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1. Introduction
In the Single Market Act of October 2010 the European Commission announced its intention to
introduce legislative proposals for “simplifying and updating” the EU’s procurement regime,
including to make the award of contracts “more flexible”, as well as to enable public contracts to be
better used to support other EU policies2. A consultation was launched with the publication in
January 2011 of the Green Paper on the modernisation of EU public procurement policy: Towards a
more efficient European Procurement Market3. Following on from this, on 20 December 2011 the
Commission published its proposals4 for two new procedural directives on public procurement, one 5
to replace Public Sector Directive 2004/18 and one6 to replace Utilities Directive 2004/17, with the
stated aims of “simplification” and “flexibilisation” (sic) of the rules to improve value for money7. At
the same time, the culmination of work going back to 20048, the Commission also published a
proposal for a new directive to regulate the award of concessions9.
However, following the pattern of the previous reforms in 200410, whilst the proposals do indeed
provide for some additional flexibility, they have at the same time in many respects introduced more
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rigidity and burdensome requirements for Member States11. Furthermore, these and other changes
proposed will result in a set of rules which is vastly more complex than the current regime that the
proposals purport to simplify12. If these proposals are adopted the resulting regime will truly be (to
borrow a phrase used by Cirell and Bennett to describe the old Compulsory Competitive Tendering
regime of the UK government) a “Frankenstein’s monster”13.
In this context, this article proposes a simple blueprint for reforming the directives to achieve real
simplicity and flexibility in the shape of a single directive for all regulated contracts that is based on
the Utilities Directive.
It is submitted that this approach will ensure a real simplification of the current procurement
directives in the sense of reducing the complexity of the regime. It will also provide for the greater
flexibility for Member States that is recognised as one of the objectives of the current reform
programme. This approach will provide for slightly more flexibility for Member States than is
envisaged in the Commission’s proposals, but it is submitted that this needed to provide a better
balance between the directives’ objective of promoting a single market and Member States’
interests in regulating public procurement for national objectives. Fundamental to this balance is the
important point, often misunderstood14, that the author has elaborated elsewhere, that it is not an
objective of the directives to ensure value for money in procurement15. This remains a matter for
Member States, and internal market measures adopted by the EU must take account of Member
States’ interests in this area, as well as others, in accordance with the principle of proportionality. In
this respect, it must be remembered that transparency rules at EU level may inhibit limit the ability
of Member States to pursue value for money in accordance with their own preferences and different
circumstances, such as their differing levels of corruption and differing levels of expertise of
purchasing officers. The proposals made below also take into account the author’s view that, whilst
a degree of transparency is certainly useful, there are also significant limits on the value of
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transparency – and, in particular, of very detailed transparency rules that limit the discretion of
procuring entities – as a tool for achieving the single market objectives themselves16.
The author has previously suggested a more radical reform of the directives than is proposed here,
whereby procurement in Member States would be regulated only by the need to comply with the
general principles of the Treaty on non-discrimination and transparency, rather than through specific
transparency rules, using a new approach to enforcement and evaluation to secure adherence to the
Treaty principles17. In the author’s view, this remains preferable. However, it is recognised that such
an approach is politically much more difficult to achieve than one which accepts the basic approach
of the current directives and focuses merely on reforming their contents. Thus the present article
focuses on how to achieve simplification and flexibility within the broad parameters of the existing
approach to regulation.

2. The basic principle: a single directive based on the current Utilities Directive
It is submitted that the starting point for any reform should be to consolidate all three of the current
substantive directives – the Public Sector Directive, Utilities Directive, and Defence and Security
Directive (Directive 2009/81) – into one single directive, the contents of which would be based on
the current Utilities Directive. This single directive would be applied in principle to all entities and
activities covered by the current directives.
A single directive of this kind would also be entirely suitable for regulating the award of concession
contracts, including services concessions that are currently excluded from the procurement
directives. Thus it would not be necessary to introduce an entirely new instrument to regulate
concessions, but simply to amend the current rules that apply to utilities regarding the extent and
manner of their application to concessions.
It is suggested also that there should be a single set of rules on remedies18, applying to all award
procedures covered by the single substantive directive.
