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Abstract 
 

Several companies have developed partnerships with entities of their own supply chain in an 
attempt to reduce costs, improve service and to achieve competitive advantage. 
The company BRISA Auto-Estradas, conscious about the potential benefits of developing partnerships, 
and recognizing that the practices used in the creation of its own partnerships need to be more formalized 
and systematic considers essential the creation of a methodology that allows a further optimization of this 
process. This paper aims to define a methodology for the creation of partnerships between BRISA and its 
suppliers. This analysis is based on a review of the literature studying some research papers published in 
the area of supply chain partnerships that could help in the systematization and evaluation of the process 
of partnerships creation between BRISA and its suppliers. In order to help and systematize this 
process, it is also developed an evaluation tool that assesses in a methodical and continuing way 
the various partnerships. The findings reflect the acquisition of a new and improved methodology for 
the creation and evaluation of partnerships, helping BRISA to better use the available resources and 
reduce the time spent with these processes. 
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1. Introduction 
  
Traditionally, the way suppliers and customers 
relate to each other, can be characterized by a 
competitive nature, as both parties compete for 
margins profits in the same supply chain. 
Paying less to a supplier means for example, a 
positive contribution to the profit of the client, 
but at the expense of the supplier. 
During the 90s, this competitive and selfish way 
of conducting businesses suffered a change. 
Companies throughout the supply chain have 
become more dependent on each other for 
various reasons from a strategic, tactical and 
operational point of view, and in order to 
prosper, they have to take into account the 

interests of their suppliers. To allow such 
considerations, barriers between organizations 
have been falling, which has been achieved 
through the implementation of various types of 
relationship based mainly on partnership 
relationships between the two parties 
(Mattsson, 2000). 
This paper will analyze how a company can 
improve its process of creating partnerships 
and obtain several benefits, from reduced costs 
and increased quality, to improvements in the 
innovative process and in their image. 
The subject of this study is the company Brisa, 
and the analysis of this case study aims to 
establish a systematic methodology that allows 
the creation and development of partnerships at 
Brisa’s Direcção de Inovação e Tecnologia. It is 
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also proposed a tool to monitor the partnership 
relationship throughout its duration. 
 

2. Case-Study Characterization 
 

2.1. The company 
 
Brisa was founded in 1972, occupying 
nowadays a place of reference in the European 
motorway concession industry, playing a key 
role due to the extension of its network of 
concessions (1,494 kms of motorways in 
Portugal and 1,864 kms internationally) and the 
technological innovations that improved its road 
network. 
Brisa’s core business is the design, 
construction, maintenance and operation of 
motorways and other road structures under a 
contract of concession and other 
complementary activities such as roadside 
assistance, service to clients, monitoring and 
control of transit, design and maintenance of 
equipment, among others. 
 

2.2.  Current situation 
 
Brisa occupies an indispensable role in the field 
of national technological innovation. Much of 
the equipment and systems used by Brisa are 
developed using the resources of internal R&D 
(through the Direcção de Inovação e 
Tecnologia (DIT)) and/or in collaboration with a 
wide network of external partners, including 
suppliers, universities, technology centers, 
competitors, state authorities and others. 
The way Brisa develops and/or assess the 
status of a partnership is based on some 
performance criteria such as meeting deadlines 
and budgets, the degree of openness of the 
partner, quality of interpersonal relationships, 
flexibility, and the inputs provided for new 
projects among others. However, these criteria 
are not defined in an organized way, which 
calls to the need of establishing a methodic use 
of them, particularly in the process of creating 
new partnerships and evaluation of the 
relationship. 
That said, it is in the need of DIT, to consolidate 
the way how the company builds its relations 
with other companies, and how it gives the 
status of a partner to its suppliers. 
 

