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1 Context 

 Introduction 

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  

 An interactive workshop in Brussels (replacing the consultation conference) 

 

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 127 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 second 

online workshop was held on September 5, 2013. The agenda of the workshop focused on the overall 

study progress and summary of the 1st online workshop. Moreover, the study team provided an 

overview of the country analysis, as well as presented possible future scenarios for the infrastructure, 

and possible Advantages and disadvantages for each scenario – critical success factors. 

The purpose of this report is to give a summarised overview of the interactive workshop, which took 
place, in Brussels on November 13, 2013, including the objective and presentations, discussions and 
outcomes. For more details, please refer to the presentation.  

                                                                 
1 November 25, 2013 

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

 Objectives 

As agreed by the EC and the NIPS study team, the key objectives of the interactive workshop included: 

 Present the key findings of the study and gather stakeholder feed-back; 

 Highlight stakeholder experience on network infrastructure solutions to date;   

 Spark a debate on the possible future scenarios and ownership models for a pan-European 

optical fibre network infrastructure for public services; 

 Explore what lies beyond the NIPS study – how to keep the political momentum 

 

The workshop, which took place on November 13, 2013, 09:00-17:00, in the Hotel Sofitel in Brussels 

welcomed 44 participants from all over Europe representing: 

 The European Commission 

 Research and education networks  

 Public administrations  

 Public network service providers  

 

 Workshop structure and workshop agenda 

The agenda (Annex 1) was designed so as to ensure that the objectives were met, as well as to enable 

as much interaction with the participants possible. In terms of the structure, the workshop started off 

by setting the stage and giving the participants the background of the workshop. The second segment 

was provided examples of current network arrangements followed by Q&A and discussions, and, 

finally, the third segment was set up as break-out sessions for discussion.    
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3 Presentations and Discussions 

 Introduction: Paving the way for a European optical fibre: network infrastructure 
(opening up for a high level discussion on possible ways on how to achieve it) 

The introductory session “Introduction: Paving the way for a European optical fibre: network 

infrastructure (opening up for a high level discussion on possible ways on how to achieve it)” intended 

to set the stage for the one-day workshop and was opened by moderator Dinand Tinholt (CapGemini). 

Mr Tinholt started off by presenting the rationale for the study. With the current situation practically 

being a “spaghetti” of networks, there is a need to build a strong structure to put these together to 

form a network of networks. Arguing that the time is now to organise European networks properly on 

a technical, organisational and semantic level, the moderator put forward a few questions for the 

participants to keep in mind during the workshop: 

 How do we govern it? 

 How do we finance it? 

 What legal foundation needs to be in place? 

 Does dark fibre need to be lit? 

Ms Anni Hellman (Deputy Head of Unit e-infrastructure) represented DG CONNECT, and provided an 

overview of the new situation and refocus of the study objective following the budget reduction of the 

part of the Connecting Europe Facility which is dedicated to Digital Services Infrastructure (DSI) from 

€9b to €1b in February 2013. The refocus of the study includes:  

 Investigating the current situation in the Member States concerning their plans for 

investments towards converged broadband networks; 

 Building awareness and develop action plans at national level that create synergies between 

public services and NRENs with the global aim of costs reduction and better services 

Ms Hellman also announced the “Call 3 Topic 8 Research and Education Networking – GÉANT”, 

supported in the DRAFT work programme that was to be voted on this week. The call is a result of the 

EC’s preference for seeing advanced services developed beyond the traditional user base.  

 NIPS Study & key results 

The session “NIPS Study & key results” aimed at bringing the participants up to speed on the on the 

objectives and framework of the study, as well as the results of the main focus areas: 

 Member States’ current State of Play  

 Analysis of current situation 

 High level findings from SWOT analysis, 

 Readiness analysis 

 Political, economic, technical, organisational dimensions 

 Cost Benefit Analysis 

 Objectives and preliminary results  

 Scenarios 
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 Technical – What technical layers can be shared? 

