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Abstract  

Organisations are increasingly adopting sustainability performance assessment tools. 

However, these formal organisational sustainability assessments tend to be only managed and 

prepared by technical staff. There is a lack of research on approaches that enable a 

stakeholder-driven performance assessment. This research aims to develop a framework of 

informal/complementary stakeholders-driven sustainability performance assessment, 

supported by employee’s voluntary collaboration. This framework aims to be integrated in 

the formal sustainability assessment. It reflects a checklist composed by questions covering 

the main sustainability domains evaluating “Perceptions”, “Individual practices” and 

“Voluntary monitoring indicators” (qualitative data voluntary collected by internal 

stakeholders). The developed checklist was evaluated in a participatory workshop to collect 

contributions of employees from a public organisation, used as an exploratory case study. 

The reliability evaluation of the framework has shown lower scores compared to the other 

two criteria, understanding and usefulness. This research shown a novel way of integrating 

employees inputs for informal sustainability assessment and support the importance to 

empower their role in public organisations and to increase their understanding about 

sustainability management frameworks. 

Keywords: sustainable development, performance assessment, public organisations, internal 

stakeholders, empowerment. 

1. Introduction 

The research and development of sustainability assessment frameworks gained special 

importance in the 90’s (Singh, Murty, Gupta, & Dikshit, 2009). The evaluation of 

sustainability performance has typically been focused on private companies, and their 

corporate reporting schemes (Enticott & Walker, 2008; Walker & Brammer, 2012; Williams, 

Wilmshurst, & Clift, 2011). However, there has been a growing interest to integrate 

sustainability informed strategies into the public sector (Brammer & Walker, 2011; Enticott 

& Walker, 2008). The public sector represents an important component of economic 
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activities, so the integration of sustainable development principles and practices into 

government processes is crucial towards national and global sustainable development goals 

(Ball and Grubnic, 2007; GRI, 2005; Walker and Brammer, 2012). In addition, public 

organisations are major employers, providers of services and consumers of resources (GRI, 

2004) which is associated with significant aspects and impacts. 

 

Public organisations want to perform well and be good examples for different stakeholders 

such as peer organisations, clients, voters, overseers and other environmental actors (Askim, 

2011). According to Freeman (1984), stakeholders need to be involved in the organisation 

such that mutual interests can be accomplished, because they have the capacity to influence 

the organisation and other stakeholders. Organisations that voluntary contribute to 

environmental issues in the sequence of stakeholders’ influences show a commitment 
towards environmental concerns (Gadenne, Kennedy, & McKeiver, 2008).  

Encouraging stakeholders’ participation in sustainability performance assessments can 
produce data in a voluntary and informal way that can be compared with formal assessment 

frameworks and at the same time complement and enhance it (Ramos & Caeiro, 2010; Ramos 

et al., 2014). Complementing the formal performance information with stakeholders’ 
judgement may contribute to get better results. Organisations perceived with good 

performances but that do not make efforts to improve, may put their reputation in risk 

(Jaeger, 2011). On the other hand, organisations that make efforts to accomplish good 

performances but which efforts are not perceived by society may show a lack of 

communication with their stakeholders. Hörisch, Schaltegger, & Windolph (2015) suggest 

that increasing the communication between the organisation and stakeholders decreases 

stakeholder criticism on sustainability-related issues. 

Despite the existence of some works on stakeholders’ voluntary initiatives, there is a lack of 

research on approaches that enable a stakeholders-driven performance assessment, in 

particular for organisational internal stakeholders like employees. Employees have an 

important stakeholder role with a relationship with the organisation of ownership, sentiment 

and exposure (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood 1997). According with the same authors, stakeholders 

can have different powers, legitimacy, urgency and salience attributes (degree to which 

managers give priority to competing stakeholder claims). Formal organisational sustainability 

performance assessment tends to be only managed and prepared by technical staff. According 

to Sierra-García, Zorio-Grima, & García-Benau (2015), organisations have showed an 

increasing interest on stakeholders needs, disclosing information on a voluntary basis. 

However, organisations generally assume that stakeholders’ needs and expectations are 
satisfied through the information that is provided in a top-down process, or at best, 

stakeholders are only consulted after the performance assessment process is finished. 

Organisations still need to continue their work in order to go beyond stakeholders’ current 
passive role as observers of assessments already finished. In this perspective, including them 

in organisational management procedures is fundamental (Parmar et al., 2010). This research 

aims to develop a conceptual framework to support employees-driven sustainability 

performance assessment in public organisations that will complement the formal performance 

assessment system. A participatory process with employees of a public organisation was used 

to evaluate the proposed framework.  

2. Literature review 
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Decision-making should be flexible to changing circumstances and include a variety of 

knowledge, beliefs, behaviours, motivations and values, which is only possible through 

stakeholders’ participation and which could be very difficult to come up in other way 

(Morrone & Hawley, 1998; Reed, 2008). Promoting participatory processes as a management 

and planning framework could lead to long term organisation’s success and allow to (Reed, 

2008): i) decrease stakeholders’ exclusion of relevant organisational procedures; ii) increase 

stakeholders’ trust on decisions that are taken; iii) increase knowledge through perceptions 

gathered by stakeholders; and iv) improve decisions’ quality based on more complete 
information.  

In the public sector, participatory approaches can be used as community-based performance 

assessments. They allow citizens’ involvement on public sector performance assessments of 
local government programs, strategies applied to community development, expected goals, 

selection of performance indicators, performance criteria and results monitoring (Ho & 

Coates, 2001). The participation of citizens’ in the development of local policies 

development, collection of data and presentation of results enables public organisations to 

provide services of interest to the community (Holzer & Kloby, 2005). On another hand 

public organisation, can use frameworks like the Common Assessment Framework (CAF) as 

a self-evaluation framework developed for the European level (CAF, 2015), allowing public 

sector organisations at every level to get better results on their performances. Analysing 

several evaluation criteria like leadership, people, planning, strategies and results, and 

including stakeholders’ inputs in the evaluation by answering questionnaires leads to a more 
complete and robust assessment. The questionnaires ascertain the internal stakeholders’ 
perceptions and satisfaction levels with the public organisation (CAF, 2015). An organisation 

perceived as having low performances may compromise its image and its social 

responsibility. Mzembe (2016) presents different stakeholders’ engagement approaches that 
can be adopted by organisations in the context of corporate accountability. One of those 

examples is from Mitchell, Agle, & Wood (1997), according to whom, depending on the role, 

typology and attributes, stakeholders can make an important contribution on the dynamics 

and performance of the organisation. Decisions may affect a variety of stakeholders and they 

influence the achievement of organisational plans (Waligo, Clarke, & Hawkins, 2014). 

