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Executive Summary 

The e-SENS project - Electronic Simple European Networked Services - focuses on strengthening the 
Single Market by facilitating public services across borders. The previous Large Scale Pilots (LSPs) 
have already proven that the provision of electronic cross-border services is achievable and feasible. 
In numerous domains, technical building blocks have been developed and piloted, which enable 
seamless cross-border services respecting all the various challenges and requirements that were 
faced. e-SENS aims at consolidating and extending the work done by the previous Large Scale Pilots, 
industrialising the solutions and extending their potential to new domains.  

The goal of e-SENS Work Package 3 is to pave the way for sustainability1 and long-term governance 
of the e-SENS building blocks and their usage to achieve the interoperability of public services across 
all European Member States and Associated Countries.  

Task 3.5 of Work Package 3 focuses on the implementation of a long-term governance structure2for 
the developed e-SENS solutions and will make a proposal for long-term sustainability of the e-SENS 
results within the funding period of the “Connecting Europe Facility”. Therefore there is a strong link 
with the draft regulation on “Guidelines for trans-European telecommunications networks” (Ten-Tele 
Regulation)3 as part of the funding mechanism “Connecting Europe Facility” (CEF)4. 

The overall goal of this document is to present a series of ideas, intentions and suggestions about the 
future governance of the e-SENS results during the funding period of the CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation 
and beyond from the perspective of the twenty national experts5within e-SENS. The results of D3.4 
“Preliminary proposal for a governance body”, which are further explained in the Appendix I of this 
document, served as a basis to develop a questionnaire. The objective of deliverable D3.5 has been 
to determine the position and perception of national experts within e-SENS regarding the 
recommendations evaluated in D3.4 in order to complement the previous results. 

The questions indicated in the questionnaire focused on the organisational aspects of a future 
governance structure. According to the gathered opinions, it seems that the future governance 
structure, which will ensure the sustainability of the results of e-SENS, should be public-sector driven, 
with support of stakeholders, users and standardisation bodies and with a stronger priority on the 
generic HBBs.  

                                                           
1
 Sustainability is about “long-term planning, and specifically about the maintenance of methodologies, data 

models, specifications and software components” as e.g. defined in e-CODEX D1.7 “Sustainability Plan”; 
Executive Summary, p. 9. 
2
 The deliverable D3.5 defines structure as “something made up of a number of parts that are held or put 

together in a particular way” (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/structure) to achieve a certain goal. Terms as 
“organisation” and “construction” used in the present documents are synonyms for the term “structure”. 
3
 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on guidelines for trans 

European telecommunications networks and repealing Decision No 1336/97/EC (2011/0299(COD). 
4
 CEF is the general framework for funding. Whereas the policy guidelines for each sector address strategic 

issues. There are three policy guidelines, which supplement the CEF: transport (“Trans European Transport 
Guidelines”), energy (“Guidelines for trans-European energy infrastructure”) and telecommunication 
(“Guidelines for trans-European telecommunications networks”).  
5
 National experts are e.g. the national coordinators, which are the beneficiaries in e-SENS. A national 

coordinator represents his/ her national consortium in the General Assembly of e-SENS and is authorised to 
make decisions on behalf of the National Consortium.  

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/structure
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At the time of drafting this deliverable the decision-making process on the CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation 
was still in progress. Because of this, it was not possible to gather the official opinion of the Member 
States on a proposed future governance of the e-SENS results within the CEF and beyond. Hence, the 
information of this deliverable cannot be traced to an official position of any Member State. An 
alternative approach has been decided on whereby the opinions of national experts or coordinators 
within e-SENS are collected and assessed.  

An agreement on the regulation on “Guidelines for trans-European telecommunications networks” 
as part of the “Connecting Europe Facility” (CEF) is expected in December 2013 and will become 
effective in January 2014. After the regulation enters into force and after the approval and 
publication of the Work program of CEF, essential background information will become available. 
This will enable Task 3.5 of e-SENS WP3 to establish a more profound opinion on a future governance 
structure for the e-SENS results. In this regard the present deliverable will be reviewed and updated 
in month 18 after the start of the e-SENS project. The preliminary findings of this deliverable D3.5 will 
serve as a starting point for further discussions and investigation on a future governance structure 
within the CEF.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Scope and Objective of Deliverable 
The deliverable presents ideas, suggestions and recommendations regarding the future governance 
of the building blocks that are consolidated in the e-SENS project and which are linked with the 
CEF/Ten-Tele Regulation.  

 

“(…) the CEF will be a key instrument [within the EU Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-
2020] to promote growth, jobs and competitiveness through targeted infrastructure 
investment at European level. It will support the development of high-performing, 
sustainable and efficiently interconnected trans-European networks in the fields of transport, 
energy and digital services.” (Brochure: Connecting Europe Facility – Investment in Europe’s 
growth, p. 4) 

 

The Ten-Tele Regulation will provide guidelines for the funding of broadband networks, for 
prioritising projects on Digital Service Infrastructures (DSIs)6 and for ensuring appropriate Member 
State involvement in the governance of the instrument. The Ten-Tele Regulation plays a prominent 
role in the long-term planning and governance of the e-SENS results concerning financing, 
architectural guidelines and governance.7 The CEF/Ten-Tele Regulation is expected to be up-and-
running by January 2014.8 

The CEF/Ten-Tele regulation has not been approved and become effective yet9. Therefore it was 
premature to involve the Member States in order to gather political and national opinions regarding 
the governance of the e-SENS results within the CEF/ Ten-Tele regulation. The information of this 
deliverable cannot be traced to an official position of any Member State. The scope of the deliverable 
is therefore limited and focuses on the description of ideas, intentions and recommendations of the 
national experts within e-SENS. The present document “Preliminary proposal for long-term 
sustainability within the CEF” is a starting point for further discussions and investigations regarding 
the future governance of the e-SENS results within the CEF/ Ten-Tele regulation in order to ensure 
the sustainability of the solutions. Finally, D3.5 is expected to be updated in month 18 and 30 of the 
project. These updates shall further substantiate the findings of this deliverable. 

The deliverable D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body”, especially chapter 3 
“Commonalities of the different LSPs/domains on Sustainability Governance Aspects”10, forms the 
basis for the present deliverable.  

                                                           
6
The Digital Service Infrastructuresenable networked services to be delivered electronically, typically over the 

internet, providing trans-European interoperable services of common interest for citizens, businesses and/or 
governments. Digital service infrastructures are composed of core service platforms and generic services. 
7
e-SENS, Technical Annex, p. 69 

8
Article: Lithuanian Presidency to begin trilogues on Telecoms guidelines: 

http://www.eu2013.lt/en/news/lithuanian-presidency-to-begin-trilogues-on-telecoms-guidelines 
9
For the time being the decision-making process on the Ten-Tele Regulation/CEF is still in progress. A final 

decision is expected in December 2013. The regulation shall become effective in January 2014. Therefore the 
essential background information is still missing.  
10

 e-SENS, D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body”, p. 50 and Appendix I of this document 
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1.2. WP3 “Sustainability and Long-Term Governance” and Task 3.5 
“Governance Implementation”: General Objectives and Vision 

e-SENS Work Package 3 “Sustainability and Long-Term Governance” is concerned with the long-term 
consolidation and maintenance of the technical solutions developed within e-SENS. In this regard it 
will prepare the path towards a sustainable infrastructure for interoperable electronic cross-border 
services. Governance, policies and agreements on an organisational, legal and political level need to 
be taken into account.  

Task 3.5 “Governance Implementation” of WP3 focuses on three different subjects and will 
formulate:  

 

 recommendations for the governance 2014-2020 

 recommendations for a legal framework 

 recommendations for the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF)  

 

Task 3.5 will develop a governance plan and a roadmap for the period from 2014 until 2020. It will 
formulate recommendations for a transition governance model which will maintain the e-SENS 
results immediately after the end of e-SENS. Furthermore Task 3.5 will propose an organisational 
structure and a financial plan for an organisation, which will be responsible for governing and 
maintaining the solutions developed within e-SENS in the medium and long term. The medium term 
will cover the period from 2016 - 2020 and the long term will cover the period after 2020 - after the 
expiration of the CEF.  

Aside from making recommendations for a future governance body, Task 3.5 will formulate proposals 
for a legal framework that will prepare the ground for the future common EU “Digital Service 
Infrastructures” (DSI) that are anticipated in the CEF. With regards to this deliverable D3.10 “Proposal 
for legislative measures” will be finalised in month 36. 

Furthermore, Task 3.5 of WP3 will formulate recommendations for the “Connecting Europe Facility” 
in order to ensure the short, medium and long-term governance of the building blocks (BB), which 
are consolidated and harmonised within e-SENS. These building blocks are part of the “Core Services 
Platforms” (CSP)11 as defined in the Ten-Tele Regulation. Task 3.5 will provide guidelines for the 
development and deployment of the “Core Service Platforms” based on the results of e-SENS.  

This deliverable contains recommendations for the “Connecting Europe Facility” to set up a 
governance structure for the building blocks that are consolidated in e-SENS. It outlines the 
preferences of national experts involved in the project. 

 

1.3. Methodology of Work 
This deliverable directly builds upon deliverable D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body”. 
D3.4 brought together the preferences of the previous and current Large-Scale Pilots, the Domain 
Board (e-SENS WP5) and the Architectural Board (e-SENS WP6) within e-SENS concerning the 
governance structure. Based on the results of the chapter “Commonalities of the different 

                                                           
11

Core service platforms are the central element(s) or hub(s) of the digital service infrastructures essential to 
ensure trans-European connectivity, access and interoperability. This may also encompass physical equipment, 
such as servers, dedicated networks and software tools. Core service platforms are open to entities in all 
Member States.(Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on 
guidelines for trans European telecommunications networks and repealing Decision No 1336/97/EC) 
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LSPs/Domains on Sustainability Governance Aspects” in e-SENS D3.412, which can be found in the 
attachments of this deliverable, a questionnaire was developed, which was sent to the twenty 
national experts13 within e-SENS. The questions indicated in the questionnaire focused on the 
organisational aspects of a future governance structure and concerned the following topics:  

 

1. Role of Member States / public administrations within a future governance structure  

2. Role of the EU, MS and regions in the decision-making process within a future governance 
structure 

3. Role of private stakeholders and end-users in future decision-making process 
4. Role of standardisation bodies in future decision-making process 
5. Priority of HBB vis-à-vis domain/sector-specific BB 
6. Financial aspects 
7. Further considerations regarding a future governance structure  

 

Task 3.5 received 20 completed questionnaires, meaning that all the national experts within e-SENS 
completed the questionnaire. Some of the national experts consulted the members of their national 
consortia in order to provide a comprehensive view regarding the future governance of the e-SENS 
results within the CEF/Ten-Tele Regulation. The answers to the questionnaire showed that the 
questions have been understood differently by the surveyed experts. Some national experts 
answered in more general terms, whereas others provided detailed answers with examples. 
Furthermore some national experts did not express their opinion on every question e.g. the question 
about the financial aspects.  

