed to submit proposals;225 

• Ultimately, increased competition between economic operators, including between small 
and large firms as a result of greater SME participation in public procurement.  
 

The table below presents the different impact areas and how they link with the different 
categories of measures.  

                                                 

225 E-library of good practices. One-stop shop procurement portal; Interoperability between e-procurement systems 
and other government databases. 
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Table 55 Impacts of the different measures226 
Measure Ensure better 

compliance of SMEs 
Reduce administrative 
burden for SMEs 

Increase cooperation and 
trust in the economy 

Advance modernisation 
and digitisation 

Increase 
competition 

Encourage the use of e-
procurement 

X X X   

Simplified processes and 
documentation requirements 

X X X     

Provision of information/guidance 
to SMEs 

X   X X    

Encourage the division of 
contracts into lots 

      X 

Timely and efficient payment 
terms/arrangements 

X     

Encourage joint bidding/consortia 
rules 

 
  X   X 

Training of public procurement 
staff 

X  X X X   

Reduced economic and financial 
requirements 

 
      X 

Encourage subcontracting 
arrangements with SMEs 

  X   X 

Introduce SME-friendly selection 
criteria 

      X 

Encourage monitoring/set of 
procurement targets 

      X 

Improve transparency of 
procurement processes 

X   X   X 

Financial support for 
SMEs/contracting authorities 

    X 

Source: own elaboration based on the European commission’s E-library of good practices in public procurement. 
 
 
 

                                                 

226 VVA assessment based on E-library of good practices and results of the data collection. 
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Most categories of measures fall into more than one impact area. The costs of the different 
measures and their potential impact should be taken into account by policymakers or public 
procurement actors when choosing the types of policies to implement.  
 
Our analysis of the different measures concludes that: 

• The measures that are most commonly found in the Member States are the ones which 
focus on improving procurement procedures and tools, as well as the ones aiming to 
raise awareness on procurement opportunities and procedures. The combination of 
these two categories tends to have a positive impact on SME participation; 

• Some measures seem to have a strong positive effect on SME participation, i.e. the 
division of contracts into lots, the provision of information to SMEs, and the 
simplification of processes. Some of them(such as the division of contracts into lots) are 
not the ones that are most valued by SMEs nor the least costly; however, the study’s 
estimations show a high impact on these measures. Some other measures such as  
measures to increase information/build SME capacity, are more valued by SMEs and can 
be less expensive to implement, but the evidence of their impact is less clear; 

• It seems important to tailor measures to the specific context (e.g. setting up measures 
to improve the conditions in which public procurement takes place in countries where 
lack of transparency is an issue).  

 
The section below draws some recommendations taking into account these elements and the 
research so far. 
 
  





 Analysis of the SMEs' participation in public procurement and the measures  
to support it - 697/PP/GRO/IMA/18/ 1131/10226 

 
161 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

4.1. MAIN CONCLUSIONS AND INFORMATION ON THE RESEARCH 
QUESTIONS 

Above threshold procurement participation rates have steadily increased as of late… 
SME participation rates in public procurement above EU thresholds have steadily increased in 
the past period, from 58% in terms of number of contracts in 2011 to 63% in 2017. This 
increase follows a period of declining participation rates in 2004-2010. This trend is also 
confirmed by surveyed SMEs, 34% noticed an increase in the number of participations while 
only 21% noticed a decrease over the years. 
 
Geographically, there is a strong difference in SME participation rates. For procurements above 
the EU thresholds, high SME shares were observed in Lithuania, Malta, and Greece; while Spain, 
Portugal, and Italy show low SME shares in the number of procurements won. Despite 
correcting for the share of SMEs in overall economy, notable differences in SME shares remain. 
 
In terms of number of procurements, SMEs are significantly more successful in tendering for 
above threshold procurements related to works and services; and in the sectors manufacturing 
and construction. 
 
Little difference, in terms of share of above threshold procurements, is made by: 

• the type of contracting authority and entity (national or regional) or its location 
(domestic or foreign); 

• the tender procedure used; 
• involvement of central purchasing bodies; and 
• use of procurement practices, like division in lots, use of prior information notices, and 

the award criterion used. 
 
In terms of aggregated contract value, SMEs account for a considerably smaller share (only 
33% for the period 2011-2017), which means SMEs participate in procurement procedures with 
smaller average contract values.  
 
Below threshold procurement 
For procurement below threshold, the proportion of public contracts won by SMEs is significantly 
higher than for above threshold procurements. For the eleven countries for which extensive 
information on below threshold procurement data was available, about 86% of all contracts 
were awarded to SMEs between 2011 and 2017. This greatly exceeds the corresponding figure 
for above threshold procurement for the same eleven countries, which was estimated to be 
57%. 
 
However, contrary to the finding above, the success of SMEs in below-threshold procurement 
seems to diminish over the years, decreasing from 80- 90% around 2011 to around 50% in 
2017. 
 
Figures for successful SME participation show distinct differences between Member States. The 
breakdown by country puts Hungary, Latvia, Italy, and Poland at the top of SME success below 
the thresholds, while the proportion of contracts awarded to SMEs in Norway, Slovenia, the 
Czech Republic, and the United Kingdom is considerably lower. 
 
Indirect participation of SMEs is higher 
The above participation rates refer to direct participation of (successful) SMEs as sole 
contractors or as consortium lead partner. In addition, SMEs can also participate indirectly as 
non-leading partners in a consortium (although this is formally considered a form of direct 
participation), as subcontractor, or as significant supplier (defined as provider of procurement-
related supplies in excess of 10% of the contract value). 
 
According to our survey sample, indirect SME participation rates in public procurement amount 
to 79% for participation as non-leading consortium members, 54% as subcontractor, and 49% 
as supplier. The participation rate for SMEs as non-leading consortium members is significantly 
higher than the direct participation rates as sole contractor or consortium leader for above-
threshold procurement, meaning this is an effective form of participation for SMEs. 
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Profile of participating SMEs: mostly active in services, construction and 
wholesale/retail 
Based on the survey respondents, a profile of SMEs participating in public procurement was 
developed. However, as only information on the survey respondents was obtained, the profile 
refers to SMEs acting either as sole contractor or as consortium leader. 
 
The SMEs are mostly active in services (34%), construction (13%), and wholesale/retail (13%). 
As for company size, 35% of the SMEs have less than 10 employees, 39% have between 10 and 
49 employees, and 26% have between 50 and 249 employees. 
 
For a majority of the respondents, public procurement is either an important (31%), very 
important (45%), or essential (10%) sales channel. 12% of the survey respondents submit 100 
or more procurements on an annual basis. Nearly half of the respondents indicate a win rate of 
less than 10% for above threshold procurements, while another 28% have win rates between 
10% and 50%. For below threshold procurement, the average win rate is a bit higher.  
 
Certain procurement practices can positively impact SME participation 
The impact on SME participation was tested for the following procurement practices: division of 
procurement in lots; the use of framework agreements; publication of a Prior Information Notice 
(PIN); and use of the best price-quality ratio (BPQR) criteria for award.  
 
Division or procurements in lots is seen as one of the most important practices to facilitate SME 
participation in public procurement. The analysis shows the subdivision of contracts into lots 
indeed increases SME participation rates from 62% to 65% (with 10-19 lots). 
 
Contrary to the above, the use of a framework contract does not show any impact on SME 
participation rates. No difference in participation rates between tenders for a framework 
agreement or for a single contract was observed. SMEs win 61% of both types of contracts, and 
the breakdown to micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises does not reveal any difference 
either. 
 
The publication of a PIN does not seem to be associated with a higher share of SMEs winning 
tenders. SMEs won an estimated 62% of contracts where a PIN was published, versus 60% for 
contracts not preceded by a PIN. 
 
The use of BPQR criteria instead of the lowest bid criterion is often advocated as a tool to help 
SMEs gain access at an equal footing to public contracts. However, this is not reflected in the 
results of our analysis. No meaningful difference between procurement using the lowest price 
criterion and those using BPQR could be recorded. For both sets of criteria, SMEs won around 
61%, and the further breakdown to micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises is also similar. 
 
A growing number of measures in place to stimulate SME participation 
The (non-exhaustive) stock-taking of measures shows the highest number of measures 
identified in France and Malta (12 respectively), the United Kingdom (11), Belgium (10), 
Germany and Sweden (9 respectively), Bulgaria and Slovenia (8 respectively), and Ireland and 
Spain (7 respectively). The average number of measures per Member State is 5.3. Some 
countries (Cyprus, Latvia, and Lithuania) only implement one measure, namely the 
transposition of the EU Directives into national law. Nearly all measures were initiated by a 
public stakeholder (94%), are cross-sectoral (i.e. not focused on a single sector; 96%), and 
concern companies of all sizes (i.e. not only focus on SMEs; 85%). 
 
The most commonly implemented measures aim to:  

• Encourage the use of e-procurement; 
• Simplify processes and documentation requirements; 
• Provide information and/or guidance to SMEs; 
• Encourage the division of contracts into lots. 

 
The first three categories closely relate to the most important measures mentioned by SMEs in 
the survey. Accessibility of information on available procurements and simplification of 
processes and documentation requirements, were considered to be most important for 
stimulation of SME participation. As previously mentioned, the division of contracts into lots has 
a clear positive effect on SME participation. 
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Complementary to the survey, desk research and interviews conducted highlighted several 
success factors for such measures. SME participation in public procurement tends to increase by 
focusing on SMEs’ needs, including sector specificities; by promoting the accessibility and user-
friendliness of tools and materials; by the presence of feedback mechanisms; by the 
engagement of public authorities, including at subnational level; and by the participation of SME 
representatives. However, the effects of these measures are based on individual cases and 
cannot be generalised to all such measures. 
 