Such a reform would improve flexibility and bring about very considerable simplification of the rulesthus effectively promoting the two main goals of the current reform programme - and also have the
advantage of removing anomalies from the regime.
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3. Flexibility
The change proposed above would, first, achieve the flexibility goal of the current reform
programme, specifically by giving much greater flexibility to member States for contracts currently
covered by the general Public Sector Directive.
In this respect it would, first, provide for more flexibility for Member States to pursue value for
money objectives in the way best suited to their own situation. This is because the current Utilities
Directive does not impose such significant limitations as the other directives on the discretion in
decision-making that may be given by Member States to their procuring entities and officers, and
because it allows use of procurement tools that are generally prohibited for the public sector
because of their perceived impact on market access.
As regards the first point, the Utilities Directive allows, in particular, a free choice over whether to
use the open procedure, restricted procedure and negotiated procedure with a notice19, the last
permitting a general freedom to negotiate with suppliers, subject to the principle of equal
treatment20. As we have noted above, negotiations can potentially help ensure value for money for
various reasons; and adopting this approach for all regulated procurement would enable Member
States to provide for the possibilities of negotiation for their own procuring entities in all situations
in which they consider that this is useful. (It also gives Member States the possibility to remove the
uncertainty that applies in the current Public Sector Directive over when negotiations are possible,
which arises both from the uncertainty over when the negotiated procedure and competitive
dialogue are available21, and the uncertainty over the extent to which negotiations are permitted in
the different procedures22). The Utilities Directive also seems to allow more useful flexibility to
Member States in drawing up criteria for choosing which firms are to be invited to tender (relevant
for restricted and negotiated procedures) when there are more firms meeting the qualification
(“suitability”) criteria for participation than the procuring entity wishes to invite23.
As regards the second point, unlike the Public Sector Directive, the Utilities Directive allows, in
particular, the use of general notices and notices of qualification systems to advertise a
19
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procurement, rather than requiring a notice of each specific procurement24, which can reduce the
costs of procurement. It also, very significantly, allows use of mandatory “qualification systems”
(that is, it allows access to procurements to be restricted to those on qualification systems),
provided that certain rigorous conditions are observed regarding transparency (in various aspects) of
the systems25 . Qualification systems can be very valuable both in enhancing value for money (for
example, by allowing procuring entities to work closely with its best suppliers to improve products
and services) and reducing costs and delays in procurement26. It should be stressed that it should be
for Member States themselves to make the choice of whether or not to allow their entities use of
these new flexibilities, taking account of their own circumstances.
Applying a utilities-type regime more broadly would also potentially remove other unjustified
limitations that might be interpreted as applying in the extensive (and rather ambiguous) provisions
of the Public Sector Directive. An example of this can be seen by referring to the explicit and
exhaustive27 list of evidence in Article 48(2) of that directive that may be demanded of economic
operators. The concept of a closed list of permitted evidence is of limited value. However, the list
may, on the other hand, make it difficult for contracting authorities to seek evidence of certain
matters that are in fact relevant and appropriate for assessing technical ability to perform the
contract, unless (which is not clear) Article 48(5) allowing the evaluation of “skills, efficiency,
experience and reliability” for certain operations can be interpreted as overriding the need for
evidence called for to fall within the explicit list. The main value of removing such provisions, as
discussed below, would be its value to simplification, but it might also remove some unjustified
obstacles to obtaining value for money.
We can note that the Defence and Security Directive already provides for some of the flexibility
offered by the Utilities Directive, notably in the possibility it gives, like the Utilities Directive, for use
of the negotiated procedure with a notice for any procurement28. However, it does not provide for
other important flexibilities, notably the flexible methods of advertising and the use of mandatory
qualification systems. The latter, it is submitted, could be of particular value in the defence sector:
they provide the best opportunity for thorough assessment of supplier capability (including on
security matters) within an adequate time scale, rather than requiring this to be fitted within the
timescales of each specific procurement; and they also provide a means for contracting authorities
to work closely with their best suppliers to encourage development and innovation, as has
happened in the utilities sector.