Therefore, understanding internal stakeholders’ perceptions can be beneficial for long term 
growth (Liphadzi & Vermaak, 2015).  

Employees’ contribution in the sustainability performance assessment process is highly 

dependent on their sustainability perception. Perception can be defined as the process that 

involves stimuli recognition and individual interpretation of the environment that surrounds 

them (Rookes & Willson, 2000). The employees’ perceptions on sustainability performance 
allow the recognition and interpretation of these agents about the organisation’s efforts in 
adopting strategies, principles and sustainability practices (Jaeger, 2011; Costa and 

Menichini, 2013). In the same way the employees’ predisposition to adopt sustainability 
practices in their workplace can influence the organisation capability in obtain good 

performances (Boiral, 2008). Employees will be more willing to engage in voluntary 

environmental initiatives if they have the support of their supervisor (Paillé, Boiral, & Chen, 

2013). Sustainability issues related to organisational performance are relevant and should be 

recognized as real concerns to stakeholders (Clarkson, 1995; GRI, 2013).  

Stakeholders’ engagement in sustainability assessment initiatives can be used as an indirect 
way of evaluating its strengths and weaknesses as well as its overall utility and societal value, 

since the higher the stakeholders’ involvement the better is the operationalization of the 
initiatives (Mascarenhas, Nunes, & Ramos, 2014; Moreno Pires & Fidélis, 2012). For 

instance, Mascarenhas et al. (2010) formulated a conceptual framework for common local 
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sustainability indicators within a regional context, where a participatory approach gave 

important support and inputs for the framework development. Sustainability indicators have 

been considerably used by different professionals and became a key tool to measure 

sustainability (Bell & Morse, 2008). Sustainability indicators allow to measure and 

communicate the state and progress of sustainability aspects, being one of the approaches 

most used to measure sustainability performance (Ramos, 2009), and to improve the dialogue 

with stakeholders (Ramos & Moreno Pires, 2013). 

Participatory approaches and inclusion of data collected by stakeholders in performance 

assessments became an organisational challenge to improve its sustainability performance 

management. Voluntary monitoring is one of the public participation ways used in 

environmental problems’ assessment (Hunsberger, Gibson, & Wismer, 2005). This approach 

is a locally/community-based approach where citizen groups voluntarily collect data in order 

to evaluate environmental quality parameters (e.g. water quality, ecosystem health) (Ramos et 

al., 2014). It was initially associated to water systems conservation programs such as 

estuaries (Ohrel and Register, 2006) and wetlands (USEPA 2000, 1997). Since most 

volunteers are non-specialists, the parameters commonly analysed are easily recognizable 

depending on citizen perceptions about the body of water like colour, turbidity, odour, algae 

blooms and sources of pollution (Lee, 1994). Voluntary monitoring allows governments and 

agencies responsible for ecosystems monitoring programs to overcome spatial and temporal 

failures of monitoring systems as well as to promote a better environmental awareness 

between volunteers (Silvertown, 2009). 

3. Methods 

3.1. Development of the stakeholders-driven sustainability performance assessment 

checklist 

The framework was developed using a checklist based approach, built on questions for 

sustainability performance assessment applicable to public organisations, and aiming to 

complement formal assessment pursued by the organisation. A checklist method is a 

behaviourally based approach to performance appraisal that requires raters to observe, ratees' 

behaviour and record performance related judgments about these behaviours (Cooper, 2017). 

The developed question topics are meant to be addressed to internal stakeholders, namely 

public organisations’ employees. Supported on the literature review, the checklist intended to 

include questions divided in tree main categories: “Perceptions”, “Individual practices” and 

“Voluntary monitoring indicators” (Figure 1). 

<Figure 1 here> 

 

The checklist is based up on close-ended questions using a Likert-scale ranging for the 

majority of the questions. Close-ended questions have the advantages of clarifying the 

meaning of a question and being easy to complete for respondents, as well as being easy to 

process and enhance the comparability of answers (Bryman, 2008), what is appropriate for 

the internal stakeholder’s assessment. As previously mentioned, it has three categories of 

questions − “Perceptions” on organisational performance, “Individual practices” that may 

impact the organisation, and “Voluntary monitoring indicators”− covering the main 

sustainability domains – Economic, Environmental and Social. A fourth category was also 

included – General questions. It aimed to analyse the perception level of the employee about 

general aspects of the organisational management. Perception levels were defined as: Very 

Weak, Weak, Medium, Good and Very Good (see Table A.1). The research aimed to 
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establish a direct or indirect association between the core performance indicators and 

practices defined in the formal sustainability performance assessment model conducted by 

the organisation. The design of the questions for the checklist were defined base on scientific 

articles, guidelines and practices related with organizations’ environmental and sustainability 
performance assessment, e.g. Ameer & Othman (2012),  Boiral & Paillé (2011), Deloitte 

(2008), Government of Canada (2000), GRI (2013), Institute for Local Government (2013), 

Le, Vu, Hens, & Van Heur (2014), Lee, Park, & Lee (2013), Lee (1994), MORI Social 

Research Institute (2002), New Zeland Government (2011), USEPA (1997, 2000).  

3.2. Selection of criteria by an exploratory case study organisation 

A participatory workshop was lead in a Portuguese public organisation – General Directorate 

of Arms and Defence Infrastructure (DGAIED) belonging to Portuguese Ministry of Defence 

(MDN). DGAIED was used as an exploratory case study to evaluate the proposed 

framework. Case studies are useful when an extensive and “in-depth” description of social 

phenomena is needed. The existence of a poor knowledge base, few literature to provide a 

conceptual framework or hypotheses of note regarding stakeholders-driven assessment 

justifies the need to conduct an exploratory study, as discussed by (Yin, 2009). The DGAIED 

was a partner of this research and its leaders were engaged in collaborating with the research 

team. In addition, this organization already collaborated in other earlier team research studies 

related with organisational sustainability, demonstrating the appropriateness and reason of its 

choice (e.g. Ramos et al., 2007). So, convenience and judgmental sampling was selected in 

this exploratory case, which mean simply available to the researcher (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhil, 2012). 

