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1 Context 

 Introduction 1.1

The Study of the readiness of Member States for a common pan-European network infrastructure for 

public services (SMART2012/0048) aims at supporting the Commission in understanding the current 

situation in the Member States concerning the possibility of a common optical infrastructure for 

public administrations. The objective of the study is to assess the readiness of the Member States 

towards this scenario and to give high level recommendations that could lead to common 

infrastructures in the future.  

 

As a part of the NIPS study, a number of outreach and dissemination activities are planned under 

Work Package 4. These activities include: 

 An online collaboration platform 

 Two online workshops  

 Bi-lateral meetings (stakeholder meetings with the EC or the NIPS study team if needed) 

 A consultation conference in Brussels 

 

Since June 2013, the online collaboration platform called the “DG CONNECT NIPS Study” has been up 

and running on LinkedIn (http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=5026905&trk=myg_ugrp_ovr). The 

purpose of the platform is to ensure transparency by continuously informing the stakeholders about 

the status of the study, to generate and facilitate online debate, as well as to allow stakeholders to 

provide additional qualitative input and recommendations. This online community also aims at 

building consensus among stakeholders and raising awareness about the outcome of the study. To 

date1, the online group has 121 members and despite a modest start, activity on the platform is 

steadily rising by its members who use it as a discussion forum. In order to establish the platform as 

the “to go to” place for news and information about the NIPS Study; the slides from the online 

workshops, the subsequent workshop reports and other related documentation are posted on the 

“DG CONNECT NIPS Study” group on LinkedIn. 

The first online workshop took place on July 25, 2013 and dealt with early findings from the study 
analysis, the development of synergies at the national and EU level – the concepts and experiences, 
and, finally, drivers and barriers for synergies – dos and don’ts at the national and EU level. The 
purpose of this report is to give an overview of the second online workshop, which took place on 
September 5, 2013, including the objective and structure, discussions and outcomes. 

                                                                 
1 September 13, 2013 

http://www.linkedin.com/groups?gid=5026905&trk=myg_ugrp_ovr
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2 Objective and Structure of the Workshop 

 Objectives 2.1

As agreed by the EC and the NIPS study team, the key objectives of the facilitated online workshops 

were to: 

 Provide an update to the participating stakeholders on the progress of the NIPS study work 

and on the key outcome of the already executed work packages and steps; 

 Offer a unique opportunity to the participating stakeholders to directly discuss and provide 

input on the key outcomes of the study. 

 

Moreover, the two online workshops also served as key knowledge sharing fora that helped to 

facilitate debate and information exchange, while offering networking opportunities to both 

technical experts and executive stakeholders. Content wise, both online workshops have included 

presentations of the overall status, key topics and preliminary findings of the NIPS study and allowed 

for discussions and collection of input from participants (via polls, direct comments, etc.). 

 

The second online workshop took place on September 5, 2013, 10:00-11:30. The invitees included 

125 stakeholders who had been selected from the following main categories: 

 The Commission (in particular DG CONNECT) 

 RNs: Reference Networks 

 DSIs: Digital Service Infrastructures 

 NSPs: Network Service Providers 

 PAs: Public Administrations 

 Other relevant stakeholders proposed either by DG CONNECT or by the study team, in 
alignment with DG CONNECT. 

 

The following key principles were used for the selection of participants: 

 Give priority to already interviewed stakeholders 

 Stakeholders should be representing all Member States 

 Involvement of representatives of the European Commission  

Similar to the first workshop, this event had 35 participants joining from all over Europe. The 

estimated number of workshop attendants per workshop was 25-30 participants. The technology 

used for the event was the Microsoft Lync based webinar hosted by Deloitte, which only requires a 

PC and an Internet connection (for video and audio), or a phone (for audio only) of the participant.  
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 Workshop structure 2.2

The agenda format was designed so as to ensure that the objectives were met, as well as to enable 

activate participation from the participants. Focusing on three main topics, the presentations were 

kept at a 10 minute maximum: 

 

 Overall study progress and summary of the 1st online workshop 
 

 Topic 1: Overview of the country analysis 
 

 Topic 2: Possible future scenarios for the infrastructure 
 

 Topic 3: Possible Advantages and disadvantages for each scenario – critical success factors 

 

Each presentation was followed by segments of Q&A and discussions.  In order to “take the pulse” of 

the workshop participants, the organiser conducted three polls on various study related aspects. 