 Ownership – Who owns it? 

 Financing – Which parties finance what and how? 

 Governance 

3.2.1 Main points from discussion 

 

 A clarification of what is meant by privately vs. publicly owned was requested. By private, the 

study team means that the layers are delivered by a private company.  

 What proportion of citizens are actually using digital services from public administrations and 

how well organized are they to deliver?   

 

3.3  sTESTA: A trans-European perspective 

Pieter Wellens (Head of Sector) DG DIGIT: TENS -Trans European and External Networking Services 

(EC), presented the Trans European Services for Telematics between Administrations (TESTA) - a 

communication platform to exchange electronic data between European and Member States 

administrations in a secure, reliable and efficient way. 

The mission of TESTA is to facilitate cooperation between public administrations in various policy areas, 

and to consolidate existing networks by providing a secure, reliable and flexible communication service 

layer. Funded by the IDA initiative (Interchange of Data between Administrations) in the Member 

States. Moving up the value chain from the first to the fourth generation. The fourth “new generation” 

(TESTA-NG) includes multiple cloud, secure internet and additional services, such as video bridge. The 

major focus of the network services is on security and cryptography accredited to EC restricted level.  

Since its creation in 1996, TESTA’s main challenges stem from the environment in which it operates, 

i.e. the EU with its mix of different cultures and various country specific ways of handling information, 

which makes a common agreement on classification of information difficult. Moreover, technical 

security implementations are often driven by political sensitivity and not by risk assessment and risk 

management.  

3.2.2 Main discussion points  

 A question from the floor concerned whether the network is classified. TESTA does not 

exchange information without additional security. If the customer wants accreditation, 

they need to request it.  

 Regarding the “end to end protection” (from source to destination), there was a question 

on whether this was an additional service. The service TESTA provides ends at the end of 

the network. Some applications (e.g. financial intelligence) have encryption over 

encryption, but TESTA only deliver certificates.  
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 The GÉANT and NREN networks as a model of best practice 

 

The joint presentation on the Geant and NREN networks, by John Dyer (Business & Technical 

Strategist - TERENA) and Dorte Olesen (Chair of the National Research and Education network 

consortium policy committee of GÉANT) focused on the following points:  

 

 National Research & Education Networks 

 The GÉANT Network 

 NREN & GÉANT Users 

 Governance 

There are one NREN per country and TERENA is the Association of European NRENs, which “networks 

the networkers”. The NRENS are typically not for profit organisations that are organised as closed user 

groups. 

At the European level there is a pan-European network that is run and managed by DANTE, Cambridge. 

This is jointly funded by the EC and the NRENs, with a successful cost sharing model in place between 

the NRENs. 

GÉANT is at the heart of global research networking and is different in many aspects:  

 Robustness: All NRENs, regardless of location and method of access to the GÉANT network and 

benefit from a service availability of 99.9-99.999%                                      

 Capacity:  

 Over 1,000 Terabytes of data transferred via the GÉANT IP backbone on a daily basis  

 Key routes on 500Gbps, easily scalable to 8 Tbps – the network remains ahead of user 

demand for bandwidth 

 Services and infrastructure can be tailored to individual user requirements 

 Efficient operations and total support from dedicated 24/7 NOC  

 Portfolio of advanced services – connectivity, network support and access services for NRENs, 

institutions and projects, researchers and students 

3.4.1 Main discussion points  

 GÉANT is a very different network from TESTA and the idea was raised that perhaps TESTA 

could use GÉANT as a transmission network. However, there is the issue that the 

community does not respond to public invitations to tender, so it would simply not 

respond to calls.  Moreover, TESTA is about safety and security, while GEANT is more about 

being faster and collaboration, which represent completely difference businesses models. 

 

 There is the issue of state funding that has been put into R&E networks that could be seen 

as subsidies if services would be offered elsewhere. NRENs are their own bosses, and the 
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funding varies from country to country. Although the community provides service at 

99.999% reliability, it does not offer compensation should there be an outage. EU air traffic 

control needs very small bandwidth (64kb VPNs) but reliability of delivery is crucial. 