In a first stage, the participatory workshop aimed to evaluate the proposed framework, 

including an individual checklist scoring using an ordinal scale system. Three initial framing 

questions were made in order to determine the usefulness and impact of this framework in the 

organisational management and the possible employees’ availability to participate in the 
framework’s implementation in practice. Then, each question from the checklist was 

evaluated taking into account three criteria: the “Understanding”, “Usefulness” and 

“Reliability” of each question, according to adapted procedure of Ramos et al. (2007). The 

participatory workshop meant to enhance the robustness and quality of the framework (Reed, 

2008). Each question was scored using a Likert-scale from 1-Very low to 5-Very high (1-

Very low, 2-Low, 3-Medium, 4-High, 5-Very High). Also, a commentary section enabled the 

inclusion of participants’ qualitative assessment for each question.  
In a second stage of the workshop a focus groups session took place, considering the 

definition of focus group presented by Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhil (2012), a group 

interview that focuses upon a particular issue, where interactions and responses are both 

encouraged and more closely controlled to maintain the focus. It promoted the participants’ 
discussion and interactivity about the preliminary checklist as well as its weaknesses and 

strengths’ identification. Different reasons can be pointed out to conduct a focus group 

method. In this research it was used because participants have had a certain common 

experience (the evaluation of the preliminary checklist), so they could be interviewed in a 

relatively unstructured way about that experience, where the emphasis is upon interaction 

within the group and the joint discussion of the theme (Bryman, 2012). 

Each group had 3-4 people. The number of people in each group depends on the theme of the 

workshop, usually varying from 4 to 8 people (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhil, 2012). The 

workshop had a total of nineteen participants. The participants of the workshop were selected 

according to a convenience non-probability sampling technique, meaning a selection of 

sampling on the basis that they are easiest to obtain and in which the change or probability of 



6 

 

each case being selected is not known (Barnett, 2002). It was held in DGAEID in September 

2014. 

3.3. Data Analyses 

Exploratory analyses were conducted using descriptive statistics. The sample was 

characterized by age, gender and professional category. The results for the three criteria used 

in the participatory process were characterized using the scores’ average, standard-deviation 

and coefficient of variation, taking into account the statistical assumptions defined by Tullis 

and Albert (2013). Scores were then assigned by: i) employee’s age (equal and less than 40 

years old and more than 40 years old), ii) checklist evaluation criteria (“Understanding”, 

“Usefulness” and “Reliability”), and iii) question’s category and sustainability domain. 
The final checklist was drawn taking into account three aspects: i) cut off of questions with 

average value scores equal or less than 4.0 by the participants in the workshop, allowing in 

this way selecting only the questions better scored by the participants (i.e. score equal or 

higher than High - 4); ii) participants’ qualitative inputs about the preliminary checklist; and 

iii) experts’ qualitative assessment (ten elements, composed by senior and junior researchers, 

from different nationalities and with experience and background in organisational 

sustainability, indicators and reporting, performance evaluation, stakeholders participation 

and public administration). The participants’ qualitative inputs (written comments) followed 

a qualitative content analysis procedure according to Bryman (2012). This analysis allowed 

finding questions that were identified by the participants, as not clear, repeated/redundant or 

less relevant, and therefore needed to be reformulated or deleted. The expert judgement (iii) 

allowed at the end to balance the quantitative assessment (i) with the qualitative one (ii), and 

consolidate the final checklist. 

There are limitations associated with exploratory case studies and focus groups research 

design, namely validity, reliability, lacking of transparency and generalizability (such as 

those associated with participant and observer error and bias) (Saunders et al., 2012; Bryman, 

2012). For example, shyer participants do not speak up and cultural factors shape the opinion 

of the group and form barriers to present individual disagreements, namely related to 

hierarchical tradition, what could limited the richness of the inputs for the proposed 

framework and checklist. Those limitations were weighted in the discussion of the results, 

namely at the expert qualitative assessment, and when drawing conclusions.  

4. Results and discussion 

The preliminary checklist evaluated in the DGAIED workshop was composed by 85 

questions, organized by sustainability domain: (i) general issues: 4 questions; (ii) economic: 7 

questions; (iii) environmental: 53 questions; (iv) social: 21 questions (see table A1). The 

majority of checklist’s elements belong to the “Perceptions” category (76%), followed by 

“Individual practices” (14%) and finally the “Voluntary monitoring indicators” (9%) (Error! 

Reference source not found.).  

<Figure 2 here> 

The participants’ average age was 44 years old. The minimum and maximum ages were 29 

and 61 years old, respectively. Eleven male employees and eight females participated in the 

workshop. There were twelve practitioners and intermediate decision makers (with higher 

education studies), two sergeants and five military officials. 

The majority of the participants agree (ten agree and seven totally agree) with the existence 

of a stakeholders-driven sustainability assessment framework, revealing its perceived 
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importance and generally acceptance. These participants also showed availability to 

collaborate in an assessment process using the proposed framework. In fact, stakeholders like 

to feel integrated in performance measurements since when they are engaged in the design, 

implementation and usage of performance assessment frameworks, the decision-making is 

more credible reflecting stakeholders’ concerns, expectations and opinions (Ho & Coates, 

2001; Reed, 2008). The remaining two participants were sceptical about the framework.  

The majority of the participants considered the framework’s impact in the organisational 

management and decision-making from moderate to high. Two answers revealed a low 

impact, none participant stated a very low impact and only one a very high impact (Figure 3). 

<Figure 3 here> 

Although the importance employees gave to the framework, few revealed indeed confidence 

when questioned about the practical impact of the framework in the organisational 

management and decision-making in the organisation. Employees have doubts about the 

frameworks’ weight in the global sustainability performance management and assessment, as 

well as its effective influence in the organisational activities, which justify the results. 

