
 
 
 
 

 

Approved by :  
  

2.2 version : C Valayer 
  

  
Date: 5/03/2014 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUSINESS MODELS FOR SHARING AND RE-USE  

TAILORED TO PUBLIC ADMINISTRATIONS' NEEDS 

 



 

 
ISA Action 4.2.5 - Business models for sharing and re-use 

 
 
 
 

 

05/03/2014  Page 2 of 74 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This report / paper was prepared for the ISA programme by:  

 

TRASYS SA1  

in the scope of the specific contract 007743 of framework contract DI/6772 in 
between STRATIQO and DIGIT 

Author: Clémentine VALAYER.  

   

Disclaimer  

The views expressed in this document are purely those of the writer and may not, 
in any circumstances, be interpreted as stating an official position of the European 
Commission.  

The European Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the information 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1. Context and approach 

1.1.1. Context 

This deliverable “D2.2 Business models for sharing and re-use tailored to public 
administrations’ needs” is produced in the scope of ISA Action 4.2.5. “Sharing and 
re-use Strategy”.  

 

The aim of this ISA action - Sharing and Re-use Strategy - is to develop a holistic 
approach to sharing and re-use across border and sectors. It aims to help public 
administrations all over Europe to share and re-use solutions related to public 
services delivery in an efficient and effective way. A common strategy is to be 
defined together with the governance, the processes and the instruments. This will 
optimise the potential of sharing and re-use activities and it will increase the 
savings that they can bring to public administrations.  

 

Task 2.2 of the ISA action aims at exploring viable business models and incentives 
to sharing and re-using among public administrations. 

  

1.1.2. Approach 

The study is based on desk search and on feedback collected from stakeholders of 
this ISA action.  

 

The desk search gathers some feedback from experience from the field, thanks to: 

• identification of sharing and re-use initiatives on various websites, such as 
news and case studies Joinup2, the ePractice3 website, eGovernment 
strategy websites of Member States and other news websites , 

• exchange of experience at conferences in Member States and at the 
European Commission, 

• interviews of project leaders. 
 

The stakeholders are:  

• At Member State level: ISA Expert group 
• At European Commission level: the Technical IT Committee, which includes 

the Information Resource Managers of the different Directorate Generals. 

                                                 

2 http://joinup.ec.europa.eu/ 
3 ePractice.eu  
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1.2. Aim and content of the document 

This document presents cases of sharing and re-use among public administrations. 
The cases’ description focuses on the business model aspects, covering when 
relevant the cost model, the business case, the incentives or rationales for sharing 
and re-use. Service modalities will be detailed in another deliverable. 

 

1.2.1. Sharing and re-use 

Public services can be implemented faster and more efficiently by using already 
available solutions and common services and by learning from the experiences of 
other Member States. Using the same solutions and adapting others’ best practices 
indirectly results in services that are more interoperable and more open. 

 

The sharing of assets can either refer to making assets available to others, or 
developing them as a common solution. Examples can include: 

• releasing an application under an open source license, 
• providing common IT frameworks and architectures, 
• providing common list of standards and metadata,  
• providing guidelines for project management, 
• the shared development of solutions based on common requirements, with 

or without pooling of procurement, 
• making shared services available for several public administrations, for 

example as cloud, or web services. 
 

The re-use of assets refers to using an existing asset. Examples would be the re-use 
of: 

• an existing software solution available under an open source license 
• existing metadata, core vocabularies, or architecture guidelines 
• best practices. 

 
1.2.2. Business models 

ICT “helps the public sector develop innovative ways of delivering its services to 
citizens while unleashing efficiencies and driving down costs”4 . Government 
agencies pay to deliver content and services in accordance with their mission 
statements.  

This study looks at the business models of sharing and re-using, by asking: when 
government pays for ICT, what is the rationale, the incentive for sharing or re-
using? What cost models or savings are generated?  

The business models that are presented in this study address various ways of 
delivering public services based on sharing and/or re-using of assets. These 
business models cover different forms of collaboration, and possible situations are:  

• development of re-usable and/or shared tools,  
• re-use of reusable tools,  
• use of and development of shared services and shared developments. 

 

                                                 

4 European Commission, (2010) A Digital Agenda for europe. Brussels, Belgium. COM(2010) 245 final of 
19.5.2010, 26.8.2010 european Commission 
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1.2.3. Content of the document 

The document presents in section 2 examples of development of re-usable and/or 
shared tools and re-use of reusable tools. This section is titled “Shared tools: 
development and re-use”. It presents models and incentives to either develop a 
tool in order to share it, or to re-use an existing tool.  

   

The document presents in section 3 examples of use of and development of shared 
services. That section, titled “shared services: use and development” presents 
cost models and rational to develop shared IT services.  

 

The document presents in section 4 examples of “shared developments”, with 
models of collaboration for the development and maintenance of specific common 
solutions.  

 

The case descriptions follow a presentation template: 

 

[References] 
 

Name of the case 

Short 
description  
  

 

Main 
stakeholders 
 

 

Rationale, 
Incentive, 
Cost model 
 

 

Benefits and  
drawbacks 
 

 

Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  
 

 

Lessons 
learned 
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2. SHARED TOOLS : DEVELOPMENT AND RE -USE 

2.1. EU: e-PRIOR and Open e-PRIOR  

[1][2][3][4] 
[5] 

e-PRIOR 
 

Short 
description  

  

The e-PRIOR platform allows the European bodies and their suppliers 
to exchange procurement documents in electronic format.  
An open source version – Open e-PRIOR – can be re-used by 
Member States. 
 

Main 
stakeholders 

 

The project was started in 2007 by the European Commission - 
Directorate-Generals for Internal Market (DG MARKT) and for 
Informatics (DIGIT). 
Target users for sharing: 
- the European Commission DGs, but also the EU Agencies and 
Institutions, 
- suppliers, receiving e-Orders and sending e-Invoices (this includes 
SMEs, who can use the Supplier Portal). 
All forty Directorate-Generals of the European Commission and 
nearly all its six Executive Agencies are using ePrior as a shared 
service with EC DIGIT suppliers for IT goods and services. In this 
case, re-use is based on a shared service approach. 
Target users for re-use: 
- public administrations in EU Member States that can learn and 
leverage from this project, and in particular re-use Open e-PRIOR to 
connect to the PEPPOL network.  
The open-source version of ePrior is being re-used in Belgium by the 
Belgian Federal ICT Service (FedICT) for eInvoicing. 
 

Incentive, 
Cost model 

 

Incentive 
e-PRIOR was initially developed with a view to supporting the e-
Procurement Action Plan. The project is sponsored by the IDABC and 
ISA programmes to show that emerging standards to enable 
interoperability in a cross-border environment could be used in a 
real-life pilot of B2A e-Invoicing, thus promoting the harmonisation 
of processes across the Member States. 
  
Cost model for the shared service 
The European Commission counts more than 500,000 procurement 
transactions a year. Switching to e-Procurement results in significant 
cost savings. The receiver of the invoice (e.g. public administrations) 
may reduce the cost of invoice handling by more than 60% per 
transaction – see graph below. 
All agencies can have access to the DIGIT ePrior shared service. 
DIGIT foresees great interest soon by all the agencies because of the 
pre-award deadline of 2016, of the eProcurement Directive. 
The shared service cost model is based on: 

• start-up costs (10.000 Euro)  
• an annual fee depending on the use (10.000<.< 50.000 

Euro) 
• additional cost to use the supplier’s portal 
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Incentive for re-use  
The results of a feasibility study showed the re-usability of Open 
ePrior for eInvoicing at FedICT. The study analysed the technical 
interface, the functionality, reusability of existing modules and 
additional developments and cost of customisation. The Open ePrior 
functionalities needed to be validated in the context of the Belgian 
invoicing legal requirements.  
In order to re-use ePrior, FedICT has to address various aspects, 
such as adapting the web interface in order to make it compliant to 
the Federal Authentication Service, or developing additional 
language versions of the interface and the digital invoice. 
Additionally, FedICT being a service integrator and not a software 
developer, there is a need for a maintenance contract with another 
supplier. Support is provided by DIGIT for the new “generic” 
functionalities such as new language versions, which are merged 
into the main ePrior trunk. Support includes development and 
testing.  
The cost of re-using open ePrior is still lower than the cost of 
developing a new application. 
 

Benefits and  
drawbacks 
 

The benefits of this model are in its multiplicity. The initial 
investment has several streams of use, each with several outcomes.  

• The first is the shared service developed by DIGIT and then 
used by other Directorate Generals, and extended to 
Agencies.  

• The second is the re-use of the solution by all public 
administrations in EU Member States, either for their own 
use (a public administration), or to provide a service 
(example of FedICT).  

• Additionally, as the solution is licensed as open source, 
potentially anyone can re-use the solution, whether 
outside of the EU or any service integrator in order to 
offer an eProcurement service to the public 
administrations who do not wish to invest in the IT 
systems.  

This model of sharing and re-use, including also a connection to the 
PEPPOL network, shows few drawbacks. However, two aspects show 
up in practice:  

• The model is based on the awareness of the existence of 
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ePrior 
• The solution needs to be adapted when re-used in Member 

States’ legal and organisational contexts.   
The second point does not hinder the efficiency of the business 
model since the business case of re-use is still better than the one of 
developing the solution (in the case of FedICT). The first point is 
linked to the business model: the dissemination and communication 
are lacking.  
The approach for the maintenance of the different versions is the 
following: 
The main version of the software is available on the Joinup 
repository. FedICT downloads the code, and updates it to support 
new functionality. FedICT can either maintain their version and 
update it when the main version is updated, or submit the new code 
to DIGIT and propose to merge the updates with the main version. If 
all the changes are accepted by the chief architect of ePrior, then all 
is merged and maintained with the main version; otherwise, FedICT 
is in charge of the maintenance of its own developments, in a 
separate branch.    

Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  
 

There are several enablers for re-use identified in this case: 
Legal: EU Directive on eProcurement defines a common need for an 
IT solution 

Legal: open source license allowing use of the solution by any party 

Financial: free software and open (royalty free) standard 

Technical: the technological approach – SOA and an information 
exchange standard– ensuring re-usability. This approach is 
described in annex 7.1, as it is an essential aspect of the business 
model as it enables high re-usability therefore can reach a wide 
target audience. 

 
Lessons 
learned 

This case shows currently more success for the shared service model 
than the re-use model.  
The shared service and the re-usable Open ePrior have both been 
available since end of 2009 (respectively September and November). 
The success of the shared service is not linked to it being mandatory 
(eProcurement and eInvoicing are mandatory for the European 
Commission, but not for the agencies). The ePrior team invested a 
lot in on-boarding activities and communication towards the 
potential users for the shared service. This has not been done yet for 
Open ePrior.  
Other barriers to re-use are identified by the project team. Lack of 
re-use can be linked to the need to integrate it in existing solutions, 
in the case of re-use - for many administrations many have already 
electronic systems implementing partly the procurement process, 
and the budget for a feasibility study for using another system may 
not be available. The lack of buy-in can be linked to the governance 
model of the creation of the solution, lacking involvement of the 
potential future re-users.  
This may change if Member States follow the example of FedICT.  
Member States can easily implement the model of FedICT: install the 
re-usable ePrior solution and offer it as a shared service to other 
public administrations. 
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2.2. CH: Financing of eGovernment priority projects: selection criteria 
includes re-use 

[6][7][8][9]
[10]] 

CH eGovernment Strategy - Financial incentive for re-use 

Short 
description  

  

The Swiss e-government strategy includes re-use as selection 
criteria for financing priority projects. 

Main 
stakeholders 

 

The Steering Committee of the eGovernment Action Plan.  
The public administrations in Switzerland, National and Cantonal. 

Incentive, 
Cost model 

 

The eGovernment action plan in Switzerland lists the measures to be 
taken, in the short, medium and long-term measures for selected 
priority projects. 
The prioritized projects are supported by financial contributions 
totalling 2.4 million Swiss Francs a year - borne equally by the 
federal and cantonal. 
Prioritization of projects is made based on their evaluation results 
according to the following criteria: 

• Strategy Relevance5 
• Broad impact6 
• Cost / benefit ratio7 
• Feasibility8 
• Innovation Potential9 
• Urgency10  

The catalogue lists the public services which, exhibit a particularly 
good cost-benefit ratio when provided electronically, in the view of 
the target groups and in the view of the administration. A distinction 
is made whether coordination across organisations is necessary (A1 
services) or whether nationwide implementation can be achieved in 
a decentralised manner through mutual exchange of experiences (A2 
services). Examples of A1 services are:  

• Change of address, notification of departure and arrival. 
Swiss residents can notify authorities of a move (change 
of address within a municipality, arrival, departure) via 
the Internet.  

• Processing of public tenders (including submission, 
evaluation), where procurement offices are supported 
from the planning of the tender to the selection of the 
most favourable bid, and use an Internet platform.   

• Application for construction permit, where the applicant can 
submit construction applications and the necessary 
documentation to the competent authority electronically.  