 

 The low level of interest in public procurement and for responding to tenders among the 

NRENs is due to the risks involved. “Your risk will goes up when you get into the market as 

a provider for public administrations”, was stated by one participant.  However, some, 

Dante for instance, takes the risk of accepting public funding and exercise caution. Others, 

like SURFnet, never tenders due to the current EU legislation on procurement.  The 

regulations are not considered clear enough and the risk of being sued to otherwise be 

reprimanded appears too risky. Moreover, the new legislation will have an impact on the 

NREN. 

In the case of TERENA, the network refrained from tendering as already subsided parties 

could not participate in the call –it was forbidden. There is a possibility to tender for 

another layer, but for that that are already too many private companies competing for the 

market share so it makes less sense to enter into it. 

 

 In terms of the collaboration between researchers and students, what is the ratio in 

percentage of the usage? Few big users use most of the network. 18% of the traffic is 

education, according to Janet. Not only about volume but also about the type of users, e.g. 

astronomy produces 10 terabyte in one night.  

 

 Experience of an NREN providing services to public administrations 

Christian Panigl (ACOnet) shared the experiences of NRENs providing services to public 

administrations in Austria.  

ACOnet is the Austrian NREN, which connects: 

 Most universities and academies 

 Colleges and research institutes 

 Austrian School Network (edunet), student dormitories 

 Museums and various educational and cultural institutions 

 Hospitals 

 Ministries and federal agencies 

 Federal Chancellery and the Presidential Offices 

 Provincial government and administration 
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The legal entity and management of ACOnet is undertaken by the University of Vienna, while the 

operations are spearheaded by UniVie together with participating institutions, under a contract with 

Telekom Austria.  

The basis for ACOnet’s broad constituency: 

 Non-exclusive, cooperative and lightweight approach 

 Neutrality of treatment of all ACOnet participants 

 Uniform model for share of expenses:  Costing is based on community download traffic 

so as to avoid penalising certain sites  

 Allowing for the “GOV” sector use what has been developed for the “EDU” sector as both 

are funded by public money 

 Keeping “EDU”  focus: special services for the “GOV” sector only provided if no "harm" or 

burden for the “EDU” sector 

 

3.5.1 Main discussion points  

See 3.7.1 

 Perspective of Fedict on working with NRENs 

Bart Hanssens (FEDICT) presented the Belgian experience from working with NRENs. 

Fedict is the Belgian Ministry for ICT, founded in 2001, which delivers services to other public agencies, 

including: 

 Service integrator 

 Services / consultancy 

 Web CMS (Drupal), open standards 

 E-gov building blocks 

 Open source eID middleware & tools 

 Federal Service Bus, Federal Authentication Service 

 FedMAN network 

The cooperation with Belnet is based on Fedict treating Belnet like any other supplier with a well-

defined SLA and procedures for incidents, changes, capacity management and service/reporting. This 

cooperation is facilitated by BELNET and Fedict “speaking each other's language”, Belnet’s knowledge, 

independent advice and proximity. 

 Experience of a Network Service Provider offering public networks 

Alexander Hielkema, (Logius) gave a presentation on governmental networking in the Netherlands. 

At the start, there was a situation of very costly “spaghetti-like” network connections, which paved the 

way for the creation of a single "Diginetwerk" network. This network connects; Haagse Ring; Suwinet; 

Gemnet; Rinis & OT2006 used by Logius as an interconnector. The “Diginetwerk” is used within the e-

Government to provide easy, safe and reliable connectivity  
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Applications: 

 Government registers 

 Work stations 

 Datacenters 

 Applications 

Excluding: 

 Citizens to government 

 Businesses to government 

Logius is now trying to build “RON2.0”, a closed virtual network, consisting of existing WAN-networks. 