Nonetheless practical initiatives carried out by employees in their workplace can significantly 

improve organisational sustainability performance (Paillé et al., 2013), despite their general 

scepticism towards playing an active role in the organisational management. A stakeholder 

by giving importance and showing interest in sustainability issues is a first positive step 

towards implementation of an effective cooperation between stakeholders and organisations. 

The participants considered the employees-driven sustainability assessment framework as an 

understandable and useful framework, assigning ‘high’ scores (4.0) for the majority of the 
questions (see Table A1 – Appendix). The participatory workshop was initiated with a brief 

presentation of the research project and the aim of this specific workshop by the research 

team. One may suggest the fact that the participants knew that experts had drawn the 

preliminary list, what may had influenced the high scores given. In addition, the background 

of the participants (not inquired) may have had also an influence in the results. Nonetheless, 

the reliability criterion was scored as moderate (3.0) for the majority of the questions. 

Similarly, to the participants’ qualitative assessment (comments), the reliability was 

identified as one of the major weaknesses of the checklist framework. Neither the analysis by 

sustainability domain nor the analysis by questions’ category revealed discrepancies in the 

scores assigned. In general, all the scores assigned were consensual between participants, 

reflected in low coefficients of variation. 

Although participants assigned with high scores to the understanding criterion, during the 

participatory workshop many doubts arose between participants about concepts and technical 

meanings. Still qualitative inputs were collected in the focus group session, which enriched 

the final checklist and at the same time contributed to a feeling of ownership in the process 

by participants. In fact, people involved in the selection and development of indicators – in 

this case checklists’ questions – are more willing to participate effectively and affect 

administration decisions and operational actions (Moreno Pires & Fidélis, 2012). As stated 

before, the majority of the employees are willing to collaborate in the framework 

implementation, answering the checklist in a real sustainability assessment scenario.  

The reliability criterion of the checklist has shown lower scores for the majority of the 

questions compared to the other two criteria (understanding and usefulness). According to the 

participants, an employee who answers the checklist in a real assessment may provide 

skewed answers, since individuals tend to convey an image of exemplary or compliant 

employee. Once data should be collected anonymously could mitigate part of this problem. 
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Nevertheless, and as discussed by (Mascarenhas et al., 2010), although there is a growing 

interest about sustainability domain issues, only few initiatives show practical results  

Justifying the scepticism observed about the framework’s reliability, as it was stressed before, 
there is a common gap between sustainability perception and organisational sustainability 

practices (Jaeger, 2011) which justifies the passivity to turn actions into real practice. For 

example, in the environmental domain, that can be reflected in several practices like eco 

efficiency and recycling initiatives, positive environmental attitudes may not necessarily 

translate into proactive behaviour (Gadenne et al., 2008), and this does not prevent employees 

from responding unfairly. 

The results of the checklist assessment showed some differences between participants’ age 

groups. Although the score average was generally identical, there were differences between 

each sustainability domain. In the environmental domain’s questions, the participant’s aged 

equal and less than 40 years old revealed score averages slightly higher than the ones aged 

with more than 40 years old. Issues like waste management, energy, materials and water 

consumption were better scored. On the other hand, for the social domain’s questions, the 
participants aged with more than 40 years old showed score averages slightly higher than the 

other domains. Work conditions were one of the major concerns of older employees, 

reflected in higher scores. Although some authors noted that younger people report less 

concern with the environment (e.g. Gadenne, Kennedy, & McKeiver 2008), other authors 

showed different findings consistent with the ones accomplished in this research, e.g. (Paillé, 

Boiral, & Chen, 2013). In addition, some researchers (e.g. Clarkson, 1995) brought together a 

range of issues from different studies that put as major employees’ concerns organisational 

aspects essentially related to work conditions and career progression. The fact that older 

employees are the ones most concerned with social aspects at the workplace may be 

influenced by age, work maturity and a better knowledge about organisational dynamics. 

These results stress the importance of covering the different group ages when engaging and 

surveying the stakeholders in the proposed performance assessment approach. 

After the cut off criterion application (score average above 4.0), the checklist was reduced 

from 85 to 42 questions. But this purely quantitative assessment promotes inconsistency 

between the checklist’s elements, since it does not ensure full coherence and 

representativeness  of the sustainability domains and question categories. Consequently, the 

workshop participants’ scoring, with the majority of the responses between the mid to high 

scores (averages are between 3.4 to 3.9 with a standard-deviation between 0.4 and 1.2), 

needed to be qualitatively revaluated. Therefore, to improve this result, a qualitative analysis 

was conducted based on the participant’s qualitative inputs (focus groups session’s results 

and individual commentaries) as well as experts’ opinions.  

From the qualitative assessment, the major strengths identified were: i) the framework’s 
relevance for organisational management; ii) the empowerment of stakeholders’ role in the 
sustainability assessment process; and iii) the relevance of the sustainability domains 

presented in the preliminary checklist. As weaknesses it were identified: i) the low reliability 

of employees’ answers due to a potential biased behaviour; ii) the uncertainty about the 

stakeholders real role’s within the sustainability performance assessment framework; iii) the 

low employees’ knowledge about basic sustainability concepts and technical language that 

may difficult the checklist fulfilment; iv) the excessive number of questions in the checklist 

and v) some questions’ redundancy. 

All these qualitative inputs contributed to the checklist reformulation taking into account four 

major aspects: i) irrelevancy, ii) redundancy, iii) extension, and iv) complexity of some 

questions, which for that reasons were eliminated/reformulated (for example questions G3, 
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S3 and S5 were simplified/clarified). After the analysis of qualitative inputs by employees 

and experts’ assessment, the final checklist was reduced in 28%, with a final number of 61 

questions (2 general, 5 economic, 37 environmental, 17 social). The “Perceptions” category 

remains the largest one (69%), followed by “Individual practices” (20%) and “Voluntary 

monitoring indicators” (11%).  (Figure 2, and Table A1 - Appendix). 