In addition, applying the rules of the utilities regime to procurement governed by this directive
would also improve the rules on use of an open form of tendering for contracts currently covered by
that directive, in the sense of a procedure that gives all interested and qualified firms a chance of
winning the contract based on a tender. The open procedure that is found in the Public Sector and
24
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the Utilities Directive was not been included at all in the Defence and Security Directive, apparently
because it was considered unsuitable for defence and security procurement. However, as Heuninckx
has argued29, this is far from the case, in that there may at least some cases in which the number of
potential tenderers is limited and the procuring entity prefers to invite all those who are capable of
tendering. Further, a procuring entity might prefer to use an open procedure to encourage
participation by suppliers who might fear abuse of the selection stage if a negotiated or restricted
procedure were used. It seems rather surprising that the Defence and Security Directive does not
explicitly include a procedure that might be useful in some cases for Member States to obtain value
for money and which also is the most transparent in the directives, given the emphasis that the
directives generally place on transparency as a means to achieve the objectives of the single market.
An open-type procedure can be achieved by using a restricted procedure in which the procuring
entity indicates in advance that it will consider all those interested who meet the suitability criteria
and will not further reduce numbers by inviting only some of those to tender. However, such an
approach would still differ from the open procedure of the directives in that it would in principle
probably require attention to suitability prior to tendering30 (unlike the open procedure which
actually precludes this prior to submission of tenders), which could involve unnecessary costs.
Applying the current utilities rules to procurement covered by the Defence and Security Directive
would both clarify the availability of an “open” approach as well as providing access to the
advantages of the open procedure itself. This would again increase flexibility in the sense of
enhancing the choices available to Member States (although allowing them, of course, the flexibility
to use less rigid procedures than the open procedure should they choose to do so).
The procedures of the current Utilities Directive would also give sufficient flexibility for Member
States to pursue value for money in the award of concession arrangements. There is, in the author’s
view, no justification to make a distinction between concessions and other arrangements from a
procurement perspective. The special treatment of concessions arose for purely historical reasons
and many other complex contracts, notably privately financed infrastructure contracts, present
exactly the same features as concession arrangements so far as procurement issues are concerned –
for example, bids by consortia, long terms for the agreement, and uncertainty over the best
technical, financial and legal solutions due to the complexity of the projects. A single directive based
on the utilities rules that, in particular, allows free use of the negotiated procedure, would provide
entirely suitable award procedures for all concessions, eliminating the need for any separate
regulatory instrument on concessions.
As well as offering obvious flexibility for Member States in pursuing their objectives of value for
money in the commercial aspects of procurement, as we have just discussed above, the utilities
regime may also provides greater opportunities for promoting social and environmental objectives
in procurement. However, the differences between the current Public Sector and Utilities Directives
in this respect are rather unclear31, and this is one area in which adjustment, or at least clarification,
of the rules may be appropriate under any new directive. This issue is considered further in section 5
below.
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4. Simplicity
In addition to providing greater flexibility for Member States, as discussed above, moving to a single
directive based on the current Utilities Directive would at the same time introduce a very
considerable degree of simplification of the current procurement regime, in the sense of making the
rules easier to understand operate (both for procuring entities and for economic operators) and
reducing uncertainty. Such simplification will reduce the costs of operating the rules and the costs
of litigation, and allow procuring entities to devote energy and resources on obtaining value for
money rather than to formal legal compliance.
Simplification will arise, first, from the fact that the rules of the Utilities Directive are less complex
and detailed than those of the Public Sector Directive. For example, as we have noted above, there
are no conditions that must be satisfied for using the different competitive award procedures (only
for use of the negotiated procedure without a notice), and no closed list of evidence that can be
demanded from economic operators. Further, the free availability of the negotiated procedure with
a notice provides for the possibility of using an award procedure which, being very flexible, is also
relatively simple, if Member States or (where permitted to choose the procedure) their procuring
entities, prefer this. Thus the flexibility that appears to exist, for example, in holding discussions with
suppliers after submission of offers, means that there is much less room for dispute over issues such
as post-tender negotiations, or corrections to errors in tenders, than exists in other award
procedures. It is notable that there have been very few proceedings in the Court of Justice
concerning the procedural rules of the negotiated procedure with a competition under the Utilities
Directive, which may be because of the simplicity and clarity of the rules (although it is
acknowledged there could also be other reasons to explain this).
Secondly, simplicity will be greatly enhanced if the above proposal is accepted by the very fact of
having one single set of rules for different award procedures.