The answers to the questionnaire were the primary input and basis for the deliverable D3.5. The 
different chapters of this deliverable give a tentative and preliminary overview of the received 
responses. The questionnaire and the detailed responses can be found in Appendix II and Appendix 
III of this document.  

Finally, Deloitte has produced a study14 and touched upon a possible future governance structure of 
the results of the previous and existing Large-Scale Pilots. Compared with the Deloitte study, this 
deliverable presents intensions and ideas of a different audience, namely the national experts within 
e-SENS, on a future governance structure.  

 

1.4. Relations to Internal e-SENS Environment 
The cooperation between the Task3.5 team and the WP4 team is important since Work Package 4 is 
focusing on legislative developments at EU and national level, which are likely to affect e-SENS and 
also the future governance of the e-SENS results. Currently, information about the CEF and especially 
the Ten-Tele Regulation as well as the Regulation on “electronic identification and trust services for 

                                                           
12

 e-SENS, D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body”, p. 50 and Appendix I of this document  
13

 National experts are e.g. the national coordinators, which are the beneficiaries in e-SENS. A national 
coordinator represents his/ her national consortium in the General Assembly of e-SENS and is authorised to 
make decisions on behalf of the National Consortium. The national experts from the following countries have 
been addressed: Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, The 
Netherlands, Norway, Greece, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Slovenia, Slovakia, Turkey.  
14

 Deloitte Study on “The feasibility and scenarios for the long-term sustainability of the Large Scale Pilots, 
including ‘ex-ante’ evaluation”, Final Report 
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electronic transactions in the internal market” (eIDAS)15 are relevant for the work, which the team of 
Task 3.5 is carrying out. 

WP5 and WP6 will be involved in the creation of a proposal for a long-term sustainability within the 
CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation. Their involvement will ensure that all requirements and needs of these 
WPs will be considered in future recommendations developed by Task 3.5 regarding the CEF/ Ten-
Tele Regulation.  

 

1.5. Relations to External e-SENS Environment 
e-SENS, in particular the work of the Task 3.5 team, is influenced by a number of policies and 
agreements at European level, e.g. the CEF / Ten-Tele Regulation. Both legislative acts are still under 
discussion. Since WP3 is planning the integration of the e-SENS results into the CEF / Ten-Tele 
Regulation in order to achieve sustainability, WP3 will try to influence the initiatives and work 
programme within the framework of the CEF / Ten-Tele Regulation. Furthermore, WP3 will make 
recommendations to the expert group, whose establishment is foreseen in the Ten-Tele Regulation.  

 

1.6. Quality Management 
This section lists the criteria, which were used to ensure the quality of the deliverable. 

 

Category Remarks Checked by 

Conformance to e-
SENS template 

OK WP3 leader  

Language & Spelling OK WP3 leader 

Delivered on time OK, according to new time planning WP3 leader  

Each technology 
description contains 
the correct elements 

Not applicable  WP3 leader 

Consistency with 
description in the TA 
and in other e-SENS 
deliverables 

OK WP3 leader  

Contents is fit for 
purpose 

OK WP3 leader  

Contents is fit for use OK WP3 leader  

Commitment within 
WP 

OK  WP3 leader  

Table 2: Quality Checklist 

                                                           
15

 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on electronic 
identification and trust services for electronic transactions in the internal market (2012/0146 COD) 
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1.7. Risk Management 
This section summarises the risks identified for creating the deliverable D3.5 “Preliminary proposal 
for long-term sustainability within the CEF”. This includes: identifying risks, assessing risks and 
defining responses and risk owner. 

Description Probability Impact Priority Response Owner 

Low involvement 
of partners 
working within in 
the project 

medium medium medium Approval of 
WP3 structure 
and task 
division 

WP3 leader, 
Task 3.5 
leader 

Limited resources 
and time against 
high expectations 
and unforeseen 
work 

high high high Prioritisation of 
the tasks and 
responsibilities, 
which need to 
be carried out 

WP3 leader, 
Task 3.5 
leader, D3.5 
team 

The information 
delivered by the 
National 
Coordinators are 
insufficient or 
inconsistent 

medium medium medium Preparation of 
a concise 
questionnaire 
for easy 
response/ 
contact the 
partners for 
further 
inquiries 

D3.5 team, 
Task 3.5 
leader 

Contributions by 
the partners are 
not delivered in 
time/ the 
deadlines are not 
met 

medium medium medium Controlling 
timeline and 
reminding the 
partners to 
meet the 
deadlines/ 
monitoring the 
delivery 

Task 3.5 
leader 

Contributions by 
the partners do 
not have the 
sufficient quality 
and quantity 

medium high high Monitoring of 
the 
development 
process of the 
deliverable 

Task 3.5 
leader, WP3 
leader 

Analysis of the 
given information 
is not detailed 
enough 

medium high high Drafting a table 
of content and 
formulation of 
guidelines and 
expectations 

Task 3.5 
leader 

Table 3: Risks 

1.8. Legal Issues 
An agreement on CEF / Ten-Tele regulation has not been achieved yet. The remaining uncertainties 
regarding the CEF / Ten-Tele Regulation impacted the preparation and the drafting of the 
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deliverable. As the legislative framework has not been adopted yet, crucial information was missing. 
This made it premature to involve the Member States in order to obtain an official, political opinion 
about a preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF. A decision on the CEF / Ten-
Tele Regulation is expected in December 2013. After the adoption of the regulation Task 3.5 will 
consult a broader audience, e.g. the Member States, on their expectations towards future 
governance of e-SENS results within the CEF / Ten-Tele Regulation and beyond in order to ensure the 
sustainability of the solutions. In anticipation of the adoption of the regulation this document will 
help the EC with the implementation of the Regulation, as it provides information about the opinions 
on the governance structure.  

1.9. Structure of the document 
The structure of this document consists of:  

 

1. Introduction 
2. The potential role of public administrations in a future governance structure 
3. The potential role of private stakeholders, end-users and standardisation bodies in a future 

governance structure 
4. The handling of generic high-level building blocks vs. domain/ sector-specific building blocks 

in a future governance structure 
5. Suggestions on financial aspects 

 

Conclusion – General Recommendations for the long-term governance of the e-SENS solutions 
within the CEF 
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2. The potential role of public administrations in a future 
governance structure 
 

2.1. Objective 
This chapter summarises the answers provided by the national experts to the questions, which were 
indicated in the questionnaire: 

 

1. What is your opinion about the role of Member States/public administration in a future 
governance structure for the e-SENS solutions?  

2. What is your opinion about the involvement of public administrations at various levels in the 
decision-making process within the governance structure (e.g. decisive, coordinating or 
advisory)? Could you indicate this for the following levels:  

 
a) European Union / European Commission and Agencies 
b) Member States 
c) Regions 

 
The chapter gives a first impression about a possible role of the EU / EC16, the Member States / public 
administrations and the regions17 within a future governance structure from the perspective of the 
national experts within e-SENS. The answers to the first question are incorporated in section 2.2.2, 
which deals with the role of the Member States. 

 

2.2. Questionnaire Response Evaluation 

2.2.1. European Union / European Commission and Agencies 
The majority of the national experts believe that the EU/EC should have a coordinating role. 

A more detailed elaboration of the answers provided shows that some national experts are in favour 
of a “decisive role”18, which should be assigned to the EU/EC. Whereas others would prefer an 
“advisory role” for the EU/EC:  

 

a. A few national experts (two out of twenty) have answered “decisive” or “leadership” without 

any further comments. The ones that provided comments indicated that the EC should have 

a decisive role when it comes to subjects like architecture, standardisation and core 

                                                           
16

 “European Union/ European Commission and Agencies” respectively “EU/EC” refer to the EC and its 
agencies.  
17

 Regions are the sub-national level within the EU. Looking at the theory of multi-level governance different 
layers or levels of the decision-making process are distinguished within the EU: supranational, national, 
regional and local, which interact with each other. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Multi-level_governance) 
18

 Regarding EU/EC “decisive” means that the entity shall have decision-making power.  
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components. Furthermore, some national experts would give the EC a decisive role based on 

the powers attributed in e.g. delegated and implementing acts in the eIDAS regulation.  

b. The other part of the national experts (two out of twenty) has answered “advisory role” but 

no further comments exist in this respect.  

Most of the national experts have a preference for a coordinating role of the EU/EC that is combined 
with a “decisive role”, e.g. where a specific body/agency applies the decisions made by the MS 
committees. The other part combines the coordinating role with an “advisory role”. This overview is 
depicted in the diagram (Figure 1) below. 

 

 
Figure 1: Different possible roles of the EC/EU 

 

When it comes to the proposed coordinating role of the EU/EC several points are raised by the 
surveyed experts, which should be taken into account while creating a future governance structure. 
The national experts expressed various ideas regarding coordination activities and various levels of 
power allocated to the EU/EC:  

 

a. The EU/EC could play a “strong” coordinating role. This would include a catalyst role 

where the EC as a central part of the governance structure takes leadership when it 

comes to cross-border interoperability. This would be a central role for the EC to provide 

the global strategic view, e.g. eGovernment Action Plan, because the MS might tend to 

prioritise national issues over cross border issues. The EC could defer powers to an 

agency or any central organisation within the EU/EC that can provide strategic views and 

market analyses. This role would also include a function such as facilitating or even 

organising the decision-making process. The EU/EC as a catalyst/facilitator is seen as an 

important role to ensure the interoperability between the MS and hence to ensure the 

required standardisation. This role gives the EU/EC the initiative and ensures consensus 

between MS and private entities. 

b. The EU/EC could carry out a maintenance role. This would include maintaining the 

building blocks at EU level. That means that the EC could guarantee that the building 

blocks are compliant with the requirements provided by the different stakeholders. 