The general questions were reduced from four to two because they were considered by the 

participants too long, redundant and with too many technical terms. Nevertheless, the 

remaining questions encompass the aspects highlighted in the other two. The economic 

domain is composed by questions that are consistent with Global Reporting Initiative 

(Silvertown, 2009) findings of relevant topics, identified by public organisations’ 
stakeholders, like transparency on public funds and assets management. Relatively to the 

environmental domain, which has the largest number of questions, the existence of 

associations between categories of questions justified the need to include inseparable sets of 

questions. For instance, the association between the “Perceptions” and “Individual practices” 

categories, since it could result in relevant data about the image those employees have of 

themselves in adapting sustainable practices in their workplace.  

Comparing the framework developed in this research with Clarkson (1995) findings and the 

European Common Performance Assessment (CAP) framework for public organisations 

(Julnes, 2011) (that applied questionnaires to employees), it should be highlighted that these 

two works have a greater focus on perceptions on social issues, related with global 

satisfaction with the organisation, its management and work conditions. These two works 

lack an integrated sustainability perspective and the interlinking approach represented by the 

association among the three main dimensions here explored, “Perceptions” on organisational 
performance, “Individual practices” that may impact the organisation, and “Voluntary 
monitoring indicators”, that are organisational performance data gathered by the employees. 

These are the keys issues that the adopted final checklist kept to guarantee that employees’ 
main concerns are asked and assessed. 

The use of the framework developed in this research can contribute to employees having a 

stakeholder role less latent and dormant, but more dominant and definitive (according 

Mitchell, Agle, & Wood (1997) stakeholder’s typology and attributes), meaning that they are 

effectively perceived by managers, so able to contribute to the improvement of the 

sustainability performance of a public organisation. 

In addition the complementarity between a formal performance assessment system with a 

voluntary and informal one based on stakeholders’ inputs, may contribute to rethinking the 
approaches to manage organisational sustainability performance, and to empower 

stakeholders through voluntary collaborative contributions, namely their perceptions, 

individual practices and voluntary monitoring measures. These can be evaluated through 

indicators that assess the employees’ voluntary collection of data by direct observation of the 
organisation’s facilities. The use of indicators has been generalised in this field since it 

consists in a robust, less bureaucratic and meaningful tool to evaluate, compare and 

communicate sustainability performance of the public sector (Domingues, Moreno Pires, 

Caeiro, & Ramos, 2015). Also stakeholders’ assessment can be used as an indirect way for 
formal results evaluation, allowing for cross-validation (Ramos et al., 2014), evaluating the 

strengths and weaknesses of technical indicator sets and drawing conclusions about its overall 

utility and societal value (Mascarenhas et al., 2014). 
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5. Conclusions  

Stakeholders’ evaluation on sustainability performance of organisations is an important 

contribution to their active engagement in the overall assessment process and to help 

managers to take actions in order to achieve the expected objectives. A sustainability 

performance self-assessment by the internal stakeholders (employees) could also be 

particularly useful to cross informal and technical outputs and outcomes. In this research an 

innovative framework of employee-driven sustainability performance assessment is proposed 

that can be used in a public organization. This framework is based on a checklist where 

employees evaluate the organization through three complementary ways: “Perceptions” on 

organisation performance, “Individual practices” and “Voluntary monitoring indicators”. The 

framework was evaluated in an exploratory case study, a Portuguese public organisation, and 

assessed by an international expert panel.  

The evaluation of the framework allowed to see that employees can have low knowledge 

about basic sustainability concepts uncertainties about their practical role within the 

sustainability performance assessment. So, education and training activities on sustainability 

aspects are needed and should integrated in the organisation, previous to internal 

stakeholder’s engagement on the performance assessment. Also it is important to engage 

employees from all the age’s groups, since age can influence their sustainability perceptions. 

The reliability of the framework when put into practice was the major constraint identified 

since stakeholders may provide unreliable answers, compromising the confidence level of the 

stakeholders-driven sustainability assessment framework. As a future recommendation 

anonymous participation may be needed in order to increase reliability of informal 

assessment results, but making sure that the accuracy can be confirmed by a third party.  

A research limitation has to do with the participatory workshop outputs and its data 

treatment. The replacement of ordinal scales by qualitative weightings could result in a better 

assessment, giving preference to more interactive and less formal methods, where each 

checklist element is analysed with more time and accuracy, identifying its strengths and 

weaknesses. Additionally, the different backgrounds of the participants in the workshop may 

have influenced some of the scores given, which was not evaluated. Nevertheless, as an 

exploratory study, this research intended to evaluate if an informal assessment by employees 

of a public organisation could take place. The workshop gave a positive feedback as showed 

in this research.  

This research shown a novel integration of internal stakeholders inputs for informal 

sustainability assessment and support the importance to empower their role in public 

organisations and to increase their understanding about sustainability concept and its 

management frameworks. The developed checklist will allow the comparison of the results 

produced by stakeholders’ self-assessment of sustainability with formal sustainability 

performance assessment and be used to complement the evaluation of sustainability aspects. 

Also it will encourage the organisations to rethink current management and assessment 

models. The availability and acceptability not only from internal stakeholders but also from 

the public organisation are key-factors to enable the implementation of this framework. The 

proposed sustainability performance assessment framework, including the checklist can be 

used by any public organisation and intends to contribute to the rethink of current 

management and assessment models. As future developments the framework should be 

applied in world wide public organizations, so continuous improvements can be made. 

Adaptations and application to private organizations can also be explored. 
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Figures 

 

 

Figure 1 - Conceptual framework for stakeholders-driven sustainability performance 

assessment in public organisations. 

 

 

 

Figure 1 – Stakeholders-driven sustainability performance assessment framework: 

preliminary and final checklist. 
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Figure 3 – Employees’ opinion on the potential impact of the proposed framework in the 
organisational management and decision-making. 
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Appendix 

Table A.1 

Employees-driven sustainability performance assessment questions: checklist (P: Perceptions; IP: Individual practices; MVI: monitoring 

voluntary indicators) and scores average, standard-deviation and coefficient of variation, of the checklist evaluation criteria (“Understanding”, 
“Usefulness” and “Reliability”); the questions in bold were included in the final list. Questions G3, S3 e S5 were reformulated/clarified in the 

final version, taking into account the workshop participant’s feedback. 