Effectiveness of the measures in place 
To obtain a more structured assessment of the effectiveness of measures on SME participation 
rates, the implementation of measures can be related to the development of actual participation 
rates. A complicating factor in the analysis of the effectiveness is the influence of the 
procurement system already in place and the needs of SMEs in that particular context. When a 
solid system is already in place and needs are addressed to a large extent, less progress in the 
further stimulation of SME participation can be made than compared to when these 
circumstances are not in place. Even when taking this into account, the evidence on the 
effectiveness of measures remains largely unclear. 
 
For example, when looking at the different categories of measures, those addressing conditions 
for public procurement including transparency are found primarily in Central and Eastern 
Europe, and are measures related to capacity building (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Greece, 
Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia). An increase in SME participation can be noted in some of these 
countries, with the most significant increase in Greece and Bulgaria. A decrease in SME 
participation was observed in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Poland. 
 
Across the EU, a positive correlation was found between the increase in the division of contracts 
into lots and an increase in SME participation in terms of share of contracts won. However, this 
correlation does not seem to hold up in smaller countries such as Croatia, Estonia, Cyprus, or 
Slovenia. A possible explanatory factor may be the already above EU average SME participation 
rates in these countries – thus the potential for further increases may be limited. 
 
Some countries (Croatia, Romania, Belgium, Estonia, and the Netherlands) were more 
consistent in using framework contracts. The use of framework contracts may be an explanation 
for the important increase in SME participation in Romania, but it does not seem to have had 
any effect on SME participation rates in the other countries mentioned. 
 
Overall, no firm conclusion concerning the universal effectiveness of measures can be drawn. A 
specific analysis of the local circumstances is necessary to identify the most effective approach 
to stimulation of SME participation. Such an analysis could take into account  a much wider 
range of explanatory factors, including: industry structure, sectoral variation, and overall 
conduciveness to enterprise support policies. 
 

4.2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the success factors, conditions, and impacts of the different measures described above 
and with the caveat provided, some tentative recommendations are offered.  
 
Focus measures on SME- and sector-specific needs:  
Due to the SME’s size, the tendency to be innovation-driven, the lack of human resources, and 
financial vulnerability, a focus of measures on SMEs needs is certainly useful. However, this 
does not imply that such measures are exclusively targeted to SMEs: only 15% of the measures 
identified focus on SMEs only. Most of the measures, including the transposition of the EU 
Directives, also apply to large companies for reasons of non-discrimination. The same can be 
said about sector-specific measures. Although such a sector focus is deemed useful by the 
stakeholders, and statistics show that issues are more prevalent in some sectors/for certain 
types of contracts than others, only seven measures in the total sample target specific sectors.  
 
Public procurement bodies and competent authorities are, therefore, encouraged to take into 
account SME and sector-specificities when they design and implement SME-friendly measures.  
 
This includes: 
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• Measures to improve procurement procedures in certain sectors, such as the Association 
for the pre-qualification of companies in the construction sector in Germany, which 
correlates with a good level of SME participation in the sector;227 

• Awareness-raising measures, such as guidance material, following the examples of the 
sector-specific guidelines on procurement in Slovenia. 
 

Additionally, and to provide further tailoring to company needs, it could be envisaged to produce 
different kinds of material for companies of different sizes (e.g. micro, small or medium-sized). 
Although such an example was not found in our research, this would ensure taking into account 
SME heterogeneity in relation to their size (OECD, 2018, 72).  
 
Encourage feedback from SMEs and their representatives:  
In order to design tools that are useful to SMEs, it is important to gather their feedback at the 
framing and implementation stages of the measures. Establishing and maintaining a close 
dialogue with SMEs and SME representatives can be a way to gather this feedback. This also has 
the advantage of creating an atmosphere of cooperation and trust between public and private 
actors, which in turn has important benefits for the economy overall.  
 
Public procurement bodies and competent authorities are, therefore, encouraged to create 
channels for SME feedback. This could take the form of a permanent feedback mechanism as in 
the United Kingdom with the Public Procurement Review, or a public mediation services in 
France with the Business Ombudsman.  
 
Linked to the above, it can be useful to consult SMEs before designing any tool targeted to 
them, as was done by the Ministry of Economic Affairs in Finland when redesigning the Hilma 
platform, or in Slovenia before drafting the sectoral public procurement guidelines. This can also 
be done through prior market consultations, following the examples of France, Iceland, Italy, 
and Portugal. 
 
Disseminate and raise awareness of measures to facilitate SME access to public 
procurement and teach SMEs how to make best use of these measures:  
As explained by several stakeholders interviewed for this study, raising awareness about the 
measures to facilitate SME access to public procurement is a key success factor. In addition, it is 
crucial that the tools created for helping SMEs to participate in calls for tenders (e.g. the 
Guideline for dividing lots in Germany or the helpdesk for SMEs in Croatia) are easy to access 
and user-friendly. For the measures to have the greatest impact, SMEs need to be aware of 
them and they need to know how to use them.  
 
There are different ways to disseminate information and raise awareness of public procurement 
measures. This includes websites, traditional media channels (e.g. the French Business 
Ombudsman participates in a weekly radio programme on the business radio channel), social 
networks, organisation of events, and participation in fairs. The best form of communication and 
awareness-raising will vary between countries. The initiators of the measures are advised to 
couple the design and implementation of any new measure with such communication activities.  
 
Similarly, the initiators of the measures are encouraged to provide special information and 
guidance on how to use the measures. This includes tools especially created for SMEs as 
mentioned above, as well as the availability of guidance documents on the e-procurement 
platforms or the procurement bodies’ websites (e.g. in Finland).  
 
Towards a comprehensive public procurement policy system: focus on the measures 
securing pre-requisites for an effective public procurement prior to designing other 
types of measures  
There is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ policy system for fostering public procurement participation among 
SMEs. Rather, any system needs to reflect national and sub-national specificities and specific 
measures to increase SME participation should reflect the needs of the business community in 
each country.  
 

                                                 

227 Available at: https://www.pq-verein.de/.  
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Nevertheless the study does allow us to derive broad guiding principles to help to define the key 
elements of the public procurement system and where measures to foster SME participation 
could be most effective. 
 
As previously mentioned, some of the measures identified in this study create the conditions for 
an effective and fair public procurement system overall. This is the case for measures aimed at 
increasing transparency in public procurement, and measures improving cooperation and trust 
in the overall economy such as measures against payment delays. These measures provide the 
framework upon which the remainder of the public procurement is built, and they enhance the 
effectiveness of any of the other categories of policy measures.  
 
Public procurement bodies and competent authorities are encouraged to ensure that these 
necessary framework conditions are in place before implementing additional interventions to 
increase the participation of SMEs in public procurement.  
 
In addition, it is important that all measures are communicated sufficiently to ensure that they 
have maximum impact (see the recommendation above). Measures setting the conditions for 
public procurement and awareness-raising measures both contribute to capacity building of 
SMEs, which ultimately facilitates better access.  
 
The figure below visualises the relationship between measures addressing the different 
dimensions of public procurement.  
 
Figure 55 System of policy measures  

 
 
The geographical scope of policy measures: adapt SME-friendly measures for public 
procurement at subnational level to better reach local SMEs: 
While national level measures are important, allowing interventions to be targeted to the needs 
of regional or local stakeholders can enhance the focus of the needs of local SMEs. For instance, 
this can be done by adapting European and national policies to the local level, as has been done 
in Valladolid (Spain) or in Aarhus (Denmark).  
 
Alternatively, local agents can help with the implementation of national policies at local level 
and networks of public procurement agents, as is the case in Finland or in the United Kingdom. 
These measures the  can ensure that lessons from the implementation of national (or European) 
policy are learned across each country. For instance, there is evidence from many countries 
(including Finland or France) that cooperation with local SME associations and chambers of 
commerce can be very useful in this regard.  
 
Again, the framing and implementation of policy measures to target the needs of local SMEs 
may vary depending on the public procurement system in place in each country. The focus on 
local policy needs does not work against the benefits of a centralised procurement system 
(OECD, 2018, 59). Central procurement bodies can organise their activities to reach SMEs at 
subnational level. For instance the French central purchasing body UGAP organises working 
groups with public buyers at local level to understand local markets and local SMEs’ needs. 
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ANNEX 1 - DETAILED METHODOLOGY FOR DATA COLLECTION 
AND ANALYSIS 

 

Methodology for the statistical analysis of above-threshold procurement 
notices 

Data sources 
Contract Award Notices (CAN) for above-threshold procurement published in the 2011-2017 
period in the Official Journal of the European Union, and collected in the Commission’s Tenders 
Electronic Daily (TED) database, has been downloaded from the Commission’s Open Data portal 
(in September 2018). The annual datasets included all the CAN published by the 28 Member 
States and EEA countries, as well as by Switzerland, North-Macedonia, by EU or other 
international bodies (these were filtered out later). The CAN downloaded contained over 3.7 
million units of observation: these correspond to individual contracts, including lots where a 
contract has been subdivided into lots. The databases covered a total of 71 variables as of the 
new standard template introduced with the 2014 Public Procurement Directives. The new 
templates have been used from 2015 onwards, but primarily in 2016 and 2017. The preceding 
template contained fewer data fields (for instance, the ‘SME marker’ was not part of it), hence 
these fields do not contain data for contracts that used the earlier standard templates. 
 
Data fields of prime interest include: 

• the identification number of the contract award notice (and identification of the contract 
awarded – in case of multiple lots); 

• the country of the contracting authority or entity (CAE); 
• classification of the CAE (level of government, sectoral self-identification); 
• information on whether the tender was launched by a Central Purchasing Body; 
• classification of the contract: type of contract (supplies, services or works), type of 

procedure (open, restricted etc.), CPV code of the good or service procured, evaluation 
criteria used (lowest bid or Mots Economically Advantageous Tender); 

• value of the contract in euro (the total value for the CAN, and award value by lot); 
• information on the company/companies that were awarded the contract (organisation 

name, address, town, postal code, country); 
• the ‘SME marker’ (available for the new standard forms only); 
• the number of offers received. 