Furthermore the EC could ensure that their mutual dependencies and impact on each 

other are considered and that that technical and legal information about the building 

blocks and the used standards are sustained.  

c. Some national experts have also stated that the EU/EC could give advice about national 

interfaces and coordinating solution architectures and concrete solutions. 
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This diagram (Figure 2) summarises the opinions provided by the national experts:  

 

 
Figure 2: Summary of provided answers on the “Role of EU/EC” 

2.2.2. Member States 
As seen in the figure 3 below, the majority of the surveyed experts have made it clear that the MS 
should play a decisive role in the future governance structure. Some mentioned possible fora for the 
decisive role of the MS at EU level, e.g. the CEF structure or through the comitology structure. 
Regarding public funding and contribution, the structure could be similar to the one used for the ISA 
Programme or e.g. CIO networks etc. 

Apart from just a few national experts, who have either not been explicit or have not taken any 
decision on the MS role yet, all surveyed experts are of the opinion that the MS must have a 
decision-making role in the future governance structure of the e-SENS solutions. It has been stated in 
the answers of the questionnaire that the MS are sovereign states and, as a consequence, the 
subsidiarity principle19 (Art. 5 TEU) must be followed. Hence, the decisive role can vary from domain 
to domain. Examples where the subsidiarity principle applies are for instance in the establishment of 
citizen’s identity. The healthcare domain is also mentioned by a number of national experts as a clear 
sovereign domain.  

One national expert mentions that the MS should have a decisive role on building blocks that are not 
based on open standards, i.e. the EU level can only require building blocks based on open standards. 

Two surveyed experts have given ideas about voting principles. They state that it needs to be agreed 
upon the circumstances which will enable a decision on the basis of a simple majority, in which cases 
qualified majority could be reasonable and in which cases unanimity is necessary. 

                                                           
19

 For more information about the principle of subsidiarity: 
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutional_affairs/treaties/lisbon_treaty/ai0017_en.htm 
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A number of national experts have also stated that the MS have a coordinating role when it comes to 
national issues. The MS must coordinate national opinions and advise from national stakeholders 
including their regions. A couple of national experts suggest using existing national boards that are 
responsible for national eGovernment, strategically and legally, e.g. IT Planungsrat in Germany and 
Agenzia per l’ItaliaDigitale in Italy. The boards are expected to include regions and other relevant 
stakeholders of the MS in this coordinating institution. Probably not all MS have such boards and of 
course it is solely up to the MS how to organise their vote in the EU decision-making bodies.  

This diagram (Figure 3) summarises the opinions provided by the national experts:  

 

 
Figure 3: Summary of provided answers on the “Role of Member States” 
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2.2.3. Regions 
When it comes to the regions (sub-national level) a more or less homogeneous picture can be 
identified. Several national experts stated that regions belong to the MS; hence it is a national issue 
how to include the regions in the governance structure. Therefore, the regions should influence the 
decision-making process20 when it comes to local solutions, but should not be part of an overall 
future governance structure. However, a number of national experts state the importance of having 
the regions as an advisory entity in the governance structure as they regularly meet the end-users in 
their regional/local solutions. As the regions are also responsible/owners of the concrete solutions, 
they should be allowed to amend a standard with a local profile on top of the international 
standards. 

Some national experts are the opinion that the advisory role of the regions must be coordinated at 
MS level. A few national experts state the importance of including the private sector and the industry 
through the regional level. In this sense, the regions can have a catalyst role. 

This diagram (Figure 4) summarises the opinions provided by the national experts: 

 

 
Figure 4: Summary of provided answers on the “Role of Regions” 

                                                           
20

 Concerning local or concrete situations, the regions might be “decisive”. In this regard “decisive” means that 
the regions may influence the decision-making process or have an impact on that.  
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3. The potential role of private stakeholders, end-users and 
standardisation bodies in a future governance structure 
 

3.1. Objective 
This chapter summarises the answers provided by the national experts to the following questions, 
which were indicated in the questionnaire: 

 

1. What is your opinion about the involvement of the private stakeholders (industry group) and 
end-users in the decision-making process within the future governance structure  
(e.g. decisive, advisory)? 

2. What is your opinion about the involvement of standardisation bodies in the decision-making 
process within the future governance structure (e.g. decisive, advisory)? 

 

The chapter gives the reader a first impression about a possible role of private stakeholders, end-
users and standardisation bodies within a future governance structure from the perspective of the 
national experts within e-SENS.  

3.2. Questionnaire Response Evaluation 
The answers to the questions provide for all the private stakeholders, the end-users and the 
standardisation bodies an advisory/consulting role in a future governance structure enabling the 
long-term sustainability for the e-SENS solution. This point of view is further elaborated in the 
following sub-sections. 

3.2.1. Private sector and end-users 
The majority of the national experts appoint an important and significant position to the private 
sector21 (industry) and the end-users22 without assigning them decision-making power.  

Nevertheless, the opinions vary between the surveyed experts:  

 

a. One national expert does not foresee any formal role for private stakeholders in the future 

governance structure. 

b. Another one believes that final end-users should have a decisive role23 in it.  

                                                           
21

 Private sector in the context of the e-SENS project covers a wide range of business areas which are those 
reflected in the different project domains (e-Health, e-Procurement, Business Lifecycle, e-Justice). The private 
sector encompasses all for-profit businesses that are not owned or operated by the government. 
22

 End-users have been interpreted in different ways by the national experts. End users are e.g. citizens, 
professionals, civil groups and businesses. 
23

 Concerning concrete situations, the end-users might be “decisive”. In this regard “decisive” means that the 
end-users may influence the decision-making process or have an impact on that. 
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c. A third national expert considers that private stakeholders may have a double role: advisory 

in future funding at the European level and national level and decisive on actions that are 

funded by the private sector.  

d. A further position expressed by another national expert refers to the OpenPEPPOL 

organisation as a reference model structured in “coordinating communities” where private 

stakeholders work together with the public sector.  

Some elaborations documented in by the questionnaires expose that, from both the private 
stakeholders and end-users point of view, this advisory support could give benefit to the decision 
making process in terms of:  

 

 definition, implementation and setting up of technical standards, 

 whenever new standards or building blocks are ready for piloting or for a decision on the 
adoption and,  

 for the end-users specifically, to ensure that the technical and functional requirements are 
met.  

 

It is important to underline the possible consultation mechanisms that could ensure a broader 
participation of end-users and industry groups in the definition of the European cross-border 
interoperability services. Their involvement could take place through informal ways – such as 
workshops – or an open process done in conformance with the method or practice that the EU multi-
stakeholder platform24 already follows. After the achievement of a decision, the private stakeholders 
and end-users shall be informed about the impact of their advice or suggestion. Finally, private 
stakeholders should be included in the market analyses that need to be carried out prior to any 
decision on the adaption of any standardised building block. 

The diagram (Figure 5) below summarises the opinions of the national experts concerning the role of 
the private stakeholders and the end users: 

 

                                                           
24

 More information about the Multi-Stakeholder-Platform: 
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=2758 
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Figure 5: Summary of provided answers on the “Role of Private Stakeholders and End Users” 

 

3.2.2. Standardisation Bodies 
The majority of the experts considered that standardisation bodies should have an advisory role in 
the future governance structure for the e-SENS solutions. These bodies can help to harmonise 
technical specifications of services on the basis of their international expertise. In contrast to this 
commonly held view, the following remarks have been made:  

 

a. Two national experts consider the involvement of standardisation bodies as not absolutely 

necessary. One of them stated that the role of standards is more important than the role of 

standardisation bodies. A standard reflects a common view on the state of technology and 

an agreed position on its use. In their view the standardisation body is only facilitating that 

agreed standards shall be used whenever possible. For the other surveyed expert, in any case 

it is preferable at European rather than at national level to involve standardisation bodies in 

order to avoid fragmentation on the Internal Market.  

b. Nevertheless, another two national experts consider the standardisation bodies as key 

players and see a more important role of the standardisation bodies in the future 

governance structure. 

In this regard, standardisation bodies25 should play a catalysing role in the decision-making process: 
they should support the decision-making bodies with their expertise, such as developing, revising, 
amending, reissuing, interpreting or otherwise producing technical standards. Furthermore, 

                                                           
25

 The European norms differentiate between two types of standardization-bodies/-organisations: formal ones 
(ISO, ITU, IEC, ETSI, CEN, CENELEC) and fora and consortia organisations like W3C, OASIS, IETF etc., which are 
organisations that produce – among others – internet standards.  
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standardisation bodies should contribute to the maintenance and sustainability of standards, e.g. 
through giving an opinion about the openness of a building block and its underlying standards. 

It is recognised that acknowledging and securing a good alignment between the governance 
structure responsible for the building blocks and standardisation bodies is key to the future success 
of e-SENS solutions. Underlying reason is that many of the elements forming the building blocks rely 
on or are built upon specifications/standards being governed and developed by the standardisation 
bodies. In this regard, at least a couple of alternative visions – expressed by two national experts – 
are offered for future considerations: 

 

a. Standardisation bodies should evolve the specification of the e-SENS solutions by proposing 
to Member States new standards that could be adopted in the future applications and 
solutions. 

b. The e-SENS governance body should seek the involvement of the standardisation bodies (not 
the other way around). 

 

The first point of view considers a proactive role of the standardisation bodies towards the Member 
States; the second one assigns the initiative of involving the standardisation bodies to the decision-
making level.  

 

The diagram (Figure 6) below summarizes the opinions of the national experts regarding the role of 
the standardisation bodies:  

 

 
Figure 6: Summary of provided answers on the” Role of Standardisation Bodies” 
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3.3. Specific Considerations 
Preliminary findings outline that stakeholders such as private industries and end-users could 
complement, in an advisory position and through appropriate mechanisms of consultation, the 
decision-making level. A multi-stakeholder perspective - gathering the opinions of the European 
Union, Member States, private sector, standardisation bodies, citizens - is therefore suitable to have 
a governance structure, where as many relevant and interested parties as possible can be 
represented. Nevertheless, a decision-making role assigned to the private sector providers could be 
conflicting with the general interest principle guiding an eGovernment solution such as e-SENS. 
Standardisation bodies, mostly working in the international area, represent an important resource 
for governments, especially in the development of legislative frameworks: therefore they should 
assist and cooperate with the decision-making level offering opinions and possible solutions.  
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4. The handling of generic high-level building blocks vs. 
domain/sector-specific building blocks in a future 
governance structure 
 

4.1. Objective 
The chapter summarises the answers of the national experts to the following question:  

 

What is your opinion about the decision-making process concerning the generic high-level building 
blocks (e-ID, e-Signatures, e-Delivery and e-Documents) vis-à-vis the domain/sector-specific 
requirements in a future governance structure? E.g. should requirements of generic high-level 
building blocks have more priority than, respectively be taken independently of, domain/sector-
specific requirements? 