2.2.1 Workshop agenda 

Agenda topics Timing Facilitator 

Introduction and practicalities of the workshop 5 min Anna Lauridsen - Deloitte 

Overall study progress and summary of the 1st online workshop 

 

10 min Con Sadée - CapGemini 

Q & A  10 min Anna Lauridsen - Deloitte 

Topic 1: Overview of the country analysis 

 

10 min Con Sadée - CapGemini 

Discussion and poll 10 min Anna Lauridsen - Deloitte 

Topic 2 Possible future scenarios for the infrastructure 10 min Christian Hauschildt – Deloitte 

Discussion and poll 10 min Anna Lauridsen – Deloitte 

Topic 3: Possible Advantages and disadvantages for each scenario – 

critical success factors 

10 min Christian Hauschildt – Deloitte 

Discussion and poll 10 min Anna Lauridsen – Deloitte 

Wrap-up and next steps 5-10 min Anna Lauridsen – Deloitte 
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3 Presentations and Discussions 

 Overall study progress and summary of the 1st online workshop 3.1

The introductory session “Overall study progress and summary of the 1st online workshop” 

provided an update of the study and the objectives of the study: 

 Analyse and assess the readiness of public administrations and European public services. 

 Quantify the various benefits and drivers for establishing a common pan-European network 

infrastructure for public services. 

 Identify the best strategies to encourage a common infrastructure for public services. 

 Create momentum through communication and outreach activities. 

This session also looked at the key points of the 1st online workshop. In relation to the early findings 

from the study analysis, these include the need for clarity in public and private status network service 

providers, security requirements and the use of cloud technology.  

The key points coming out of the discussion on developing synergies at the national and EU level, 

were cost reduction by a more efficient use of existing resources, improvement of quality of services, 

expanding the portfolio of services for existing customers, as well as expanding the geographical 

range of services with existing resources. 

As for the drivers and barrier for synergies that were identified, these included barriers such as 

inherent security issues of opening public networks, funding and governance issues. The drivers 

comprised high quality services, public administration networks and more cost effective ways of 

public sectors service delivery, as well as cost saving opportunities in deploying network 

infrastructures.   

 Overview of the country analysis 3.2

The first workshop topic “Overview of the country analysis” outlined some insights from the study 
related to the analysis of the state of play of the network infrastructures among public 
administrations in the EU Member States (MS). The objective of this analysis was to determine the 
current situation in each Member State in relation to the possibility of connecting to a pan-European 
network infrastructure, as well as to define both strong and weak aspects, possibilities and threats of 
working on synergies for a pan-European network infrastructure. 

The actual analysis of the state of play in the 28 EU Member States consisted of an examination of 
the current situation in every MS, followed by a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and 
Threats) analysis. Finally, a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) was carried out of the possible pan-European 
network infrastructure.  

Some initial high level findings of the state of play, representing a selection of twelve MSs suggest 
the following: 

 Most MSs have an eGovernment strategy in place, and that they are either developing or 
implementing a national interoperability framework 
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 There is a trend towards a more centralised steering of the development of interoperability 
(with  the exceptions of federal states and local governments with a high-level of autonomy 
in decision-making)  

 There is a wide array when it comes to the level of interconnection between networks for 
public administrations in the MSs – ranging from focus on roll out of networks in Bulgaria to 
interconnected networks in the Netherlands 

 There are multiple ownership models – including state owned to a mix of public and private 
ownership 

 At least four NRENs provide their networks to public administrations: Austria (AcoNet), 
Belgium (Belnet), France (Renater) and Poland (PIONIER) 

 

Moreover, the high level findings from the SWOT analysis include: 

 Strong points that focus on implementing interoperability on different levels and a positive 
attitude towards connecting to a pan-European network infrastructure 

 Weak points that focus on the absence of legislation on interoperability, separate 
interoperability initiatives, as well as a lack of governmental steering on interoperability 

 Opportunities related to the leverage of the public networks and cost saving possibilities  

 Threats related to the impact of a mix of public and private owners of infrastructure on 
leverage possibilities, and the loss of influence when leveraging networks 

 

The final element of this country analysis was the cost benefit analysis. The objectives of the CBA 
were to analyse the cost of implementation, operation and network scale-up. The aim was also to 
identify possible qualitative and quantitative benefits from leveraging a network, and synergies 
between networks.  