3. Literature review 
 
The benefits from the implementation of 
partnerships can be experienced on both the 
client and supplier and often at the two entities 

together, such as at the level of product 
development: the increasing access to 
technology and/or information, reducing time of 
development of cost and risk, improvements in 
quality and joint investment. Similarly the 
logistical improvements can be in customer 
service and reductions in costs and risk. There 
are also advantages in the production quality, 
flexibility and performance increase as well as 
in the decrease of costs and risks. Finally, in 
the field of management and strategic planning, 
the income may be once again related to a 
reduction in costs, increase of reliability of the 
supplier and/or customer, extending the 
planning horizon for investment as well as 
establishing the focus on the core activity the 
company (Saccani & Perona, 2007) 
According to Shin et al. (2000), greater 
awareness of supplier’s management by the 
buyer, i.e., including prospects for long-term 
relationship with suppliers, involving suppliers 
in product development, reducing the number 
suppliers and focus on quality in the process 
choice of suppliers, improved performance of 
both the buyer and the supplier's level of 
quality, delivery and cost. 
From a supplier perspective, Fynes et al. 
(2005), suggest that the quality of the 
relationship (closely linked to confidence, 
adaptability, communication and coordination) 
has a positive impact on the performance of 
this entity in areas such as cost, delivery, 
customer satisfaction, quality and flexibility. 
Suppliers involved in long term relationships 
have a higher profitability than those who do 
not commit to a relationship in the medium-long 
term. It thus seems clear that relations with a 
long time lead to efficiencies for both suppliers 
and buyers to (Walter et al., 2001). 
 
The relationships between organizations can be 
of various types and may vary from the 
standard arm's length (consisting of trade 
and/or spot transactions) to the vertical 
integration of the two organizations (Lambert et 
al., 1996). The predominance of the 
relationship between companies is arm's 
length, where two entities conducting business 
with each other over a long period of time and 
engage in various transactions, do not have a 
sense of mutual commitment or joint operations 
between the two companies. In this type of 
relationship, the seller usually offers standard 
products or services to a wide portfolio of 
clients who agree to the terms and conditions 
standard practice, coming this relationship to an 
end when the transaction is complete. Arm's 
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Figure 2 – The partnering process (source: 
Lambert et al., 1996) 

 

length is often the appropriate option, but 
nonetheless there are situations where a closer 
relationships (partnerships) are justified 
because of the many benefits it can bring to 
both companies. 
A partnership (represented by the red boxes in 
Figure 1) is an established business 
relationship with unique characteristics, which 
is based on mutual trust, openness, shared risk 
and benefits and produces competitive 
advantages, resulting in a superior performance 
to that would be obtained by two companies 
alone. Although many partnerships share 
common characteristics and elements, there is 
no ideal type of relationship appropriate to any 
situation. It can be identified three different 
types of partnerships (Lambert et al., 1996). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Type I. In this first type of partnership, the 
organizations involved, recognize the other 
entity as a partner, and on a limited basis, 
coordinate activities and planning. The 
partnership is usually a short-term focus and 
involves only one division or functional area 
within each company. 
 
Type II. Similar to Type I but with the difference 
that many of the processes and activities of two 
companies in addition to coordination are 
integrated. Although it is not expected that the 
partnership last forever, this kind of relationship 
has a long-term time horizon. Finally, multiple 
rooms and areas of operation within the two 
companies are involved in this partnership. 

 
Type III. In the third type of partnership, the 
companies involved share a significant level of 
operational integration. Each entity sees the 
other as an extension of the company, and 
typically there is no end date for the 
partnership. 

Thus, a company may have a wide range of 
relationships covering the whole spectrum, 
most of which, as mentioned above, are not 
partnerships but simple arm's length 

associations. The type of relations that are 
partnerships, the larger number will be of Type 
I, followed by Type II, while only a limited 
number of these relations will be of Type III 
partnerships, reserved for those suppliers that 
are critical and fundamental to the long-term 
success of the company (Lambert et al., 1996). 
 