 

The aim of this chapter is to delineate how high-level building blocks26 are related to domain-
oriented solutions27 (specific solutions for e-Procurement, e-Justice, e-Health, Business Lifecycle, e-
Education, Social Security etc.28).  

In order to establish and provide a smooth service it is perceivable that in the near future a public 
service will not need to be designed and built in a customised way within a particular application 
domain or even a single country. For example, it should not be the case that contracting authorities 
that implement public procurement need to establish a procurement-specific way of signing 
electronic tenders. An EU-wide infrastructure capable of applying and verifying electronic signature 
to a variety of electronic documents should rather be used within a variety of business processes in 
different domains. Furthermore, an agreement in the health domain could be made that any 
physician should use his/her electronic identity at the highest security assurance level available as set 
out in the STORK project. Although this agreement will be domain specific, it relies on the 
categorisation of security assurance levels agreed upon in the STORK project. 

In the near future, a public service will have the potential to integrate the building blocks provided by 
e-SENS to its back-office. 

A precondition for this hypothesis is that there are in effect generic solutions, re-usable across 
domains, which are available as building blocks that can be integrated into public services. However, 
in order to reach the end-users, these generic services will need to be applied within environments 
where domain-specific requirements will have to be met. Additionally, in order to integrate the  
e-SENS building blocks interfaces must be built onto existing solutions.  

The integration of generic services into domain-specific application environments will encounter 
challenges. The challenges can be met through the provision of a common vision about general 

                                                           
26

 High-level building blocks are generic building blocks, their inter-relationships with other building blocks, 

combined with the principles and guidelines that provide a foundation on which more specific architectures 
can be built. This is in line with TOGAF9 definition of “foundation Architecture”. A high-level building block is an 
aggregate of Architectural Building Blocks and related Assets/Artefacts. 
27

 A domain-specific building block can only be used in a specific domain. 
28

 For instance: WP6.2: PEPPOL BIS 4a – Basic Invoice 
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agreements on the Internal Market and through an underlying roadmap to incorporate high-level 
building blocks into currently existing environments. The transition phase towards high-level building 
blocks needs to be carefully put into motion in order to avoid a possible fall-out of vital systems 
within an existing environment. A mitigation plan is needed to address the risks, which might be 
caused while moving towards an environment that is based on high-level building blocks.  

This chapter will do an effort to draw the line between generic29 and domain-specific solutions30. In 
particular, it will elaborate what governance structure and decision-making process should be 
established in order to support the lifecycle management of such solutions and specifications.  

Furthermore, it needs to be clear whether the development of services based on generic building 
blocks can take priority over solutions designed and implemented according to domain-specific 
requirements. As service delivery will always happen within a particular domain context, at least two 
remarks need to be taken into consideration:  

 

a. to what extent can the generic building blocks be domain-neutral and  
b. to what extent can the domain-specific requirements be fulfilled by domain-level services 

that are at least partially composed of generic building blocks in such a way that generic 
building blocks meet domain-specific requirements? 

 

Therefore, the priorities and interdependencies between generic building blocks, but also between 
generic building blocks and domain-specific requirements need to be governed, as they will have 
eventually an impact on public services in Europe. To that end, the future governance structures 
should take into account both domain-specific requirements and the requirements of generic 
building blocks. 

The questionnaire that has been sent to national experts within e-SENS focuses on the acceptance of 
generic high-level building blocks by domains and the requirements they set. 

 

4.2. Questionnaire Response Evaluation 
Eighteen national experts expressed their opinion regarding the handling of HBB and domain / 
sector-specific BB. Two of them were not able to provide an unambiguous answer on the question.  

A majority of surveyed experts seem to be in favour that high-level building blocks should take 
priority over domain-specific building blocks, simply because the former are a prerequisite for the 
latter. As a consequence, high-level building blocks have a potential for re-usability across domains. 
In doing so, the high-level building blocks can be enablers that drive a more efficient development 
and deployment of domain services across borders and can even have an effect at a national level. 
The majority of the surveyed experts consider the development of generic, re-usable building blocks 
as a priority, which corresponds to the goal of e-SENS. They expect domains to adopt them and 
integrate them in their solutions as much as possible. They stressed the advantages of high-level 
building block, as they allows for transferability between domains and hence more flexibility. 

The implication of placing higher priority on generic, re-usable high-level building blocks vis-à-vis 
domain-specific building blocks is important for the design of a future governance structures. 
National experts see that building services from domain/sector specific requirements creates the 
danger of silos and fragmentation in the Internal Market. Therefore they see the need to adopt 

                                                           
29

 “Generic solution” and also “generic building block” are used as synonym for “high-level building block”.  
30

 “Domain-specific solution” is used as a synonym for “domain-oriented solution”.  
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procedures that avoid making domain-specific choices that are conflicting with the specifications, 
standards and infrastructure that comes with the generic building blocks. Co-ordination should 
ensure that, when faced with a choice, development of generic building blocks should take priority 
over domain-specific solutions, as the latter can re-use the former without doubling the work. 

A minority view held by some national experts gives a higher priority to the respect of domain 
requirements and does not believe that generic building blocks should be developed independently 
of domain-level solutions. The authors of this deliverable interpret this statement in such a way that 
the domain-specific requirements are key to be fulfilled and that it is helpful if the high-level building 
blocks can be beneficial in fulfilling these requirements. An even smaller segment of experts do not 
have any priorities and in fact state that such prioritisation is not possible. In this respect the 
potential of generic building blocks should be emphasised by e-SENS in the future, since there seems 
to be doubts about whether such priority of high-level building blocks vis-à-vis domain-specific 
building blocks should be realised.  

Certainly, almost all national experts have stressed that the generic building blocks should satisfy the 
domain requirements. For e-SENS this implies that an inclusive synthesis of requirements across 
domains should be carried out in order to create a superset of core and optional features, which can 
make the generic building blocks applicable to as many domain-specific cases as possible. A wide 
interpretation of domain-specific requirements could result in having only a smaller range of domain-
specific cases where the generic building blocks are applicable. This will automatically result in a 
lower level of common denominators between the domain-specific requirements. The majority of 
national experts supported suggestions about modularity of the generic building blocks and the 
availability of core features and extensions. These could enable domains with sufficient flexibility to 
work with profiles or instantiations that are tailored to the domain needs.  

The figure (Figure 7) below shows how the answers are categorised according to priority and 
independencies of the high-level building blocks and the domain requirements.  

 

 
 

Figure 7: Summary of provided answers on “High-Level Building Blocks and domain requirement” 
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4.3. Specific considerations 
In general, national experts have put forward a number of pre-conditions that would enhance the 
acceptance of the high-level building blocks by the domains. These are specific considerations which 
are explored in the following sections. They will provide a more detailed view on the range of 
arguments contained in the responses of national experts.  

4.3.1. Coherence between domains and generic building blocks 
The following conditions raised in the responses of national experts should be highlighted when 
further developing coherence between domains and generic building blocks. They are listed in order 
to give a more detailed perspective of the context within which the conclusions stated in sections 4.1 
and 4.2 were made: 

 

 Generic building blocks should be coherent with domain requirements so that they can be re-
used in solutions developed at national level and in domains.  

 Agreements and interfaces between the generic building blocks and domains are needed, so 
that any interaction between the generic building blocks and domain-related solutions will 
run smoothly.  

 Decision-making about the generic aspect of a building block runs the risk to be biased to the 
requirements of a limited number of domains and not taking into account the overall needs 
of domains. This could result in importing domain-specific requirements into the generic 
building blocks, which leads to unnecessary increased complexity for the generic building 
blocks.  

 Agreements and interfaces are needed between national and cross-border solutions. 

 Any overlap between generic building blocks and domain-oriented solutions needs to be 
avoided. Domains may be better positioned to push for a certain standard or domain-specific 
building block, which may not be aligned and may even be in conflict with the high-level 
building blocks. This would potentially lead to a lock-in that could prevent interoperability 
across domains. This will also cause unnecessary double-work of both the high-level building 
blocks as well as the domain-specific building blocks. 

 A generic building block cannot exist in isolation, and its success is highly dependent on 
acceptance by the domains. Therefore, generic building blocks should be considered in their 
domain-related environment. In their further development high-level building blocks should 
take into account specific issues arising from domains in an early stage. The business cases of 
domains will prevail and thus it is an assumption that any overarching solutions will be more 
cost-efficient. e-SENS should make this more tangible through a concise documentation of its 
piloting experiences, the evaluation of pilot results, and documentation in the sustainability 
assessments carried out in Work Package 3. 

 The pilots that need to be carried out in WP5 will be paramount to the success of the generic 
building blocks. e-SENS needs to provide evidence-based validation of the business cases 
related to the generic building blocks. If it can be proven in WP5 that generic building blocks 
remain usable, robust and interoperable in a variety of diverse domain settings and that they 
can form an integral part of services delivered locally and cross-border within the domains, 
the chance is relatively high that they will be supported by the domain constituencies.  
e-SENS should focus on further consolidation of the generic building blocks. For the 
remainder of the project this will entail persuading domains to migrate from earlier domain-
specific solutions, instead of focusing solely on the requirements of the domains and 
continuing domain-related developments in parallel silos. 
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4.3.2. Maturity differences and implications on domain applicability 
The following maturity-related conditions raised in the responses of the national experts are 
highlighted, because only sufficiently mature high-level building blocks can add value and become 
part of domain-specific needs. The maturity of high-level building blocks varies from one building 
block to another. This also reveals the need for further consolidation of them in e-SENS, in particular 
the need to pilot them in WP5. 

 

 In terms of maturity, experts consider the building blocks e-ID and e-Signature as the most 
generic. These two seem to be capable of operating within an established infrastructure in a 
domain-independent manner. They should become fully domain-independent and should be 
applicable to all sectors. Domain-specific requirements in the case of e-ID and e-Signatures 
can be used to validate the generic nature of the building blocks. Nevertheless, the domain-
specific considerations should not increase complexity of the generic building blocks. 

 e-Delivery also has a strong potential to attain generic status, but it still carries some domain 
legacy and its definition and architecture may need to be further completed and enhanced. 
In this way, e-Delivery can become applicable to more domain use cases. Piloting in e-SENS 
will be very important to prove the generic nature of e-Delivery. The generic requirements 
should be taken into consideration to expand its applicability into more domains and more 
use cases. 

 e-Documents, as a high-level building block, include by definition a large number of domain-
specific architectural building blocks related to different, domain-specific types of electronic 
documents. They will need more time to evolve into a more consolidated approach, moving 
away from its domain-specific legacy. They are less mature at this stage and only certain 
aspects can begin to be consolidated. In order to make e-Documents more mature, it is 
advisable to focus efforts on the consolidation potential in order to make them less domain-
specific. Pilots should prove and achieve the generic applicability of the consolidated scope, 
which will be limited at the beginning. With e-Documents, e-SENS enters new grounds and e-
SENS has the potential to accelerate this dossier.  
 