• Simple and networked access throughout Switzerland to 

                                                 

5 The project includes the implementation of the basic strategy elements, in particular elements of the basic 
infrastructure. 
6 The project unfolds on all target groups (economic, administrative, civil) 
7 According to the quantitative (if predictable) and qualitative benefits based on the “Utilitas” criteria. 
8 The measures are feasible in the foreseeable future and also visible 
9 The project includes innovative features and new technologies. 
10 The implementation of the project is urgent, eg by law 
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basic geo-data, geo-services, and interactive map 
applications through a national Swiss geo-portal. 

Examples of A2 services include: 
• Declaration of earnings and capital tax / Individual tax 

returns: Taxpayers are given active support in filling out 
their tax returns using electronic forms, assistants, and 
tax calculators. 

• Applying and paying for parking permits: Residents and 
businesses can electronically apply and pay for parking 
permits. 

• Work-related authorisations: Businesses can electronically 
submit requests/applications for work-related 
authorisations (particularly for working hours, short-time 
working, the right to exercise a trade or profession). 

 
The “Utilitas” model is used for calculating the cost/benefit ratio. The 
“Utilitas model” is described in annex 7.2. 
The "Utilitas" model is based on a list of questions answered by the 
lead organisation in charge of managing a project. A certain 
weighting is given to each answer.  
To provide more in-depth analysis of the benefit of a project, the 
questions are grouped according to five key themes, presented in 
the table in annexe7.2.    
The key theme “Synergies” raises awareness and quantifies sharing 
and re-use in the implementation of new projects. Re-use benefits 
then of a financial incentive from the government, as it influences 
the prioritization of projects, which in turn benefit from funding.  
 

 
Benefits, 
drawbacks 

 
Before 2011, the “Synergies” criteria did not exist. Instead, a 
“Financial impact” criterion was in place, focusing on savings and 
returns in relation to the investment and operating costs available. 
Measures included:   
(returns / 4-year savings) –  (investment + 4-year operations) = positive. 

This criterion was not soundly measurable.  Benefits of a new system 
cannot always be expressed in monetary terms. For example, when 
an administration saves 7 minutes per day per transaction, it still 
pays the salary of the civil servant. Economic benefits are not clearly 
identifiable. Moreover, estimations of payback need to include 
financially non-measurable aspects such as quality of service.    
 
The “synergies” criterion provides an incentive to develop 
applications with a “whole of government” approach, focusing on re-
use. When the project has a high synergy factor, savings are made.  
No drawbacks have been identified. 
 

Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

Several enablers for re-use are identified: 
Legal and financial: The model it is available for free. The license 
used is “Creative Commons Attribution 2.5 Switzerland License”.11   
Organisational: The complete model for benefit calculation, available 

                                                 

11
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.5/ 
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as a series of spread sheets, can easily be customized if needed.  
The link to the model spread sheets is available in annexe 7.2. The 
model is also available using an iPhone application, for evaluating 
one project.  
Technical: Re-usable modules are available, and can easily be 
integrated in various systems. Modules are often re-used. These 
modules include for example the Swiss eID authentication module or 
a GIS data interface module. 
The overall model, based on a Programme Management Office 
approach implementing the IT strategy and including a financial 
incentive for re-use, proves successful. It provides an overall view of 
eGovernment projects, and ensures the re-use of existing modules.  
  

Lessons 
learned 

The model is successful, there is positive feedback.  
Changes were made last year, to simplify the model and adapt it to 
be applicable both to an IT and to an organisational project.  
The model itself is re-used by many administrations – cities and 
counties - for their own programme management.  
The model can be re-used at a European level. 

 

 



 

 
ISA Action 4.2.5 - Business models for sharing and re-use 

 
 
 
 

 

05/03/2014  Page 14 of 74 
 

2.3. BE: IMIO  - Re-use and pooling of IT 

[11][12][13] 
 

IMIO – Re-use and pooling of IT in local authorities 

Short 
description  

  

IMIO (Inter-commune Pooling of organisational IT) is an organisation 
promoting and coordinating the sharing of solutions and services for 
local authorities of the Walloon Region of Belgium. 

 
Main 
stakeholders 

 

In the Walloon Region of Belgium, 153 local authorities (including 
134 towns, 3 police zones and 2 provinces) buy IMIO services. IMIO 
is founded and funded partly by the Walloon Region. 

IMIO participates in the ICEG (Intergovernmental Committee for 
eGovernment), initiated by FedICT, which meets regularly to 
coordinate eGovernment initiatives at Federal and Local levels.  

Rational, 
Cost Model 

 

Implementing a common strategy at different levels of government, 
IMIO provides a collaboration platform and promotes a common 
approach to procurement. In order to do this, IMIO provides shared 
services and develops re-usable interoperable solutions: 

• through central purchasing  
• by developing in-house generic and adaptable solutions, 

created by pooling new developments under open source 
licenses.  

The turnover is about 1 M euro and subsidies from the Walloon 
Region are of 1.2 M euro. The results are higher than forecast in the 
business plan. The goal is to be sustainable in a few years.   

IMIO was founded in November 2011. 

Income is generated by sharing services and solutions, themselves 
based on re-use of existing solutions (Plone, an open source content 
management system) or solutions developed by other public 
administrations). The solutions can be implemented directly on 
members’ infrastructures or made available in SaaS "Software as a 
Service" on IMIO’s infrastructure. 

The price of each service is linked to the number of inhabitants of 
the municipality. It includes training (workshops), corrective 
maintenance and scalable migration to new versions of Plone, web 
and telephone support (forum, mail and instant messaging), 
management on the IMIO servers (backups, security, performance, 
capacity). As an example, the table in annex7.3 presents the prices 
for a communal website. 

Procuring solutions and services via IMIO provides savings for the 
local authorities. One case – commune of Wanze - states savings of 
25.000 euro for their website development compared to their 
previous solution.  

The IMIO initiative is successful; the results are better than what 
was predicted in the business plan.  

 
Re-use and sharing services  
IMIO re-uses two types of solutions: the Plone content management 
system, and solutions developed by public administrations.  
IMIO shares solutions built using Plone, such as PloneMeeting 
(managing communal or parliamentary sessions) or Urban 
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(managing town planning permits). These solutions are installed 
locally (re-use) in less than 5 % of the cases, because of the 
growing complexity of interfaces linked to mobile versions.  Most of 
the time, the solutions are accessed using the shared services.  
IMIO re-uses solutions developed specifically for public 
administrations. In most cases, IMIO re-writes the solutions because 
they have not been designed initially for re-use. When re-writing the 
code, IMIO uses a component based development approach. It is a 
reuse-based approach to defining, implementing and composing 
loosely coupled independent components into systems. These 
solutions are available for download and are re-used in 10% of the 
cases.  
When a solution is re-used, and the new developments are too 
specific to be maintained by IMIO as part of the main version, the 
maintenance of the new module is done by its owner. This modular 
approach allows managing maintenance. 
  
Examples of issues addressed by IMIO’s model: 
Some existing contracts with public administrations provide a license 
for use of the solution only at a regional level, not allowing re-use at 
a local level.  

In one of their projects, IMIO acts as an interface / mediator in 
between Easiwal (a public body coordinating administrative 
simplification in Wallonia) and one of its service providers by 
promoting an interoperability framework, following the project, 
identifying “generic” parts of the solution which can be re-used by 
another public administration, investing in small expert teams to 
follow the re-use of the assets.  

In another project, IMIO invested in a team of two people for two 
months to follow the implementation of mail management solution 
by a private vendor at a public administration. When launching the 
tender, the Parliament of the Wallonia-Brussels Federation (PFWB) 
specified a description of a strategy to collaborate with an open 
source community. In the end, it is IMIO which represents that 
community, difficult to interact with because of its unstructured 
model. The teams collaborate on the thesaurus for example and on 
other parts of the solution which can be re-used.  

IMIO then re-uses the generic solutions in their service portfolio and 
sees a return on investment.  
There is a lack of common standards in the different solutions. IMIO 
contacts private suppliers to harmonise the standards used.  

IMIO proposes mostly Plone based solutions which are open source 
and can be shared among the administrations. 95% of the member 
communes use the cloud services for the generic solutions proposed; 
IMIO is investing in a scalable cloud infrastructure.   
 

Benefits, 
drawbacks 

Benefits 

The expected benefits of pooling are: decreased overall costs, 
sharing of knowledge and greater synergy between the eGovernment 
actors.  

Developments are only paid once. Additional costs are linked to 
specific developments. The administration can tender the 
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adaptations to different vendors; the open source model allows IMIO 
to avoid vendor lock-in.  

IMIO manages a coherent portfolio of free software. Applications are 
developed to be re-used, and are thought to be generic. On a 
technical level, these programs are designed to meet common needs 
but each administration can adapt them. The design is modular; 
maintenance of the new modules is done independently of the 
maintenance of the main version.  

Knowledge related to, for example, the software "PloneMeeting" is 
distributed over the Walloon Region, the French Community, IMIO 
and the IT Center of the Brussels Region. There is also a growing 
number of Plone service providers. The solutions are deployed and 
tested by a growing number of administrations, bugs are corrected 
in all implementations.  

There are several additional benefits of procuring a solution from a 
government organisation such as IMIO versus usual procurement. 
The solution is made by and for government, enabling sometimes a 
better understanding of the needs. IT competence is in government. 
If the administration is involved in the development, it can influence 
the deadlines by participating. If the administration is small, it relies 
on the community and can benefit from a prioritisation of feature 
development when other administrations have the same needs.  

 This provides the opportunity of competence sharing among a 
growing community. 

Drawbacks 
This type of collaboration through re-use is only possible if there are 
common agendas and needs between IMIO and other IT projects’ 
organisations. 

The chances of sharing or re-use are much higher regarding 
“horizontal” projects such as email, for which 90% of the needs are 
similar across different administrations.  

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

Several enablers for re-use and efficiency of this model are: 
Legal and financial: the use of open source license avoids vendor 
lock-in  

Organisational and legal: the status of the organisational structure 
of IMIO allows common procurement among various public 
administrations. The “official” status of the organisation as a public 
body makes their mandate recognised by the other public 
administrations.  

The experience gathered from the field with the CommunesPlone 
project (founded in 2005, and from which was born IMIO) provides a 
very hands-on experience and bottom-up approach to the IMIO 
strategy. 

Financial: Thanks to funding, IMIO is supported in its first years.  

 
Lessons 
learned 

The open source developments are hosted on the IMIO repository 
but IMIO is considering hosting them on the Plone repository. This 
would encourage other public administrations in the PloneGov 
network in other countries and continents to re-use them. It would 
extend the re-use model.  

The overall experience is more positive than expected, sustainability 
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will be reached in the coming years. 

This model focuses uses a holistic approach, based on shared 
procurement, re-use and shared services as well as on promoting an 
interoperability framework and common standards. Its success is 
linked to the understanding of the specific business of local 
administrations.  

This holistic approach could be followed at a European level. 
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2.4.   SE: Procurement framework for re-using free solutions 

[14][15] Procurement  framework for Open Source  
 

Short 
description  

  

A model for re-use of existing solutions, the 2010 Open Source 
Framework Agreement (‘Öppna programvaror 2010’) for the Swedish 
public sector is the only Framework Agreement for open source 
software in Europe. 

 
Main 
stakeholders 

 

The framework can be used by all parts of the central government, 
the public education sector, all twenty county councils and 225 out 
of the 290 Swedish municipalities.  

There are five suppliers with more than a hundred subcontractors. 
The subcontractors are experts contributing to the development of 
existing open source applications and active in open source 
communities. 

 
Rational, 
Cost Model 

 

All kinds of services are available and the procurement is done only 
through mini-competitions. This means that every supplier within 
the framework agreement MUST answer to a specific request (but 
saying "No, I cannot provide what you ask for" is also an answer). 
Usually 3 to 4 out of the 5 suppliers answer with specifications and 
price. The award criteria are defined by the buyer; these can be 
lowest price or MEAT12. The benefits of the mini-competitions are 
that only an initially selected group of suppliers can answer – 
therefore the buyer knows that only the best suppliers in the market 
will provide tenders. Moreover, the buyer doesn't have to define the 
legal framework; this is done when creating the framework 
agreement. The time for buying is much faster than doing full 
procurement. 

The rationale behind this model is the creation of competition 
between the suppliers, the minimization of risks for the customers, 
and the provision of a way for software development paid for with 
tax money to be given back to the open source community.  

This last point focuses on the sustainability of public spending 
through this Contract; it valorises the investment by sharing new 
spending on the re-used software by contributing to the initial code. 

The value of services procured in 2012 was around 10M Euro. 

 

The shared procurement cost model is the following:  

The suppliers who have a framework agreement report their 
quarterly sales to National Procurement Service (NPS); they are then 
charged 0.7 % of that amount as a fee to finance the NPS. The NPS 
is not tax-funded. 

 

                                                 

12 MEAT: most economically advantageous tender criterion enables the contracting authority to take 
account of criteria that reflect qualitative, technical and sustainable aspects of the tender 
submission as well as price when reaching an award decision. 
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Benefits, 
drawbacks 

There exists a parallel framework agreement that customers can use 
to buy any kind of software. That agreement has got a yearly 
turnover close to a 100M Euro.  