Questions (response options) Category Understanding Usefulness Reliability 

General 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 

G 1. Evaluate the effectiveness of communication to employees of the following support tools 

related to environmental management of the organisation: i) Environmental Politics or 

Environmental Strategy; ii) Environmental Management System, iii) Sustainability Performance 

Assessment System, iv) Sustainability Reports. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

P 3.6 0.8 23.4 3.8 0,8 19,9 3,2 0,9 28,4 

G 2. Evaluate the degree of engagement of employees in the conception, development and/or 

implementation of the following support tools related to environmental management: i) 

Environmental Politics or Environmental Strategy, ii) Environmental Management System, iii) 

Sustainability Performance Assessment System, iv) Sustainability Reports. (No opinion; Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 3,6 0,8 23,4 3,9 0,7 18,9 3,3 1,0 30,4 

G 3. Evaluate the organisation’s sustainability performance in terms of: i) economic 
sustainability; ii) environmental sustainability; iii) social sustainability.i (No opinion; Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

G 3. (Before re-form) Evaluate the organisational environmental and/or sustainable performance. 

(No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,7 16,6 4,4 0,7 15,7 3,5 0,5 14,5 

G 4. Evaluate the degree of incentives in adopting more sustainable behaviours by the 

employees in the organisation. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,8 20,9 4,4 0,6 13,7 3,7 0,6 15,0 

Economic 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S     CV  

   (%) 

Expenses & Revenues          

EC 1. Evaluate the degree of transparency of the organisation on the management of public 

funds, such as expenditures and revenues. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 15,5 4,7 0,6 12,4 3,5 0,8 21,9 

EC 2. Evaluate the degree of efficiency for the accomplishment of expenses & revenues of 

the organisation. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 1,0 23,9 4,4 1,0 21,9 3,5 1,0 29,4 

Work productivity          

Green accountability          
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EC 3. Evaluate the degree pf commitment of the organisation in carrying out investments that 

improve the environmental performance. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 4,3 0,8 18,9 4,3 0,7 15,3 3,4 0,6 17,7 

EC 4. Evaluate the impact of the results of productivity in: i) the organisation; ii) the 

employees.1 (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 3,9 0,9 23,1 4,2 0,8 18,7 3,4 0,8 24,5 

EC 5. Evaluate your motivation at work to do tasks. If “Very weak” or “Weak”, please 
explain the reasons and suggest improvements. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 3,9 0,8 20,8 4,3 0,5 11,1 3,6 0,7 19,3 

EC 6. Evaluate your performance against the goals and targets established. (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 15,3 4,2 0,6 15,0 3,6 0,8 21,0 

EC 7. Evaluate the challenge level of the individual goals and targets established by the 

organisation. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,7 16,7 4,3 0,6 13,2 3,7 0,7 18,2 

Environmental 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S     CV  

   (%) 

Material consumption          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the 

following aspects: 

         

EN 1. The performance of the organisation on materials’ consumption (paper/card, 
consumed electronics and toners and equipment). (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 17,4 4,1 0,9 21,3 3,4 1,0 28,4 

EN 2. The usefulness of the existing practices to reduce material consumption (paper/card, 

electronic consumers, toners and equipment) (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 17,4 4,3 0,6 13,5 3,7 0,7 19,6 

EN 3. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to reduce consumption of materials 

(paper/card and toners). (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,7 15,7 4,4 0,9 20,5 3,7 0,9 25,0 

Evaluate specific individual practices/behaviours:          

EN 4. Do you format your printer for double sided printing? (Not applicable; Very Weak; 

Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

IP 4,2 1,2 29,2 3,8 1,3 34,6 3,8 1,0 24,9 

EN 5. Do you print in draft mode? (Not applicable; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

IP 3,9 1,2 29,8 3,7 1,2 33,7 3,8 1,1 28,1 

Electricity consumption          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the 

following aspects: 
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EN 6. The performance of the organisation on the efficient use of energy. (Very Weak; 

Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,8 20,9 4,4 0,7 15,7 3,6 0,8 23,4 

EN 7.  The usefulness of the existing practices to improve energetic efficiency (No opinion; Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,7 16,7 4,3 0,6 13,2 3,6 0,7 19,3 

EN 8. The use of natural lightning in the facilities. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 15,5 4,3 0,7 17,4 3,7 0,9 25,0 

EN 9. The frequency that you see lighted places unnecessarily. Please identify those places. 

(Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

MVI 3,9 0,8 21,5 4,0 0,9 22,0 3,4 0,9 26,4 

EN 10. The use of natural ventilation in the facilities. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 16,0 4,1 0,9 22,5 3,5 1,0 29,4 

EN 11. The frequency that you see air-conditioned places unnecessarily.  Please identify 

those places. (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

MVI 3,7 1,0 27,2 3,8 0,9 22,6 3,4 1,0 30,0 

EN 12. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to increase energy efficiency. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,6 14,5 4,2 0,8 18,4 3,5 1,0 28,9 

Evaluate specific individual practices/behaviours:          

EN 13. Do you turn off your computer when you leave your workplace for a long period of 

time? (Not applicable; Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,4 0,8 17,4 4,2 0,8 18,7 3,9 0,8 21,5 

EN 14. Does your computer have the power saving mode turned on? (Not applicable; Yes; 

No) 

IP 4,3 1,0 23,3 4,1 1,0 25,5 3,7 1,1 30,1 

EN 15. Evaluate the frequency that you choose to take the stairs over the elevator. (Not 

applicable; Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,3 0,8 19,0 3,8 0,8 20,8 3,7 0,9 24,0 

Water consumption          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

EN 16. The performance of the organisation on water consumption. (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,6 13,7 4,3 0,7 17,2 3,6 1,0 26,3 

EN 17. The quality of the water that is consumed in the organisation. (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,5 11,5 4,2 0,5 12,7 3,8 0,6 15,7 

EN18. The usefulness of the existing practices to reduce water consumption. (No opinion; Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,5 11,5 4,2 0,5 12,7 3,7 0,7 18,2 
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EN 19. How often do you find water leakages or infiltrations in the building facilities? 