4.3.3. Governance 
The following governance-related conditions raised in the responses of the national experts should 
be highlighted, as the maintenance and management of high-level and domain-specific building 
blocks with a cross-border character require the involvement of different stakeholders, and foremost 
the coordination between Member States: 

 

 A good governance practice would indicate that generic building blocks develop their own 
governance structures. This should be closely linked to standardisation organisations. The 
governance structure should provide oversight and agreement structures over the 
infrastructure that they offer to domains and Member States. At the same time, domain-
specific solutions and services should be organised around its own governance structure. 
There should be strong links and coordinated activities between these layers of governance 
into a diverse ecosystem, so that the interdependencies concerning the use of generic 
building blocks in domain solutions and services are addressed. 

 A Member State Committee could be set-up to be responsible for any decisions on the 
general building blocks. Since the interests of those building blocks are domain neutral, there 
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is a risk of an externality in that no domain feels entirely responsible for those building 
blocks. 

 Regardless of how domains are organised (public or private), they should be given the 
responsibility that their standards or building blocks at domain level comply with the generic 
building blocks. The domain-specific requirements should be discussed by specific inter-
domain working groups that may be established under a Member State Committee. This 
committee should also manage the cross-domain working groups that are required for the 
aggregation and consolidation of the requirements.  

 In terms of decision-making, the opinions varied substantially. Some national experts 
believed that the requirements of the high-level building blocks should be taken into account 
independently of the specific domains. To that end, the specifications of the domain-
oriented building blocks should be known. Others believed that the requirements of high-
level building blocks should at least be validated by the domains. It was noted that in case 
there is a change of a standard or building block, domains should be given the option to 
provide their opinion, albeit not in a decisive way.  

 In the short term it is advisable to involve domains in the decision-making process of the 
high-level building blocks. In the long-term this should be a self-sustainable system that can 
make decisions independently. 

 Since the priority of high-level building blocks vis-à-vis domain-oriented building blocks has 
become visible, it needs to be explored to what extent the following “reversed subsidiarity” 
principle might be proposed by e-SENS: domain-specific requirements need to be fulfilled by 
domain-level services that are composed by generic building blocks. Only if generic building 
blocks cannot cater for specific domain requirements, domain related building blocks are 
accepted provided that they build upon those generic building blocks.  
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5. Suggestions on financial aspects 
 

5.1. Objective 
Task 3.5 will address and investigate financial aspects of a future governance structure in its future 
work. For a preliminary approach the national experts have been asked:  

 

Do you have any suggestions or ideas in this stadium (of the project) regarding the financing of a 
future governance scenario?  

 

This chapter summarises the ideas and opinions of the surveyed national experts regarding financial 
aspects in the future governance structure.  

 

5.2. Questionnaire Response Evaluation 
Possible financing scenarios have been summarised according to the suggestions made by the 
national experts involved in e-SENS. Five general considerations have been encountered:  

 

1. The EU financed scenario; 

2. The MS financed scenario; 

3. Both EU and MS are financially responsible scenario; 

4. The involvement of private stakeholders financial support scenario  
(including adoption of a fee); 

5. Other considerations. 

 

From a total of twenty respondent experts, four of them did not express an opinion regarding 
financial aspects. Other national experts have pointed out more than one possibility for the future 
financing of the e-SENS results. The funding possibilities could shift in due time. In the beginning the 
public sector might be responsible for funding the maintenance and governance of the technical 
solutions, whereas at a later stage the private sector may be more involved in the funding or even 
take it over entirely.  

 

The table below summarises the experts’ opinion for the financial aspects: 

National 
expert 
working 
within e-SENS 

EU finance MS finance EU + MS  Private sector 
/Fee 

Other 
consideration 

Austria     X 

Czech Rep.    X X 

Denmark   X   

Estonia    X  

France   X   
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Germany   X  X 

Greece   X X  

Ireland - - - - - 

Italy  X  X  

Luxemburg - - - - - 

Netherlands   X   

Norway   X X  

Poland  X    

Portugal - - - - - 

Romania   X   

Sweden   X X  

Slovakia - - - - - 

Slovenia X     

Spain   X   

Turkey  X    

Table 4: National Experts opinions on financial aspects 

 

The responding national experts opined that to ensure the project’s sustainability, it is important to 
build on the experience of the Member States and on the existing solutions provided by the private 
sector. It was also emphasised to properly take into account the related European legislation, e.g. the 
draft “Regulation on electronic identification and trusted services for electronic transactions in the 
internal market”.  

A general remark regarding the financial aspects dealing with the e-SENS solutions’ sustainability is 
that the existing and emerging financial instruments: CEF/Ten-Tele Regulation, Horizon 202031 and 
ISA-successor, should be considered, when designing financial scenarios on the long-term 
sustainability of the e-SENS results.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
31

 Horizon 2020 is the financial instrument implementing the Innovation Union, a Europe 2020 flagship 
initiative aimed at securing Europe's global competitiveness. Running from 2014 to 2020 with an €80 billion 
budget, the EU’s new programme for research and innovation is part of the drive to create new growth and 
jobs in Europe. Horizon 2020 provides major simplification through a single set of rules. It will combine all 
research and innovation funding currently provided through the Framework Programmes for Research and 
Technical Development, the innovation related activities of the Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 
Programme (CIP) and the European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT). The Programme will tackle 
societal challenges by helping to bridge the gap between research and the market by, for example, helping 
innovative enterprise to develop their technological breakthroughs into viable products with real commercial 
potential. This market-driven approach will include creating partnerships with the private sector and Member 
States to bring together the resources needed. (More information: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/horizon2020/index_en.cfm?pg=h2020)  
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The diagram (Figure 8) below summarises the opinions of the national experts, which will be further 
elaborated in this section of the deliverable. As mentioned above, different financing scenarios and 
also a combination of them may evolve over time.  

 

 

Figure 8: Summary of provided answers on “Possible Future Financing Scenarios” 

Some national experts (9 out of 16) argued that the future financing of future maintenance and 
governance of the e-SENS solutions should be carried out at both EU and MS level, since it has a pan-
European dimension but will be used at MS level. The experts in favour of this approach highlighted 
the fact that EU level financing is needed for the development of common EU interoperability 
components and the integration to national infrastructures could be financed at national level. 

One expert proposed a scenario in which the EC could co-finance the further development of 
standards/building blocks that affect the Internal Market or support cross-border interoperability 
including the administrative related aspects. Also the dissemination of knowledge, advice about 
national interfaces, as well as market, legal and technical analyses at EU level should be financed by 
the EC. In addition, the EC should provide the necessary investments to keep processes transparent 
for all stakeholders. The MS should become responsible for the implementation of 
standards/building blocks at national level according to national laws, including new versions or 
adapting national ICT infrastructures. 

It was stressed by another expert that the entities included in the governance structure should use 
their own budget to fund governance activities. This would be the only way for ensuring that only 
highly interested organisations will be involved. Moreover, the complexity of the governance 
structure would be kept to a minimum. In this way it will be ensured to focus on the necessary tasks 
and issues. The expert suggested that financial aspects could be covered/included in the EC’s and 
national e-Government Action Plans.  

1 

3 
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In addition to the already mentioned scenarios, one expert suggested that financing should be 
carried out by both the EU and the Member States via the creation of an intermediate body, which 
could be responsible for all aspects concerning the implementation of the basic financing through EU 
and MS.  

Experts also argued that a cooperation agreement between Member States could solve the question 
of the financing situation on the short and medium term, until the establishment of the Multi-Annual 
Financial Framework beyond 2020. Both the EC and all active participants should to some extent be 
financially involved. 

Several experts (6 out of 16) are more in favour of a private investment, more exactly of a financial 
support coming from fees for example, but they stated the fact that it would not be beneficial to ask 
citizens to pay a fee. Instead they suggested different scenarios of private contributions: 
 

a. Three experts highlighted that the funding can be both public and private. In any case, a 
higher private contribution must be taken into account and public funds could be 
accompanied with forms of private-public partnerships or crowd-funding’s. One of the 
national experts suggested that the EU should allocate public funds; the amount of the funds 
should be decided by the Member States in order to cover their needs. In addition, the 
private funding can be based on the initiatives and decisions of the ICT industry in order to 
share costs. In that case the Member State should act as a catalyst creating a business model 
that will motivate private sector to actively participate. 

b. Two national experts stated that citizens are not willing to pay and that they should not be 
asked to. Companies with high transaction volume could be involved in paying for services, 
e.g. they would subscribe to the option to use a certain solution (e.g. single sign-on) for a 
regular fee (e.g. annual). One possible solutions would be that the suppliers include this fee 
into the overall costs and subsequently offer it as a comprehensive service to the public 
administration as ICT solutions’ subscriber. It was also suggested to investigate the amount 
individual providers would be willing to pay for using the solutions, e.g. through a survey. 

 

A suggested scenario would be that in the long term a solid commercial uptake is foreseen and the 
balance between public and private funding will break-even and move towards a higher private 
contribution. These scenarios should be elaborated, so that clear milestones for the uptake can be 
distinguished. 

Three of the sixteen national experts suggested that the Member States should assume the 
responsibility of a future financial support of the e-SENS solution:  

 

 One proposal was that a MS group or committee should be set up to deal with financial 
aspects; 

 Another expert suggested that governments should make an effort to finance the 
governance by including the necessary public funds as items in the national budgets; 

 A third suggestion was that public administrations in Europe should take responsibility for 
the financing of a future governance structure and the EC should only advise the public 
administrations accordingly. 

 Only one national expert expressed a clear opinion that the financial situation should 
exclusively be carried out at EU level and CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation, especially to achieve 
interoperability in the European Union.  
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5.3. Specific considerations 
Based on the opinions of the national experts, different aspects need to be taken into account, while 
investigating the future funding of the e-SENS results:  

 

a. e-SENS involves public and private sector stakeholders and therefore it needs to be 
investigated which (parts of) e-SENS building blocks parts will be public or private funded;  

b. Not all Member States are or have been involved in the previous LSPs. These Member States 
need to invest in knowledge concerning the e-SENS building blocks and how to connect them 
to their national solutions. 

c. Private sector stakeholders have generally been involved in the previous LSPs to a lesser 
extent than the Member States. Their awareness and acceptance of the e-SENS building 
blocks need to be raised.  