It services the central government in data, voice and video and offers, through standards and 

interconnection platforms, the ability to safely interconnect with other governments, civilians and 

businesses, including interconnection crossing the national borders. 

3.7.1 Discussion points from ACOnet, Fedict and Logius presentations 

 SURFnet has the focus of R&E and sees a difficulty in state aid to do anything more. ACOnet 

budget is earned from their customers so they do not see the state-aid issue, however 

they would not offer services to the commercial sector. ACOnet contracts for connectivity 

are below EC procurement thresholds for open calls. The Ministry of Education also has a 

large contract for interconnecting schools networks. 

 NRENs that are deploying activities on behalf of governments are either part of the state 

or completely apart from it. The majority of NRENs, however, exist somewhere in between 

these two, which makes the consumer/supplier position unclear, and this would not sit 

well with the commercial sector who want to occupy the market place for networks for 

the public administration. 

 Differences in security, different demands on different levels may interfere for synergy. 

More security is more expensive for the whole network.  

 Current synergies and possible network scenarios: break-out sessions (15’) on the 
technical, ownership, financial and governance aspects 

This segment of the workshop was intended to gather stakeholder feed-back from the participants on 

a number of issues related to the current synergies and possible network scenarios. This exercise was 

done by creating break-out groups in which the participants were to discuss freely following a brief 

overview of the aspects - technical, ownership, financial and governance, linked to the network 

scenarios. 

3.8.1 Technical possibilities 

Three main technical layers have been selected, these form the basis for the technical scenarios, the 

levels to which technical infrastructure can be shared, creating synergies: 

 Fiber layer sharing scenario 
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 Transport layer sharing scenario 

 IP layer sharing scenario 

These scenarios refer to sharing of dark fiber (what currently is dark fiber – if it is used, it will become 

lit fiber). 

3.8.2 Feed-back from break-out groups 

Fibre layer  

 Building a new network is pointless, very expensive and not viable. The main options currently 

seem to be GEANT or other private sector providers.   

 GEANT engenders more trust with its large network and highly experienced personnel. It was 

also noted by several of the participants that there is a large trust element in this, and that 

‘trust’ is a very subjective issue, largely influenced by technical capacity, but also determined 

by human relationship. 

 The model of Fedict for providing security in that layer was considered as good by some of the 

participants. 

 Some participants agreed that one simple solution could be found between all Member States, 

and that a new fibre link made between them. It was suggested that network fibre 

infrastructure should be seen as a national asset like other utilities. 

IP layer 

 The most likely option is the IP layer, according to some participants.  

Mix of the three options 

 A network implementation could happen at any level, “it is a non-question”, as some 

participants put it, but it depends in part on the security expectations for privacy and 

separation. In the end, it is most likely to depend on what the member states jointly find 

acceptable.  

 To some participants, all three options are on the table, but the final decision will depend on 

other no technical criteria such as cost and security.  

3.8.3 Ownership possibilities  

 Are the layers leased or actually owned? 

 What is your approach? 

 What is the best approach? 

 What if some layers are leased and others owned, how does this affect ownership of the network? 

 Is there a need for a separate organization that owns/leases the shared parts and makes these 

available to the different network owners (centralized ownership)? 

 What are the likely benefits of shared ownership? 

 Security? 
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 Cost savings? 

 Reliability? 

3.8.4 Feed-back from break-out groups 

Mixed ownership 

 The ownership of the network should be mixed, according to some participants. However, they 

thought that there should be an organisation in place to contact, and that only a limited 

number of people capable of running such a network. 

The “payer” owns the network 

The participants’ views differed somewhat in relation to the “payer” being the owner of the network: 

 Is the customer pays, the customer owns. But if so, this creates the question of who the 

customer is?  

 Some thought it depends on the situation - whether it is private or public.  

 It does not work if public and private entities work together as partners. This set-up will create 

a problem since the private entities are profit oriented. Interests are completely different.  

 A ministry or the actual users should own the network. 