 
Furthermore, the Commission has supplied a dataset providing for the CAN the identification 
numbers of relevant preceding notices: Contract Notices, and most notably Prior Information 
Notices/Periodic Indicative Notices (PIN).228 
 
Data curation and processing 
The quality review of the TED database downloaded concerned an assessment of patterns in 
missing information in the CAN records, with a view to exclude unusable records from the 
sampling frame, and to inform subsequent data processing strategies (missing company details 
and missing or implausibly low contract values being the most important for sampling and 
subsequent analysis). The data curation, in specific, covered the following: 

• overall proportion and patterns of missing information in the database: patterns showed 
significant differences across countries, but only minimal across other variables, hence 
no modifications were applied to the planned sampling and poststratification approach 
(which already stratified by country). 

• reliability of contract values indicated, detecting unrealistically low or high values. As 
explained by the Commission, the values have all been already checked internally; 
however, the review revealed a number of further issues (for instance a considerable 
amount of records indicating €0.01, €1, or 1 unit of other currencies, as well as a 
handful of records with values of €999, €999,999, assumedly in place of ‘not 
available/applicable’, mainly for framework agreements, or ‘undisclosed’). Such values 
were set to missing. A small number of unrealistically high values were marked for later 
verification – this was important as their leverage over the statistical results later would 

                                                 

228 PINs were needed to answer the research question about the impact of prior information on SME 
participation. 
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have been very high. There is still a set of records which are probably given in million 
euros or other currency – but there was no possibility to ascertain this assumption and 
correct the values. Values below €3,000 were not considered in any analysis of, and by, 
contract values (but they were retained in the analyses by number of awards). 

• the extent to which companies can be identified on the basis of name and address 
details given. Records with no address details were scrapped from the sampling frame. 
Records where postal code and city fields have been mistakenly switched were identified 
and switched back (cleaning the details of companies winning the tender as much as 
possible helped to boost the rate of matching the companies with the company 
databases used). 

• the reliability of the indicated country of the winning company: an approach was 
elaborated to check the matching of postal codes with the valid national mask (this was 
an important approach for confirming the correctness of the country of the winner as 
indicated in the CAN, used for the analysis of cross-border procurement). Where the 
postal code was not available, the indicated town was compared – with fuzzy matching 
– to an official list of municipalities (sourced from Eurostat) to verify whether the 
country given is correct. 

• Identification of unsuccessful tenders: a large number of tenders are correctly identified 
in the datasets as having been unsuccessful. Notably, the 2014 standard forms contain 
a marker for unsuccessful tenders. However, there were a number of records that 
appeared as having been awarded (with an ID_AWARD number), although in reality 
they weren’t. Based on a long dataset of respective keywords (‘infructuous’, ‘not 
awarded’, ‘unsuccessful’ etc.) collected in the predecessor studies and also in the 
current dataset, the CANs of such additional unsuccessful tenders were identified. These 
notices were excluded from the valid population of contract awards. 

• Scrambled special characters (usually extended Latin character set) arising from 
character encoding issues were identified and corrected. 

 
Overall, data coverage was reasonably good: the contact details of the winning tenderers are 
given in around 90% of the valid records (i.e. after excluding lots that were not awarded), and 
the indication of the contract value has increased from about 77% in 2011 to 95% in 2017 
(albeit the value is not always correct, as explained above). It appears that most of the records 
with missing value are framework agreements where no concrete bid price was given in the first 
place. 
 
Table 56 Number of records in the TED CAN datasets and availability of key data  
Year Original 

records 
Valid 
expanded 
records* 

Bid 
price

Address Town Postcode Country

2011 476,733 439,997  77% 90% 94% 90% 97% 
2012 499,032 458,797  77% 90% 94% 91% 96% 
2013 500,221 461,632  76% 90% 93% 91% 85% 
2014 522,344 484,308  77% 90% 93% 89% 83% 
2015 542,597 500,275  76% 90% 93% 91% 84% 
2016 538,181 507,151  82% 84% 93% 86% 91% 
2017 708,840 684,637  95% 80% 97% 81% 98% 

* Records with several companies listed as winners, separated with a standard separator (‘---‘) in the new 
standard templates were expanded into several rows. 
 
A subset of the records has also been linked with preceding Contract Notices, in order to verify 
whether key data field – type of contract, CPV code, evaluation criteria etc. – are consistent 
across the two notices, hence testing their reliability. The analysis has revealed considerable 
problems with the data, with the percentage of inconsistent data often going into double digits. 
It was however ultimately decided not to exclude records with inconsistent data from the 
analysis. The presence of random errors in certain explanatory variables (the evaluation criteria, 
for instance) is expected to lead to slightly more conservative estimates (i.e. smaller effect size) 
as regards their impact on the independent variable: SMEs’ share (cf. ‘regression dilution’). 
Large effort was put in the cleaning and processing of company names to facilitate successful 
matching. The objective was to find and omit words and terms that are not the essential part of 
the company name and would hence only increase the rate of false positive matches – as well 
as to focus the matching on one company only (the one to which the contact details also belong 
as per our assumption). This work involved: 
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• Detecting and excluding markers for consortia and joint bids, via a multi-lingual list of 
indicative phrases (e.g. A.T.I, U.T.I., “Bietergemeinschaft”, “mandataire”; the list was 
already available from the predecessor study); 

• Detecting and splitting off parts of the company name that is common with many other 
companies: these were mostly Entity Legal Form indicators (such as: ‘AG’ for 
Aktiengesellschaft or GmbH for ‘Gesellschaft mit beschränkter Haftung’; ‘societé’; 
‘Limited’; ‘A/S’ for ‘Aktieselskab’); 

• Detecting and saving in a separate data field company registry numbers or VAT 
numbers; 

• Deleting unnecessary nuisance characters from the end of company names, such as 
commas, slashes and dashes; 

• Retaining the name of the first company only, where a list of companies was given (for 
instance, partners of a consortium). 

 

Sampling 
For above-threshold procurement, the valid sampling frame from which the contracts to 
estimate SMEs’ share have been drawn – i.e. the database equated with ‘above-threshold 
procurement’ – were the contract award notices (CAN) published on TED, excluding contracts in 
the area of financial services (CPV starting with ‘66’), contracts published by Switzerland, North-
Macedonia, EU and other international bodies (CAE_TYPE 5 or 5A), contracts that were 
apparently not awarded, and contracts with no or very little detail on the winning company. 
This frame has both some under- and over-coverage of the population of interest (=above-
threshold procurement) even before excluding records with limited usable information, as: 

• for some successful tenders above the thresholds the CANs were not published; 
• for a small number of tenders duplicate CAN were published; 
• some contracting authorities or entities have voluntarily published notices for tenders 

that do not surpass in estimated value the EU-thresholds. 
 
Nevertheless, we considered the database as a good approximation of all above-threshold 
procurement, and we accepted the assumption that the records that needed to be excluded due 
to missing information on the winning company are ‘missing-at-random’, once we control for 
country, year, and type of contract (supply, service, or works). 
 
From the above sampling frame, the sample was selected through non-proportionate stratified 
sampling. From each stratum defined by the country, year, and type of contract, at least 100 
records were selected randomly (if the stratum was smaller than this, then all records were 
selected) in a first step, and the sample was then filled up proportionally from the strata to 
reach 83,500 records in total. From this set, 91 records were identified as invalid in a second 
cleaning (contract not actually awarded, or instead of providing the names of the companies 
winning the contract the data field referred to a separate document or annex), thus the size of 
the final sample for above-threshold procurement to match comprised of 83,409 contracts 
awarded. The sample was adequately balanced according to a range of key characteristics, 
including: type of CAE, type of contract, broadly defined sectors based on CPV codes, type of 
procedure (open, restricted etc.). 
 

Matching and identification of size class 
The matching of the company sample comprised of two steps. In the first step, companies were 
matched with the existing dataset of identified companies taken from the predecessor study. 
This dataset contained about 58,000 companies winning above-threshold contracts in the years 
2008-2012, identified and classified with the help of Dun & Bradstreet company data and 
supplementary manual search. The dataset had a significant degree of duplication, with the 
name of the same company written in different formats – acronyms, abbreviations, use or 
omission of entity legal form, typos and misspellings. The sub-steps of this first matching 
consisted of a number of exact matching, separately for each country, by using various possible 
name forms for the company (with or without frequently used prefixes such as ‘Firma’, ‘Fa.’, 
‘societé’ etc.) and using the town of establishment. The postcode and address of the master 
record and the matched record were then compared, i.e. calculating similarity scores, using 
Stata’s -matchit- module to increase the certainty of the correct matching. Records that could 
not be matched via exact matching with the comparator set were matched fuzzily in the 
following sub-step, using -matchit-, both bigram (restricting the comparator set to records with 
the same wordcount) and token options.  
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In the second step, the name, company registry numbers of VAT numbers, and address details 
of the remaining companies of the sample were forwarded to Dun & Bradstreet, which matched 
them with their company records. This approach was in line with the approach used in the 
predecessor studies (D&B has been chosen in all preceding studies). The match results from 
D&B with a reliability score of below 8 (out of 10) were checked manually to avoid as much as 
possible false matches. As a consequence, the companies were correctly identified with a very 
high probability. 
 
D&B has provided data for the accepted matches on the companies’ number of employees, 
balance sheet total and turnover (latest data) – all at group level, where appropriate and 
available, as well as the identity of the ultimate parent. 
 