 

These elements are important when analysing the financial aspects for a preliminary proposal for 
long-term sustainability within the CEF. In this regards a clear value proposition is necessary in order 
to trigger interest from different stakeholders. Given the long-term goal of sustainability, it is 
necessary that possible different sources of funding are tapped into. Ensuring a clear value 
proposition and creating potential business cases is necessary in order to enable different sources of 
funding across the CSP32 domains33.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
32

 CSP – Core Service Platform & BB – Building Blocks (e-ID, e-Procurement, e-Business, e-Health, e-Justice, e-
Signature, e-Document, e-Delivery) 

33
 Deloitte Study on “The feasibility and scenarios for the long-term sustainability of the Large Scale Pilots, 

including 'ex-ante' evaluation”, Final Report 
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Conclusion - General Recommendations for the long-term 
governance of the e-SENS solutions within the CEF 

The e-SENS deliverable D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body” produced some 
recommendations for the implementation of the future governance structure based on the proposals 
made by the different sustainability experts of the previous Large Scale Pilots (STORK (2.0), epSOS,  
e-CODEX, SPOCS, PEPPOL) and the members of the Domain Board of WP534 as well as Architectural 
Board of WP635 in e-SENS.36 These recommendations were addressed to define certain aspects of a 
future governance structure. The objective of this deliverable D3.5 has been to determine the 
position and perception of national experts within e-SENS regarding the recommendations evaluated 
in D3.4 in order to complement the previous results. The deliverable provides input for the 
establishment of a general accepted governance structure, upon which the future e-SENS proposal 
for a long-term governance within the “Connecting Europe Facility” will be created. 

As explained in the introduction, a questionnaire was addressed to the national experts within e-
SENS based on the commonalities identified in D3.4. The questioned elements and the feedback 
given by the national experts were the following: 

 

1. Roles of public administrations at various levels. 

All responses given by the national experts attest that the public administration, regardless of the 
supra-national level or within countries, must play a central role in the future governance structure 
and the decision-making process.  

Regarding the European level - the EU/EC - the majority of experts consider that it should have a 
coordinating role, and be decisive in case the subsidiary principle permits this.  

In the case of the Member States role, it is commonly agreed that they should play a very central role 
in the future governance structure, being decisive in the decision-making process. Some national 
experts have also stated that the MS should play a coordinating role when it comes to national 
issues.  

With respect to the regional level or the sub-national level in general, it is considered that they 
should carry a role as a primary user. It is important that they participate at national level, and be 
consulted where necessary. However, they should not play a decisive role in the structure of a supra-
national entity in charge of the governance.  

 

 

 

  

                                                           
34

 The Domain Board consist of the leaders of the different domains (e-Procurement, e-Health, e-Justice, 
Business Lifecycle), the WP5-leader and their deputies. 
35

 The Architectural Board consists of the leaders of the different Competence Clusters (CC6.1 “e-Delivery and 
e-Interaction”, CC6.2”Semantics, Processes and Documents”, CC6.3 “Identity, Security and Trust”, CC6.4 
“Conformance and Test”), the lead architect, WP6-leader and their deputies.  
36

 e-SENS, D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body”, p. 50 and Appendix I of this document 
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2. Involvement of stakeholders in the decision-making process 

 

The general sentiment of the national experts about this recommendation is that stakeholders, users 
and the private sector should play an advisory/consultative role in a future governance structure. 

It was mentioned that IT-industry representatives are well informed about contemporary technical 
solutions including the eGovernment projects. In this area the industry often has better technical 
knowledge than Member States’ government representatives and thus can constructively contribute 
to the process of fitting the individual blocks into national solutions. However, giving the private 
sector a decision-making role would create a complicated situation since the private sector will be 
the provider of solutions.  

An important remark made by some experts regarding the advisory role of stakeholders is the 
question of how to address the implementation of the consultative process to ensure a broader 
participation of end-users and industry groups in the definition of the European cross-border 
interoperability services. 

 

3. Involvement of standardisation bodies 

The majority of surveyed national experts consider that standardisation bodies should have an 
advisory role. The opinions of experts varied regarding the integration of these bodies in the final 
governance structure. They might just be consulted whenever it is necessary. 

Further to this advisory role, it is clear that standardisation issues should be considered at all levels of 
the decision-making process, from the design of software elements to its implementation, in order to 
achieve the openness and general acceptance of the solutions. 

 

4. Priority of generic requirements vis-à-vis specific requirements. 

A majority of surveyed experts give priority to generic, re-usable HBBs vis-à-vis domain specific 
building blocks due to their cross-cutting character. Domains should integrate these HBBs as much as 
possible. The basic idea supporting this opinion is that a generic HBB can be shared by different 
domains, so specific developments with the same purpose are avoided which results in more 
efficiency and cost savings.  

This majority of national experts point to the necessity to have a coordinating mechanism to avoid 
making domain-specific choices that are conflicting with the specifications, standards and 
infrastructure of the generic building blocks.  

However, other national experts believe that domain requirements are fundamental to develop the 
generic HBBs, because this is where the demand for a service comes from. Therefore, they shall 
contribute to the definition and development of generic HBBs.  

Regarding the procedure for coordination, national experts have expressed different opinions that 
can be considered as pre-conditions for the relationship between domain-specific requirements and 
generic HBBs. 

What seems an important finding is that e-ID and e-Signature are, in terms of maturity, the HBBs 
most capable of operating within an established infrastructure in a domain-independent 
environment, while the other two BBs proposed within e-SENS, e-Delivery and e-Document, require 
further consolidation of their generic character at this moment. 
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5. Financial aspects 

Financial aspects have not been considered in D3.4, although they need to be taken into account 
when implementing a sustainability governance structure. Therefore, one question regarding this 
topic was addressed to the national experts.  

The expressed opinions cover a large range of schemes, from an EU financed scenario to a MS 
financed scenario, taking or not taking into account private financial support. Therefore, a 
recommendation about this issue seems rather premature and not well-supported. The next step is 
the definition of business cases in order to make a value proposition regarding the financial scheme. 

 

At this stage, although different opinions on the posed questions have been gathered, it seems that 
the future governance structure to assure the sustainability of the results of e-SENS, should be 
public-sector driven, with support of stakeholders, users and standardisation bodies and with a 
stronger priority on the generic HBBs. The decisions about coordination mechanism and the financial 
scenario require more in-depth analysis, and the future CEF/Ten-Tele Regulation is a pillar to address 
this.  

 

Apart from this, it needs to be investigated which (part of) the consolidated e-SENS building blocks 
will achieve a high level of maturity and need to be maintained. In this regard the assessment of the 
building blocks is carried out by Task 3.2 “Sustainability Assessment Phase” of WP3. Task 3.5 will 
consider the finding of Task 3.2 in its future activities since the question “What needs to be 
maintained?” will give some indication of the future governance structure, which can be addressed in 
the funding period of the CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation.  

 

The first results of the future Task 3.5 activities and analysis will be shown in the update of this 
deliverable in month 18 after the start of the e-SENS project. In this regard the preliminary findings 
of this deliverable D3.5 will serve as a starting point for further discussions and investigation 
regarding the recommendations on a future governance structure within the funding period of the 
CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation and beyond.  
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III. Appendix I – Chapter 3 of D3.4 “Preliminary proposal 
for a governance body” 

Commonalities of the different LSPs/domains on Sustainability 
Governance aspects 
The investigation of the purposes, ideas and plans currently considered at LSP level reveals the 
complexity of the issues and reflects – in some cases – the discussion, which is still in progress. 

The main question to which the deliverable should answer is: What type of governance 
body respectively structure is needed to ensure the sustainability of the e-SENS results?  

 

Based on the evidence presented in this document, any definitive conclusion or proposal 
would, at this stage, be premature as they could not be supported by any robust finding due to 
the following:  

 

 The different levels of maturity of the LSPs sustainability strategies 

 The on-going discussion within e-SENS, about the alignment of AB-DB-WP3 on 
governance and sustainability 

 The still insufficient information regarding the acceptance and functioning of the CEF / 
Ten-Tele Regulation 

 

However, in light of the findings gained from the deliverable, some commonalities (common 
orientations) amongst different projects and domains regarding governance aspects can be 
identified. 

A future governance structure should consider, at the very least, the following elements:  

 

- Central role of the public administrations and clear definition of responsibilities at any 
level (EU, National, Regional administrations, competence centres, agencies etc.): Public 
services of general interest must be regulated, governed and supervised by public 
authorities. This does not mean that the governance structure should be centralised, but that 
the implementation and sustainability of cross-border public services cannot abstract from 
the coordinated action of the competent authorities and their leading political commitment. 

- Stakeholders/Users involvement: A user-stakeholder driven approach in designing the 
future governance structure should be preserved in order to ensure the acceptability of the 
cross- border services and an effective decision making process.  

- Market take-up oriented model: Technical solutions developed by the LSP and offered to the 
attention of the decision making level needs, for their maintenance and take up, a 
governance structure qualified by the engagement of the private sector (self-regulated and 
pro-active), who is committed to the sustainability of the cross-border services. 

- Addressing standardisation issues: A major strand for the sustainability of the cross-border 
services is the standardisation component which should be involved in the governance 
structure for ensuring the reliability of the services. 

- Considering domain/sector-specific vs. more generic (non-sector-specific) requirements: 
There is a natural hierarchy between the generic components, like the high-level building 
blocks which will be assessed in e-SENS Work Package 3.2 vis-à-vis the more sector specific 
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components, simply because any adjustment of a high-level building block will affect all 
domains. Therefore, on the short term, domains should be given the opportunity to influence 
any change to generic components that have repercussions to their domain, which needs to 
be reflected in the eventual governance structure. On the long term, however, it is expected 
that any change of a generic component will be handled in domains as any ordinary update 
which should have little effect on domain related components. From the beginning, the 
distinction between domain specific and non-sector specific should be crystal clear for all 
stakeholders. 

Future governance structures under consideration by the LSPs cover a range of schemes which 
balance, with different weight, the role of private and public sector waving from a co-leading up to 
an advise role of the former. Any proposed governance scenario for the sustainability of the cross-
border services should be finally accommodated to sector specific considerations. 