Some initial results of the CBA suggest the following implications related to a new pan-European 
network infrastructure: 

 An estimated cost of setting up a new pan-European network is EUR 231 million vs. an 
estimated EUR 94 million if accommodated on  existing NRENs  

 The annual costs ranges between an estimated EUR 77 -  EUR 155 million 

 The number of public administration users can be 34 million, or 13 million if only central 
government users are taken in to account 

3.2.1 Workshop poll 1 

Following the presentation of “Overview of the country analysis”, the participants were asked to vote 
in a poll (Annex A) answering: To what type of measurement should a government give priority?  11 
participants chose to vote with the following results: 

 Development and implementation of interoperability framework – 54,55% 

 Centralised steering on network leverage– 0% 

 Interconnecting separate public networks – 45,45% 
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 Possible future scenarios for the infrastructure 3.3

The second workshop topic looked into the four possible future infrastructure scenarios, as well as 
their respective ownership options, that have been identified during the course of the study. The aim 
of the study team was to present these scenarios in order to get feed-back from the stakeholders. 

The scenarios identified include the following: 

 The centralised scenario implies a dedicated network that is run and controlled at EU level, 
for instance sTESTA or CCN. In terms of decision-making, a centralised model at the EU level 
is intended.  

 The federated scenario foresees a network consisting of Member State networks that are 
connected (either NRENs or NSPs or both), similar to that of GÉANT. Decisions would be 
made at Member State level. Ownership options: 

 The mixed scenario involves a “backbone” that goes through Europe (such as e.g. sTESTA) 
and Member State networks that connect to it for cross-border purposes. The decisions 
would be made for “backbone” and at Member State level. 

The centralised, federated and mixed option all involve the following telecom ownership options: 

 Leased infrastructure 

 Owned  

 Combination 

The Internet (via Internet Service Providers) scenario would use the internet, making use of SLAs to 
ensure availability etc. which is done at the level of the public administration.   

 This option would by default require a leased “connection” to the internet as its 
“ownership model”. 

 

The discussion that followed the presentation highlighted these points concerning the scenarios: 

 One stakeholder pointed out the similarity of the federated and mixed scenarios. In terms 
of governance, the stakeholder stated that the federated scenario needs to have a common 
governance structure and a common approach to interconnection in place.  This could be 
achieved either by creating and maintaining a common physical backbone like the one of 
GÉANT, which is governed by NRENs collectively, or by setting up federation rules and for 
individual Member States to provide interconnectivity between themselves. These would be 
two different implementation options for the same scenario that is basically about working 
together with a common set of rules and governance. It would even be possible to envision a 
merged option between the federated and mixed scenarios since the difference between 
them appears to be quite small. The mixed scenario is the one closest to the model of 
GÉANT.  

 The centralised and internet scenarios were both seen as difficult by one participant. It was 
argued that it was difficult to ensure rights, quality services and security on an internet based 
infrastructure. However, as was expressed in an opposing view, on the issue of resilience, 
one stakeholder argued that the internet offers better resilience than other solutions with a 
sub-set of connections available. The internet option does not automatically cancel out 
reliability and security. Depending on how the federated architecture is set up, it can have a 
limited physical number of connections between countries creating fewer failure points.   
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 Regarding public sector services, one stakeholder highlighted that delivery of citizen services 
seemed to be excluded from the future scenarios. The stakeholder expressed that the 
current scenarios seemed to focus exclusively on government departments working 
together, but the citizens must be included in the picture. The final scenario, must take 
services to the citizens into account as it is an important factor. If the approach stays purely 
for the use of governments, problems could unfold when it comes to Member States’ ability 
to provide cross border services. The model needs to take this into account, and possibly 
consider a gateway option or similar solution.  

3.3.1 Workshop poll 2 

Before moving onto the third workshop topic, the participants were asked to vote for Which of the 

four presented scenarios do you think would be the best to create a pan-European network 

infrastructure for Public Administrations? 10 participants voted for the following options: 

 

 Centralised – 0% 

 Federated – 60% 

 Mix – 30% 

 Internet - 10% 

 Possible Advantages and disadvantages for each scenario – critical success factors 3.4

The third workshop topic aimed at exploring and sparking a general debate among the participants 

on the “Possible advantages and disadvantages for each scenario – critical success factors”. The study 

team was primarily interested in discussing the possible political, economic, technical, organisational 

and security advantages and disadvantages for the various scenarios. 