The combination of headcount, balance sheet total and annual sales data (including parent 
company data, if applicable) has been used to categorise the companies in the sample as being 
micro, small, medium or large, using the thresholds as per the Commission’s definition of SMEs. 
This gave only an imperfect estimation of the actual company size class229, but fit for purpose. 
As a crucial element of the methodology, this first classification was reviewed manually – in line 
with the 2010 and 2014 methodologies – in a second round, by cross-checking the data of 
apparently smaller companies winning very large contracts – above €1 million – with 
information in other company databases (e.g. kompass.com, Latvian company registry website 
etc.) and information from the companies own website. This manual check has discovered many 
instances where the company indeed belonged to a size class higher than its initial 
categorisation. 
 
A subcategory of unmatched winners – contractors identified by a person name (e.g. a number 
of engineers involved in specific lots of larger construction contracts), appearing to be natural 
persons – were classified as ‘micro-enterprises’.  
 
The final size class information on the companies has been entered in the processed TED 
sample for the subsequent statistical analysis. Altogether, 58,714 companies were identified and 
assigned to a final size class, corresponding to over 70% of the valid sample.  
 
For most analyses, a subset of this identified sample of 56,932 was used, which excluded 
awards for medical equipment, pharmaceuticals and personal care products (CPV codes starting 
with “33”) that came from CANs with more than 100 lots of minuscule contract values, so called 
‘medical micro-lots’. In a number of countries, especially Poland and Lithuania, contracting 
authorities in the health sector often publish contract award notices with an extraordinary 
amount of lots - up to over 900 - broken down, in essence, to the product level. These lots 
(mostly medicines and other medical supplies) tend to be awarded to large enterprises. SMEs 
only win 24% of these contracts, compared to 61% of all other awards. To include these 
medical micro-lots would be problematic, as they constitute a high share of all awards sampled 
in a number of countries (first and foremost LT and PL, but also IT and BG), but very few or 
none in others, hence providing a misleading picture of SMEs’ relative performance across 
countries. 
 
Table 57 Number of awards from excluded medical micro-lots and from cleaned sample by 
country 
Country All awards 

(original 
sample) 

Medical micro-lot 
awards (excluded) 

Other 
awards 
(cleaned 
sample) 

AT 1,776 - 1,776 
BE 1,728 - 1,728 
BG 1,256 62 1,194 
CY 879 - 879 
CZ 2,148 - 2,148 
DE 2,988 46 2,942 

                                                 

229 Note possible errors arising from incorrect data (e.g. data only referring to another legal entity in the 
country, where the company was part of a group), data unavailable at group level, company having different 
figures and/or affiliations at the time of winning the contract, etc. 
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Country All awards 
(original 
sample) 

Medical micro-lot 
awards (excluded) 

Other 
awards 
(cleaned 
sample) 

DK 1,917 6 1,911 
EE 1,741 - 1,741 
ES 1,692 2 1,690 
FI 1,816 - 1,816 
FR 5,215 160 5,055 
GR 1,045 - 1,045 
HR 862 38 824 
HU 1,793 43 1,750 
IE 1,633 - 1,633 
IS 445 - 445 
IT 1,767 125 1,642 
LI 74 - 74 
LT 1,928 270 1,658 
LU 1,450 - 1,450 
LV 2,074 9 2,065 
MT 1,113 - 1,113 
NL 1,899 - 1,899 
NO 1,932 - 1,932 
PL 6,020 681 5,339 
PT 1,508 - 1,508 
RO 2,381 - 2,381 
SE 2,075 - 2,075 
SI 2,404 28 2,376 
SK 1,803 - 1,803 
UK 2,934 3 2,931 

Note: Medical micro-lots are awards for medical supply contracts (CPV starting with 33) in CAN with more 
than 100 lots 
 
Descriptive statistics  
Based on the processed version of the TED database, enriched with final size class information, 
a range of descriptive statistical analyses were undertaken in Stata (individual SME size classes’ 
share in above-threshold procurement by number of awards and by total value secured), in line 
with the 2007, 2010 and 2014 studies: 

• The access of SMEs (broken down by size class) to public procurement contracts, by 
number and by value, separately for different countries, type of contract and other key 
variables. The results on SME participation are directly comparable with the predecessor 
studies, as the same methodology had been followed, including the manual check of 
certain records;  

• Comparison of the results on the overall success of SMEs in public procurement with the 
significance of SMEs in the overall economy for Member States (sales and GVA, based 
on Eurostat data), to verify to what extent SMEs are actually ‘losing out’ in public 
procurement, and which countries and sectors are performing ‘better’ or ‘worse’.;  

• An estimate on the extent of direct cross-border procurement - through comparing the 
country of the company being awarded the contract with the country of the awarding 
authority (note that contractors from the French overseas departments were not 
considered cross-border procurement when the CAE was assigned to France, and similar 
decisions were taken in the case of Gibraltar, Jersey, the Faeroe Islands, and Aland), in 
total and by country and a range of key subdivision, looking also at size class of the 
company;  

 
The calculations included weights, as the composition of the ultimate set of companies 
successfully categorised into enterprise size class differed considerably from the underlying 
population of companies winning public contracts above the EU thresholds (mostly as a 
consequence of the non-proportional stratified sampling, and to some extent to small 
differences in matching rates). Therefore, each of the records in the sample were assigned an 
inverse-probability weight. The calculations for both the analysis by number of awards and total 
value secured used this weight. 
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Furthermore, cross-tabulations of the final size class and the ‘SME marker’, where available, 
were also undertaken to assess the robustness of the latter, examining patterns where the two 
gave inconsistent results. 
 
Statistical hypothesis testing 
To test hypotheses as regards to the effectiveness of selected procurement practices that might 
influence SMEs’ chances to win public procurement contracts above threshold, a series of 
statistical analyses have been undertaken in a counterfactual approach, controlling for some key 
explanatory factors. The practices investigated were: 

• breaking down contracts into lots (impact above reducing the contract value, i.e. 
considering the geographical breakdown of the service area or a breakdown by trade in 
public works); 

• use of the MEAT criterion as compared to lowest bid; 
• publication of PINs ahead of the tender; 
• use of framework agreements; and 
• the number of offers received, as a proxy for the level of competition, which is the result 

of a range of procurement practices. 
 
The approach chosen for this was to calculate Average Treatment Effect via nearest-neighbour 
matching – matching a ‘treated’ unit for which the procurement practice in question has been 
used with a similar ‘untreated’ unit. To obtain similar matches we matched the records using the 
logarithm of the value of the contract (individual award, or the total value at CAN level when the 
subdivision into lots was investigated), and the type of contract. For the latter, an exact match 
was required. When presenting the findings, a confidence level of 85% was selected to declare 
an observed difference in the matched ‘treated’ and ‘untreated’ subsamples statistically 
significant. 
 
The effects were tested on the overall sample, but also separately for supplies, services, and 
works, as well as separately for each country (the subsamples for Malta and Cyprus were 
merged due to their small size, and the same has been done for the subsamples of EEA 
countries). 
 
Statistical tests were also undertaken to evaluate whether or not SMEs’ access has significantly 
changed during the time period investigated, i.e. from the first four years of the period (2011-
2014) to the following three years (2015-2017). This analysis used the nearest-neighbour 
matching to calculate Average Treatment Effects, as above (the treatment here was assignment 
to the second subperiod), as well as a t-test to ascertain whether the observed difference in the 
weighted results between the two period significantly differs from zero. 
 
Methodology for the statistical analysis of below-threshold procurement 

The approach to the statistical analysis of below-threshold procurement followed the 
methodology for the above-threshold analysis with regard to data curation, sampling and 
weighting - but the nature, coverage, and quality of input data was different. 
 
Data sources 
The prime data source for below-threshold procurement was the DIGIWHIST project, with 
datafiles of procurement notices (both above- and below threshold procurement) for a large 
number of European countries published on opentender.eu. Tender information was downloaded 
from the 28 EU member states, Iceland, Norway and Switzerland (the latter is not strictly an 
EEA member, but given data availability, including some TED data, we may include them in the 
analysis). The site does not collect data for Liechtenstein. For the majority of the countries in 
the DIGIWHIST datasets, the annual files only contained above-threshold procurement (more 
accurately: notices published on TED), while the ‘year unavailable’ files also contained below-
threshold procurement notices. The datafiles contained 120 variables. 
 
Only 10 countries had sufficient data on the identity and contact details of the winner of below-
threshold procurement in these datafiles: Czechia, France, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain, the UK, and the EEA-member Norway. A further usable dataset was found for 
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Italy, on Italy’s open data portal.230 The Italian dataset published contained ca. 137,000 
records, with the name of the winning company identified in almost all cases; but it also 
contains seemingly above-threshold contracts which still need to be filtered out. For illustration, 
10% of the records had a value above €2.5 million. This dataset only included the name of the 
company, and no address details; which made matching more difficult and less reliable. 
Together with Italy, a total of 11 countries were collected to draw a sample of companies, 
covering the same years as the analysis of above-threshold contracts: 2011 and 2017. 
 
Data curation and processing 
In parallel with the review of the TED database, the quality of the national procurement data 
obtained has been assessed. In a first step, above-threshold notices were filtered out from the 
country datasets. 
 
The datasets published on opentender.eu contained a sufficiently large set of harmonised 
variables, although the degree to which these have been filled in varied – and the number of 
notices not assigned to a specific year was very large for most countries covered. The 
proportion of missing data fields was high even among the countries with sufficient information: 
the identity of the winner was given in only 21% of the below-threshold procurement notices, 
varying from 3% in NO to 59% in HU. Furthermore, fewer detail was available on the winning 
companies and the characteristics of the contract itself than in TED. 
 