Identify where they happen (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

MVI 4,1 0,9 22,8 4,1 1,0 24,2 3,6 1,0 26,3 

EN20. The frequency that you identify water infiltrations in the building facilities? Identify where 

they happen (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

MVI 4,0 1,1 26,4 3,8 1,1 28,6 3,5 1,1 30,9 

EN 21. The frequency that you identify changes in the following water parameters: i) colour, 

ii) taste, iii) smell1. (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

P 4,3 0,7 17,2 4,1 0,8 20,9 3,6 0,8 22,9 

EN 22. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to reduce water consumption. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,8 19,2 4,1 0,6 15,3 3,5 0,9 25,7 

Evaluate specific individual practices/behaviours:          

EN 23. Do you turn off the tap whilst you are washing your hands? (Never; Rarely; 

Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,4 0,8 19,0 4,0 0,9 23,6 3,6 1,0 28,4 

Waste management          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

EN 24. The performance of the organisation in waste production (paper/ card, plastic/ metal 

or glass packages). (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,8 20,4 3,9 0,7 17,9 3,5 0,7 19,8 

EN25. The usefulness of the existing practices to reduce solid waste production. (No opinion; 

Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 18,4 4,3 0,7 15,3 3,5 0,5 14,5 

EN 26. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to decrease waste production. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,7 18,6 3,9 0,7 17,9 3,3 0,7 20,0 

Reuse, recycle and recovery of waste          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

EN 27. The performance of the organisation on reuse, recycle and waste recovery. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 3,9 0,9 24,0 3,8 0,8 21,7 3,2 0,7 22,2 

EN28. The usefulness of the existing practices to improve reuse, recycle and recovery of waste. 

(No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 17,4 3,9 0,6 15,7 3,3 0,6 17,6 

EN 29. The number of waste containers for the following types of waste: i) paper/ card, ii) 

plastic, iii) glass, iv) batteries v) toners1. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 17,2 4,2 0,6 14,5 3,6 1,0 28,4 
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EN 30. The locations of the following waste containers: i) paper/ card, ii) plastic, iii) glass, iv) 

batteries, v) toners1. If “Very Weak” or “Weak”, please suggest new places to put them. 
(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

MVI 4,1 0,7 16,0 3,9 0,7 18,9 3,4 1,0 28,4 

EN 31. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to reuse, recycle and waste recovery. 

(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 18,0 4,1 0,8 19,2 3,5 0,7 20,1 

Evaluate specific individual practices/behaviours:          

EN 32. How often do you reuse paper during your daily activities? (e.g.: one side printed 

paper). (Not applicable; Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,5 0,5 11,5 4,2 0,6 15,0 3,4 0,8 22,5 

EN 33. Do you frequently use the waste containers for the following recycling materials: i) 

paper/ card, ii) plastic, iii) glass, iv) stacks, v) toners1? (Not applicable; Never; Rarely; 

Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,5 0,6 13,5 4,3 0,7 15,5 3,4 0,8 24,5 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions          

EN 34. Evaluate the degree of accessibility of the facilities to collective public transportation. 

(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 15,3 4,2 0,6 15,0 3,5 0,8 23,9 

EN 35. Evaluate the degree of incentive given by the organisation to encourage employees to use 

public transports or alternative means of transport (e.g. Bike). (No opinion; Never; Rarely; 

Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

P 3,8 1,0 25,7 3,3 1,1 32,5 2,9 1,1 37,7 

EN 36. Is carpooling (car sharing) frequently used between employees? (No opinion; Never; 

Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

IP 4,2 0,8 19,1 3,4 1,1 31,8 3,2 0,9 29,2 

Indoor air quality          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

EN 37. The performance of the organisation on indoor air quality. (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,6 15,3 3,8 0,9 22,6 3,4 0,6 17,7 

EN 38. The usefulness of the existing practices to guarantee a good indoor air quality. (No 

opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,7 16,6 3,9 0,9 23,1 3,5 0,8 24,2 

EN 39. The indoor air quality of the facilities. If there are places with “Very weak” or 
“Weak” indoor air quality (e.g. foul odor), please identify them. (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; 

Frequently; Always) 

MVI 4,2 0,7 17,3 4,1 0,9 23,1 3,7 1,0 26,5 

Indoor noise          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following          
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aspects: 

EN 40. The performance of the organisation on indoor noise. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; 

Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,7 18,0 3,8 1,0 26,4 3,5 0,8 21,9 

EN 41. The usefulness of the existing practices to control indoor noise levels. (No opinion; Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,7 16,6 3,9 1,0 25,5 3,5 0,8 21,9 

EN 42. The frequency that you are disturbed with indoor noisy situations. (Never; Rarely; 

Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

P 4,3 0,7 15,5 3,9 1,0 24,6 3,5 0,8 24,2 

EN 43. The quality of the windows’ soundproofing. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,5 10,6 4,1 0,8 20,9 3,6 0,8 23,4 

EN 44.  Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to avoid / mitigate indoor noisy situations. 

(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 3,9 0,8 21,5 3,9 0,8 20,8 3,1 0,7 23,1 

Dematerialisation of public services          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

EN 45. The performance of the organisation in dematerialising public services (e.g. payslip, 

internal and external communication). (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,7 17,4 4,4 0,5 11,5 4,1 0,6 13,8 

EN 46. The usefulness of the existing practices to the dematerialisation of public services that are 

possible to be done in electronic format. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 

Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 20,1 4,1 0,7 16,0 3,7 0,6 15,0 

EN 47. Your behaviour in the adoption of practices to dematerialise public services. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,8 20,9 3,7 0,9 24,0 3,3 0,8 24,7 

Evaluate specific individual practices/behaviours:          

EN 48. The frequency that you choose electronic format documents over print (Not 

applicable; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

IP 4,3 0,6 13,5 4,2 0,6 15,0 3,5 0,5 14,5 

EN 49. The frequency that you choose to communicate via electronic format over formal 

paper communications. (Not applicable; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

IP 4,5 0,6 13,7 4,3 0,6 13,5 3,6 0,8 23,4 

Green public procurement          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate 

the following aspect: 

          

EN 50.  The performance of the organisation towards green purchasing (e.g. recycled paper and 

recovered tonners). (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,8 20,4 3,7 0,8 22,3 3,3 0,7 20,0 