This will of itself make it easier to understand and operate the procurement rules. This is important
particularly in the not uncommon case of procuring entities, economic operators, and advisors
whose activities are subject to more than one of the three - and potentially, with the adoption of a
new regime on concessions, four - procurement regimes.
In addition, simplicity will be further enhanced in this respect by removing some legal uncertainties
and confusion over the relationship between the provisions governing the different regimes. The
rules under the different regimes currently do not always fit together in a coherent and logical
manner.
An example is the treatment of competitive dialogue. As mentioned above, in 2004 this award
procedure was added to the Public Sector Directive as a procedure available (like the negotiated
procedures) on limited grounds, for the award of particularly complex contracts. It was not included
in the Utilities Directive: this was considered unnecessary since the negotiated procedure is a very
flexible procedure capable of accommodating the type of procedure provided by competitive
dialogue, as well as other procedural variations, and since it is freely available the Utilities Directive
already provided Member States with the possibility for using the “competitive dialogue” approach.
On the other hand, competitive dialogue has been made available under the Defence and Security
Directive despite the fact that this directive, like the Utilities Directive, allows procuring entities free

use of the negotiated procedure32. However, competitive dialogue is not freely available under the
Defence and Security Directive, but may be used only for particularly complex contracts, as under
the Public Sector Directive.33 The explanation given in recital 48 of the Defence and Security
Directive for the inclusion of competitive dialogue is that use of either the negotiated procedure or
the restricted procedure is not feasible in certain cases where competitive dialogue applies because
it is not possible to define the contract with enough precision to allow candidates to draw up their
offers. This is highly questionable in the case of the negotiated procedure since the negotiations
allowed by that procedure can be used to that end, if necessary – including by following the same
kind of approach as with competitive dialogue within the rules of a negotiated procedure - and
inconsistent with the omission of competitive dialogue from the Utilities Directive34. Further, the
reasoning in recital 48 of the Defence and Security Directive would, if correct, imply that certain
complex contracts cannot be awarded at all under the Utilities Directive because of the absence of a
feasible award procedure (restricted, open (by implication) and negotiated procedures all being
categorised by the recital as unsuitable). This kind of confusion can be eliminated at a stroke by
providing for a single set of procedural rules for all regulated procurement.
Another example of inconsistency and potential for confusion is found in the fact that the Defence
and Security Directive contains many specific references to the possibility of taking confidentiality
and security issues into account that are not found in the equivalent provisions of the Public Sector
Directive or Utilities Directive35, even though confidentiality in contract performance (for example, in
handling of the data of medical patients) may also be relevant in the context of those directives. For
example, Article 22 of the Defence and Security Directive states that the contracting authority is to
specify in the contract documentation the measures and requirements necessary to ensure the
security of classified contract information, and also states various contract conditions that the
procuring entity may require tenderers and their subcontractors to meet to protect classified
information36. It is not clear why confidentiality and security concerns should not be permitted
under the Public Sector Directive under its general provisions. The better view is that they are
permitted to at least the same extent at all stages in the process37 - but in that case it would be more
logical for the directives all to be worded in the same way in these respects. In addition, the Defence
and Security Directive includes certain clear restrictions on the way in which certain security-related
matters should be dealt with, notably by defining what may be required with respect to proof of
security of supply38, that have no parallels in the other directives. Again, it is not clear why this
matter should be dealt with expressly only in that Directive.
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Another significant way in which a single directive could potentially enhance the simplicity of the
procurement regime is by eliminating or reducing the complex rules that set the boundaries
between them. This would be the case, in particular, if a single uniform regime were to be
established for procurement covered by all three directives, including uniformity in the exclusions,
the entities covered, the activities covered, and the thresholds for application of the directives. As
regards the coverage of the Defence and Security Directive and the Public Sector Directive there is, it
is submitted, very clearly no reason for a different approach to any of these matters, and the rules
can be assimilated very easily. (The fact that some of the exemptions may never or rarely apply
outside the field of defence and security procurement does not mean that it is necessary or
desirable to confine them formally to that sphere only – if the substantive conditions for their use
are met then they should be available regardless of the nature of the procurement). With regard to
the Utilities Directive and the other two directives there is, again, no justification for the differences
that currently apply between the three different directives as regards exclusions. However, in
respect of other matters would need careful consideration, as there is room for debate over
whether full uniformity of the coverage rules is feasible and desirable.