Finally a LSPs/domain common view seems to be consolidated at this stage of the analysis on the 
governance aspects. This considers that in the short term a DG Programme solution could be the 
most effective while in the medium-long term a solution based on an authority (such as an Agency) 
expression of strong political commitment should be appropriate.  
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IV. Appendix II – Questionnaire addressed to the national 
experts in e-SENS 

 

1. What is your opinion about the role of Member States/public administration in a future 
governance structure for the e-SENS solutions?  

 

2. What is your opinion about the involvement of public administrations at various levels in the 
decision-making process within the governance structure (e.g. decisive, coordinating or advisory). 
Could you indicate this for the following levels: 

 

• European Union/ European Commission and Agencies: 

• Member States: 

• Regions:  

 

3. What is your opinion about the involvement of the private stakeholders (industry group) and 
end-users in the decision-making process within the future governance structure (e.g. decisive, 
advisory)? 

 

4. What is your opinion about the involvement of standardisation bodies in the decision-making 
process within the future governance structure (e.g. decisive, advisory)? 

 

5. What is your opinion about the decision-making process concerning the generic high-level 
building blocks (eID, eSignatures, eDelivery and eDocuments) vis-à-vis the domain/sector-specific 
requirements in a future governance structure? E.g. should requirements of generic high-level 
building blocks have more priority than, respectively be taken independently of, domain/sector-
specific requirements?  

 

6. In our future work, we will address financial aspects of a future governance structure. For a 
preliminary approach, do you have any suggestions or ideas in this stadium regarding the financing of 
a future governance scenario? 

 

7. Are there any other considerations regarding a future governance model, which you would 
like to point out? Please give a short statement. 



Approved by EC

 

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF 46 

 

 

V. Appendix III – Answers to the Questionnaire 

Please note, that the answers to these questions do not reflect the opinions of the Member States. 

 

1. Summary of Question 1 and 2:  

a) What is your opinion about the role of Member States/public administration in a future 

governance structure for the e-SENS solutions?  

b) What is your opinion about the involvement of public administrations at various levels in the 

decision-making process within the governance structure (e.g. decisive, coordinating or 

advisory). Could you indicate this for the following levels:  

• European Union/ European Commission and Agencies: 

• Member States: 

• Regions:  

 

National Expert 
within e-SENS  

Role of MS/public 
administration 

EU / EC MS Regions 

Austria depends on domain 
and BB 

decisive (e.g. eIDAS), 
coordinating 

decisive 
(subsidiarity) 

MS dependent 

Czech Republic  decisive (define the 
pilots in e-SENS) 
 

coordinating? ?   

Denmark decisive. Standards at 
least advisory 
depending on domain 

decisive in 
architecture and 
standards, 
coordinating in 
solutions 
 

decisive and 
advisory 
(standards and 
architecture) 

decisive in 
concrete 
solutions 
Private sector: 
at least advisory 

Estonia  decisive in a 
consortium / or as 
representatives 

leadership co-decisive advisory 

France  through comitology decisive and 
coordinating 
 

decisive MS dependent 

Germany  decisive 
representative of the 
MS differentiate 
between situations 
with simple majority, 
qualified majority and 
unanimity 
 

coordinating and 
decisive 

coordinating 
and decisive 

advisory 
through MS 

Greece decisive coordinating decisive and 
coordinating 
national 
stakeholders 

coordinating, 
catalyst to 
private sector 
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incl. industry 

Ireland  don't know yet coordinating decisive advisory 

Italy decisive through 
national board 

decisive and 
coordinating 

decisive and 
coordinating 

decisive locally 

Luxembourg  national 
representative of the 
MS 

decisive and 
coordinating 

decisive advisory 

Netherlands  decisive coordinating and 
advisory 

decisive advisory 
through MS 

Norway  decisive in a 
distributed model 

coordinating? 
Central part in 
agency/organisation 

decisive in 
distributed 
part of 
organisation 

as MS 

Poland  sustain and develop 
pilots 

coordinating and 
advisory 

decisive advisory 

Portugal  decisive decisive decisive decisive 

Romania  decisive advisory decisive coordinating 

Slovakia  decisive (crucial role) coordinating decisive advisory 

Slovenia  decisive - important 
role 

coordinating and 
advisory 

decisive and 
coordinating 

advisory 
(decisive) 

Spain  decisive, pivotal role 
thru CEF and 
eGovernment 

coordinating and 
advisory 

decisive and 
advisory 

none (through 
MS) 

Sweden  broad consensus TBD TBD TBD 

Turkey decision making / 
leadership 

advisory decisive coordinating 
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2. Summary of Question 3 and 4:  

a) What is your opinion about the involvement of the private stakeholders (industry group) and 

end-users in the decision-making process within the future governance structure (e.g. 

decisive, advisory)? 

b) What is your opinion about the involvement of standardisation bodies in the decision-making 

process within the future governance structure (e.g. decisive, advisory)? 

National 
Expert 
within  
e-SENS 

Role of the private stakeholders (industry 
group) and end-users  

Role of standardisation bodies 

Austria Advisory 
 
 

Should not have a decisive or advisory 
position on governance 

Czech 
Republic 

Supporting/Advisory. The private sector 
should take part especially in the defining 
of technical standards within the e-SENS 
project 

The involvement of standardisation 
bodies is not absolutely necessary and 
their involvement should come rather at 
the European than at the national level 

Denmark Advisory 
Within procurement probably also some 
kind of decisive role 

Advisory 

Estonia Advisory 
Shouldn't have decision-making power.  

Advisory 

France No formal role for private stakeholders Advisory 

Germany Advisory. Their concerns and advice 
should be reflected within the governance 
structure. However private stakeholders 
and end-user should not be able to affect 
decision making. End-users should be 
involved from the beginning, to ensure 
that their requirements are met.  
The involvement of stakeholders and end-
users could be done through workshops 

Advisory. Standardization bodies should 
make decisions with regard to technical 
aspects such as specifications and shall 
play an advisory role. Their involvement 
in a future governance structure is crucial 
since new developments need to be 
mapped to existing standards. However 
they should not be involved in the overall 
governance structure 

Greece Double role; they can have an advisory 
role in future funding at the European 
level and national level and can also have 
a decisive role on the actions that are 
funded by the private sector 

Standardization bodies should evolve the 
specification of the E-SENS solutions by 
proposing to Member States new 
standards that could be adopted in the 
future applications and solutions 

Ireland Advisory Advisory 

Italy Advisory Advisory 

Luxembourg Advisory Advisory 

Netherlands Advisory/Consulting Catalysing and consultative role  

Norway Multi-stakeholder perspective is needed Key player 

Poland Advisory for private stakeholders  
Decisive for end-users  

Advisory 

Portugal Advisory Advisory role at the beginning and 
evolving towards a wishful decisive role 
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in latter stages  

Romania Private stakeholders: Advisory / 
Consulting 
End-users: Consulting 

Advisory / Consulting 

Slovakia Advisory Advisory 

Slovenia Advisory Advisory 

Spain Advisory Advisory 

Sweden OpenPEPPOL model: “coordinating 
communities 

Advisory. The relation with the 
standardization bodies to consider is 
diagonal – the e-SENS governance body 
should seek involvement in the 
standardization body (not the other way 
around) 

Turkey Advisory  Advisory 

 

Summary of Question 5:  

a) What is your opinion about the decision-making process concerning the generic high-level 

building blocks (eID, eSignatures, eDelivery and eDocuments) vis-à-vis the domain/sector-

specific requirements in a future governance structure? E.g. should requirements of generic 

high-level building blocks have more priority than, respectively be taken independently of, 

domain/sector-specific requirements?  

National Expert 
within  
e-SENS  

Remarks 
 

Austria  The generic high-level building blocks eID and eSignature seem general enough 
to operate in a domain-independent manner. These should have priority over 
sector-specific requirements to avoid silos in the long term (still the core business 
cases of the sectors need to be fulfilled).  

  
eDelivery seems to carry more sector-specific legacy, eDocuments to an even 
higher extend. As this roots deeper in the sector business processes and de-facto 
standards, a generic model fitting each sector seems harder to achieve.  

  
We would see eSENS in aiming at creating generic eID and eSignature building 
blocks that shall be applicable to all sectors (within the eSENS piloting domains 
and beyond). For eDelivery, we might be equally ambitious and at least should 
aim at being generic, but carefully monitor its application in the eSENS piloting 
domains; lessons learned can be indicators on applicability in sectors beyond 
eSENS. For eDocuments, eSENS enters new grounds.  

  
The consequence on decision making is that for eID and eSignature the sector 
requirements are means to validate if the building blocks are generic enough, but 
domain-specific shall not increase complexity. The same might apply for 
eDelivery depending on lessons learned from piloting. It is unlikely that a sector 
can easily adapt to major eDocument changes, thus these requirements need to 
be carefully considered. 
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Czech Republic  When it comes to the high-level building blocks, it is important to note that these 
are the areas where many member states already have their own solutions (e.g. 
in the areas of eID, e-Delivery or e-Documents) and constructing new building 
blocks disregarding the already existing ones can end in failure or in not using the 
e-SENS results. Therefore it would be desirable for the high-level building blocks 
to provide a tool/frame for interconnecting the existing solutions. From the 
priorities point of view, it is not possible to say whether these building blocks 
should be given a priority; however it is necessary to choose a different approach 
for their construction. 
 

Denmark  Yes 

Estonia Yes 

France  At this point the idea of generic high-level building blocks seems a little bit 
abstract. Should generic high-level building blocks emerge, they should in any 
case stem from domain requirements, which should in turn stem from services 
that can be used by citizens, professionals and companies in their dealings with 
public services as well as by those public services. 
 

Germany  With regard to the e-SENS project lifetime and piloting, building blocks must 
fulfill domain/sector specific requirements in a rather short timeframe, and 
successful piloting is one cornerstone for sustainability. Regarding generic 
building blocks as a basis for additional domain/sector-specific developments the 
generic BB should be prioritized in the beginning. This is important in order to 
prevent double-work in particular if there are dependencies between generic BB 
and domain/sector-specific ones. This means in the long run and with respect to 
transferability of BBs to other domains, a more generic approach is desirable, 
allowing more flexibility. The latter should at least be enforced on basis of 
piloting experiences. However, e-SENS is lacking sufficient resources to fulfill 
these tasks. ITC and ESOs should be involved early enough to take over BBs for 
enhancing a more “general” fitness, maturity and scalability. 
 