 In Austria, there is more of a European model for connection. People and organisations that 

want to join have to pay the connection cost themselves. In Korea, widespread connectivity is 

regarded more like a utility and ‘everyone’ should be connected.  

 Under most models, the client pays for the ‘last mile’ connection cost to the premises. 

 

Cost savings 

 Geant utilisation would be cheaper, and it was suggested by some that national governments 

will have to make a contribution. 

 Using the Geant network would require a Service Level Agreement. Geant would not have 

people telling them how to run the network, instead would want to offer service according to 

an SLA.    

 It is difficult to align the two objectives of a) reliability and b) cost. Reliability comes at a cost. 

Needs to be transparency about how the service structure and how it was built. Without 

discussions moving into governance matters. 

 

3.8.5 Financial possibilities  

The financing aspect of the scenarios includes two different elements: 

 Which parties are responsible for financing what? 

Does everyone pay for the shared parts? 

If so, how to define the level each network owner has to pay for the shared parts? 
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If it is centralised, should it be funded centrally and should there be contributions from public 

administrations? 

 How can this be financed? 

 Centralized national budget? 

 Public administration’s own budgets? 

 Specialised funds and programmes? 

 Structural funds? 

3.8.6 Feed-back from break-out groups 

Connection between towns and distributed offices (for hospitals, schools, fire, police etc.) will also be 

tricky.  But there are lots of levels for connection (geographical, type of organization).   

 

 Structural funds  

 Can only be used on Member State level not for pan-European backbone. 

 A question was raise as to who finances what? A similar model to that of the NRENs could be 

applied if synergy is created. Some countries do use structural funds.  

 Digital divide within some countries, as well as between countries play a part according to 

some participants. Moreover, bringing together budgets is fine, but the main thing is that as 

we join forces, we keep the experts.  

 

Centralised national budget  

 In Belgium we have different levels in government which makes it quite complex. Would 

Brussels be paying everything? Who pays what? It is a very difficult question. What if one 

department needs to access information. Are you going to measure payment by access, traffic? 

Public administration’s own funds 

 At the EU level a rather small amount of money would be needed. At the national level it 

depends on how countries are organized.  

Specialised funds and programmes 

 Several networks are already in place, such as GÉANT, NRENs, TESTA and others. The issue is 

bringing the money together and to retain qualified staff in the sector. CAPEX investments in 

the NREN community are typically made centrally. OPEX is often funded by the users. Similar 

set ups should be considered for NIPS. 

 

3.8.7 Governance possibilities  

The governance possibilities will depend greatly upon the chosen technical scenario and on the 

financing model that is chosen: 
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 The technical scenario dictates what should be governed.  

 The financing model dictates who is involved. 

The question is how it should be governed and how the different stakeholders at Member State level 

should be represented 

3.8.8 Feed-back from break-out groups 

What should be governed? 

The participants’ views differed somewhat in relation to how it should be governed: 

 We need to figure out what we are going to build and how to manage it, stated one participant. 

Governance is needed and you a need all the stakeholders onboard. This is something that 

would be very difficult for the research community alone to navigate. In reality it is not possible 

to manage everything. But there should be a clear owner - customer relationship in place.  

 NRENs are long established and usually government set the rules and regulations for the 

NRENS long ago.  These rules would have created the context for the relationship that NRENs 

have with telecoms. It is possible that governments change the regulations, but it might well 

be resisted by telecoms and perhaps some of the more resistant NRENs.   

 One participant argued that for building a new network, a solution would be to use GEANT or 

TESTA. At the national level, the issue is that countries are different. Moreover, it is also 

important to have knowledge about the technical aspects. Most NRENs will not be able to take 

over the task.  

Who should be involved? 

The participants’ views differed somewhat in relation to who should be involved: 

 All stakeholders should be represented, according to some participants. 

 We are talking about existing networks: change user base.  Are we allowed to do so and what 

will the effects be? Are you and the users willing to open up to other users? Who will decide? 