4. Methodology 
 
To help companies choose the type of 
relationship that could bring more benefits from 
a relationship, Lambert et al. (1996) proposed a 
model based in various interviews and in an 
extensive literature review of case studies 
about inter-corporate relationships. This model 
has three main components: the drivers, 
facilitators and components, leading to results 
as shown in Figure 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Drivers are unavoidable reasons to form a 
partnership and in Lambert et al. (1996) the 
main benefits that drive the desire to form a 
partnership are: efficiency of costs and assets, 
improvements in customer service, marketing 
advantages, and profit stability and growth. 
Facilitators are factors that favor the corporate 
environment and that foster the growth and 
development of a partnership such as corporate 
compatibility, management philosophy and 
techniques, mutuality and symmetry. 
Finally, components are the activities and 
processes used to build and sustain the 
partnership. The results reflect in this model the 
performance of the partnership relationship. 

Partnership? 

Figure 1 – Types of relationship 
(source: Lambert et al., 1996) 
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For the evaluation of the development of the 
relationship, Lambert et al. (1996) constructed 
a model to evaluate each of the factors that 
comprise the relationship. 
The assessments of the drivers and facilitators 
are made by filling out surveys. 
The survey for assessing drivers consists in 
four questions, which depending on the answer 
to each question is assigned a score that 
ranges from one to five (with the possibility of 
adding an extra point to this score). The 
questions are the following ones: 
 
1 - What is the probability of a closer 
relationship with certain company (general 
partner) substantially reduce costs or improve 
the use of assets? 
2 - What is the probability of a closer 
relationship with certain company (general 
partner) substantially improve the customer 
service? 
3 - What is the probability of a closer 
relationship with certain company (general 
partner) to take substantial marketing 
advantages? 
4 - What is the probability of a closer 
relationship with certain company (general 
partner) result in profit growth or stability? 
 
The questionnaire for assessment of facilitators 
is composed by nine questions where a score 
between one and five for the first four 
questions, and zero or one points in the 
remaining issues is considered. The questions 
are: 
 
1 - What is the probability of two organizations 
fit smoothly in terms of culture and business? 
2 - What is the probability of the techniques and 
management philosophies of the two 
companies meet in harmony? 
3 - What is the probability that both parties have 
the knowledge and predisposition to build the 
relationship? 
4 - What is the probability that the firms are 
similar in factors which will affect the success of 
the relationship such as relative size of sales, 
market share in their industries, financial health, 
reputation, productivity? 
5 - Companies have in common a competitor 
and want to join forces? 
6 - Companies (or relevant departments) are 
close physically? 
7 – Is there a willingness to deal exclusively 
with the partner? 

8 – Do both parties have prior experience with 
successful partnerships? 
9 – Do both parties share a high value end 
user? 
 
It is with the combination of these scores that 
the relationship is characterized and 
subsequently defined by the components of the 
partnership (Lambert et al., 1996). 
 
If both parties realistically expect to obtain 
benefits from a partnership and the favorable 
business environment is shown, then there is a 
green light to form a partnership. The 
appropriate type of cooperation relationship is 
obtained by crossing the force of the drivers 
and facilitators. The combination of a strong 
desire to create a partnership with an 
appropriate business environment suggests 
developing a partnership of the type III, while a 
low level of these factors point to an arm's 
length relationship, where no partnership exists.  
Figure 3 outlines these relationships. 
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Figure 3 – Propensity to Partner matrix  

(source: Lambert et al., 1996) 
 
After determining whether a partnership is 
justified, and determine the most appropriate to 
the different characteristics of the collaboration, 
is necessary to put the partnership itself into 
practice. This is achieved through the 
components (Lambert et al., 1996), the third 
item of the model. 
 
Components are activities and processes that 
manage, establish and monitor all aspects of 
the partnership. All partnerships are made by 
the same basic components, but the ways they 
are implemented and targeted vary from 
relationship to relationship. These components 
include: planning, joint operating controls, 
communication, risk/reward sharing, trust and 
commitment, contract style, scope and 
investment. 
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Whatever the type of partnership chosen, each 
of the eight components cited will be evident in 
any relationship. However, the amount or level 
of presence of each component can vary 
between low, medium or high, and the way it is 
managed depends on the type of partnership. 
Thus, and according to the model, when it is 
necessary to develop a relationship of Type I, 
an implementation of the components at a low 
level is sufficient. For Type II, there should be a 
predominance of implementations of 
components at a medium level. Finally, for a 
closer partnership Type III, the implementation 
of the components at a high level assumes 
greater preponderance (Lambert et al., 2004). 
 