If procurement had been organised in one large agreement, smaller 
companies wouldn’t have been able to participate, the framework 
would have been populated by the largest companies selling the 
software that would give the supplier the highest margin. The 
approach is pragmatic. The advantage of this other framework 
contract is to allow more suppliers to propose services and solutions 
to the Swedish Public Administrations, and to re-use existing 
solutions. The re-use of solutions however is “limited” to existing 
organised offerings linked mature solutions (such as Red Hat or 
Alfresco). There are very few initiatives aiming at re-using a solution 
developed by a public administration and pooling resources.  

 

The drawback of this dual solution is that the customers cannot 
compare open to proprietary software via a single mini competition. 
There are no figures on potential gains. They have to choose upfront 
which way to go.  

 

Risks associated to re-use and contribution to existing code are 
minimized for the public administration thanks to the following 
terms and conditions  specifically related to open source: 

• The customer receives non-exclusive and indefinite rights to 
the Result, including a right to copy, modify, correct, and 
further develop the Result. The customer has the right to 
hire third parties in order to utilize the Result in 
accordance with the specified terms of use. 

• The supplier must indicate to what extent the software 
license affects the customer’s rights to the Result. 

• The supplier shall within 30 days after the customer’s 
acceptance of delivery provide all changes and additions 
back to the relevant communities. When the supplier 
provides the changes and additions, they must adhere to 
the conditions and practices of the community or 
company behind the software. 

• The supplier is not entitled to transfer or assign the rights 
to the Result to the customer on terms that restrict, or 
goes beyond, the terms in the software license. 

• Results in the form of source code, and any documents 
pertaining to the source code, delivered to the customer 
shall be published, publicly available, on the supplier’s 
public website. The supplier shall publish the Results 
within 30 days after the customer’s acceptance of delivery 
and be available throughout the Framework Agreement 
period. 

• The supplier is responsible for ensuring that they have 
obtained the rights necessary for the execution of the 
assignment and delivery. The Supplier is also responsible 
for ensuring that the customer is not required to have any 
additional license or pay royalty payments for the 
customer’s use of the Result. 
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Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

The enablers ensuring open source software is properly procured and 
changes “paid back” to the community are: 
Legal: bidders may quote only open source software and show 
expertise in legal implications. 
Organisational: bidders need to demonstrate involvement in the 
open source community and active contributions to open source. 
 

Lessons 
learned 

Not enough administrations are aware of the framework, its potential 
is not reached. The framework has been used by approximately 10% 
of the 700-800 public bodies which have access to it. Although 
based on a pragmatic approach to widen the number of suppliers 
(and diminish risk of vendor lock-in), part of its goal is “educational” 
and aims at showcasing alternative solutions. Uptake is slow, the 
initiative started 6 years ago. 
 
The Framework agreement has been translated into German by the 
Swiss authorities, who are considering re-using the model. It is also 
being considered for re-use by Greek municipalities. 
Centralising the procurement is a success. 
The framework covers all the needs linked to re-using solutions; 
including the associated services, such as integration management, 
support, maintenance, migration and even training.  
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3. USE AND DEVELOPMENT OF SHARED SERVICES 

3.1. EU: EC DIGIT Shared Services  

[16][17] 
 

EC DIGIT Shared services cost model 

Short 
description  

  

DIGIT, the Directorate General of IT of the European Commission, 
Directorate C (Infrastructure services provision) developed a cost 
model to charge back the provision of its IT services.   The current 
15 services (consisting of 33 different service elements) include: 
Websites, business data processing applications, email, mobile 
telephony, call center, Wifi services. DIGIT also provides tailor-made 
services. The cost model follows an activity based costing approach. 
 

Main 
stakeholders 

 

Users of the services13 provided by DIGIT are the Directorate 
Generals of the European Commission, 7 agencies as well as other 
EU institutions such as the Court of Justice. 
 

Cost Model 

 
Description of the cost model framework (see picture below): 
The model allocates the costs on approximately 30 service elements, 
for example the computer room infrastructure or the virtual 
machines. 

 

The model defines the cost drivers and determines the unit costs by 
service element (allocated cost divided by the number of the driver 
concerned). 
The cost of a tailor made service can then be determined by 
quantifying the cost drivers used. 
 

                                                 

13 In 2012, DIGIT C had 346 MoUs with 99 different customers 
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The cost model follows the following principles: 

• Costs are determined on a partial cost basis. Costs related 
to the building infrastructure costs and to the DIGIT 
internal staff are not included. Even if it is not quantified, 
the model shows the cost element.   

• The model serves to apply a chargeback and the price 
allows to partially recover the costs. This chargeback 
applies to most services. A “standard” set of services for 
desktop productivity are provided for free, but the users 
can still see their cost.   

• The model sets the price retroactively, as the update of the 
cost base is done once a year, and takes into account the 
costs incurred the year before.  

 
Link with Service Catalogue 
DIGIT С has put in place a corporate ICT infrastructure that delivers 
solutions in a flexible and responsive manner. Services provided by 
DIGIT С are structured in a layered, component-based and 
standardised architecture. The service catalogue is mapped directly 
to the infrastructure and organised as service elements grouped in 
layers. This architecture also underpins the cost model and enables 
to link it with the service catalogue. 
Based on the service layers, three main service categories have been 
composed: IS hosting services, CUPS (corporate user proximity 
services, such as email and telephony) and networking services. 
These service categories are groupings of service elements in the 
cost model. In most cases, the final service provided to the customer 
contains service elements from multiple categories. 
 

Benefits, 
drawbacks 

The aim of the cost model is threefold: 
• It provides a view on the costs incurred by Directorate C14 

to provide the services, 
                                                 

14 While the principle of full costs is upheld as far as it concerns DIGIT С costs, the outcomes of the 
model do not provide information about the total cost of ownership for the customer. The European 
Commission's organisational structure implies that certain costs, e.g. internal staff, are entirely 
supported by specific DGs, i.e. PMO, instead of by the DG that initiates those costs. Moreover, cost 
like corporate overhead, IT overhead or building costs are not included in the costs. However, once 
collected, the cost model is capable of processing these costs as they have been integrated in the 
scope of the cost model design. 
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• It allows to apply a chargeback, 
• It provides a reference for benchmarking of prices. 

 

The aim is achieved overall. Linked to cost transparency and 
chargeback, the benefits of the model are users’ awareness and 
responsibility of their IT budget. DIGIT is able to steer its efficiency 
based on unit costs and DIGIT'S customers are able to relate their 
ICT costs to their ICT consumption. 

On the other hand, the benchmarking of prices is difficult to achieve, 
for different reasons. The chargeback model does not reflect the 
market prices: financial regulation for public administrations requires 
that only the exact cost is charged.  Services are defined based on 
the technical standards of the DIGIT infrastructure; other equivalent 
services can be available at a different price from private companies 
if the underlying technology used is different.  Moreover, the 
benchmarking can be done only for the list of standard services.  

Drawbacks of the cost model are linked to the activity based costing 
approach.  

• The allocation of each cost is based on estimations, for 
example the time spent by the team on maintenance 
tasks. The structure of the model therefore determines 
the results.  

• The cost drivers are defined to reflect reality, but this is not 
always straightforward. For example, the cost driver 
“Virtual Machines” is defined as the “number of allocated 
virtual computer units”, and includes memory and 
processing power. It is expected that costs linked to this 
driver diminishes, reflecting market prices. However, this 
was not always the case, probably because it is not a 
linear cost; the adjunction of new systems requires 
additional investments by stages. 

• As the costs are determined based on the annual 
expenditure on an ex post basis, there is a shift between 
the cost base and the actual spending. For example, the 
cost base of 2013 is derived from the last available 
budget execution of the EC (2011).  

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

The transparency of pricing thanks to the cost model provides users 
with a better understanding of the costs when using the DIGIT 
services.  

The possibility of defining and pricing tailor-made services enables 
the use of DIGIT services.  

However, an administration can procure some services externally, as 
long as these services are based on solutions compatible with the 
technical standards of the DIGIT infrastructure.  

 
Lessons 
learned 

According to DIGIT, the structure of the cost model with the 
allocations will not be changed in the near future.  

The cost model depends highly on the defined allocation of the cost 
base to the service elements. Since there is no logical link between 
the cost data in the accounting system and the service elements in 
the model, allocation requires a lot of manual effort. A solution can 
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be found in the structuring of activity codes. A clear process must be 
defined for maintaining these activity codes and assigning 
ownership. 

The model does not discern set-up costs and annual costs. 
Distinguishing setup cost could mean more transparency for the 
client. 

As the cost base does not include all the costs, it could be reviewed 
to reflect reality and better position the services in the market. The 
cost drivers could be updated to better reflect reality. 

 



 

 
ISA Action 4.2.5 - Business models for sharing and re-use 

 
 
 
 

 

05/03/2014  Page 25 of 74 
 

3.1. EU: sTESTA data communication network service 

[18][19] 
 

EU sTESTA network 

Short 
description  

  

sTESTA - secured Trans European Services for Telematics between 
Administrations –is a data communication network service. It 
provides guaranteed performance, high levels of security and has 
connections with the EU Institutions and agencies and national 
networks of EU Member States. The network uses the Internet 
Protocols (IP) to ensure universal reach, but is operated by the EU 
Commission separately from the Internet. 
sTESTA provides services including mail, DNS, FTP and NTP, and a 
dedicated service and operations centre (SOC) is managing and 
monitoring 24 by 7 all sTESTA services. 
 

Main 
stakeholders 

 

sTESTA is a European Community project, financed by the ISA work 
programme, implemented by EC DIGIT. External contractors provide 
the network infrastructure and supporting services. 
The sTESTA network provides trans-European data communication 
services to: 

• Directorates General of the European Commission for the 
implementation of their sectorial policy (e.g.: European 
Anti-Fraud Office). 

• European Institutions (European Commission, European 
Parliament, Council of European Union, Court of Justice 
and Court of Auditors),  

• main EU bodies (e.g.: European Central Bank) 
• all EU Agencies except one 
• the National Networks of all EU member states, prospective 

member states and EFTA countries  
The sTESTA framework is used, among others, by DG Home affairs 
for the Schengen information system (SIS II), the Visa Information 
System (VIS) and by Europol for the implementation of their own 
dedicated Europol network. They have access to the SOC. 

sTESTA infrastructure is used for several non-Community projects15 
such as SCEPYLT (Explosives Control and Protection System to 
Prevent and Fight against Terrorism), involving DE, ES, FR, IT UK 
and PL. 

sTESTA is currently used by 69 networks at DG level (most of these 
networks concern systems supporting EU policies and connecting all 
the Member States), networks at Member State level and 13 
networks from other European Institutions. The sTESTA network, 
framework and infrastructure can be used by many EU public 
institutions. (See Annex 7.4 for a description of the networks and 
associated services). 

 
                                                 

15 A non-Community project is a project leading to information exchanges between administrations or to 
eGovernment services at a european level but whose legal basis is not or not directly deriving from 
a Community legal act. In this perspective, a national authority or an international organisation 
taking part in the non-Community project can, under well-defined conditions, make use of an 
existing sTESTA infrastructure.  
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Incentive, 
Cost Model 

 

Incentive 

The project is an investment aiming at generating economies of 
scale with the rising number of users. The system is designed to 
support scalability. sTESTA is both a contractual framework and a 
network infrastructure. 

• The procurement of such a network is complex, and savings 
are made by joint procurement and re-use of the 
framework.  A common framework contract is achieved by 
consulting EU institutions and agencies wanting to 
participate. The framework is scalable: other institutions 
or agencies not having participated can use the 
framework.   

• The framework contract foresees the implementation of 
multiple clouds16 based on the same design principles. 
Economies of scale are achieved in the creation of 
multiple networks.  

• Large economies of scale are achieved with the provision of 
a single service and operations centre (SOC) for the 
multiple users and networks17.  The budget for the SOC is 
two thirds of the sTESTA budget. Physical premises, 
workflows and operational procedures, management 
platforms and management tools comply with norms for 
EU-RESTRAINT level security. 

• sTESTA architecture is conceived to absorb an exponential 
increase of its utilization18. It foresees high potential re-
use, and is prepared for scalability, like the Internet itself, 
on which sTESTA has based part of its design.  

 

Cost model for the shared service 

EC DIGIT allocates 5 Full Time Equivalents to the project. 
Additionally, the sTESTA project is financed by the European 
Commission ISA programme. The yearly running cost is over 10 M 
Euro, (this figure is changing following the establishment of a new 
service contract, after a call for tender) this includes: 

• the SOC  (80 people) and the network  
• the Core Management team (a chief project officer, senior 

security officer, senior technical consultant, quality 
manager and contract manager),  

• the connections to the EU institutions 
• one connection per member state  

Additional connections are paid for to the contractor by the 
connecting organisation, if the connection is requested outside of the 
ISA context (EU policy, beneficiary to citizens …). 