Some arguments might be to reduce the fees, but why would you open up if there are no 

advantages? In the end the issue about governance comes down to who pays.  

 Stakeholders will include: 

 Government 

 NREN 

 Other providers of the network 

 

 Who pays governs or should be entitled to, stated some participants. There could be 

problems stemming from procurement. Who gets priority in governing the network if 

different constituency users have different demands - stability v innovation? 
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 If public administrations at the EU level are too much in control, they might interfere with 

innovation, was the fear of one participant. At the national level it is harder to say as this 

depends on situation in country. 

 Anyone who handles the money should be in governance. 

 Many today have suggested that government wants to be in control.  Control will probably 

require more money to buy the seat at a table or to take control.  The other model is that 

government has power and can force their way in to obtain control. 

 Beyond the NIPS study – keeping the (political) momentum 

The purpose of this part of the agenda was to take stock of what had been presented and discussed 

during the day, with a view to spark a discussion on how a political moment can be maintained and 

hopefully translate into action at the political level in the coming years. The facilitators of this 

discussion started off by summarising some of the themes coming out of the previous discussions. On 

the one hand, there seems to be an overall tendency towards synergies at the national level, although 

there is no one-size-fits-all model, requiring differences to be respected. And on the other hand, there 

also seems to be a momentum to work on federating the different networks and synergies at a 

European level. Examples supporting this theory include the TESTA and GEANT networks, which can 

lead the way for the years to come. 

A few general questioned were asked for the group to respond to: 

Member State level: 

 What can be done at Member State level to encourage synergies between networks? 

 How can we build and maintain the political moment and focus on this? 

EU level: 

 What can be done at EU level to encourage synergies between networks at Member State 

level?  

 How can we build and maintain the political moment and focus on this at EU level? 

 What could our recommendations be towards more initiatives on synergies for the future? 

What can be our expectations on the EC and how can this be translated to political decisions? 

 Encouraging synergies: Is it possible to reduce costs by aggregation? Can you make the services 

delivered over PSNs more efficient (eg. social services; education service)? Several member 

states seem to be doing this. 

 

 Value public service transformation: To what extent do public administrations communicate 

across national borders? In some cases it would appear that some do not know what their peers 

are doing. NRENs do this through TERENA. How can communication be stimulated and how 

exchange of best practices across borders be stimulated? Suggestions included:  

 Communication 
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 A collection of European PA Best Practice could be used. A number (50+) Campus Best 

Practice guides have been produced by partners in the GN3, GN3plus project.  Access to 

GEANT’s best practices http://www.terena.org/activities/campus-bp/bpd.html 

 

 Use GEANT as a role model in a test environment to “show case” and hopefully stimulate 

others. However, some participants argued that there is a risk of focusing too much on the 

NRENs and their way of doing things. Some felt that  it was important to “keep a wide 

perspective”, bearing in mind that the NRENs should be seen as one way of doing things, but 

not the only possibility, and that there are several ways of supporting the public 

administrations. Adding to that, one public administration representative stated that while the 

country may have the needed interoperability documents in place, they need more time as to 

figuring out the “why” and to exchange with other countries in order to translate it to their 

own situation. 

 State aid and EU procurement legislation were highlighted as barriers to networks and getting 

in the way of synergies causing many good projects to be stopped. For instance, Testa could 

not use GÉANT because it would have to go through procurement first. The participants agreed 

that a review of the European procurement environment and the requirements would be 

useful.  

4.0 Wrap up and final words by the EC  

Wrapping up the moderator highlighted the great diversity among countries and why this is the 

rationale behind why some things work in different places that can be valuable input to policy and feed 

into work programmes. 

In the final word, Athina Zampara (DG CONNECT) explained that the DG CONNECT work programme 

includes the ideas of synergies between networks. Following the change with the CEF budget there is 

no money for this backbone service. This is why there is a need to create momentum from the bottom 

up.  If countries share examples, the opportunities can become more evident. This is especially the 

case in states that already found synergies between public administrations and others such as the 

NRENs, which is why the EC would like to reach out to the public administrations. 