The cleaning of the data has been done in a similar manner to that of the TED database. 
Automated searches were performed in Stata, separating company name details into several 
columns, and identifying unreasonably high (above-threshold) or low values, as well as 
problems with address fields filled in (data field mismatch, content not matching field).  
 
Sampling 
The cleaned national databases formed the sampling frame for below-threshold procurement, 
from which the contracts to estimate SMEs’ share were drawn. The coverage of this dataset was 
weaker than that of TED, considerable undercoverage and some overcoverage (above-threshold 
procurement) was suspected to the present at the same time. 
 
The sample has been selected from the CANs that contain sufficient information for the 
identification of the company being awarded the contract (company name and address), as well 
as the contract value. For this dataset, the sampling partly applied the same methodology as 
the approach above the EU-threshold, but information on the type of procurement was 
frequently missing, so about half of the sample for each country was drawn randomly per year, 
without using the type of contract as a stratification variable. A total sample of 7,500 records 
has been drawn. The achieved sample was reasonably well balanced according to key 
characteristics, including: subject matter of the tender and type of procedure. 
 
Matching and identification of size class 
As for above-threshold procurement, the company details extracted were in a first step matched 
with a cleaned company dataset from the previous study, then the remaining company details 
were forwarded to Dun & Bradstreet for identification and data enrichment.  D&B data on the 
identified companies’ number of employees, balance sheet total and turnover (latest data: 
typically 2016-2017) has been treated as above to establish the companies size class. The initial 
classification has been reviewed in line with the 2010 and 2014 methodologies via manual 
checking of high-value contracts.  
 
Final and verified size class information has been obtained for 2,993 companies (the matching 
rate was worse than in above-threshold procurement due to the weaker quality of the data). 
This information has been plugged back into the combined below-threshold database and used 
for subsequent statistical analysis.  
 
Descriptive statistics  
Descriptive statistical analyses similar to the analyses for above-threshold data were 
undertaken, covering the access of SMEs (broken down by size class) to public procurement 
contracts, by number and by value, separate for different countries and sectors (e.g. supply, 
services and works); as well as a comparison with the corresponding figures in above-threshold 

                                                 

230 http://dati.mit.gov.it/catalog/dataset/scp  
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procurement for the countries covered. The calculations used weights, as for above-threshold 
procurement. 
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ANNEX 3 - INSIGHTS FROM THE LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

The importance of SMEs in public procurement  

The underperformance of SMEs in public procurement markets has been long acknowledged by 
European governments and SME representatives231 (OECD, 2018, 20). Already in the 1990s, 
academic research points out the barriers to SME access to government contracts, and a 
reluctance of SMEs to sell out to governments (see for instance MacManus, 1991; Greer, 1999). 
Many studies have been conducted by international institutions232, national purchasing bodies or 
competition authorities233, to identify these obstacles. 
 
The literature enumerates the following barriers: size of the contracts too large for the financial 
and technical capacities of SMEs, lack of visibility of contracts of smaller value, insufficient 
access to information on business opportunities or on the public procurement procedures, lack 
of knowledge of SMEs regarding public procurement procedures, excessive bureaucracy and 
administrative burden, limited experience of SMEs in bidding for contracts, expensive standards 
and certification requirements, disproportionate levels of technical and financial qualification, 
late payment or lengthy payment terms from public authorities, unclear tenders requirements, 
lack of time to prepare bids, preference for lowest price tenders over quality for money, 
centralisation of public procurement contracts, lack of dialogue with and feedback from public 
buyers, lack of integrity in the procurement process. 
 
These constraints relate to different stages of the procurement procedure, from the access to 
information, qualification, tendering, contract administration, and the management of 
relationships between public buyers and contractors. The figure below shows how the challenges 
enumerated relate to the different public procurement phases.  
 

                                                 

231 See also the various reports from European SME associations, such as: Federation of Small Businesses 
(UK) (2017), Unstacking the deck: balancing the public procurement odds. Available at: 
https://www.fsb.org.uk/docs/default-source/fsb-org-uk/procurement-report-final-final.pdf?sfvrsn=0; MKB 
Nederland (NL) (2017). ACT small first. The European SME lobby agenda for 2017. Available at: 
https://www.mkb.nl/sites/default/files/MKB%20Lobby-agenda%202017-ENG.pdf. 
232 See for instance: OECD (2018), Public Procurement and SMEs: Harnessing the mutual benefits; EBRD 
(2017), Public Procurement: Is Open Competition Good for Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises?  
233 See for instance: CNMC (ES) (2015), Public procurement in Spain: opportunities for improvement from 
the perspective of competition. Available at: https://www.cnmc.es/sites/default/files/1307517_1.pdf;  Irish 
competition authority (IE) (2009), The detection and prevention of collusive tendering. Available at: 
https://www.ccpc.ie/business/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2017/02/Booklet-The-Detection-and-Prevention-
of-Collusive-Tendering.pdf; Hungarian Public Procurement Authority (2016), Innovation in the new public 
procurement act in Hungary. Available at: 
http://en.fas.gov.ru/upload/other/Innovation%20in%20the%20New%20Public%20Procurement%20Act%20
in%20Hungary%20(G.%20Havas-Kovacs).pdf. 
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Figure 56 Challenges and obstacles faced by SMEs at the different stages of public procurement  

  

Source: Liao, Orser and Riding (2017) in OECD (2018). 
 
Reducing the barriers faced by SMEs trying to access public procurement markets is expected to 
bring several benefits (HM Treasury, 2008, 10): 

• Better value for money: bringing in more suppliers is expected to bring greater 
competition to the market place as it reduces the costs of procurement from all 
suppliers. Because SMEs usually have lower administrative overheads and management 
costs than larger firms, this can result in lower prices; 

• Better quality of service: SMEs usually have shorter management chains and approval 
routes than larger companies, so they can respond more quickly to changing 
requirements from their customers and are often able to offer a more personal/tailored 
service. They may also offer more higher quality and specialist products as they tend to 
focus on niche markets; 

• More innovation through the exploitation of new technology, providing products or 
services in new or underdeveloped markets, and using information to differentiate 
themselves from established market players. 
 

The OECD study adds that public procurement markets provide attractive business opportunities 
for SMEs. Indeed, the public sector is an attractive customer for smaller companies because of 
the following characteristics (OECD, 2018, 18): 

• Public sector entities often have large budgets and more constant demands for goods 
and services; 

• Public procurement is subject to laws, regulations, policies and trade obligations, which 
gives more certainty over the fairness of business practices. Furthermore, payment 
practices of the public sector have constantly improved since the entry into force of the 
Late Payment Directive, as evidenced by several reports234; 

                                                 

234 European Commission (2015). Ex-post evaluation of the Late Payment Directive. Available at: 
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/400ecc74-9a54-11e5-b3b7-
01aa75ed71a1; See also Intrum Justitia European Payment Reports. 
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• The provision of goods and services for public sector clients brings recognition and 
credibility for SMEs in other markets. 

 
Contrary to the discussions on the benefits of engaging SMEs in public procurement markets, 
the cost of using public procurement to support SMEs is not fully explored by the literature. 
Some measures favouring SMEs in tender processes, for instance, may incur an efficiency cost, 
or an opportunity cost of limiting certain competent and competitive large firms from 
participating (OECD 2018, 18). Several studies find however that economic returns from SME 
growth are able to offset these losses, which suggests that there are overall benefits in 
improving their participation in public procurement markets.235  
 
Measures to support SMEs’ access to public procurement: review of existing 
typologies 

Public sector entities have developed a number of initiatives taking various forms (policies, legal 
texts, voluntary measures, legislative proposals) to facilitate SMEs’ participation in public 
procurement. SME support has become a key area of public sector entities’ intervention as 
regards public procurement.  
 
The rationale behind these initiatives is often to ensure a level playing field for all economic 
operators and give equal opportunities to SMEs, which tend to underperform in public 
procurement markets. SME policies and strategies are also often employed to achieve more 
global economic and societal development goals by, for instance, increasing the competitiveness 
of small companies, stimulating employment and job creation, boosting innovation (OECD 2018, 
18). SME support through public procurement also fulfils a sustainable development policy goal: 
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) has identified employment and SMEs as top 
priority areas for governments and public authorities’ sustainable public procurement policies 
(UNEP 2013).  
 
The activity of international and European policy makers has acted as a catalyst for the 
development of national measures. At EU level, the European Code of Best Practices (2008) 
already highlights a number of national rules and practices identified in the EU Member States 
to help them applying the legal framework facilitating SMEs’ participation in public procurement. 
This initiative comes from the Small Business Act for Europe (SBA)236, an overarching 
framework for the EU policy on SMEs aiming at removing the barriers to their development. 
 
The European Procurement Directives237 contain measures to make tenders more accessible 
to SMEs, such as: 

• Contracting authorities are encouraged to divide contracts into lots to make tenders 
more accessible to SMEs; 

• The turnover required to participate in a tender procedure is limited, which allows more 
SMEs and newcomers to participate; 

• Documentation requirements for procurement procedures are reduced;  
• The use of e-procurement is mandatory. 

 
The EU Public Procurement Package238 was adopted in October 2017 and emphasises the 
promotion of SMEs as one of the six main priority areas of the public procurement reform.  
 