One first question here is whether the scope of procuring entities covered by the directives should
be assimilated. In this respect, both the Public Sector Directive and Utilities Directive cover
contracting authorities39, but the Utilities Directive covers, in addition, “public undertakings” and
entities (including private entities) that have special or exclusive rights to carry out one of the utility
activities regulated by the directive40. (The Defence and Security Directive applies to contracts
covered by either directive that are concerned with the subject matter covered by the Defence and
Security Directive). The relevance of the category “public undertakings” under the Utilities Directive
has been reduced41 by the fact that “contracting authority” has been interpreted broadly to include
entities that supply goods or services to a market except where these operate on a wholly
commercial basis42 combined with the fact that entities that carry out utility activities on a
commercial basis are largely exempt anyway from the directives43. The main difference between the
directives thus lies in the fact that the Utilities Directive covers certain private entities that have
special or exclusive rights. The case for regulating these entities at all is limited and they are not
generally regulated under other trade agreements on procurement, including the World Trade
Organization’s Government Procurement Agreement. Although does not form part of the
Commission’s 2011 proposals, an argument can thus be made that a new directive should simply
limit regulation to bodies that are contracting authorities within the definition of the current
directives. If that step were taken there would then (subject to the issue of thresholds discussed
below) be no need for any definition of what are covered “utility” activities – contracting authorities
would in principle be subject to a single set of rules for all their activities, whilst other entities would
not be regulated.
39
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Another difference between the coverage of the current directives that would need consideration,
however, is the difference between the financial thresholds for their application. For supplies and
services contracts these are much lower under the Public Sector Directive than under the Utilities
Directive and the Defence and Security Directive. Although some suggestions have been made for
raising the thresholds under the Public Sector Directive in line with the other directives, this is
probably impractical in the short to medium term given that the thresholds in the Public Sector
Directive have been set in line with those of the WTO’s Government Procurement Agreement, which
guarantees access to certain procurements within the EU to some of the EU’s trading partners,
under reciprocal arrangements44; and it, also, is not included in the Commission’s current proposals.
The difficulty of any upward adjustment to these thresholds is increased by the agreement on
revision to the GPA – including the reciprocal coverage of the Parties - which was concluded at the
end of 201145. Harmonising the thresholds for the Public Sector Directive and the other directives
would thus effectively mean reducing the thresholds for the other directives. Such a change would
be a retrograde step from the perspective of flexibility. On the other hand, if the entity coverage of
the Utilities Directive were changed so that only contracting authorities were covered, lowering the
thresholds for utility activities would be quite a limited step. Assuming that that step is also taken, it
is submitted that, on balance, the simplicity that would result from such a change – effectively
precluding the need for any rules to demarcate the coverage of the “utilities” and “other”
procurement rules in terms of defining utility activities and dealing with contracts for more than one
activity – would probably justify lowering the thresholds for the relevant contracts. Applying a single,
simple threshold for defence and security procurement might similarly be justified by concerns for
simplicity. If, however, it is preferred to maintain a higher threshold for procurement of this kind,
the most simple approach would be to define the scope of this lower threshold solely by reference
to the scope of the relevant GPA exclusions.
In the author’s view the same thresholds should be applied also to concession contracts as to other
types of regulated contracts.

5. Adjustments to the regime of the Utilities Directive
We have so far suggested that the way forward for reform is to apply a single set of rules to the
procurement of contracting authorities based in principle on the rules of the current Utilities
Directive. For the most part these rules provide a suitable regulatory framework as they stand at
present. However, there are some aspects of these rules in which small changes or, at least,
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clarifications may be desirable as part of the reform process. The most significant are summarised
briefly as follows. Some of these issues are, in fact, addressed in the Commission’s proposals, but
others are addressed inadequately or in a manner that is not clear, as is elaborated below. It can be
noted that the Commission’s current proposals for a new directive on utilities also contain a range of
other reforms paralleling reforms for the public sector which, in the author’s view, will increase
burdens on purchasers and the complexity of the regime with little or no benefit and thus are not
desirable46. Detailed consideration of these specific proposals is beyond the scope of this article,
which is focused on the author’s own proposals for reform.