The ambition is to create enough momentum for the backbone to be a part of the 2015 new Digital 

Agenda action plan. 

 

http://www.terena.org/activities/campus-bp/bpd.html
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4 Conclusions and Next Steps 

This interactive workshop was preceded by two online workshops held in July and September 2013. 

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

European network infrastructure, the second 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, and organisational and security aspects.  

The interactive workshop held in November 2013, served as a means of validation of the study team’s 

key findings, to gather stakeholder feed-back, to highlight stakeholder experience on network 

infrastructure solutions, to generate a discussion the possible future scenarios and ownership models 

for a pan-European optical fibre network infrastructure for public services, and, finally, to explore what 

lies beyond the NIPS study – how to keep the political momentum.  

The discussions among the participants following the workshop presentations and during the break-

out sessions would suggest the following: 

 Overall, among the stakeholders there is a strong support for a pan-European network 

infrastructure and a clear momentum for federating the different networks and synergies at a 

European level despite recent budgetary changes. 

 In terms of models for ownership, financing, governance and technical set-up, the views on a 

preferred structure diverge among the stakeholders. At the moment, the “role models” for a 

future pan-European network for public services include the TESTA and GEANT networks.  

 Current procurement legislation is an important aspect, which remain a barrier for NRENs to 

provide their services more widely as a service organisations. Several examples were 

highlighted by NRENs wanting to offer their services but refraining from it due to the risk of 

being sued or otherwise in breach of procurements national rules and regulations.  

 The idea of starting a network at the national level with a view to expanding it to the EU level 

it not seen as optimal. A main barrier to this is the difference in national legislation, which 

would slow down the process. However, it would be possible to start off with a group of 

countries with existing networks that are ready to jump on the “bandwagon” for a pan-

European network.  

 

The next steps include a stock-tacking by the study team of the comments and suggestions coming out 

of this interactive workshop as it moves into the final phase of the study. Moreover, as agreed during 

the workshop, the interim study report was circulated among the stakeholders for their comments. 

This additional input will also be taken into account in the final version of the NIPS study. In the 

meantime, the discussion will continue on the NIPS Study groups on LinkedIn.



 

 

 

 

 

Interactive Workshop Report  

 “Study of the readiness of Member States for a common pan-European network infrastructure for public services” SMART2012/0048 

 

18 

5 Annex 1: Agenda 

 Name  Timing Theme Speaker  

Registration 08:30 -
09:00 

Registration  

Welcome 
speech  

09:00 -
09:30 

Introduction: Paving the way for a European optical 
fibre network infrastructure  (opening up for a high 
level discussion on possible ways on how to achieve it) 

Short intro by Dinand Tinholt - moderator - CapGemini   
Anni Hellman - Deputy Head of Unit - DG CONNECT (EC) and 
Jean-Luc Dorel – DG CONNECT (EC) 

Presentation 
Q & A  

09:30-
10:30 

NIPS Study & key results Patrick Wauters - Deloitte and Con Sadee – CapGemini 

Coffee break 10.30-
11:00 

  

Presentation 
Q & A 

11:00-
11:30 

sTESTA: A trans-European perspective Pieter Wellens - Head of Sector - DG DIGIT: TENS -Trans 
European and External Networking Services (EC) 

Presentation   
Q & A 

11:30-
12:00 

The GÉANT and NREN networks as a model of best 
practice 

John Dyer - Business & Technical Strategist – TERENA (NL) and 
Dorte Olesen – GÉANT (DK) 

Lunch break 12:00-
13:00 

 

Presentation   
Q & A 

13:00-
13:30 

Experience of an NREN providing services to public 
administrations 

Christian Panigl – Teamleader - ACOnet  (Austria) 