5. Case study 
 
The methodology, described in section 4, was 
applied to Brisa, and to some of their partners 
involved in joint projects with the company. 
 
 Project 1 – Identificador Via Verde. Supplier 
involved: Dailywork 
 
Project 2 – EToll. Suppliers involved: Glintt, 
Salemo & Merca, g3p, CENTIMFE. 
 
Project 3 – Identificador Via Verde. Supplier 
involved: Dailywork. 
 
Project 4 – Northwest Parkway. Suppliers 
involved: Living Data, LTU. 
 
An assessment was undertaken to see if for 
each project it is justified the partnership 
pursuing, and if the existing was the 
appropriated one. 
Figure 4 summarizes the results of the first 
analysis. 
 

 
 

Figure 4 – Average results of the driver 
assessment for each project. 

 

Being the drivers, the reasons, forces, and 
propensity to form a partnership, we can 
conclude that the projects under study having 
medium-high pontuations are therefore 
available to form partnerships. Projects 
AntenaVV and IdentificadorVV obtained a score 
of fifteen points which shows that the existing  
relationship should be optimized by the 
compatibility of the corporate environment 
between Brisa and the target supplier. The 
international project Northwest Parkway and 
project EToll were the ones that had obtained a 
higher score with eighteen and seventeen 
points respectively, in a total of twenty-four 
possible points. Theres are the ones in which a 
partnership must exist and should be 
strengthened. 
 
The corporate compatibility between the 
various partners and Brisa was studied using 
the survey for assessing facilitators. This 
survey which gives a score to each question 
has a maximum total of twenty-five points. 
Figure 5 describes the results. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5 – Average results of the facilitator 
assessment for each project 

 
Companies Living Data and Dailywork were 
those who obtained a lower score (eleven and 
twelve points), which means that these 
companies present business practices, 
management philosophies, and relative size 
somewhat uneven to Brisa. Companies that 
had better results in this evaluation were in 
order g3p (company with better performance in 
the assessment with twenty-one points), 
Salemo & Merca, LTU, Glintt, and CENFIMFE 
respectively with seventeen, seventeen, sixteen 
and fourteen points. 
 
Based on the proposed methodology and in the 
obtained results, was then suggested the type 
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of relationship for each partner and defined 
their components. Thus, for companies Living 
Data and Dailywork, Type II partnerships were 
suggested, while for other companies: Glintt,  
 
 
Salemo & Merca, g3p, CENTIMFE and LTU, 
Type III partnerships were suggested. To recall, 
the difference between the Type II and Type III 
partnerships is the level of implementation of 
components (a Type II partnership has a 
majority of medium levels of implementation, 
while the Type III partnerships are 
characterized by having a predominance of 
levels of implementation of components high). 
 

 

Through the analysis of  
Figure 6, it can be concluded that issues 
related to risk/reward sharing (the evaluation of 
the relation to be more precise) were a 
unanimous suggestions of change for all 
partners. Other aspects in which the change 
was widely suggested were planning, 
communication, trust and commitment and style 
of contract. Issues such as joint operating 
controls, and investment were only occasional 
suggested to change (and therefore are the 
areas where the relationship is more stable). 
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Figure 6 – Recap of the suggestions of change for the component’s relationship with the suppliers
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5.1. Partnership Evaluating tool 
 
During the execution of this work the need to 
create a tool for monitoring and assessing the 
partnership status for existing partnerships had 
arisen. It is proposed in this paper an 
evaluation tool developed in Microsoft Office 
Excel 2007 software.  
Figure 7 shows the general appearance of such 
tool. 
As shown in the figure, the assessment 
consists of six criteria: information sharing, staff 
exchange, partner initiative, commitment to 
partnership, ability to meet expectations, and 
image (indicated by the number (2) in the 
figure). These six criteria are then divided into 
several sub criteria that will actually be the 
target of evaluation. Each of these sub criteria 
is evaluated using an ordinal scale with four 
levels of response between one and four, 
where the number one (lowest score) is bad, 
the number two is unsatisfactory, the number 
three is satisfactory and the number four 
corresponds to an evaluation with a good level 
of response (the area of evaluation of the sub 
criteria is represented in the image by the 
number (4)). This type of scale was chosen as 
an alternative to a scale composed of five 
levels of response as in this case, the 
evaluators are forced to choose a positive or 
negative, as there isn’t a central option. After 
these sub criteria are evaluated, the tool 
automatically makes the arithmetic mean of the 
several sub criteria and displays this result in its 
discretion, as illustrated in the figure by the 
number (5). 
This evaluation should be done preferably by 
the same people of Brisa who have participated 