First, and most significantly, the rules on framework agreements and dynamic purchasing systems
need reconsideration. The rules on framework agreements in the utilities sector currently lack clarity
and it is questionable whether they provide an adequate legal regime for controlling the use of
frameworks by utilities47. This is particularly the case given that the placing of call-offs under
framework agreements under the utilities rules appears to be wholly or largely excluded from the
system of supplier remedies. This may be one area in which it is desirable to reduce rather than
increase flexibility, perhaps by applying a similar regime to that of the current Public Sector
Directive. This is to a large extent provided for in the Commission’s current proposals48. As regards
the dynamic purchasing system concept, this has – as predicted by the present author when it was
adopted49 – hardly been used50, and needs to be replaced by a truly dynamic system that allows
procuring entities to purchase from electronic systems without the need for a new notice and call
for tender for every call-off, based on offers that appear at the time of call-off on the electronic
system. Neither the proposed revisions to the dynamic purchasing system system concept under the
proposals for a new directive51, nor proposed new rules on electronic catalogues52, provided for this.
Secondly, the rules currently provide that a notice of a qualification system can be used as the
means to advertise a contract instead of a contract notice or periodic indicative notice only where
the potential bidders are all to be drawn from the qualification system.53 There is no apparent
justification for this: it simply results in less competition than might otherwise be available (although
in practice a procuring entity can encourage non-registered providers that it would like to invite to
register on the system before it commences the procedure). It would be useful to remove this
restriction.
Thirdly, as the author has argued elsewhere, the rules on the conduct of electronic auctions in the
Utilities Directive arguably need amending to allow negotiation of tenders after an auction
procedure when the negotiated procedure is used: there is no reason why this possibility should be
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allowed in negotiated procedures in general, but not when an auction is held as part of the
negotiated procedure54. The fact that this possibility is not allowed at present following an auction
phase in negotiated procedures has resulted from the fact that text of the auction rules was drafted
in the context of the Public Sector Directive and simply copied into the Utilities Directive without
considering how the rules tie in with the other rules of the latter Directive. In practice, procuring
entities will not generally wish to negotiate tenders after an auction, since auctions will generally
prove more effective as tool for securing value for money without the possibility of negotiation.
However, there are exceptional cases in which this may be useful, notably in the context of
collaborative auctions, which research suggests are made more difficult if post-auction negotiations
are prohibited55.
Another specific issue that needs some attention is the relationship between selection and award
criteria. Specifically it is necessary to address the interpretation that has sometimes been put on the
case of Lianakis that matters considered at selection stage can never be considered when applying
the award criteria. It is not proposed to revisit this here this extensively debated issue56, other than
to note the author’s view57 that any matter should be able to be considered at the award stage
provided that is related to the quality of the offer, and that this can potentially include experience of
tenderers’ personnel or of the tenderer itself. Both may be crucial in assessing, in particular, the
quality of professional services that is likely to be provided as compared with that of other
tenderers. In the author’s view, that this is possible is in fact the correct interpretation of the current
directives and is not precluded by Lianakis and subsequent CJEU case law, which concerned cases in
which the assessment was not on the facts directed at assessing the quality of the offer at all.
However, because of the extent of confusion and the importance of the issue, some clarification
along these lines is essential, either in the text or recitals of the new single directive, or in clear
accompanying guidance. The Commission’s proposals contain provisions to address this issue58, but
do so only to allow consideration of the quality and experience of staff, and of the firm itself; and
only for services and contracts involving design of works (which will create difficulties for, in
particular, certain mixed contracts that include works or services).
Finally, there is some uncertainty over the possibility for promoting horizontal policies through
procurement59, and clarification, and possibly reform, of these rules is needed. It is beyond the
scope of this chapter to consider this issue in any detail, and we will not here consider the most
controversial issues such as whether it is appropriate to remove the restrictions that currently exist

54

Arrowsmith, note 14 above, pp.1186-1188 and 1205-1206.
See S. Arrowsmith and A. Eyo, “Electronic Auctions in the EC Procurement Directives and a Perspective from
UK Law and Practice”, chapter 12 in S. Arrowsmith (ed), Public Procurement Regulation in the 21st Century:
Reform of the UNCITRAL Model Law on Procurement (West, 2010/11).