Policies and strategies to support SMEs in public procurement are often included in a broader 
strategy/policy for public procurement (79% of them, according to the OECD) (OECD 2018, 25). 
The goal is to reduce the complexity of the public procurement system, which is an issue 

                                                 

235 See for instance: Storey, D. (1999), “Six Steps to Heaven: Evaluating the Impact of Public Policies to 
Support Small Businesses in Developed Economies”, in Sexton, D. and H. Landström (eds.), The Blackwell 
Handbook Of Entrepreneurship, Blackwell Publishing Ltd, Oxford, UK, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/b.9780631215738.1999.00012.x. 
236 European Commission (2008), “’Think Small First’ – A ‘Small Business Act’ for Europe”, COM(2008) 394 
Final.  
237 Directive 2014/24/EU on public procurement, Directive 2014/25/EU on procurement by entities operating 
in the water, energy, transport and postal services sectors, Directive 2014/23/EU on the award of 
concession contracts.  
238 http://ec.europa.eu/growth/content/increasing-impact-public-investment-through-efficient-and-
professional-procurement-0_en.  
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common to all companies, but by which SMEs are disproportionally affected due to lower 
financial, technical and administrative resources.  
 
For this reason, rules to simplify public procurement procedures are considered to have a very 
positive effect on SMEs. One example is the European Single Procurement Document introduced 
by the Directive 2014/24/EU (Art. 59), which is a standard self-declaration form that an 
economic operator completes and submits to the contracting authority. The economic operator 
can use it to confirm that it fulfils some criteria, and the contracting authority must accept it as 
preliminary evidence in place of certificates issues by public authorities or third parties. Another 
key point is the use of the “once-only principle”, which means that suppliers are only asked to 
provide information once that they meet the requirements set out in administrative procedures.  
 
Some Member States envisage further simplification of the public procurement process, in 
particular through the integration of the ESPD with databases and/or IT systems for the pre-
qualification of suppliers (OECD 2018, 43). According to the OECD study, a majority of Member 
States plan to integrate the ESPD with a pre-qualification system: Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, and the United Kingdom.  
 
Some initiatives also aim to facilitate public procurement to promote innovation and target 
subgroups of SMEs, such as innovative entrepreneurs. These can be part of public procurement 
for innovation strategies and/or demand side innovation policies, SMEs being considered as 
important contributors to innovation because of their less hierarchical structures (OECD 2018, 
29). Support for innovative SMEs includes direct financial incentives, guarantees, SME 
participation quote, administrative assistance, training offers or access-facilitating measures for 
public tenders.  
 
Examples of such initiatives include the Austrian Action Plan on Public Procurement Promoting 
Innovation, the Belgian working group on innovation for below threshold contracts, or the 
setting up of the Competence Centre for Innovative Procurement (KOINNO) in Germany, and 
the Small Business Innovation Research in Ireland (OECD 2018, 30). 
 
As SMEs are generally more flexible and capable of adapting their production processes to the 
market demands quickly, green public procurement constitutes an important business 
opportunity for them (OECD 2018, 31). Support for SMEs through green public procurement has 
occurred through a number of initiatives, such as the Austrian Action Plan on Sustainable Public 
Procurement, the German strategy and policy on sustainability and the Competence Centre for 
Sustainable Procurement (KNB), the Greek strategy for green procurement under the National 
Strategy for Public Procurement, the Decree on Green Public Procurement of the government of 
Slovenia, etc. (OECD 2018, 30). 
 
Indirectly, measures to reduce the late payment of public authorities transacting with the 
private sector are also expected to have a positive impact on SMEs. Late payment of invoices 
affects SMEs more than large enterprises due to their small size and limited financial resources, 
as evidenced by previous research.239 
 
The literature classifies measures aimed at improving SMEs’ participation in public procurement 
in different ways. The OECD (2018) has devised the following typology: measures to encourage 
the use of e-procurement (used by 88% of contracting authorities in the OECD countries), 
measures to encourage the division of contracts into lots (77%), measures to encourage the 
joint bidding/consortia rules so not to discourage SME participation (68%), simplified processes 
and documentation requirements for SMEs (57%), measures to encourage prime contractors to 
subcontract with SMEs and/or subcontracting arrangements to facilitate/encourage SME 
participation (56%), timely and efficient payment terms/arrangements for SMEs (or for lower 
value contracts (50%), preferential financial treatment for SMEs (e.g. waiving fees) (19%) 
(OECD 2018, 33).  
 
Some of these measures define the size of procurement contracts to make them more 
accessible for SMEs, such as measures to encourage the division of contracts into lots. 
Such measures are expected to facilitate SMEs’ participation as the size of the lots may better 
                                                 

239 See the reports and studies of the European Commission on the Late Payment Directive: 
https://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/support/late-payment_fr.  
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correspond to their capacity, and as, qualitatively, the content of the lots may correspond more 
closely to the specialised sector of SMEs. Measures to encourage joint bidding/consortia 
rules, on the other hand, allow SMEs to rely on the capacity of other firms to meet the criteria 
they cannot fulfil by themselves, and facilitate their access to larger and more complex 
contracts which execution would otherwise surpass their individual capacities.  
 
Other measures aim to simplify and standardise public procurement processes and 
documentation requirements, as the complexity of systems and processes represents a 
major hurdle for SMEs’ participation in public procurement markets. These include for instance 
using standardised templates and the introduction of the ESPD, a standard self-declaration from 
that an economic operator completes and submits to the contracting authority (see above). 
Measures clearly establishing the public procurement rules, e.g. in advertising procurement 
opportunities, promoting open and competitive tendering, fighting corruption and obtaining fair 
and reasonable prices, also fall into this category. 
 
Initiatives to provide information on rules and requirements are also considered beneficial. This 
is the case of the e-Certis electronic system240, managed by the European Commission, which 
provides guidance to companies on the documents and certificates needed for public contracts 
in all Member States. According to the OECD, central purchasing bodies play a crucial role in 
this regard, as they centralise procurement activities and aggregate public actors’ needs (OECD 
2018, 59).  
 
Commonly found initiatives are measures to encourage the use of e-procurement. The 
development of e-procurement platforms and their integration with other e-government 
systems could reduce the burden for small suppliers when applying to tenders, which also relate 
to the simplification of procedures. E-procurement systems (referring to the ‘integration of 
digital technologies in the replacement or redesign of paper-based procedures throughout the 
procurement cycle’) are expected to increase transparency by improving access to public 
tenders, allowing timely diffusion of information, and reducing transaction costs (e.g. through 
the use of e-invoicing) (OECD 2018, 56). According to the OECD study, all EU and OECD 
countries have a e-procurement platform. 
 
Finally, other measures aim at addressing the limited financial capacity of SMEs. These include 
measures to encourage timely and efficient payment from public authorities, as SMEs 
are particularly vulnerable to late payment (see above). Measures to encourage 
subcontracting with SMEs are also considered beneficial to counter the limited participation 
of SMEs in large and complex contracts. This also includes measures to ensure timely payment 
to subcontractors, e.g. direct payment to subcontractors, which are often smaller companies. 
Finally, setting proportionate qualification levels and financial requirements or 
guarantees for SMEs is crucial: for instance, at EU level, the Procurement Directive limits the 
annual turnover requirement to be at most twice the estimated contract value. 
 
Apart from the OECD classification, the European Commission also devises some typologies. The 
European Code of Best Practices (2008) takes the main difficulties encountered and reported 
by SMEs and their representatives according to the SBA Public Consultation conducted in the 
same year, which is as follows: 

• Overcoming difficulties relating to the size of contracts; 
• Ensuring access to relevant information; 
• Improving quality and understanding of the information provided; 
• Setting proportionate qualification levels and financial requirements; 
• Alleviating the administrative burden; 
• Putting emphasis on value for money rather than on price; 
• Giving sufficient time to draw up tenders; 
• Ensuring payment on time. 

 
The SBA Factsheet 2017 counts 165 policy measures adopted and implemented under the 
state aid and public procurement principle since 2011.241 The SBA divides policy measures in the 
following way: 

• Setting up of electronic portals for public procurement; 
• Subdivision of contracts into lots;  
• Measures to avoid disproportionate qualification requirements; 

                                                 

240 https://ec.europa.eu/tools/ecertis/search. 
241 It is important to note that the factsheet also counts measures related with State aid. 
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• Measures to facilitate dialogue between SMEs and large buyers; 
• Refocus State Aid Policy for SMEs;  
• Implementation of the European Code of Best Practices. 

 
The SBA Factsheet estimates that 25 EU Member States have an e-procurement portal where 
public procurement can be screened and applied; 19 of them have protective measures in case 
of late payment; and 17 have proportionate requirements in public procurement tenders so that 
SMEs can be eligible.  
 
As seen, a variety of measures exist and address different issues linked with insufficient access 
to SMEs to public procurement contracts. However, it is rare that measures target different 
categories of SMEs, whereas they are a very broad and heterogeneous group of different sizes 
and sectors. For instance, it has been evidenced by various studies that micro-enterprises are 
more vulnerable than small and medium sized ones to administrative burden of procedures and 
late payment (see for instance Nicholas and Fruhmann 2014). There are also variations by 
sector: for instance, an IT start-up may have greater opportunity in succeeding in a national 
tender for IT services than medium-sized manufacturing business in a regional tender (OECD 
2018, 73). The OECD therefore recommends that SME heterogeneity is taken into account when 
designing measures for facilitating SME access to public procurement (OECD 2018, 72). 
 
Furthermore, in order to implement measures appropriately, the OECD outlines the following 
recommendations (OECD 2018, 78): 

• Enhance the capacities of public procurement officials; 
• Train the public procurement workforce;  
• Ensure the implementation across and between different levels of government;  
• Engage with SMEs to build a robust and lasting partnership;  
• Monitor the participation of SMEs through a set of targets. 

 
As mentioned, the central purchasing bodies have a crucial role to play in this respect. Apart 
from the various national initiatives identified, the Public Procurement Excellence Programme242 
has been initiated by the European Commission to train procurement professionals in the central 
purchasing bodies. The programme is developed by the Austrian central purchasing authority 
and is SME-oriented.  
 