in the process of partnership creation, but this 
is not eliminatory or exclusive, because there 
may participate in the evaluation professionals 
who maintain regular contact with the partner 
thus having a privileged position in the 
evaluation. 
After obtaining the scores of the assessors for 
each criterion, another average is made, 
obtaining in this way the average final score 
with punctuation between one and four (shown 
in  
Figure 7 by the number (6)). If the assessment 
of this partner is of one or two points, this 
means that the relationship is not very healthy 
or that the potential of the partnership is already 
exhausted or its in the descending phase, and 
as such it is suggested to make again the 
process of creating and development of 
partnerships (model proposed by Lambert et al. 
(1996) described earlier in this paper). If on the 
other hand the assessment of the partner 
obtains a score of three or four points the 
relationship is at an acceptable or good level 
and only need to make small adjustments. 
This assessment tool was validated by Brisa’s 
personnel who have approved the evaluation 
criteria, functionality, ease of use, and gave 
some suggestions for improvement. They also 
identified the tool as very important, allowing 
the company to assess their partners in a 
systematic manner on a quarterly basis, while 
serving as a database because it allows the 
consultation of previous assessment periods. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7 – Splash screen of the partnership evaluation tool. 
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6. Conclusion and future work agenda  

 
In this paper was discussed the creation of 
partnerships between Brisa and its suppliers, 
together with the characterization of the state of 
the relationships already created. This study 
allowed the systemization of the process of 
collaboration between Brisa and its partners. 
 
In an initial work stage, a literature review in the 
area of partnerships and collaborations was 
conducted, and some research case studies 
were studied in order to select a methodology 
that could help solve the problem under 
consideration in this paper. Resulting from this 
review of literature was chosen the model 
proposed by Lambert et al. (1996), which was 
applied to a set of partnerships in Brisa’s DIT 
department. 
 
This model of creation and development of 
partnerships was applied to four projects 
currently developed by Brisa: Antena 
ViaVerde, EToll, Identifier ViaVerde and 
Northwest Parkway. The projects were 
developed by Brisa together with several 
partners: Dailywork, Glintt, Salemo & Merca, 
g3p, CENTIMFE, Living Data and LTU. 
The model was applied as follows: initially 
the affinity to form a partnership within the 
framework of different projects between Brisa 
and a general partner (study of the drivers) 
was conducted. If this affinity existed for a 
project the study of the corporate 
environment between Brisa and each partner 
involved in the project (study of facilitators) 
was then made. Depending on the outcome 
of these two studies, the partnership was 
examined and positioned in the matrix of the 
type of partnerships proposed by the 
methodology, and then was suggested some 
amendments to the relationship between the 
two entities.  
 
It was also proposed an evaluation tool for 
partnerships, identified by Brisa as an added 
value to their day-to-day. 
 
This allowed the DIT department to evaluate 
continuously the existing partnerships and 
resulted very useful for the company. 
 
As future work and in order to reduce some 
limitations, the assessment of facilitators should 
not only be done by Brisa’s employees, but also 
by workers of the potential partner in study. 

Since the assessment of the partnership does 
not differentiate between the different criteria 
(i.e. is given equal weight to all criteria and sub 
criteria), as future work, the evaluation can be 
done using a multicriteria decision support 
model, in particular by using the tool MACBETH 
and building a model to adequately consider 
both the quantitative and qualitative data 
through attractiveness judgments, and 
subsequently return a different weight to the 
diverse criteria. 
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