56
See, in particular, Arrowsmith (ed.), note 21 above, at 6.7.2.6; P. Lee, “Implications of the Lianakis decision”,
2010 (2) Public Procurement Law Review 47; S. Treumer, “The Distinction between Selection and Award
Criteria in EC Public Procurement Law: A Rule without Exception?” (2009) 18 Public Procurement Law Review
103.
57
Arrowsmith (ed.), note 21 above, at 6.7.2.6.
58
Proposal for a Directive on procurement by entities in the water, energy, transport and postal services
sectors, note 6 above, Article 76.
59
On the rules in the utilities sector specifically see Arrowsmith and Maund, note 23, above. The points made
here are relevant for all the current directives, however.
55

on horizontal policies going beyond the way that the contracts is performed60 (for example,
requirements that a supplier’s business as a whole should meet particular ethical or environmental
standards, or limiting access to certain types of business, such as Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises). However, there are three points that certainly need clarification to bring coherence
into the current rules and remove uncertainty.
One is the question of whether award criteria, contract conditions or other mechanisms for
implementing horizontal policies can cover methods of production of supplies. There is some
confusion on this point, since the European Commission suggests in its formal guidance that to do so
is unlawful as a general principle61. However, it also gives as examples of permitted criteria measures
that appear to concern production, notably criteria relating to “green” energy and the possibility of
using such measures is also supported by the case law62. It needs clarifying that such measures are
permitted in principle. Not least this is because to rule them out precludes any environmental
policies that take account of the impacts of the whole life-cycle of a product and require procuring
entities to focus on only some elements of environmental impact – an approach that is not only
arbitrary but could be counter-productive when there are significant impacts at the production
stage. The 2011 proposals of the Commission in fact provide for this, by expressly allowing
consideration of environmental costs of production63.
Secondly, whilst contract conditions may clearly cover matters related to the workforce on the
contract – for example, by requiring employment on the contract of long-term unemployed persons
or those with disabilities - the Commission has suggested that it is not possible to use award criteria
relating to these matters, except where tenders are otherwise equal64. Again, it is suggested that this
is incorrect in light of the case law of the CJEU65 and it is also unjustified given that award criteria can
offer a more efficient method of policy implementation in some cases than contract conditions66.
There is need for clarification of the rules to this effect.
Finally, it is widely considered that – at least under the Public Sector Directive67 - economic
operators cannot be excluded from a contract because of inability to perform contract conditions
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relating to workforce matters, on the basis that the former do not concern “technical” capability68.
This is unjustified since it places horizontal concerns on a lower level than commercial concerns
without any good reason for doing so. Further, the distinction between different kinds of contract
conditions for the purpose of determining technical capacity creates uncertainty since it is not clear
into which category (technical or non-technical) some conditions, such as those relating to delivery
and disposal of a product, fall. This matter also needs addressing.
6. Conclusion
This article has set out a simple proposal for reforming the EU procurement directives as an
alternative to the approach currently proposed by the European Commission. In this respect, it has
been suggested that the EU should regulate procurement through a single directive that sets out a
single set of procedural constraints for all regulated procurement. This directive should take as its
starting point the procedural rules currently found in the Utilities Directive although perhaps with
some modifications, in particular as regards the rules on framework agreements, dynamic
purchasing systems, and electronic auctions. Such an approach will afford the flexibility necessary
for Member State to promote their own procurement policies, including value for money, in an
appropriate way - in particular, it will allow Member States to authorise use of procedures involving
negotiation, allow them to take account of the significant benefits of qualification systems, and
facilitate cost-effective approaches to advertising contracts. Further, and of much importance, the
approach advocated will greatly reduce the complexities and uncertainties that apply under the
current regulatory regime. This will result both from the greater simplicity of the content of the
utilities rules as compared with the rules that apply under the other directives, and from the very
existence of a single regime, which, inter alia, will eliminate the need to operate under multiple
regimes and to determine the boundaries between them. Thus this approach will promote both the
flexibility and simplification objective of the current reform agenda whilst at the same, it is
submitted, providing a suitable framework of rules for promoting the single market in public
procurement in Europe.
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