Benefits, 
drawbacks 

The benefits of this model are in its potential. It provides operational 
ease, is highly resilient and caters for a high service usage.  It allows 
pan-European reach, and supports the implementation of EU policy, 
including those involving sensitive data. The main benefit is that any 

                                                 

16 Currently, four different network clouds based upon the sTESTA contractual framework are operational, 
namely, sTESTA network, SIS II network (Schengen), VIS network (VISA control) and europol network. 
17 The SOC is unique for all the network clouds (SIS II, VIS, europol, sTESTA). 
18 as long as the available budget can cope with the cost of the necessary bandwidth upgrades 
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new project or service needing a highly secure and highly available 
(99.7%) network has an easy access with no investment.  Its usage 
is in constant rise. 
However, the cost model applies a “one size fits all” approach, fixed 
prices for the catalogue of services and incurs long term costs. The 
network shows low utilisation (10% in average in the standard 
sTESTA cloud).     
 

Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

Several enablers for re-use are identified: 

Legal: the implementation of Community policy sometimes requires 
exchange of sensitive data between EU public administrations.  

Organisational and technical: the network is modular. For example, 
sectors requiring connectivity can choose from various scenarios 
between deploying their application on the sTESTA cloud to building 
a separate cloud and have full management control. 

Organisational and technical: some of the EC applications used by 
external bodies, such as ABAC are accessible only through the 
sTESTA network. 

 
Lessons 
learned 

Analysis of the model and the usage of sTESTA show that the 
objectives are achieved, the need for a highly secure network is 
confirmed by the many non-community projects related to law 
enforcement using sTESTA, and is a good success indicator. 
Satisfaction surveys are positive about the management of the 
network and the SOC. 

However, the full potential is not reached yet. Multiplicity of the 
model is covered only at the infrastructure layer with the different 
network clouds. In order to extend the model, additional services 
could be provided to the current users, such as application hosting 
and the development of cloud as a service for common solutions to 
be used between Member States and the EU institutions.  

In order to reach more users, various options can be explored at 
different levels.  

• Political or governance level: Ensuring existing and new 
networks, in the scope of ISA-financed sTESTA, use it.   

• Organisational level: provide different SLAs. For example, if 
the European Parliament wants to use the secure network 
for videoconferencing, very high availability is not needed, 
however, a secure network is needed.  

 

For the cost model to reflect these evolutions, a “one size fits all” 
approach is not adapted anymore. The main part of the budget is 
used for sustaining the SOC, which provides both for the SLA and for 
security aspects. Part of the SOC budget could be borne by the price 
paid by the non-community networks (by spreading the cost on each 
connection,) rather than by solely depending on the ISA budget (this 
is already the case, as indicated on the previous page). 
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3.2. UK: G-Cloud and Cloud Store - Shared services and procurement  

[20][21][22]
[23][24][25]
[26] 

UK Government Cloud Store 

Short 
description  

  

The ICT strategy states that the UK government is committed to 
exploit cloud computing to increase public sector agility and reduce 
the cost of its ICT. Shared resources, infrastructure and software are 
provided as a utility, on a pay by use basis, through a common 
platform – the Government Cloud Store.   

 
Main 
stakeholders 

 

Public sector organisations purchase commoditised IT services off 
the shelf from the Cloud Store. Services are offered under four Lots: 
Infrastructure as a Service (IaaS); Platform as a Service (PaaS); 
Software as a Service (SaaS); and Specialist Cloud Services (SCS). 
These services include for example in SaaS: Content Management 
Systems, Asset Management, Customer Relationship Management.   

To be accepted as a G-Cloud supplier, vendors have to follow the 
tender process and are free to submit as many services are they 
wish, as long as these conform to the published definitions. 

 
Incentive, 
Model, 
Business 
case 

 

Incentive 

The UK government finds that they have an expensive and 
fragmented ICT infrastructure which often duplicates solutions and 
impedes the sharing and re-use of services and solutions. The 
projected central government savings for shifting to cloud computing 
technologies, re-use of services and applications through the 
Application Store are: 20 £m (2012-13) -  40 £m (2013-14) - 
120£m (2014-15). 

This shared procurement model aims at: 

• Reducing the number of unique applications used by the 
public sector  

• Reducing the length of procurement cycles, saving both 
industry and government procurement resources 

• Creating a competitive and cost transparent marketplace, 
which enables both large players and SMEs to offer their 
services to government 

• Allowing access to a wider choice of innovative services 
• Provide improved flexibility, responsiveness and avoidance 

of long-term contracts 
• Improving the ability to monitor application usage and 

gather user feedback 
• Reusing government intellectual property across the public 

sector 
This new model encourages a shift: rather than create bespoke 
solutions each time a requirement is identified, reuse will become 
the norm. The target is to enable central government to buy 50% of 
their new IT spend through the cloud by 2015.  

Results 

Whereas using the Cloud Store is not mandatory, starting end 2011 
to the end of March 2013, there have been more than 900 purchases 
of IT services through the Cloud Store. Of this spend, 70% has been 
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with SMEs. The third framework gone live in May is expected to 
bring total supplier to nearer 700 and more than 5,000 services.  

Procurement model 

New tenders for frameworks are run every six months, to allow new 
providers to enter the marketplace as well as for current suppliers to 
iterate and improve their existing services, based on feedback and 
competition. Each framework is valid for a year and overlaps, which 
is a deliberate push from the centre to avoid being locked in to long-
term and inflexible contracts.   

To join the frameworks, vendors have to agree to publish their 
service levels, commercial terms and pricing, which are open and 
visible to all buyers and suppliers – whether they are on the 
framework or not. Another important principle is the avoidance of 
negotiation at all stages of the process. Buyers have to find a best fit 
to their functional and commercial profiles on a ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ 
basis. The process is based on the framework contracts, and on call-
off agreements and order forms signed at each purchase.  

Business case 

The set up and management of the G-Cloud programme and Cloud 
Store is financed centrally, with a small core team of five people full 
time and other staff working part-time. The main goal is not to come 
to a “break even”, but to change the behaviour in procurement of IT 
services.  

The overall business case is based on savings through shared 
procurement, sharing and re-using, and on creating a transparent 
marketplace ensuring competition. In February 2013, there are 459 
providers on the second framework, about 75% of them SMEs. As of 
May 2013, total reported G-Cloud sales are: € 25.666.685. The UK 
government aimed at changing the IT procurement situation, namely 
being “stuck” in large contracts: 80% of Central government ICT is 
controlled by 6 companies. They have high system and running 
costs, the solutions are difficult to iterate / reuse, there is a lack of 
real competition, and the spendings are (therefore) too high.  

 

G-Cloud does not replace any internal processes for the control of 
funds. Hence before completing the CloudStore process, the 
organisation may need to have a business case or other 
authorisation for funding. There is no overall view of the savings 
incurred by each customer. One reported savings close to 95% when 
moving from their existing supplier to a solution in the application 
store. 

 
Benefits, 
drawbacks 

Benefits for government 

A “traditional” framework contract typically lasts for four to five 
years, offering a much reduced choice of vendors, leaving the public 
administrations with the same solution providers and solutions for a 
long time.  The G-Cloud multiple frameworks are all valid for a year. 
Each supplier commits to provide the service as outlined by the 
overarching framework agreement, there are no negotiations. (See 
Annex 7.5). Renewing the frameworks every six months allows 
vendors to re-submit improved and more competitive as well as new 
services. Together with shorter-term contracts, this allows the public 
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sector to follow the evolution of the ICT market and ready access to 
the latest innovative solutions and technologies. The IT industry is 
changing so fast (services improving, new ones being offered, prices 
changing etc.), that committing to a price point for longer than a 
year is not likely to result in best value being achieved. 

Complete solutions, ready and easy to use, are already assured for 
security, performance and service management.  Ready access to 
‘hybrid cloud’ solutions allow the cost efficiencies of the ‘public’ cloud 
to be used alongside more secure / dedicated private cloud solutions 
based on a consolidated data centre and service estate. 

Services are paid for on a usage basis, and it is simple to try them 
out, experiment. The cost of failure is low.  

This system also provides administrations with easily accessible 
solutions for cross government collaboration.  

Benefits for suppliers 

The transparency of the market place allows suppliers to have a view 
on the current service usage, cost and performance.   

Suppliers are free to offer new solutions on a frequent basis and are 
free to innovate, rather than being held to deliver often out-dated 
and inappropriate custom specifications. 

Simplified commodity purchasing, through the use of systems, such 
as dynamic purchasing systems currently used for other utilities, 
removes the need for long, expensive procurement processes.  This 
creates a level playing field for suppliers, both major and emerging 
providers, especially SMEs.  

Drawbacks 

The procurement process takes too much time, as the number of 
bidders is very high. Procedures, such as notifying the suppliers 
about their accreditation, take too long. The process is difficult to 
implement within the short time range of each framework contract 
renewal. There is no time to learn the lessons from the previous 
tender before launching the new one.  

This type of model only applies to commodity solutions. Moreover, 
service integration is complex with cloud based commodity. It is not 
clear yet how small vendors can work together on service 
integration. The optimum granularity of services needs to be better 
understood in order to ensure integration, i.e.:  how to “chunk up” 
the services, should there be full modules in some of the lots. 

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified 

Several enablers for implementing this model are identified: 

Technical: Cloud technology and a standards based cloud 
environment enable the creation of the marketplace. This technology 
allows consuming ICT as a utility, where services can be supplied on 
a pay as you go basis, scaled up or down according to need.  

Legal and organisational:  

The procurement process followed an OJEU “OPEN” procedure. The 
open process gives the greatest number of suppliers an opportunity 
to be part of G-Cloud. The CloudStore utilises the Government 
eMarketplace tools for catalogue management. 

The provider goes through one procurement process to access to the 
framework, then it needs to “mange its profile” on the eMarketplace 
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rather than bid for each service.  

 

One of the main concerns being data lock-in, suppliers detail the on 
boarding and off boarding processes and costs. 

 
Lessons 
learned 

This new model sets challenges in procurement, transition and 
operational arrangements as described above. The model is too 
young to be scalable efficiently. Organisation and governance need 
to be reviewed. 

The UK government is working on a transition plan to provide a 
wider model, covering not only cloud-based IT services. 
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4. SHARED DEVELOPMENT  

4.1. EU: EC DG TAXUD Sunset project 

[27][28][29] 
[30]  

EU DG TAXUD: Sunset project  

Short 
description  

  

After the completion of the “Sunset project”, the National 
Administrations (NA) would be responsible for the maintenance and 
support of the application developed, maintained and supported by 
the Commission so far19.  Sunset phase 1 was the collaborative 
creation of the call for Tender, with participation and contribution 
of 14 National Authorities. Sunset phase 2 was the actual 
publication, evaluation and contract signing. This phase stumbled 
across many national legal constraints and uncertainties. Despite 
the legal difficulties, four NAs (NL, IE, SE and MT) managed to find 
a solution to publish the Call for Tender (CfT), select a common 
contactor and sign the contracts. 

Main 
stakeholders 

Co-ordinator (Commission), a main facilitator (NL), National 
Authorities, a service provider. 

Rationale, 
Incentive, 
Cost model 

 

The takeover option chosen was "Group Development & Support + 
National Adjustments” were all NAs would take over together led 
by a Development & Support Committee. All NAs in the Committee 
have equal say and equal share in a Common budget, for each 
application. One contractor is assigned for the development and 
maintenance of the future applications, implementing the decisions 
of the Development & Support Committee. The contractor develops 
"mother" applications and where needed "child" applications. Every 
NA concerned can specify its own national needs to be developed in 
the child applications. Every NA signs an extra contract for its pure 
national needs. The main objectives of the form of collaboration 
chosen were: 

• To reduce the cost for the maintenance, split between the 
participating NAs 

• To have flexible but controllable applications with the 
notion of ‘mother’ and ‘child’ applications  

• To share knowledge on creating CfTs for Trans-European 
distributed systems   

• To gain experience on the creation of collaborative CfT   
• To have on-time delivery and support on the applications. 

Each NA has the responsibility of its own contract. The content of 

                                                 

19 The Commission was in charge of software (or Transit Applications) which the NAs could operate in 
order to participate in the Trans-European projects.  In 2006, the Commission decided the ‘Sunset’ 
meaning the end of the specification, development, deployment and technical support of these 
applications by the Commission and the hand-over to the NAs, within a transition period of 24 
months. The increasing requirements expressed by the NAs in terms of better aligning the 
applications to their needs and fully integrating them in their national environment, led the 
Commission to this decision. 
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each contract is the same except from some minor clauses related 
to differences in the national laws. The connection between the 
contracts exists in the statement that a common Change 
Management Board comprising the four countries has the right and 
power to order changes to the contractor. Also it is implied by the 
fact that based on the contracts the exchange of information 
between the four NAs regarding deliverables, helpdesk and reports 
is allowed with no restrictions. Beyond the above connection 
though, there is no explicit pricing or other type of connection 
between the contracts. 

The other NAs can either agree with such a change request/ 
evolution or not. The NAs that agree share the cost for its 
implementation and receive the respective deliverable. If a change 
request of an NA is not agreed by the other NAs then the change 
request becomes a national change request and the NA bears the 
cost of its implementation on its own. 

 
Benefits and  
drawbacks 

 

Drawbacks 

With the notion of ‘mother’ and ‘child’ applications the main 
objective was to have fewer versions for the contractor to maintain. 
This is not the case due to the different national needs and budget 
of each NA, resulting to a complexity for the contractor and the 
notion of 'mother' and 'child' applications being abandoned. That 
would be possible to implement, if NAs had the same view about 
the evolutions to be included in the common core application.  