Presentation   
Q & A 

13:30-
14:00 

Perspective of Fedict on working with NRENs Bart Hanssens  Interoperability Expert- Fedict (Belgium) 

Presentation   
Q & A 

14:00-
14:30 

Experience of a Network Service Provider offering 
public networks  

Alexander Hielkema  - Logius (NL)  

Coffee break 14:30-
15:00 
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 Name  Timing Theme Speaker  

Presentation   
Q & A 

15:00-
16:00 

Current synergies and possible network scenarios: 
break-out sessions (15’) on the technical, financial and 
governance aspects  

Christian Hauschildt – Deloitte 
Con Sadee - CapGemini  
 

Presentation   
Q & A 

16:00-
16:30 

Beyond the NIPS study – keeping the (political) 
momentum 

Patrick Wauters - Deloitte and Christian Hauschildt – Deloitte 

Closing 16:30-
17:00 

Wrap up and final words by the EC Dinand Tinholt - CapGemini  
Athina Zampara DG CONNECT  (EC) 

Networking 
drink 

17:00-
18:00 
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6 Annex 2: List of participants  

 

COUNTRY ORGANISATION FAMILY NAME FIRST NAME 

IRELAND Heanet Reijs Victor  

THE NETHERLANDS CapGemini T a x  Thamar 

THE NETHERLANDS TERENA Dyer John 

DENMARK Technical University of Denmark Olesen Dorte  

SWITZERLAND SWITCH Brunner Thomas H.  

CZECH REPUBLIC CESNET Gruntorad Jan 

BELGIUM Fedict Hanssens Bart  

UK Janet(UK) Day Bob 

BELGIUM EC - DG DIGIT Wellens Pieter 

 AUSTRIA ACOnet  Panigl Christian  

THE NETHERLANDS Logius Hielkema  Alexander 

BELGIUM DG DIGIT  D'Orazio Sandro 

BELGIUM DG EMPL Velsaco Luis 

GREECE Hellenic Society for Organizational 

Learning 

Theiopoulou Anthi  
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ICELAND Ministry of the Interior  Ólason Hermann 

THE NETHERLANDS CapGemini Tinholt Dinand 

THE NETHERLANDS CapGemini van Puijenbroek Tessa 

DENMARK NorduNet Fischer Lars 

BELGIUM EC DG CONNECT Hellman Anni 

UK DANTE Hersoug  Niels  

GERMANY DFN-Verein Grimm  Christian  

BELGIUM Eurocontrol Hanoune Pierre  

GREECE Institute of Computer 

Science,Foundation for Research 

and Technology-Hellas (ICS-

FORTH) Greece 

Petroulakis Nikolaos  

BELGIUM Deloitte Wauters Patrick 

UK  DANTE Robertson Dale 

THE NETHERLANDS CapGemini Sadée Con 

BELGIUM EC DG Communication  Cesco Matteo 

SLOVENIA ARNES Bonac Marko  

AUSTRIA BKA -Federal Chancellery Austria Reichstädter Peter 
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SPAIN DG for Administrative 

Modernization, Procedures and 

Promotion of eGovernment 

Amutio Miguel A.  

BELGIUM Deloitte Cimpean Dan 

BELGIUM DG TAXUD Bzdela  BARTLOMIEJ 

BELGIUM Deloitte Lauridsen Anna  

BELGIUM EC DG CONNECT Dorel Jean-Luc 

BELGIUM EC DG CONNECT Zampara Athina 

   T4i2 Foley  Paul  

BELGIUM Deloitte Vasilescu Alice  

THE NETHERLANDS CapGemini van der Bijl  Wim  

FRANCE Ministry of  Finance and Public 

Administrations 

Donath Patrick 

BELGIUM Deloitte Hauschildt Christian 

HUNGARY Hungarnet Balint Lajos 

THE NETHERLANDS SURFnet Koning Ilse 

BELGIUM DG DIGIT Burian Peter 

BELGIUM DG Employment Tatu-Caravan Christian 
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