Finally, the collection of data is also crucial to monitor performance. According to the OECD 
study, Germany and Poland plan for the systematic collection of data on the share of public 
procurement awarded to SMEs, and some countries have specific target for SME participation in 
public procurement markets (33% by 2022 in the United Kingdom, 2% for innovative SMEs in 
France). Another way is to conduct surveys among contracting authorities, as this is done in 
Sweden (OECD 2018, 95).  
 
 

                                                 

242 https://ppe.bbg.gv.at/.  



 

 

ANNEX 4 – INFORMATION ON SME PARTICIPATION IN THE EEA 
 
The following tables give the estimated share – in percentages – of the different company size 
classes in contracts above the EU-thresholds, breaking the data down by various characteristics if 
the tender or the contracting authority or entity (CAE), and providing data separately for EU28 
member states and the three EEA countries: Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway (the share of 
Norwegian awards is nearly 80% in this group). Estimated shares are given both in terms of the 
number of awards and the total contract value secured. 
 
The estimates are based on a reweighting of the sample to reflect the correct composition of the 
overall population of TED contract award notices243 in terms of country of the CAE, year of 
publication, and type of contract (supplies, services, works). The first data column provides the 
valid sample count (‘N’) for the given subgroup. 
 
Note that the calculations, unless stated otherwise, exclude all awards coming from ‘medical micro-
lots’, i.e. Contract Award Notices on the supply of medical equipment, pharmaceuticals, and 
personal care products (CPV starting with “33”). Results for subcategories with a sample count of 
less than 25 are supressed. 
 
The structure of this Annex follow the subsections and the original ordering of figures in the study. 
 

SME participation in above threshold procurement 

Table 58 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded (2011-2017)  
 N Micro Small Medium Large 
By number of awards  
EU28 54,535 19 22 20 39 
EEA 2,397 18 19 21 42 
By total value secured  
EU28 38,028 5 13 14 67 
EEA 1,315 5 12 16 68 

 
Table 59 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by year (2011-2017) – by award 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
2011 8,155 19 20 19 42 
2012 8,092 18 21 20 40 
2013 7,808 20 21 20 39 
2014 7,741 20 21 20 39 
2015 7,746 19 22 19 39 
2016 7,558 19 22 20 39 
2017 7,435 20 24 20 35 
EEA  
2011 389 18 18 21 42 
2012 365 20 21 18 41 
2013 336 19 19 19 44 
2014 315 16 20 20 44 
2015 306 17 17 21 45 
2016 332 15 20 22 43 
2017 354 21 20 23 36 

 
Table 60 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by year (2011-2017) – by value 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
2011 5,603 6 9 18 66 
2012 5,388 6 7 13 74 
2013 5,258 9 12 20 58 
2014 5,105 9 15 11 65 

                                                 

243 Excluding contracts awarded by EU or other international institutions, by Switzerland or North-Macedonia, as 
well as excluding all financial services contracts (CPV codes starting with “66”). 
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 N Micro Small Medium Large 
2015 5,136 8 9 13 71 
2016 5,605 3 9 15 73 
2017 5,933 4 19 14 63 
EEA  
2011 389 2 3 3 92 
2012 365 1 3 13 84 
2013 336 8 15 28 49 
2014 315 6 11 16 67 
2015 306 5 13 9 74 
2016 332 5 15 28 51 
2017 354 5 18 24 53 

 
Table 61 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by country (2011-2017) – by award 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
AT 1,702 12 28 25 36 
BE 1,672 20 23 22 36 
BG 1193 19 34 22 25 
CY 831 33 33 14 19 
CZ 2,116 17 24 26 33 
DE 2,861 18 25 22 35 
DK 1,853 20 19 18 43 
EE 1,680 30 31 18 20 
ES 1,579 12 16 19 53 
FI 1,777 21 23 18 37 
FR 4,892 20 23 18 39 
GR 1024 54 21 15 10 
HR 777 17 33 19 32 
HU 1,711 16 33 24 27 
IE 1,605 26 24 21 29 
IT 1,575 12 21 24 43 
LT 1,606 14 30 26 30 
LU 1,372 17 24 29 31 
LV 1,991 28 22 22 27 
MT 1,096 37 31 20 13 
NL 1,851 19 23 20 38 
PL 5,257 21 16 18 46 
PT 1,383 14 21 20 45 
RO 2,097 17 25 19 40 
SE 1,997 19 25 17 39 
SI 2,365 14 31 20 35 
SK 1,780 40 19 16 26 
UK 2892 21 22 21 36 
EEA  
IS 431 44 17 21 18 
LI 74 22 57 17 3 
NO 1,892 18 19 21 42 

 
  



 

 
 

Table 62 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by country (2011-2017) – by award 
 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
AT 1,018 5 13 17 65 
BE 1,121 11 9 20 59 
BG 916 12 14 17 57 
CY 796 18 20 26 36 
CZ 1,823 7 11 21 60 
DE 1,564 10 19 26 45 
DK 961 7 16 18 59 
EE 1,641 9 18 17 55 
ES 1,439 4 6 15 75 
FI 1,152 11 15 21 54 
FR 3,066 7 10 11 72 
GR 929 14 16 34 36 
HR 736 8 24 27 42 
HU 1,578 7 18 14 61 
IE 642 14 19 16 52 
IT 1,365 11 9 13 68 
LT 1,236 9 11 65 15 
LU 1,039 7 16 27 50 
LV 1,499 29 26 25 20 
MT 924 15 15 53 17 
NL 717 11 12 21 56 
PL 3,737 9 11 22 57 
PT 1,223 3 4 17 76 
RO 1,682 9 13 30 48 
SE 455 10 12 4 74 
SI 1,880 10 23 19 49 
SK 1,678 16 11 21 51 
UK 1,211 2 15 11 73 
EEA  
IS 83 24 15 11 49 
LI 74 11 57 30 2 
NO 1,158 4 12 16 68 

 
Table 63 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by value of the award (lot) (2011-
2017) - by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Below €10,000 3,654 23 21 18 38 
€10,000-30,000 4,838 24 22 17 37 
€30,000-100,000 6,602 23 24 18 35 
€100,000-300,000 7,617 20 25 20 35 
€300,000-1mn 7,160 16 23 21 40 
€1mn-5mn 4,978 10 18 25 48 
Above €5mn 3,200 8 14 22 56 
EEA  
Below €10,000 7 .. .. .. .. 
€10,000-30,000 48 14 27 16 44 
€30,000-100,000 108 30 16 23 31 
€100,000-300,000 279 23 22 19 35 
€300,000-1mn 310 19 21 21 39 
€1mn-5mn 347 10 19 25 46 
Above €5mn 216 4 9 22 65 
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Table 64 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by value of the award (lot) (2011-
2017) - by value 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Below €10,000 3,654 23 21 18 38 
€10,000-30,000 4,838 24 22 17 37 
€30,000-100,000 6,602 23 24 18 35 
€100,000-300,000 7,617 20 25 20 35 
€300,000-1mn 7,160 16 23 21 40 
€1mn-5mn 4,978 10 18 25 48 
Above €5mn 3,200 8 14 22 56 
EEA  
Below €10,000 7 .. .. .. .. 
€10,000-30,000 48 14 27 16 44 
€30,000-100,000 108 30 16 23 31 
€100,000-300,000 279 23 22 19 35 
€300,000-1mn 310 19 21 21 39 
€1mn-5mn 347 10 19 25 46 
Above €5mn 216 4 9 22 65 

 
Table 65 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract (2011-2017) – by 
award 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Supplies 22,818 12 20 20 47 
Services 17,181 30 21 17 31 
Works 14,536 18 32 23 27 
EEA  
Supplies 813 13 19 27 41 
Services 880 23 20 16 41 
Works 704 10 16 27 47 

 
Table 66 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of contract (2011-2017) – by 
value 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Supplies 14,731 8 16 20 56 
Services 11,894 9 13 18 61 
Works 11,403 3 13 11 74 
EEA  
Supplies 406 3 21 19 57 
Services 421 7 10 12 72 
Works 488 3 8 19 71 

 
Table 67 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded below €100 mln, by type of contract 
(2011-2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Supplies 14,745 13 21 20 46 
Services 11,879 30 21 17 32 
Works 11,301 19 33 23 25 
EEA  
Supplies 406 12 19 27 41 
Services 420 23 20 17 41 
Works 483 7 16 29 48 

 
  



 

 
 

Table 68 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded below €100 mln, by type of contract 
(2011-2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Supplies 14,725 9 19 19 53 
Services 11,878 12 15 21 52 
Works 11,301 7 15 27 50 
EEA  
Supplies 406 3 21 19 57 
Services 420 8 12 14 66 
Works 483 4 10 23 63 

 
Table 69 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by sector (2011-2017) – by award 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Commodities 4,657 13 22 20 45 
Machinery 6,071 17 25 24 34 
Medical 10,644 9 17 19 55 
Manufacturing 2,502 22 28 25 25 
Construction 13,427 19 32 22 27 
Arch/engineering 2,823 29 25 16 29 
IT services 5,804 24 23 19 34 
R&D/business serv 2,092 29 23 19 28 
Education 902 47 19 10 24 
Health 1,076 31 17 18 34 
Agriculture 1,528 62 20 10 8 
Environment 2,400 19 17 22 42 
Other services 586 36 19 17 28 
EEA  
Commodities 205 13 17 23 47 
Machinery 335 14 16 24 46 
Medical 144 14 22 22 42 
Manufacturing 201 14 21 37 28 
Construction 642 12 22 29 37 
Arch/engineering 300 25 19 13 43 
IT services 276 17 21 14 48 
R&D/business serv 135 33 22 14 31 
Education 5 .. .. .. .. 
Health 17 .. .. .. .. 
Agriculture 6 .. .. .. .. 
Environment 112 22 11 9 57 
Other services 19 .. .. .. .. 