Legally, it still remains an open question what would happen if a 
court case arose in one of the NAs’ national court. Even in this case 
though, most probably the court case would reach the Court of 
Justice, as an interpretation of the Community law would be 
necessary. Only then the question about the validity of the 
procedure would be with certainty answered. 

Benefits 

There is still certain flexibility in the development, although the 
mother/child approach was not implemented. There are change 
requests or functionalities supported by only one or all countries. 
This occurs because although there is one common customs 
regulation, the way it is implemented in the countries differs (e.g. 
NL is a trade country with a great number of Transit movements 
where in MT the number is low; therefore the processes for 
handling the declarations is different and other functional and 
technical requirements are needed). 

As a certain number of NAs collaborate, costs are shared . Gains 
result in the sharing of costs, described below. 

A Service Provider (SP) had already developed the NCTS 
application for DG TAXUD. The 4 NAs joined for a maintenance 
agreement with SP; each NA however has its own maintenance 
agreement/contract with SP. In this contract the following financial 
agreements were made: 

1) a price a year for maintenance and support on the NCTS 
application, let's say amount €x in total.  Each NA has to pay 
25% of that amount a year and each state receives his own 
invoice of this (25% of €x).  
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2) a price per Function Point (FP), let's say amount €y per FP. If a 
NA wants new functionality it makes a Change Request. This 
Change Request is send to SP for a proposal/quote. Based on 
the requested functionality SP specifies how many FPs this 
functionality involves, and based on the price per FP, the total 
price for this Change Request (Number of FP * €y = €z). SP 
also asks if the other NAs want to participate in this Change 
Request. If none want to participate, the requesting NA pays 
100% of the costs (= €z). If all NAs want to participate, each 
state pays 25% of €z. If one other NA wants to participate, 
then the two NAs each pay 50% of €z. Most of the time, other 
NAs participate to the Change Requests. 

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  

 

Legal: One of the main pros of the procedure was that being 
transparent, it seemed legally feasible, at least to the four 
collaboration NAs. This was also the (informal) opinion from DG 
MARKT. 

Note: Nevertheless, 9 NAs stepped out because certain points in 
the process, which remained (and still do) unclear from a legal 
point of view, imposed legal risks20. These aspects concerned for 
example the publication of the Call, replying to questions from the 
bidders, receiving bids, the evaluation process, notification to 
bidders, signing contracts or law applicable and competent 
jurisdiction.  

Legal: The CfT serves collaborative development between NAs and 
it concerns software built by the Commission and handed over to 
the NAs. Therefore certain points of the CfT are characteristic and 
serve explicitly this nature. This will be detailed in the governance 
aspects (next deliverable D2.4)  

 
Lessons 
learned 

The collaboration fulfilled most of its objectives, despite some 
difficulties in implementation. 

• The collaboration was financially positive. The costs for 
the corrective maintenance are split over the 4 
countries. For the evolutive maintenance, it depends on 
the number of NAs supporting the requested changes.  

• The 'mother' and 'child' applications approach has not 
been implemented for the following reasons:   

− More careful consideration of the collaboration 
mechanisms and the addition of respective clauses in 
the contracts (e.g. for cost sharing) would result to a 
better collaboration implementation between NAs and 
contractor. Each NA had its own contract, and it was not 
contractually defined what was commonly maintained. 
Cost sharing was not explicit.  

− Technical barrier: the initial solution was not designed for 
re-use, and did not implement a modular approach. This 
meant that the “children” versions were not 

                                                 

20 However, the fact that the procedure worked in practice eventually and the four NAs currently have their 
collaborative contracts and no appeal or other court case is pending proves to some point the legal validity of 
the procedure. 
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implemented as additional modules, making large 
applications which were then difficult to maintain. This 
meant additional costs for the service provider. 

• Specific legislation on collaborative procurement is needed 
to clarify unclear aspects in the collaborative 
procurement process, because of differences in each 
MS’s legislation. This aspect will be developed in the 
governance aspects (deliverable D2.4) 

• Legal representatives should be involved early in the 
process. 

• The collaborative writing process (phase 1) was efficient, 
but the tasks were unequally shared between the NAs. 
Clear roles and precise planning would have been the 
solution for a better and faster result. 

• A careful planning with strict deadlines would facilitate a 
future collaboration and give all participating parties 
sense of stability and control of the activity. 
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4.2. EU: EC DG TAXUD: Cost estimations of the collaborative 
implementation of the Customs Code  

[31][32][33] 
[34][35][36] 

EC DG TAXUD: Customs Code
21

 - Collaboration and cost 

estimations 

Short  
description 

A study from DG TAXUD clarifies a global work plan and the 
associated cost for the full Modernised Customs Code22 
implementation.  

 
Cost 
estimates 

From a cost estimation viewpoint, the study estimated the 
development cost of the projects identified in the IT Master Plan up 
to 1.462 Million Euro, excluding infrastructure and operations, for 
the Commission and the MS.  

The cost estimation assumes that the Commission will be 
implementing centrally a number of projects, in line with the 
proposed strategy. Should that approach not to be adopted, the 
cost would be increased (e.g. for Customs Decisions alone by 40 to 
50 Million Euro).  

In addition to the savings of the central implementation, the 
collaborative implementation of IT projects among MS, as the new 
IT strategy proposes, would result in total cost reduction for these 
projects in the range of 40% compared with no collaborative 
implementations. 

Estimated 
savings with 
collaboration  

 

This section presents the study estimation of potential savings if 
some willing MS collaborate to implement IT projects, so as to 
reduce their national implementation costs. This assumes the use 
of the common EU customs reference architecture, to be developed 
via the collaboration project with the support of DG TAXUD. 

The assumption for the collaboration savings are the following: 

• The development and enforcement of a common EU 
Customs reference architecture, which is the base for 
defining the architectures for projects subject to 
collaboration; 

• An effort of 8000 man-days is estimated to develop the 
reference architecture, the collaboration methodology 
and terms of reference, setting up the governance, etc.; 

• The costs for the volunteering MS participating to the 
collaboration project are assumed to be: 

− 10% of the DG TAXUD effort (i.e. 800 man-days), 
essentially to review and validate the reference 
architecture and collaboration methodology, 

                                                 

21 The Modernised Customs Code (MCC) was adopted in 2008 in order to simplify and streamline the customs 
processes and procedures for the benefit of both customs authorities and traders. What come along are the 
large-scaled changes in the european Customs Systems at national as well as on European Commission level, 
implied by the implementation of the MCC. 
22 Regulation (EC) No. 450/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 April 2008 laying down 
the Community Customs Code (Modernised Customs Code), OJ L 145/1 of 4 June 2008. http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:145:0001:0064:EN:PDF  
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organisation, governance, etc. documents; 
− In addition, 3 MS are assumed to incur 30% of some costs 

of the “MCC Special Procedures” project, which 
represents the “Customs Warehousing” pilot 
collaboration project. 

• Projects developed under collaboration will implement a 
common generic solution, with focus on reuse: 

− This increases the base cost by 50%.  
− This cost could be shared by all participating MS. 
• The reuse cost by a MS of the common generic solution 

will be 40% of the base cost: 
− Part of it (20%) accounts for the MS reuse effort; and 
− The other 20% account for integrating to national systems 

and modifying for national specificities. 
The cost study estimates that: 

The total cost for the project implementation for the MS that 
participate in the collaborative implementation is estimated at 
11878 K Euro. If this is compared with the initial cost for individual 
implementation for the 11 MS (19895 K Euro) then the overall 
savings are estimated at 40% for this project. The same model 
applies for all projects that are implemented in a collaborative way. 

The following conclusions on collaboration cost estimates can be 
drawn: 

• For each MS that participates in the collaborative 
implementation the savings are estimated to be around 
50% of the cost that the MS would undertake to develop 
that individually  

[MS Cost for Collaborative implement = ((1.5 / 11) * Cost + 0.4 * 
Cost)] 

• The cost savings for the participating MS in collaborative 
implementations is a function of the participating MS : 

MS Cost for Collaborative implement = ((1.5 / Num of part MS) * 
Cost + 0.4 * Cost) 

• The collaborative implementation of IT projects among 
MS, as the new IT strategy proposes, would result in 
total cost reduction for these projects in the range of 
40% compared with no collaborative implementation. 

 
Potential 
enablers 

 

Technical: Cloud technology - For the services produced in a 
collaborative manner, these may constitute the “cloud” of customs 
services or Customs App Store that through their use by other MS 
will reduce the overall cost borne my MS. 

Organisational:  

• a Reference Architecture, adapted to the business domain 
• “accelerators” – enabling systems to be implemented by 

different industry players in an interoperable way, such 
as: 

− High level specifications aligned to the legislation,  
− business process models for a specific legislative domain 
− Logical requirements, i.e.: services, “technically agnostic” 

Legal: Joint procurement (governance aspects – to be developed in 
the deliverable D2.3) 
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4.3. FR: OpenFoncier and OpenMairie framework for sharing 
development  

[37][38][39] 
[40] 

OpenFoncier shared development 

Short 
description  
  

OpenMairie is a French framework project developing applications 
for medium sized French cities under an Open Source license. 
OpenMairie offers these cities a framework within which other 
applications can be rapidly developed. OpenMairie started in 2005. 
The project has about thirty applications fitting the specific needs 
of local and regional administrations. These projects cover diverse 
areas such as resource planning, police call centre, or management 
of territorial rights management (OpenFoncier). 

 
Main 
stakeholders 
 

A municipality23 develops a solution. It then is deployed in other 
municipalities. Service providers (SMEs) invest in understanding 
the solution and offer maintenance services for it, and even new 
developments which are financed by the other administrations re-
using the software.  
OpenFoncier was developed by the city of Arles, and enhanced by 
the city of Marseille (renamed OpenADS – Authorisation des Droits 
des Sols”, a Geographic Information System (GIS) software dealing 
with cadastre authorisations). 
 

Incentive, 
Cost model 
 

Incentive 
The framework OpenMairie aims at increasing competition in a 
market with a few proprietary vendors by creating a framework in 
which cities and municipalities share the development of software 
targeted to their business needs. The potential user base and is 
very wide.  
Cost model 
The model is community based. Local administrations initiate and 
finance a project (initiation phase). Other administrations then re-
use the solution (deployment phase). Service providers invest in 
knowledge about the solution. Pooling is assured by 
communicating through the community - private service companies 
working with these solutions and public networks24. An open source 
project becomes sustainable once it has developed a wide 
community of stakeholders. The project is then mature because the 
developers’ community can share maintenance and finance new 
functionality thanks to new users (new developments phase). See 
figure below.  

Example: OpenFoncier has been re-used in 9 cities smaller than 
Arles. Two service providers support the solution. OpenADS is 

                                                 

23 Of the 36,000 municipalities in France, some 700 have between 10,000 and 100,000 inhabitants. Each of 
these middle sized cities deliver about sixty governmental services. 
24 These economic actors are for example: ADULLACT, PloneGov in Belgium, Drome numérique, Somme 

Numérique, Megalis, or Communautés de communes. 
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developed by the city of Marseilles, investing 400.000 euro to 
adapt OpenFoncier to the needs of a large city, such as managing 
collective housing. A service provider, having previously invested in 
knowledge about the solution by supporting its deployment in a 
small municipality, won the tender.  

When other actors start contributing to enhancing the software, 
there is a maturity level achieved in the model; new stakeholders 
contribute, therefore “pay-back” the initial investor. OpenADS will 
be installed in Arles.  
 

 

Benefits and  
drawbacks 
 

The main benefits of this model are: meeting the business needs 
efficiently, ensuring interoperability, avoiding vendor lock-in, ease 
of re-use.   
Developing the solution in-house allowed a fine-tuning of the 
requirements and technical choices during the development. This 
type of “agile” development proves more efficient and cost effective 
than defining all the requirements and tendering the development. 
Business knowledge is kept in-house too, enhancing the 
sustainability of the model. Developing a solution within the 
OpenMairie framework ensures integration of all applications. 
OpenFoncier is interoperable with any GIS application, whereas the 
proprietary solutions are compatible with only one. Off-the-shelf 
solutions are very limited, two vendors share the market. 
OpenFoncier was developed also to widen the offering.  

The main drawback of this model is the initial investment. This 
investment is borne by a public administration, for the first 
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solution, and by service providers for the first re-uses. The initial 
risk is on the administration’s side. The model also depends on the 
service providers’ interest to invest in knowledge in the solution, 
which is linked to the re-use of the solution by other 
administrations.  The responsibility of the solution is the IT 
managers’, who must ensure he collaborates with the business. 

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  
 

There are several enablers for re-use identified in this case: 

Technical: OpenFoncier was re-used because the solution worked 
well. It also ensured interoperability with various GIS systems. 

Economical: The City of Marseille wanted to use a solution which 
was not one of the two on the market. Assuring vendor-
independence provides knowledge transfer in-house and more 
flexibility regarding functionality. 

Organisational: The code was easily available, documentation was 
complete and of quality (UML descriptions…).   

Legal: The open source license ensures re-use of the solutions by 
various (unknown) stakeholders and sharing of the new 
developments. 