Facilities hygiene          

EN 51. Evaluate the performance of the organisation in pest control in the facilities. If “Very 
weak” or “Weak”, please identify the places where occurs. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; 

MVI 4,3 0,6 13,2 3,9 0,7 17,9 3,5 0,7 19,8 
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Good; Very Good) 

EN 52. Evaluate the frequency of occurrence of pests in the organisation facilities. In case of 

occurrence (3,4 and 5) please identify where the happened. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

MVI 4,1 0,8 19,2 3,8 1,0 26,4 3,5 0,8 22,2 

EN 53. Evaluate the degree of hygiene of the following facilities: i) offices, ii) common spaces, 

and iii) sanitary facilities1. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,6 15,0 4,3 0,7 15,3 3,7 0,7 17,5 

Social 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S CV 

(%) 
�̅� S     CV  

   (%) 

Green jobs          

S 1. The organisation’s activities justify hiring employees to develop work on environmental 
and sustainability field? (No opinion; Yes; No) 

P 4,1 0,8 20,9 3,7 1,1 30,7 3,2 1,2 36,3 

Employees training          

S 2. Evaluate the performance of the organisation in offering training to their employees. 

(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 18,7 4,2 0,9 20,3 3,5 0,8 21,9 

S 3. Evaluate the need to develop training for social responsibility, environmental 

management and green accounting. (Not applicable/No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

S 3. (Before re-form) Evaluate the need to develop training on the following areas: i) social 

responsibility, ii) environmental management, and iii) green accounting1. (Not applicable/No 

opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 18,4 4,0 0,7 16,7 3,4 0,7 20,2 

Employees satisfaction with daily work          

S 4. Evaluate the degree of satisfaction of employees with their daily work. (Very Weak; 

Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,1 0,8 19,7 4,1 0,8 19,7 3,4 0,8 24,7 

Employees satisfaction with the organisation          

S 5. Evaluate the degree of satisfaction of employees with their general working conditions. 

(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

S 5. (Before re-form) Evaluate the degree of satisfaction of employees with their conditions 

according to the following aspects: i) equity, ii) security, iii) comfort and suitability of the 

facilities, iv) social justice, v) economic justice, vi) work-life balance, vii) work environment1. (Not 

applicable/No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 3,8 1,3 34,7 4,2 1,0 23,2 3,2 0,8 26,4 

Health problems related to work tasks          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

S 6. The performance of the organisation in promoting employees’ health practices. (Very 

Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,6 13,2 4,4 1,0 21,9 3,4 0,9 26,4 

S 7. Do health problems occur in employees that are directly related to work tasks? If “Yes”, 
indicate the 3 most common health problems. (No opinion; Yes; No) 

P 4,3 0,8 18,9 4,3 0,8 19,3 3,7 0,7 18,7 

Corruption cases          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 
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S 8. The performance of the organisation to prevent cases of corruption. (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,5 0,6 13,7 4,7 0,5 9,6 3,4 1,0 28,4 

Employees turnovers          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

S 9. The performance of the organisation in the employee’s turnover processes. (Very Weak; 

Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 20,1 4,1 0,9 22,8 3,6 0,8 21,0 

S 10. The suitability of the number of employees comparing with the needs of the 

organisation. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,5 11,5 4,4 0,7 15,7 3,4 0,7 20,2 

Discrimination complaints          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

S 11. The performance of the organisation in reducing the number of discriminatory order 

incidents. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 20,1 4,3 0,7 15,3 3,5 0,9 25,7 

S 12. The frequency that you assist cases of discrimination: i) between employees, ii) between 

employees and external stakeholders (users, partners/collaborators, other institutions)1. 

(Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Frequently; Always) 

P 4,1 0,9 21,3 4,1 0,7 18,0 3,5 0,7 20,1 

Satisfaction of the users of the public organisation          

S 13. Evaluate the degree of satisfaction of users with the public organisation performance in 

providing public services. (No opinion, Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 18,4 4,3 0,6 13,2 3,5 0,7 19,8 

Stakeholders engagement in management and decision processes          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

S 14. Organisation’s performance in the involvement of employees in management and 
decision-making processes. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,2 0,8 20,1 4,3 0,7 17,2 3,3 0,7 22,5 

S 15. The procedures to collect employees’ contributions to improve organisational 

performance. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,4 0,5 11,3 4,4 0,6 13,7 3,4 0,5 14,8 

S 16. The performance of the organisation in providing information to the employees about the 

management procedures and organisation’s decisions. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very 
Good) 

P 4,3 0,6 13,2 4,4 0,6 13,7 3,5 0,6 17,6 

Volunteer actions to support local communities          

Taking into account the suitable execution of the activities related to the organisation, evaluate the following 

aspects: 

         

S 17. The performance of the organisation in developing volunteer actions to support local 

communities. (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,0 0,7 18,6 3,8 0,8 21,7 3,3 0,8 24,7 

S 18. Your level of involvement in voluntary actions promoted by the organisation or 

employees’ committee to support the local community (Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; 

Very Good) 

IP 4,0 0,7 18,6 3,8 0,9 22,6 3,3 0,7 22,5 

Fulfilment of compulsory and voluntary regulations and codes by the organisation          

S 19. Evaluate the performance of the organisation in complying with compulsory and voluntary 

regulations and codes, specifically related to: i) Environment, ii) Health and Safety, iii) Word 

P 3,8 1,0 24,9 4,3 0,7 15,5 3,6 0,6 17,0 
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Code and iv) Quality. (No opinion; Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

Availability of information to the users of the organisation          

S 20. Evaluate the quality of the information provided about the public service (e.g. clarity and 

facility in interpretation to all kind of users, included people with disabilities). (Very Weak; Weak; 

Medium; Good; Very Good) 

P 4,3 0,6 13,5 4,4 0,7 15,7 3,5 0,8 23,9 

Accessibility          

S 21. Evaluate the quality of the accessibilities to the facilities of the organisation suitable for 

people with disabilities. If “Very weak” or “Weak”, please indicate possible improvements. 
(Very Weak; Weak; Medium; Good; Very Good) 

MVI 4,4 0,5 11,5 4,5 0,5 11,3 3,7 0,7 17,5 

 

 
iEach part should be answered separately. 

 