Note: medical micro-lots are included in the data 

Table 70 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by sector (2011-2017) –by value 
 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Commodities 3,212 4 9 11 76 
Machinery 4,120 8 16 24 52 
Medical 6,579 7 18 16 60 
Manufacturing 1,551 16 25 38 21 
Construction 10,571 3 13 10 74 
Arch/engineering 1,875 9 14 17 60 
IT services 3,983 7 11 11 71 
R&D/business serv 1,358 10 8 27 55 
Education 578 27 18 9 46 
Health 754 8 29 14 49 
Agriculture 1,290 43 23 21 12 
Environment 1,701 4 6 28 62 
Other services 436 7 7 5 82 
EEA  
Commodities 85 7 5 15 73 
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 N Micro Small Medium Large 
Machinery 184 3 4 21 72 
Medical 83 1 42 7 50 
Manufacturing 102 7 13 64 17 
Construction 458 3 10 20 67 
Arch/engineering 101 6 8 21 65 
IT services 135 3 7 7 82 
R&D/business serv 65 12 25 5 59 
Education 3 .. .. .. .. 
Health 9 .. .. .. .. 
Agriculture 4 .. .. .. .. 
Environment 73 18 4 2 75 
Other services 13 .. .. .. .. 

Note: medical micro-lots are included in the data 

Table 71 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of CAE (2011-2017) – by award  
 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
National 8,803 22 23 21 34 
Regional 14,020 23 24 20 33 
Utility 5,233 16 22 25 38 
Public body 15,265 15 21 19 45 
Other 11,214 22 21 18 40 
EEA  
National 675 16 17 20 48 
Regional 1,019 20 20 22 39 
Utility 170 17 20 19 44 
Public body 357 18 21 24 38 
Other 176 21 24 17 38 

 
Table 72 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by type of CAE (2011-2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
National 7,074 3 19 8 70 
Regional 9,149 7 11 14 68 
Utility 3,581 14 11 21 54 
Public body 10,469 4 12 22 63 
Other 7,755 6 10 11 73 
EEA  
National 456 2 11 13 73 
Regional 446 7 12 19 63 
Utility 77 6 4 9 81 
Public body 195 4 15 28 53 
Other 141 13 16 20 51 

 
Table 73 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by central purchasing body (2016-
2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Not centralised 7,457 19 23 20 37 
Central Purchasing Body 670 22 20 17 40 
EEA  
Not centralised 273 20 20 24 36 
Central Purchasing Body 17 .. .. .. .. 

 

Table 74 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by central purchasing body (2016-
2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Not centralised 6,167 2 16 11 71 
Central Purchasing Body 554 11 15 31 43 
EEA  



 

 
 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
Not centralised 250 5 17 27 51 
Central Purchasing Body 17 .. .. .. .. 

 
Table 75 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by geographic proximity of CAE and 
winning company (2011-2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Same region 8,564 32 28 16 24 
<100 km 3,895 23 25 21 30 
100-250 km 3,450 22 25 22 31 
250+ km 3,261 17 23 22 38 
EEA  
Same region 660 26 25 17 32 
<100 km 143 25 25 17 32 
100-250 km 114 21 29 14 35 
250+ km 254 24 25 27 25 

 
Table 76 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by geographic proximity of CAE and 
winning company (2011-2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Same region 5,876 16 21 20 42 
<100 km 2,426 5 11 24 60 
100-250 km 2,322 4 5 15 76 
250+ km 1,888 4 5 9 82 
EEA  
Same region 248 7 13 10 70 
<100 km 84 15 14 15 56 
100-250 km 72 3 15 22 60 
250+ km 141 3 7 30 59 

 
Table 77 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by geographic proximity of CAE and 
winning company (2011-2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Open 43,520 19 22 19 39 
Restricted 4,076 18 21 21 40 
Negotiated with call 2,944 18 20 26 37 
Negotiated without call 2,049 15 18 18 49 
Awarded without call 1,601 33 25 16 27 
EEA  
Same region 2,009 18 20 20 41 
<100 km 105 19 16 14 51 
100-250 km 245 17 15 29 40 
100-250 km 11 .. .. .. .. 
250+ km 8 .. .. .. .. 
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Table 78 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by geographic proximity of CAE and 
winning company (2011-2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Open 30,713 6 16 16 62 
Restricted 2,449 1 8 7 84 
Negotiated with call 1,683 11 10 19 61 
Negotiated without call 1,773 4 6 11 78 
Awarded without call 1,251 27 19 15 39 
EEA  
Same region 1,111 5 15 17 63 
<100 km 48 2 2 4 93 
100-250 km 130 3 5 15 76 
100-250 km 9 .. .. .. .. 
250+ km 6 .. .. .. .. 

 

The effect of on selected procurement practices on SMEs 

Table 79 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by division of contract into lots (2011-
2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
No lots 30,779 19 22 20 38 
2-4 lots 6,421 20 22 21 37 
5-9 lots 5,084 22 23 19 35 
10-19 lots 4,678 21 25 19 35 
20-49 lots 4,177 16 19 19 46 
50+ lots 2,319 17 15 17 51 
EEA  
No lots 1,887 18 19 21 42 
2-4 lots 193 18 22 19 41 
5-9 lots 142 14 20 21 46 
10-19 lots 68 16 20 23 41 
20-49 lots 31 26 19 13 42 
50+ lots 3 .. .. .. .. 

 
Table 80 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by division of contract into lots (2011-
2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
No lots 22,008 6 10 19 64 
2-4 lots 4,556 6 13 14 68 
5-9 lots 3,491 3 17 5 75 
10-19 lots 3,270 10 19 26 45 
20-49 lots 2,625 6 11 18 64 
50+ lots 1,263 6 22 10 61 
EEA  
No lots 906 4 7 18 72 
2-4 lots 162 19 18 16 48 
5-9 lots 121 2 39 13 46 
10-19 lots 59 2 11 3 83 
20-49 lots 21 .. .. .. .. 
50+ lots 3 .. .. .. .. 

 
  



 

 
 

Table 81 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by award criterion used (2011-2017) – 
by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Lowest bid 27,522 20 22 20 38 
MEAT 22,224 19 22 20 39 
EEA  
Lowest bid 641 19 17 20 43 
MEAT 1,605 18 19 21 42 

 
Table 82 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by award criterion used (2011-2017) – 
by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Lowest bid 21,488 11 14 24 52 
MEAT 13,944 4 13 12 71 
EEA  
Lowest bid 415 3 11 18 68 
MEAT 823 5 12 15 69 

 
Table 83 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by publication of a PIN (2011-2015) – 
by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
PIN 5,145 17 25 20 37 
No PIN 49,390 20 22 20 39 
EEA  
PIN 355 17 22 22 39 
No PIN 2,042 18 19 21 42 

 
Table 84 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by publication of a PIN (2011-2015) – 
by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
PIN 3,638 4 7 14 75 
No PIN 34,390 5 14 14 67 
EEA  
PIN 115 9 33 10 48 
No PIN 1,200 4 9 17 70 

 
Table 85 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by use of framework agreements 
(2011-2017) – by award 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Framework agreement 13,127 19 22 20 39 
No framework 40,399 20 22 19 39 
EEA  
Framework agreement 931 18 21 20 42 
No framework 1,409 19 17 22 42 

 
Table 86 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by use of framework agreements 
(2011-2017) – by value 

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Framework agreement 7,250 4 11 15 70 
No framework 29,971 6 15 14 66 
EEA  
Framework agreement 421 5 22 17 56 
No framework 848 4 5 16 75 
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Table 87 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by the number of bidders (2011-2017) 
– by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Single bid 9,846 20 19 19 42 
2-3 bids 13,571 19 22 19 40 
4-9 bids 16,519 18 24 21 38 
10+ bids 8,487 25 24 19 32 
EEA  
Single bid 168 17 18 26 38 
2-3 bids 674 15 17 22 47 
4-9 bids 910 18 20 22 40 
10+ bids 379 27 22 14 37 

 
Table 88 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by the number of bidders (2011-2017) 
– by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Single bid 7,692 6 9 21 64 
2-3 bids 9,895 6 10 14 69 
4-9 bids 11,914 5 8 19 68 
10+ bids 5,347 5 19 10 65 
EEA  
Single bid 115 6 9 9 76 
2-3 bids 422 3 6 11 80 
4-9 bids 548 5 8 25 62 
10+ bids 110 4 29 10 57 

 

SMEs in direct cross-border procurement above EU-thresholds 

Table 89 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by domestic or foreign status of the 
CAE (2011-2017) – by award  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Cross-border 1,849 20 18 21 42 
Domestic 52,686 19 22 20 39 
EEA  
Cross-border 133 30 27 18 24 
Domestic 2,264 17 19 21 43 

 
Table 90 SMEs’ share of above threshold contracts awarded, by domestic or foreign status of the 
CAE (2011-2017) – by value  

 N Micro Small Medium Large 
EU28  
Cross-border 1,298 5 7 13 75 
Domestic 36,730 5 13 14 67 
EEA  
Cross-border 95 2 7 12 78 
Domestic 1,220 5 12 16 67 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Getting in touch with the EU 

In person 
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the 
address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 
On the phone or by email 
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this service: 
– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 
– at the following standard number: +32 22999696 or  
– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

Finding information about the EU 

Online 
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa 
website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en 
EU publications  
You can download or order free and priced EU publications at: https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications. 
Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information 
centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en). 
EU law and related documents 
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language 
versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu 
Open data from the EU 

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU. Data can 
be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. 

 

 

 



 

  PDF ISBN : 978-92-76-09142-4 – DOI : 10.2873/417621 – NC : ET-02-19-588-EN-N 

 

ET-02-19-588-EN
-N

] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