 
Lessons 
learned 

This type of model is best adapted to IT departments wanting to be 
involved in the management and development of an integrated IT 
system. The learning curve for developing each application is steep 
because there are many aspects to the business. However, 
investing in GIS expertise with the development of OpenFoncier 
has proven very efficient: many other OpenMairie solutions include 
a GIS component. The price (compared to using free software) is 
not an important aspect of this model, as off-the-shelf vendors 
adapt their prices and specialise in developing business expertise. 
Also, these vendors include in their solutions free software 
components, thus providing some vendor independence.  

This approach is currently used by the Joinup.eu project which 
hosts software code from various public administrations and 
proposes a software development environment available for 
different EU public administrations.  
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4.4. NO: Friprogforeningen and Frikomport – Shared development among 
municipalities 

[41][42][43] NO: Friprogforeningen and Frikomport – Shared 
development among municipalities  

Short 
description  

Founded in 2011, Friprogforeningen (free software association) is a 
Norwegian organisation that aims to develop, manage and re-use 
free software used in public administrations. 

 
Main 
stakeholders 

 

The founding members are from the Kongsberg region, Ringerike 
municipality, Skedsmo municipality, Friprog25 (an independent, 
state-funded resource center for free software), University of 
Adger, Central Telemark County Council. The Association aims at 
targeting the 430 Norwegian municipalities, 340 government 
agencies and 18 counties. 

 
Rationale, 
Cost model 

 

Rational 

The association organizes joint procurement of development, 
maintenance and operation of ICT solutions based on open source, 
on behalf of its members. The association organizes the community 
and ownership related to these activities, and the allocation of 
costs between users.  

Open source software (OSS) show the value chain as described in 
the figure. Without this long 
term collaboration, it is 
difficult to reap the benefits of 
OSS. However, such an 
informal organisation is not 
permanent, and doesn’t 
provide enough stability for 
municipalities and agencies to 
cooperate collectively on these 
projects.  By organising 
themselves in an association, 
the members can ensure that 
the value chains of the 
different projects are 
interdependent, ensuring re-use and benefits.  

The basis for the cooperation is founded around FriKomPort, an 
online course management tool developed by the Kongsberg 
region. 

 

FriKomPort cost model 

In 2006, the municipalities of the Kongsberg region developed a 
portal for courses for municipality staff. The initial investment of 

                                                 

25 Friprog is funded by the Ministry of Government Administration and Reform, and is a registered 
corporation 
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28.000 euro was borne entirely by the region of Kongsberg. The 
solution provided through procurement was based on open source 
software. Other municipalities wanted to use the portal. The 
national government realized the potential of sharing such a 
project, and provided about 51.000 euro for the establishment of a 
platform where the application could be shared, and for the 
publication of the source code. The Region made a contract with an 
application service provider and new users could use the 
application as a shared service for a fee of 650 euro per year. The 
member organisations also have the option to pay a voluntary fee 
of approximately 950 euro, which is used to improve the portal 
according to the wishes of the users. To determine key points 
which need improvements or future functionalities, all users, 
including the non-paying users, have the chance to meet annually 
at a conference to discuss these issues. 

 

Friprogforeningen cost model 

Other areas of cooperation are explored, such as portal solutions, 
content management systems software for helpdesk or surveys. 
The association defined its business plan for the first year in these 
areas. The main costs associated with software are linked to the 
development and project management. In some of the projects of 
the areas mentioned above, the cost of development is already 
covered by one or more public agencies. These same organisations 
also have on-going costs for debugging and management.  

 

Revenue Association 2010 euro 

Membership fees   39.000 

FriKomPort   6.500 

Registration fee National Convention 3.900 

Total 49.400 

Operation of the Association  

Startup costs 10.400 

Collections for members 6.500 

Develop guidelines 13.000 

Develop project plans   6.500 

National Convention   6.500 

Accounting and Auditing 3.900 

Total 46.800 

Investment budget – development 2011  

FriKomPort - new structure 39.000 

New Features 6.500 

Competency Mapping, HR systems integration 26.000 

Skills content knowledge portal   91.000 

Total development 162.500 

Project Financing? 0 

Allocation of costs between users 162.500 

 

Friprogforeningen is offering several cloud-based open source 
applications, such as the Redmine project management and bug-
tracking tool and the OTRS service management and helpdesk 
software. Other applications available from Friprogforeningen’s 
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cloud include the Limesurvey survey software, Mediawiki, Open 
Conference System, e-learning system Moodle and Wordpress, a 
content management system. The cloud itself is running open 
source software.  

 
Benefits and  
drawbacks 

 

As a joint procurement organization, the association has a 
purchasing power that enables coverage of the association costs 
while delivering competitive services and solutions. The potential 
for achieving affordable solutions to users is met when the 
association can organize joint procurement for fifty or a hundred 
different users through the same purchasing agreement. 

Sharing development costs is a very important motive for the 
community of municipalities. A programmer will cost them about 
115 euro per hour. Sharing these between sixty municipalities it 
comes down to a mere 2 euro per hour. This would not be possible 
if they didn’t have a sustainable community. 

Providing the solution through a shared service allowed usage 
without the municipalities having to update their back office or 
infrastructure. 

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  

There are several success factors identified in this case: 

Legal: The open source license of the initial solution 

Financial: Low cost of solutions based on free software 

Organisational: Provision of the solution through shared services, 
enabling re-use by organisations without impact on their own 
systems. 

  
Lessons 
learned 

The initial project (Frikomport) was supported by the municipalities 
during their working hours, requiring an initial investment borne by 
a small number of municipalities and some volunteer work.  

This approach becomes sustainable trough the selling of shared 
services, similarly to the IMIO case described above. A similar 
approach would be feasible at an EU level for very generic 
solutions. A structure for common procurement would need to be 
set up.  
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4.5. FR: eBourgogne:  Regional shared platform for electronic public 
services  

[44][45] 
[46][47][48]  

FR: eBourgogne  Regional shared platform for electronic 
public services 

Short 
description  

  

The eBourgogne platform delivers shared eGovernment services in 
collaboration with the local administrations. The administrations 
organised the shared development of the platform using a 
Grouping of Public Interest (GIP), common procurement and a 
Public Private Partnership (PPP). The PPP is essentially a strategic 
service-delivery partnership based on information and 
communication technology (ICT).  

 
Main 
stakeholders 

 

The founding members of the PIG eBourgogne are the Burgundy 
Region, its four Departments and the State. Its members (1,100) 
include half of the local government entities of the region and 40 % 
of Educational and Health entities (colleges, university, hospitals). 
There are also more than 22,000 companies that use eProcurement 
and public grants services provided by eBourgogne. 

 
Rationale, 
Cost model 

 

Rational 

A preliminary study on the Return on Investment of the 
eBourgogne initiative focused on the savings generated from 
digitalisation and time savings for the State and for the members 
of the GIP, by the services available on the eBourgogne platform. 
The study methodology was based on existing ROI studies in the 
scope of assessment of public policies. The first results, that still 
need to be checked and compared on the field, are the following:  

• for the accounting processes and control of legality, savings 
incurred amount to  13 million € for the French State and 
20 million € for the members of the GIP.  

• savings by pooling of resources and equipment for the 
municipalities are estimated at over forty million € 
(difference between the cost which would be incurred if the 
municipality were to implement the services individually and 
the corresponding amount of fees spent for the same 
services). 

 

The main goal is to share and pool resources, including 
infrastructure, expertise, tools and knowledge. Local entities create 
a legal structure (stable and time resistant) with the mission to 
develop, install, deploy, operate and maintain eGovernment 
services. Delivered eGovernment services are related to all 
administrative procedures, including public procurement. Their 
implementation depends on local government political priorities 
and estimated benefits; they are delivered on a scheduled basis.  

Considering the ever-expanding field of eGovernment projects, the 
GIP was interested in defining the projects’ outcomes rather than 
detailed inputs: technical specifications of the solutions would not 
be detailed and defined in advance. Furthermore, the structural 
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capacity of the GIP in human resources (not exceeding thirteen 
full-time equivalents) could not support designing, building and 
operating services for a target of more than 2,000 public entities. 
In addition, a direct financing of the technological investments for 
a sturdy, industrial platform was out of reach. The cost of the 
platform had to be spread over ten years rather than spent on an 
upfront basis. Needed investments and design risks could be 
transferred to the private sector in payment of a negotiated fee, 
reflecting the quality of the services delivered. The rationale for 
choosing the PPP was based on better Value For Money (VFM), 
considering the technical and deployment complexity, as well as an 
expected optimal sharing of the risks (compared to successive 
tiling of usual public procurement). 

 

Cost model 

The annual budget is approximately 4.5 million euro. The budget 
sources are three-fold. The 2013 budget projects the following: 

• 55 % from the yearly fee paid by each GIP member, 
based on the type/size (inhabitants) of the entity; 

− Examples of fees: for a commune of 100 inhabitants: 
81Euro, for a commune of 1000 inhabitants: 1100 Euro, 
for a commune of 25.000 inhabitants: 18.000 Euro. 

• 25 % from direct participation by the founding members. 
These larger public entities subsidise for the smaller 
ones; 

• 20 % from grants from the European Regional 
Development Fund. 

• Every member can access the whole range of services 
without any additional cost. The fee includes the service, 
training and technical support. Economic actors or 
citizens are not subject to fees. 

• A GIP is a non-profit organisation; income reflects costs. 
 

The Value for Money (VFM) assessment forecasts over 50 million 
euro in savings for local government and 7 million euro at State 
level (5.5 million 
sheets of paper 
will be digitally 
processed).  

The smallest 
members are 
those who get the 
most benefits (see 
figure). 

 

 

  

Benefits and  
drawbacks 

The GIP provides several benefits. This "Holding" of all public 
entities provides a governance model which warrants the continuity 
of provided service independent of any political change. This legal 
structure of governance can either manage the whole cycle of 
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 eGovernment services by themselves (no need for a public render) 
or outsource all or part to an external ICT services provider. 

The PPP allows a transfer of risks and the ability to create a long 
term and large scale project without the up-front and total 
financing. The duration of the PPP (10 years) aims at generating 
economies of scale. 

However, during the Call for Tender, several respondents did not 
understand the approach. Among the three with which the GIP 
began a competitive dialogue, two were still behaving like 
suppliers, by providing simply innovate contracts. A PPP must be 
based on a risk analysis, shared and accepted by both partners. 
There is a big investment upstream. The private partner had to 
work a lot to determine a consistent amount for the fee they 
claimed to the GIP in exchange for meeting the defined objectives 
over several years, taking into account the penalties incurred if 
these were not met. The risk analysis needs to be carefully done. 
There are 72 performance indicators permanently monitored. 
Additionally, typical to the PPP are the ancillary revenues which are 
not known at contract signature, but which can provide a 
substantial revenue bonus for the provider. These ancillary 
revenues are shared between the private and the public partners. 
They need to find the allocation ratio which takes into account the 
“industrial” contributions from the public sector. This would be the 
case for example if the private partner developed for another 
Region a similar platform using the eBourgogne experience and 
modules developed in eBourgogne. A PPP does not make sense if 
both partners do not share the same view of the risks and needs. 

 
Enablers or 
success 
factors 
identified  

 

There are several enablers identified in this case: 

Organisational and legal: The eBourgogne project is a non-profit 
organisation, which uses the legal structure of GIP. The GIP 
provides the service to all the legal entities autonomous in terms of 
procurement (legal authorities, universities, high schools, 
chambers of commerce, etc.) and represents their individual 
interests. The eBourgogne GIP is the very first ICT PPP in France.  

Technical: Use of Interoperability frameworks, open standards, re-
use of existing (open source) tools. 

Legal and technical: the use of the Competitive Dialogue procedure 
for procurement.  

Lessons 
learned 

During the PPP competitive dialogue which lasted almost a year, it 
was essential for the candidates to understand both the principles 
and the economic model that are day-to-day drivers for the GIP. 
That is, basically, optimising public finance in sharing resources 
and applying the principle of solidarity in municipalities of various 
sizes. Today, in order to address conflicts, partners meet regularly 
and confidentially. The conflicts are easier to overcome when a 
common vision is built over the years. 

To date, the region of Brittany has established a similar legal 
structure through e-mégalis. Ile de France region is considering 
doing the same, but they are lacking the political support and 
(therefore) the initial budget to invest in the creation of the 
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structures. eBourgogne had strong political support from the start, 
and received enough budget to launch the framework and wait for 
enough municipalities to join. 

A similar structure as the GIP could be implemented at the EU level 
using the EEIG (European Economic Interest Group) legal 
structure, directly inspired from the GIP. It is used in the scope of 
cross-border projects such as the fast train Thalys. Challenges lie 
in the legal aspects of collaborative cross-border procurement.   
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5. CONCLUSION  

The following section presents the conclusions drawn from the cases of business 
models for sharing and re-use described in this document. 

 

Without incentives and other financial benefits, sharing and re-use 
initiatives are limited. Whereas political engagement is important, it is not 
enough. Achieving savings is essential for sustainable models of sharing and re-use. 
The case of the Swiss eGovernment strategy shows the need for a financial 
incentive for re-use. The case of IMIO shows that pooling of resources provides 
competitive prices through central procurement and in-house development of 
common solutions. The case of G-Cloud identifies savings through shared 
procurement and sharing and re-using of solutions. The case of Frikomport is a 
shared procurement model, dividing development costs among 70 participating 
municipalities. 