However, flexibility of the technical solution or better to speak an interface and 
not a finished solution is needed, which would facilitate solutions providers to 
develop the best solution for their customers. 
 

Greece The domain/sector requirement can be discusses by specific working teams that 
may be under the Member State committee. Moreover crossdomain working 
teams will be required for the aggregation and consolidation of the 
requirements. According to my view the governance model should not allow the 
domain/sector specific requirements to have more priority than the generic 
ones. In that case there will be no scope for the evolution of the cross domain e-
SENS solutions. 
 

Ireland  No view. 
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Italy  Yes, we believe that the requirements of the generic and COMMON high-level 
building blocks should be taken into account independently of the specific 
domains in order to avoid any possible lock in that can prevent to actually realize 
interoperability across domains. 

Luxembourg  High-level building blocks will be used by domain/sector, so I think personally 
that requirements of generic high-level building blocks should at least be 
validated by domain/sector and so not be taken independently of them. 
 

Netherlands  First, a set of architectional building blocks (based on standards) should be 
defined as a high-level building block, such as eID, eSignatures etc. Since the 
interests of those building blocks are domain neutral, there is a risk of an 
externality that no domain feels entirely responsible for those building blocks. In 
that case the Member States (under coordination of the EC) are better placed to 
have a holistic view and should become responsible for any decision about these 
building blocks.  
Domains (eProcurement, e-Justice, eHealth, eEducation etc.) might be better 
organised and might push for a certain standard or architectional building block, 
which can be in conflict with the high-level building blocks. Domains regardless 
how they are organised (public or private) should be given the responsibility that 
their standards or building blocks at domain level comply with the high-level 
(domain neutral) building blocks. In case there is a change of a standard or 
building block, domains should be given the possibility to provide their opinion, 
albeit not in a decisive way.  
In any case, it should be possible for the domains to put their own requirements 
onto the standard or building block. For instance, it can be agreed in the EU that 
ePrescriptions can only sent by doctors using STORK level 4. 

Norway We believe that each domain / building block should be adopted by its own 
forum or standardization body. It should be prioritized that the creation of an eID 
forum, eSignature Forum, eDocument forum etc. is made – but also forums such 
as eProcurement forum or eHealth Forum should be made or injected into 
existing organizations such as OASIS, OpenPEPPOL etc. 

Poland  These requirements should be aligned. The domain specific use-cases and 
requirements should be covered by generic high-level building blocks. 

Portugal  Building Blocks are a priority, as they are a more comprehensive and “high-level” 
component of the project. BBs must in fact orientate the works to be developed 
in the project. However, they must not totally ignore sector-specific 
requirements and previous developments that may have been done, which may 
have lessons learned that will help establish reliable and fruitful guidelines and 
definitions. 
 

Romania If possible, the requirements concerning the generic HBBs should take into 
account the requirements of the domains. The HBBs should be developed having 
in mind the domain requirements, as the HBBs will be used within the domains. 
 

Slovakia  No answer 
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Slovenia  In many strategic documents for e-government development generic building 
blocks are treated as key enablers for any domain or sector. From this 
perspective it is crucial that the building blocks should have higher priority. 
However, based on the national experience the development of building blocks 
should take into account specific issues arising from domains/sector early 
enough in order to reach usefulness and suitability of those building blocks for 
this domains/sectors. 
 

Spain  Building blocks requirements should be, at the same time, independent of 
domain specific requirements and taking into account the basic requirements of 
all of them. This paradox looks as a chicken and the egg problem, but it is 
possible to have this approach if the building blocks are designed with basic and 
compulsory elements and the possibility to include “proprietary” extensions in 
each sector. 

Sweden  TBD (Generic high-level building blocks have no value on their own indicating 
that decisions needs to be taken considering domain/sector-specific needs.) 
 

Turkey  High level building blocks are very much dependent to the piloting domains. 
Thus, it is very difficult to make a prioritization between their requirements. On 
the other hand, the domain/sector specific requirements should have more 
priority than the requirements of generic high-level building blocks since the core 
of aim of the project is to make pilots. In addition, we should also take into 
account the technological limits and project limits. 
 

 

 

Summary of Question 6:  

a) In our future work, we will address financial aspects of a future governance structure. For a 

preliminary approach, do you have any suggestions or ideas in this stadium regarding the 

financing of a future governance scenario? 

National Expert 
within  
e-SENS 

Remarks 

Austria This will mainly depend on TEN-Tele, Horizon 2020 and ISA-successor. We do 
not see new financing instruments emerging for the new structure apart from 
those instruments. 

Czech Republic For the project’s sustainability it is important to stem from the experience of 
the member states and from the already existing solutions provided also by 
the private sector and at the same time to fully respect the legislation, 
including the one in preparation. It is therefore vital to take into account esp. 
draft Regulation on electronic identification and trusted services for 
electronic transactions in the internal market, which at this time does not 
enable charging for electronic identification in cross-border transactions. 
The Czech experience also shows that the users are not willing to pay for the 
authentication. Nevertheless, ISPs like e-shops, banks or news servers are 
more willing to subscribe to the possibility to use a certain solution (e.g. 
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single-sign-on) for a regular fee (e.g. annual). For the public administration as 
ICT solutions‘subscriber, the suppliers can include this fee into their costs and 
subsequently offer it as a comprehensive service. Considering the regular fee 
it would be advisable to find out, e.g. in a survey, the amount individual 
providers would be willing to pay for using the solutions. However, when 
setting up the financial model it is necessary to perceive its administrative 
complexity (active promotion towards ISPs, signing and keeping evidence of 
contracts with all the ISPs…) and the obtaining of critical mass of end-users 
using the given solution 

Denmark We find it necessary to have EU level financing for the development of 

common EU interoperability components. However, integration to national 

infrastructures could be financed nationally. 

Estonia It's important that whatever financing model we come up with encourage 
adoption and recognizes that costs do not scale linearly with usage. Some 
ideas: 

- services should be organized in a manner such that citizens and most end-
users don't have to pay for using services. In our experiences, charging for 
services or components (e.g. per transaction or per signature) greatly 
impedes adoption. 

- at the same time, we don't think a revenue model is inherently bad. For 
instance, companies or PA with high transaction volume could be involved in 
paying for services. 

We see a situation in many MS where the pricing model is poorly thought out, 
shooting adoption in the foot. 

France At the end of the day, this boils down to negotiations for the Commission’s 
budget, so we are probably talking about the multiannual financial 
framework beyond 2020. 
Conversely, this could also be handled through a cooperation agreement 
between MS. 

Germany The bodies included in the governance structure should use their own budget 
to fund governance activities. This way it can be ensured that only highly 
interested and responsible organizations will be involved and the governance 
structure will be kept to a minimum, concentrating on the necessary tasks 
and issues.  
 
Financial aspects could be covered / included in ECs and national e-
Government action plans.  

Italy Governments should start considering digitalization and innovation not only 
as mere costs but also as important assets to which invest in the short and 
long period, in order to effectively implement politics of reduction of public 
expenditure and modernization of the public sector, which can also stimulate 
a comprehensive modernization of the countries. To this end, we believe that 
governments should make an effort to finance the governance by including 
those public funds as an item in the national budgets. However, since the 
crisis still persists in some realities this might not be completely possible. In 
this case, public funds can be accompanied with forms of private-public 
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partnerships or crowdfundings, thus stimulating the advisory role of end-
users and other private stakeholders in the decision making process.  

Luxembourg Not at the moment. 

Netherlands The EC should co-finance the further development of standards/building 
blocks that affect the Internal Market or deal with interoperability. The EC 
should finance the secretariat and meetings of MS. Also the dissemination of 
knowledge, advice about national interfaces, as well as market, legal and 
technical analyses (at EU level) should be financed by the EC. In addition, the 
EC should do the necessary investments to keep processes transparent for all 
stakeholders. 

MS should become responsible for the implementation of standards/building 
blocks at national level according to national laws, including new versions or 
adapting national ICT infrastructures. 

Norway We believe both the EC and all active participants should to some extend be 

financially involved – perhaps as a sliding-scale where member states are 

paying more than regular private entities. In the long run a solid commercial 

uptake is foreseen and the balance between public and private payments will 

breakeven and move towards a higher private contribution. 

Poland The financing and future governance should be covered by a Member States 
group or committee. 

Portugal Portugal focused on the financing of e-SENS rather than on financial aspects 
of a future governance structure:A specific channel should be provided to 
address financial aspects of the model. Should be clear how the 
corresponding budget must be divided during the project, with responsibility 
of all WP Leaders in strict collaboration with all Member States. Milestones 
should be created to provide clear vision regarding the state of art, and 
mechanisms of sustainability should be addressed by the International 
Coordination. 

Nevertheless we would like to stress that, in what concerns to e-SENS the lack 
of financing for the WP1 (management) is not understandable and it is our 
view that it should be reviewed. It is known that the national coordination 
and reporting efforts in a project like eSens, among other activities that 
involve WP1, are quite consuming. This lack of financing can be regarded as a 
paradox, as the management of a consortium – wither at international or 
national level - demands for a high dedication of persons-month and should 
have resources allocated. 

Romania Basic financing should be carried out at EU level. At MS level it could be 
proposed an intermediate body that may be responsible for all aspects 
concerning implementation. 

Slovakia No at this moment 

Slovenia We believe that after the project ends the financing should be solved at the 

EU level and CEF, especially for the EU interoperability level. 

Spain As the usage of eSens solutions within the CEF have a pan-European 
dimension, it will be only possible to finance them with an strong support 
from the EU budgets or establishing legal obligations for the MS in some kind 
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of EU legal piece. 

Turkey Public institutions should take responsibility for the financing of a future 
governance structure. In addition, EC should advise the public institutions 
(especially country leaders) in this direction. 

Greece The funding can be both public and private. The public funding should be at 
European Level and it will be decided by the Member States and cover their 
needs. The private finding can be based on the initiatives and decisions of the 
ICT industry in order to share cost. In that case Member State should act as a 
catalyst creating a business model that will motivate private sector to actively 
participate.  

Sweden A member based approach allowing public authorities and private companies 
to share the governance and LCM of the e-SENS solutions will potentially 
secure that the cost is shared between the public sector and the industry. 
This might be the optimal set-up to address the need for long-term 
governance in some cases. In other cases, taking e-ID as an example, we 
believe that a central (MS and EU level), government level body, might be a 
better serve the purpose of catering for long term governance. Again, the 
solution is very much dependent on the object subject to governance. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