Possible advantages: 

 One stakeholder pointed to the political advantage of using a federated model. Experience 

from the NRENS over the past years suggests that it is easier to achieve a federated model 

than a centralised one. 

 The strength of the federated model includes that it allows a dual usage of the infrastructure, 

as well as connectivity on the EU level, as well as for communication on a national level.  

However, this model also implies that policies agreed are in line with national regulations, 

which can prove to be somewhat time-consuming. 

 Possible disadvantages: 

 Economically, little advantage is seen as being gained by building a centralised network at 

the European level. Most aggregated gains are already built in at Member states networks. 

Most of the costs are related to infrastructure and management.  

 

 The general trend is going towards a federated network design, spurred on by economic 

advantages, especially among EU member states.   However, one very possible disadvantage 

with the federate model is having the 28 EU Member States agreeing with each other. 
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Decision making is slowed down and federated governance is a hard thing to achieve. The 

efforts involved in achieving the federal model should not be underestimated.  

3.4.1 Owner ship – advantages and disadvantages 

A federated network implies that the ownership is up to the individual Member States and the 

participants were asked to comment and/or share their experiences from using different models, in 

particular the following:  

 

 Public sector ownership option 

 Leasing option 1 – Leasing fibre only 

 Leasing option 2 – Leasing up to bit transport  

 Leasing option 3 – Leasing up to routed packages (This is essentially full leasing) 

 

 From an NREN angle, which mainly uses option 1 (leasing fibre only) it was hard to talk to 

about advantages and disadvantages since there it is focused on education and research and 

to drive the next generation of technology. It is a strategic ambition to try to be five years 

ahead of the market place. Overall, the view of this stakeholder was that the market should 

be used in a competitive way and that public sector ownership should be a minimal. 

3.4.2 Workshop poll 3 

The last poll of the workshop focused on Which of the ownership options do you think would be best 

for this network? 10 participants cast their votes on the following alternatives:  

 

 Public Sector ownership - 30% 

 Leasing option 1 – Leasing fibre only – 20% 

 Leasing option 2 – Leasing up to bit transport - 30% 

 Leasing option 3 – Leasing up to routed packages – 10% 

 I voted for internet in the previous vote and this does not apply to that scenario – 10% 
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4 Conclusions and Next Steps 

Whereas the first workshop concluded the stakeholders’ willingness to create a common pan-

European network infrastructure, this workshop focused more on “how” this can be achieved. This 

ambition was reflected in the polls on what measurements governments should give priority to, on 

what type of scenario for the pan-European network infrastructure the stakeholders prefer and, 

finally, their views on the ownership models involved, including advantages and disadvantages 

related to the political, economic, technical, organisational and security aspects. The results from the 

polls and the discussions would suggest that there is a general preference for the federated model, 

despite the difficulties involved in cooperating with multiple Member States that each will have their 

national set of regulations and technical approaches to be aligned with. At this stage, the centralised 

model appears unattractive to the stakeholders for, most probably, the same reasons that make the 

federated one harder to manage. There is need for a certain level of flexibility in how the network is 

to be set up and managed. This was also reflected in the outcome of the first poll, which clearly 

favours the “development and implementation for an interoperability framework” and 

“interconnecting separate public networks”.  

On the ownership issue, there is still a preference for either public sector ownership or for the option 

of leasing up to bit transport. This difference of preference may be traced back to the role of the 

public sector in the various EU Member States, which historically plays varied role across Europe. 

Nevertheless, this could be a decisive factor for the choice of network scenario and ownership model 

to be implemented.   

One new point that was highlighted is the citizen services delivery and how it fits into the pan-

European network infrastructure. One option may be to create a gateway for these types of tasks.  

The study team will take stock of the comments and suggestions coming out of this second and final 

online workshop as it continues on the next phase of the study, which includes steps to refine the 

scenarios. Validation of the study team’s finding will take place during the consultation conference in 

November in Brussels. In the meantime, the discussion will continue on the NIPS Study groups on 

LinkedIn. 
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Annex A: Workshop poll 1 
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Annex B: Workshop poll 2 
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Annex C: Workshop poll 3 

 

 