 

The sharing and re-use models need to be divers and adapted to the target 
groups. A sharing or re-use model is efficient when the various target groups are 
identified. E-PRIOR is a solution shared as a service with Commission services and 
Agencies, and re-used as a downloadable tool by Member States. Frikomport is 
available as a service and as an open source tool, whereas “premium” services are 
offered for an additional annual fee. sTESTA provides different services on separate 
clouds. 

 

Chances for successful initiatives are high when sharing ICT infrastructure 
services, software as a service or central procurement services. Cases of 
IMIO, Frikomport and others show that re-users do not always have the means to 
install, operate and/or maintain re-usable software. Re-use models are often 
combined with shared services models. Shared procurement ensures savings thanks 
to a pooling of resources, but in addition, it allows procurement of specific expertise 
thanks to the grouping of a “critical mass” of buyers. Shared ICT infrastructure 
services save costs of separate tendering procedures, and are straightforward to 
implement because of common needs across organisations.  

 

Initiatives of sharing or re-use have a common goal: generate savings. The cases 
show that these savings come in many forms. Common solutions and common 
procurement reduce complexity, costs and time spent otherwise on multiple 
tendering procedures. Centralised purchasing reduces prices by an economy of 
scale, by pooling resources and equipment as in the e-Bourgogne case. A 
transparent marketplace of service provides triggers competitiveness in prices. Re-
use of solutions also generate other types of savings, such as those linked to better 
interoperability and avoiding vendor-lock-in. Savings are generated at various 
levels, and can be measured on a “whole-of-government” approach. The cases of 
the Swiss strategy, eBourgogne, Frikomport, e-PRIOR, DG TAXUD and others 
illustrate models of costs incurred at one level (e.g.: centrally) generating savings 
at other levels (e.g.: locally, indirectly). These cases also show that the reaping of 
benefits needs an initial investment.  

 

Barriers to cross-border collaboration can limit sharing and re-use. Identifying 
them at an early stage is needed. The case of the Sunset project highlights the 
legal barriers to cross-border procurement.  
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7. ANNEXES 

 

7.1. Open e-PRIOR technical approach 

e-PRIOR is a SOA (Service-Oriented Architecture) platform allowing the exchange of 
electronic business documents, structured or not, between the Supplier and the 
Customer. It exposes web services which can be called from the back-office ERP 
applications or via the PEPPOL project exchange infrastructure (CIP LSP 
infrastructure). Alternatively, a Supplier or a Customer with low volumes of 
exchange can connect to the system via a web portal, which is also part of the 
open-source solution – see Figure  

 

  

Figure 7-1 Components of e-PRIOR 

 

It sets in motion a true interoperability between disparate systems, which don't 
need to know about each other's specificities. It synchronizes the parallel business 
processes of the buyer and of the seller. 

 

e-PRIOR implements the UBL standard, Universal Business Language (UBL) is a 
library of standard electronic XML business documents such as purchase orders and 
invoices. UBL was developed by an OASIS Technical Committee with participation 
from a variety of industry data standards organizations, including the European 
Commission, and is currently available to all, with no royalty fees. 

Reusability 

Figure  shows the structure of e-PRIOR, divided in modules, platform services and 
SOA enablers, and connected to the outside world via the CIP gateway, the 
communication services and the Supplier Portal.  
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Figure 7-2 e-PRIOR structure 

 

Note that only the modules are sector specific, implementing the business of 
exchanging documents in the context of e-Procurement. The rest of the platform is 
reusable in any business context where information exchange is required. 
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7.2. CH: “Utilitas” model  

Information in this section is from the Utilitas Kit User Guide26. 

 

7.2.1. Introduction 

Model for benefit calculation 

 

The purpose of the utility assessment model is to evaluate the benefit provided by 
eGovernment projects and to compare their effectiveness. This "Utilitas" model, was 
first applied in 2010 in connection with the strategy controlling process at the 
project leader organisations. Detailed information on the results can be found in the 
final report “Portfolio of prioritised projects - Final report on the evaluation 
according to qualitative criteria using the Utilitas model, 2010” 27. 

 

Utilitas-Kit 

 

A compact kit is available that contains all the necessary documents and calculation 
tools in Excel for carrying out individual assessments. It is intended for IT project 
and program managers of the public and private sector. IT is available for 
download.28 

 

The "Utilitas" model 

 

The "Utilitas" model is based on a catalogue of questions to be answered by the 
lead organisation in charge of managing a project. A certain weighting is given to 
each answer. When it comes to assessing the questions, this makes it possible to 
identify the "qualitative benefit" and the "cost effectiveness", and to plot them on a 
matrix. 

On the one hand, the resulting positioning of the individual projects on the matrix 
(A1-3, B1-3, C1-3) allows the projects to be directly compared with each other. On 
the other hand, the positioning serves as a utility label (Utilitas scale) that can be 
easily visualised and understood by interested parties while also serving as a 
communication tool for the project leader 
organisations. 

 

1: Qualitative benefit 

2: Cost effectiveness  

3: Assessment 

4: Utilitas scale 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

26 http://www.egovernment.ch/dokumente/nutzenmodell/Utilitas_Kit_en.zip    
27 http://www.egovernment.ch/dokumente/nutzenmodell/schlussbericht_rz_en.pdf  
28 http://www.egovernment.ch/dokumente/nutzenmodell/Utilitas_Kit_en.zip  
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Benefit analysis 

 

To provide more in-depth analysis of the benefit of a project in addition to the 
allocated utility label, the questions were also grouped according to five key 
themes. This allows more detailed identification of the strengths and weaknesses of 
each project:  

 
 Key theme Claim Questions included 

 Modernisation/ 
Image 
   
 

Visible contribution to the 
modernisation and 
enhancement of the 
Administration's public image. 

Improving availability 
Removing barriers 
Improving transparency 
Public impact 

Synergies 
   
  
 

Reuse of data, 
infrastructure, and / or 
know-how by other 
projects or applications 

Multiple use of modules 
Multiple target groups 
Number of users of the 
project 
Reusability of data, 
knowledge, documents 

Process 
optimisation 
   
 

Improvement / acceleration of 
processes within the 
Administration as well as 
external processes, and 
reduction of workload 

Throughput time / efficiency of 
transaction; 
Throughput time of process 
Reduction of contacts with the 
authority  
Seamless throughput 
Data reusable 

Quality 
improvement 
 

Improving the results and 
data quality, increasing 
availability and user-
friendliness 
 

Data quality 
Falling error rates 
Increasing customer 
satisfaction  
Improving availability 

Basic service Complying with legal 
requirements, prerequisite for 
other projects planned, 
overall legal and 
organisational parameters 

Legal predictability 
Projects which benefit 
Description of project = 
prerequisite 

  

7.2.2. Process and instruments 

 

To evaluate the benefit of an individual project, the values for the various 
qualitative and cost- efficiency criteria are assessed by means of a questionnaire. 
The Utilitas Kit Excel sheet is suitable for recording up to 15 projects. For larger 
portfolios, it is recommended to consider the use of a web- based questionnaire tool 
which allows the results data to be exported or to integrate the questions into a 
standard IT projects portfolio management tool. 

 

For larger surveys, the recommended approach is to do first a pilot survey based on 
3 – 5 projects with verification of the results obtained. This allows fine-tuning of the 
questions and the weighting of the individual answers. 

 

Where different people respond to the questionnaire, it is important to provide all 
participants with the same detailed information. True comparability is only given if 
every respondent is equally capable of understanding and assessing the questions. 
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Figure 7-3: Sample process for calculating benefit 

 

 
Choice of questionnaire 

 

The calculation model described here was originally developed for the strategic 
positioning of eGovernment projects and devised as a tool for project and 
portfolio managers working in the Public Administration. Since the problem of 
assessing the benefit of IT or organisational projects is equally common in the 
general economy, the questionnaire was adapted specifically for this 
environment as well. The software package therefore contains two sets: "Gov" 
for governments and "Eco" for companies and private-sector organisations. 
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Project type 

 

Allowances were also made for the differences between IT and other projects in 
an organisation by making slight adjustments to the formulations and 
explanations. For this reason within the environment sets "Gov" and "Eco" there 
is a further subdivision into IT and ORG, with each one containing 15 copies of 
the corresponding questionnaire. The assessments for both project types within 
an organisation can be positioned on the same Utilitas matrix and compared 
with each other. 

 

GOV-IT category 

For IT projects of governments and authorities of the public administration, as 
well as for non-profit organisations 

GOV-ORG category 

For organisational, restructuring, marketing or product development projects in 
governments and authorities of the public administration, as well as for non-
profit organisations 

ECO-IT category 

For IT projects of private-sector companies and organisations. 

ECO-ORG category 

For organisational, restructuring, marketing or product development projects in 
private-sector companies and organisations. 
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7.2.3. Explanations of questions and their weighting 

 

Table with all the questions, explanations and allocations to the type of 
questionnaire. GOV IT, GOV ORG, ECO IT, ECO ORG. Different question 
formulations or explanations are allocated to the questionnaire types; if there is 
no data, the explanation applies to all types. 
 
 

7.2.3.1. Explanations to Q.1 – 25 on "quality" aspects 

 
Project goals and benefits 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
1 None 
Question 
What is the project's principal target group? 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Who are the potential users of the final system? 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Who benefits most from the current project once it has been realised? 
Possible answers GOV / IT & ORG 
Administration 
Citizens 
Commerce 
Several groups 

 2 
2 
2 
4 

Possible answers ECO / IT & ORG 
Own company 
Customers 
Stakeholders/Partners 
Several groups 

 2 
2 
2 
4 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
2 Synergies 
Question 
How many users/people benefit from your project? 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Number of potential users in ideal scenario 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Number of potential persons in ideal scenario 
Possible answers 
>1000 
> 300 
> 50 
1 - 50 

 4 
3 
2 
1 
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No. Relation to key theme 
3 Synergies 
Question 
How many other projects from the program or organisations benefit from this project? 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Can other projects or applications reuse the modules, data or know-how in this project? 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Can other projects reuse the achievements or experiences of this project? 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Yes, several 
Yes, just one 
Perhaps 
Unlikely 

 4 
3 
2 
1 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
4 None 
Question 
What description can best be applied to your project? 
Explanation 
Description, allocation of project to a category 
Possible answers assessment/weighting GOV ECO IT 
Provision of IT 
Infrastructure 
Provistion of Information 
Data Exchange System 
Several 

 2 
 
2 
2 
4 

Possible answers assessment/weighting GOV / ECO ORG 
Provision of infrastructure 
Reorganisation 
PR work 
Several 

 2 
2 
2 
4 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
5 None 
Question 
Left blank 
Explanation 

 
Free field for own use 

 
 
 
 

Impact 
 

No. Relation to key theme 
6 Modernisation/Image 
Question 
Impact on the public 
Explanation 
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What positive impacts does the implementation have on the public (target audience, stakeholders, 
media)? 

Possible answers assessment/weighting 
High 
Medium 
Low 
None 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
7 Basic service 
Question 
Does the rollout of a project fulfil a legal requirement? 
Explanation 
Does the project have to be implemented due to legal requirements or operating regulations? 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Yes, compulsory 
Yes, in part 
No 

 4 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
8 Basic service 
Question 
How do you assess the risk associated with the implementation of your project? 
Explanation all 
Risk assessment with regard to deadlines, resources and quality 
Probability of occurrence and potential impact has been assessed on the basis of a risk analysis 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
High 
Medium 
Low 

 1 
2 
4 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
9 Process optimisation 
Question 
The project boosts productivity 

Explanation 
Does the project simplify or eliminate altogether activities that were previously performed manually? 
Are postal deliveries no longer required? Can several products/results be prepared simultaneously? 
Can processes be completed in a measurably faster or more efficient way? 

Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly 
Partly 
Supposedly / hardly 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 
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No. Relation to key theme 
10 Modernisation/Image 
Question 
The project is innovative by nature 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
New technologies or channels are made available 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
New technologies, channels or processes are made available 
Possible answers Assessment/weighting 
Significantly 
Partly 
Supposedly / hardly 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
 

Speed / throughput time of process 
 
No. Relation to key theme 
11 Process optimisation 
Question 
The project reduces the throughput time of the overall related processes for the customer 

 
Explanation 
The end client has to wait noticeably less time for an answer, product or result that he has 
requested/ordered. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly 
Partly 
Supposedly / hardly 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
12 Process optimisation 
Question GOV 
This project reduces the required number of contacts with the authorities… 
Question ECO 
This project reduces the required number of contacts between the customer and the provider 
Explanation 
There are fewer queries, confirmations or other clarifications between the customer and the provider 
or between the customer and the authority. 

Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly 
Partly 
Supposedly / hardly 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 
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No. Relation to key theme 
13 Process optimisation 
question 
The project allows the seamless run-through of a dependent process 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
The entire process can be managed electronically, there is no incompatibility between systems or 
processes 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
The project supports a dependent process so that it can be completed seamlessly online. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly 
Partly 
Supposedly / hardly 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
14 None 
Question 
Left blank 
Explanation 
Free field for own use 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
15 None 
Question 
Left blank 
Explanation 
Free field for own use 

 
Service quality 

 

No. Relation to key theme 
16 Quality improvement 
Question 
The project improves the quality of the data/information relevant to the process … 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
The quality of data and information is expected to improve thanks to fewer redundancies, better 
version management, clearly defined workflows or other measures. 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
The quality of products or services is expected to improve thanks to clearly defined workflows, better 
infrastructure, better know-how or other measures. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 
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No. Relation to key theme 
17 Quality improvement 
Question 
This project will reduce the error rate… 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Improved data and information integrity, fewer processing errors, better functioning systems 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
For example, fewer processing errors in production or other procedures, improved quality assurance. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
18 Quality improvement 
Question 
This project increases customer satisfaction 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Better service for the customer, reduced fees, etc. 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Better service for the customer, reduced prices, etc. 

 
 

Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
19 Process optimisation 
Question 
This project improves environmental compatibility… 
Explanation 
Reduces paper or energy consumption, lower CO2 emissions, etc. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all/ n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
20 Quality improvement 
Question GOV 
This project increases the availability of services… 
Explanation 
7x24h service is possible, other/better opening hours, simpler access, no barriers 
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Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
21 Process optimisation 
Question GOV 
The project simplifies the process at the authorities and reduces hurdles for the customer 
Question  ECO 
The project simplifies the service process and reduces hurdles for the customer 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
General simplification, process steps for the customer are removed, along with barriers 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
General simplification, process steps or hierarchical levels are removed 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
22 Synergy 
Question GOV / ECO IT 
This project allows transaction-relevant data/information or system modules to be reused 
Question GOV / ECO ORG 
This project allows know-how, documents or resources to be reused 
Explanation 
The procurement provides benefits for other projects or helps to overcome other challenges 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
23 Basic service 
Question 
This project increases legal predictability 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
For example, by incorporating digital signatures or other authentication mechanisms 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Legal aspects are taken into consideration in quality assurance. 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
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Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
24 Modernisation/Image 
Question 
This project improves transparency for customers… 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
For example through tracking or ticketing, status messages or personalised accounts 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
For example thanks to improved information platforms or increased information frequency 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
 
 
 

No. Relation to key theme 
25 Basic service 
Question 
Improves general security 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Better data and information security 
Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Infrastructure / resource protection 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Significantly Partly 
Supposedly/marginally 
Not at all / n.a. 

 4 
3 
2 
0 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
A None 
Question 
Subjective assessment of benefit 
Explanation 
Portfolio manager's subjective assessment of the project's potential use 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
High 
Medium 
Low 

 4 
3 
1 
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7.2.3.2. Explanations to Q. W1 – W4 on "cost effectiveness" aspects 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
NW1 Financial consequences 
Question 
Total investment 
Explanation 
All financially relevant investment costs for the entire project 

Possible answers assessment/weighting 

 
Whole number in the currency used 

 
 

No. Relation to key theme 
NW2 Financial consequences 
Question 
Annual operating costs 
Explanation GOV / ECO IT 
Financial costs for hosting, maintenance and support costs for 12 months 

Explanation GOV / ECO ORG 
Financial costs for infrastructure and human resources for 12 months 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 

 
Whole figure in the currency used 

 
 

No. Relation to key theme 
NW3 Financial consequences 
Question 
Annual income 
Explanation 
Real or estimated income or savings per year.  In the case of estimates: specify average of minimum 
and maximum estimate. 
N.B.: In the "Comments" field, state whether or not the income has any financial consequences and 
whether it occurs within the own organisation or elsewhere, and exactly how the estimate can be 
arrived at. This is fed into the equivalence factor issued by the portfolio manager. 

Possible answers assessment/weighting GOV 
Whole figure in the currency used, including amortisation of the investment 

 
No. Relation to key theme 
NW4 Financial consequences 
Question 
Equivalence factor 
Explanation 
Portfolio manager's assessment of the accuracy of the income indicator 
Possible answers assessment/weighting 
Multiplier 0.25 - 1 
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7.2.4. Assessment 

7.2.4.1. Calculation of the Utilitas Label 

 

The calculation of the positioning on the matrix is based on the scores achieved in 
the two dimensions of quality and cost effectiveness. 

It is assumed that the project managers will complete the questions on their 
specific projects themselves. To balance subjective opinions and assessments, the 
portfolio manager is able to regulate his opinion using the indicators "subjective 
assessment of benefit" on the quality axis and "equivalence factor" on the cost 
effectiveness axis. 
 

7.2.4.2.  Qualitative score 

Q = Σ score for qualitative criteria 

Q < 40 = 1;  

Q < 55 = 2;  

Q < 68 = 3;  

Q > 68 = 4; 

 

7.2.4.3.  Cost effectiveness score 

Calculation of cost effectiveness taking into consideration the equivalence factor: 
CE = TI + (4 x AOC) – (4 x I x EF) 

CE>   1‘000‘0000          = 1;  

CE>   0                         = 2;  

CE> - 1‘000‘000            = 3;  

CE< - 1000000             = 4; 

 

TI = total investment 

AOC = annual operating costs 

I = income 

EF = equivalence factor 
 
 

7.2.5. Differentiating the key benefits 

To evaluate the key areas of benefit, 
a points system is used that 
assesses the answers to the 
allocated questions. Each key theme 
has a maximum score of 16 point.  

A project is considered to offer 
exceptional benefit if it scores more 
than 12 points in a particular key 
theme. 

The key benefits for an individual 
project can be illustrated in the form 
of a spider chart, as shown on the 
right: 
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The cumulative assessment of all the key benefits is the total of the projects in the 
portfolio which score more than 12 points for any of the key themes. 

 

 
 

 

7.2.6. Additional analyses 

Any number of additional analyses can be performed using the collected data. The 
standard Excel sheet not only contains the cumulative overview of the Utilitas label 
and principal benefits, but also the assessment pattern for the public impact, the 
risk and the allocation of the responses to key themes. 

 

It is also possible to import other data which in turn allows a broad selection of 
comparisons and assessments to be performed. 
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7.3. IMIO –  Shared service - Cost model for a communal website 

Table Category – number of 
inhabitants of the commune 

Annual cost 
maintenance 
and hosting 29 

Installation30  
Number of 

days31 

Adaptation of the 
graphic design 

(optional) 

Cat 1 - <5000 1.014 € 592 € 1 1.184 € 

Cat 2 - 5001 < < 10000 1.166 € 592 € 1 1.184 € 

Cat 3 - 10001 < < 15000 1.341 € 1.184 € 2 1.184 € 

Cat 4 - 15001 < < 20000 1.542 € 1.184 € 2 1.776 € 

Cat 5 – 20001 < < 40000 1.927 € 1.776 € 3 1.776 € 

Cat 6 – 40001 < < 100000 2.409 € 1.776 € 3 2.368 € 

Cat 7 > 100000 3.012 € 2.959 € 5 5.919 € 

 

                                                 

29 Includes the annual amount due to IMIO for participation in the pooling project. This amount is to be paid 
upon signature of the contract. 
30 amount paid (only once) for the set-up of the solution 
31 number of days of support needed to implement the solution. An additional cost for other solutions is linked 
to the installation of the solution in the commune’s own infrastructure if it is not using software as a service 
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7.4.  sTESTA network, infrastructure and services 

sTESTA is a network of networks, composed of the EuroDomain backbone and Local 
Domain networks (national or regional networks, European Institutions or 
Agencies). The €Domain is the central sTESTA building block that allows data 
transfer and services between sTESTA stakeholders such as the European 
Commission, various European agencies, other European institutions, member 
states’ administrations, the Service and Operations Centre (SOC) and the Central 
Service Domain (CSD). 

 

The EuroDomain is isolated from the public Internet. Security in the network is also 
assured by the use of advanced encryption mechanisms and IPSEC technology, 
preventing eavesdropping.   
 

Eurodomain 

EU institutions 

EU agencies 

National 

network 

National 

agency 

SOC - Service 

and 

Operations 

Centre 

Local Domain 

Local Domain 

Local Domain 

CSD - Central 

Services 

Domain 

 

Figure 7-4: Overview of the Current sTESTA Network 

The Local Domains are the domains related to the end user. They are all specific 
and are typically based on various LAN architectures, and vary from one Local 
Domain to another. The EuroDomain interconnects various Local Domains and 
provides them with central services via the Central Service Domain (CSD). The 
STESTA domain-based approach allows national administrations to connect while 
maintaining autonomy in their network implementation approach. 

 

sTESTA services: 
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• the EuroDomain between the Institutions, Bodies, Offices and Agencies 
established on the basis of the Treaty, the Administrations of the Member 
States, the candidate countries and the EEA countries  

• the Service and Operation Centre (SOC) providing helpdesk and support 
services to all connected sites. It also monitors, coordinates and steers 
the sTESTA network and related activities on a continuous basis. 

• the central service domain (CSD), providing facilities for EU users to 
exchange data such as DNS, mail relay, FTP, NTP and portal services to 
all connected sites. The portal presents information on the CSD, network 
health statistics, ticket follow-up information, contact information, etc. 

• one sTESTA network access point per Member State: the Local Domain 
Connection Point (LDCP). 

 

The figure below presents the various traffic flows that are expected on the 
EuroDomain backbone. 
 

 

Figure 7-5: Different sTESTA networks32 and use of sTESTA services 

 

In addition to the default sTESTA infrastructure provided by EC/DIGIT, the sTESTA 
framework is also used for the setup of other network clouds with different service 
requirements. In this perspective EC/DIGIT is preparing the security accreditation of 

                                                 

32 Note: the Classified networks (in red) are not implemented today. 
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a classified sTESTA VPN (sTESTA CN). This sTESTA CN will only be connected to 
Member State client network of the same classification level. sTESTA CN will, as 
much as possible, benefit from the existing infrastructure deployed for the 
unclassified network (sTESTA UN). The main idea is to share important components 
such as the Service and Operation Centre, the Central Service Domain, the MPLS 
cloud and the TAP, while taking the necessary measures to avoid information to 
flow from the RESTREINT UE classified level to the unclassified level in respect of 
Bell and La Paluda model : 'No read-up, no write-down'. 

 

sTESTA multiple cloud approach 

Europol, SIS II (Schengen information system) and VIS (Visa Information System) 
are independent network clouds that use a limited number of common services. The 
confidentiality of IP packets exchanged on the sTESTA network is guaranteed by the 
use of dedicated encryption devices managed by dedicated encryption management 
and security vetted personnel. All sTESTA clouds are operated using the same 
operating procedures. 

The sTESTA framework is used by DG Home affairs for the Schengen information 
system (SIS II), the Visa Information System (VIS)) and by Europol for the 
implementation of their own dedicated Europol network. 
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7.5. G-Cloud purchasing process33 

Step 1 Understand the business requirement 

G-Cloud has created a catalogue of commodity IT services: moving to standard 
products rather than customized solutions. Many services have achieved Pan 
Government Accreditation. 

The requirement process is then basically asking: 

What are our business needs? 

What common categories of service do they fall into? 

 

Step 2 Find best-fit candidate service(s) 

In many cases organisations will not find something that meets 100% of their 
requirements. In practice, the Requirements / Best-Fit process takes a couple of 
iterations as the purchaser understands what commodity services are available. 

 

Step 3 From the Long List to the Short List 

When the purchasers first looks on the CloudStore for Services, they will likely be 
searching on the type of service that he needs rather than specific features. This 
will give him a long list of suppliers. From this they can use the CloudStore and the 
Suppliers’ information to work down to those suppliers that best meet their 
requirements including budget. 

When they have a Short List of best-fit services they can simply select the supplier 
they want based on which one has the lowest price. 

 

In some cases the short list will not comprise of services that are functionally 
identical as far as their requirements are concerned, but they still need to make a 
fair choice among them. To do this they can look at four aspects of the services and 
use these to measure which service in the short list best meets your needs. They 
can weight these factors however they like just so long as the same weighting is 
applied to the whole short list in the same way. The factors are: 

1. Whole life cost 

2. Functional fit 

3. Non-functional characteristics 

4. Service management 

 

In some cases their requirements may need two or more services from the 
CloudStore. This of course can get complex as they might be faced with a situation 
where they can easily find the cheapest option for one half of your requirement but 
that does not work with the cheapest option for the other half, or it increases the 
overall cost above another combination of services that individually don’t appear to 
be the cheapest etc.  

In such cases they need to look to combine the two or more short lists into the 
combinations of solutions that make best overall sense and then apply the four 
factors listed above to them. 

                                                 

33 http://gcloud.civilservice.gov.uk/customer-zone/  
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Step 4 Buying and not buying 

If they want to buy a service, they also has to ‘not buy’ the rest of the short list. 

Not buying 

If they use the MEAT (most economically advantageous tender) process for 
selecting a supplier they must inform those short listed but not selected, that this 
was the case. This does not apply if they use the lowest price method. 

Buying 

To buy one of the Services, the purchaser forms what’s known as a Call-Off contract 
with the supplier. 

 

 

 


