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Abstract: 

This deliverable is divided into three main parts:  

• the summary of the analysis of several national IT governance structures focusing on commonalities 
and differences, organisational aspects, their best practices and lessons learnt which influence the 
second part of this deliverable.  

• the proposal of organisational functions for a future governance structure  

• the description of three possible scenarios for an organisational form (EC Programme, Agency, Non-
profit organisation), in which the proposed organisational functions may be embedded. 

 

 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  3 

 

 

History 

Version Date Changes made Modified by 

0.1 03.12.2014 Initial draft  Katrin Weigend  

0.2 28.01.2015 Revision of Initial draft after 1. e-SENS Review 
Cycle  

Katrin Weigend 

0.3 24.02.2015 Revision of document after 2. e-SENS Review 
Cycle  

Katrin Weigend, Xander 
van der Linde  

1.0 02.03.2015 final editorial amendments WP1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This deliverable contains original unpublished work or work to which the author holds all rights except where 
clearly indicated otherwise. Acknowledgement of previously published material and of the work of others has 
been made through appropriate citation, quotation or both. 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  4 

 

 

Table of contents 

HISTORY ....................................................................................................................................... 3 

TABLE OF CONTENTS .................................................................................................................... 4 

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................................... 7 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................................. 8 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ............................................................................................................... 9 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................ 11 

1. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................. 13 

1.1. SCOPE AND OBJECTIVE OF DELIVERABLE......................................................................................... 13 

1.2. WP3 GENERAL OBJECTIVES AND VISION ........................................................................................ 13 

1.3. METHODOLOGY OF WORK .......................................................................................................... 14 

1.4. RELATIONS TO INTERNAL E-SENS ENVIRONMENT ............................................................................ 15 

1.5. RELATIONS TO EXTERNAL E-SENS ENVIRONMENT ........................................................................... 15 

1.6. QUALITY MANAGEMENT ............................................................................................................. 16 

1.7. RISK MANAGEMENT ................................................................................................................... 17 

1.8. LEGAL ISSUES ............................................................................................................................ 18 

1.9. STRUCTURE OF THE DOCUMENT .................................................................................................... 18 

2. SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE NATIONAL IT GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES ................... 19 

2.1. COMMONALITIES OF THE NATIONAL IT GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES .................................................... 19 

2.1.1. STRATEGY ......................................................................................................................... 20 

2.1.1.1. Vision ..................................................................................................................... 20 

2.1.1.2. Governance ........................................................................................................... 20 

2.1.1.3. Funding .................................................................................................................. 20 

2.2. DIFFERENCES OF THE NATIONAL IT GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES .......................................................... 21 

2.2.1. STRATEGY ......................................................................................................................... 21 

2.2.1.1. Vision ..................................................................................................................... 21 

2.2.1.2. Governance ........................................................................................................... 21 

2.2.1.3. Funding .................................................................................................................. 22 

2.3. RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................................................................. 22 

3. PROPOSAL OF ORGANISATIONAL FUNCTIONS FOR THE LONG-TERM GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURE ................................................................................................................................ 23 

3.1. INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................................... 23 

3.2. EFFECTIVENESS IN THE VALUE CREATION ........................................................................................ 25 

3.2.1. COMMUNITIES’ BENEFIT AND CONTRIBUTIONS ........................................................................ 26 

3.2.1.1. Benefits for the communities ................................................................................ 27 

3.2.1.2. Contributions expected from the communities .................................................... 27 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

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

 

 

3.2.2. MEMBER STATES’ BENEFITS AND CONTRIBUTIONS ................................................................... 28 

3.2.2.1. Benefits for the Member States and the EU ......................................................... 28 

3.2.2.2. Contributions expected from the Member States and the EU ............................. 29 

3.3. EFFICIENCY IN THE VALUE CREATION .............................................................................................. 30 

3.3.1. GUIDELINE 1: SUBSIDIARITY ................................................................................................. 30 

3.3.2. GUIDELINE 2: RECIPROCITY .................................................................................................. 31 

3.3.3. GUIDELINE 3: TRANSPARENCY .............................................................................................. 33 

3.3.4. GUIDELINE 4: FLEXIBILITY .................................................................................................... 34 

3.3.5. ADDED VALUE FROM KNOWLEDGE SHARING ........................................................................... 35 

3.4. CONCLUSION ............................................................................................................................. 36 

4. DESCRIPTION OF THREE POSSIBLE ORGANISATIONAL FORMS FOR THE LONG-TERM 
GOVERNANCE OF THE E-SENS RESULTS ....................................................................................... 38 

4.1. DG PROGRAMME ...................................................................................................................... 38 

4.2. AGENCY ................................................................................................................................... 44 

4.3. NON-PROFIT ORGANISATION ....................................................................................................... 51 

CONCLUSION .............................................................................................................................. 56 

I. REFERENCES ....................................................................................................................... 60 

II. APPENDIX I – ANALYSIS OF THE NATIONAL IT GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES ........................... 64 

STRUCTURE OF THE ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL IT GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES ..................................................... 64 

AUSTRIA............................................................................................................................................... 64 

DENMARK ............................................................................................................................................ 69 

ESTONIA .............................................................................................................................................. 73 

GERMANY ............................................................................................................................................ 77 

GREECE ................................................................................................................................................ 81 

ITALY ................................................................................................................................................... 86 

THE NETHERLANDS ................................................................................................................................ 90 

NORWAY .............................................................................................................................................. 93 

ROMANIA ............................................................................................................................................. 95 

SPAIN .................................................................................................................................................. 97 

TURKEY .............................................................................................................................................. 100 

AUSTRALIA ......................................................................................................................................... 103 

USA .................................................................................................................................................. 107 

III. APPENDIX II – ORGANISATIONAL FORMS ........................................................................... 111 

CRITERIA FOR THE DESCRIPTION OF THE ORGANISATIONAL FORM ................................................................. 111 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE BREAK-OUT SESSION TO DISCUSS THE ORGANISATIONAL FORMS DURING THE E-SENS EVENT 

IN LUXEMBURG 6TH
 -7TH

 NOVEMBER 2014 .............................................................................................. 112 

RESULTS OF THE DICUSSION ON THE ORGANISATIONAL FORMS DURING THE E-SENS EVENT IN LUXEMBURG 6TH
 -7TH

 

NOVEMBER 2014 ................................................................................................................................ 117 

FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE ORGANISATIONAL FORM “AGENCY” ...................................................... 119 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  6 

 

 

FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE ORGANISATIONAL FORM “NON-PROFIT ORGANISATION” ......................... 121 

FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT OPENPEPPOL ........................................................................................ 123 

ASSESSMENT OF OPENPEPPOL REGARDING THE ABILITY TO FULFIL THE PRINCIPLES OF AN ORGANISATIONAL FORM

 ........................................................................................................................................................ 128 

 

 

 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  7 

 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Bilateral (left) vs coordinated (right) alignment efforts ......................................................... 25 

Figure 2: High-Level value network of the eco-system for domain public services (black) and cross-
domain (blue) ........................................................................................................................................ 26 

Figure 3: Partial value network for communities .................................................................................. 27 

Figure 4: Internal chart of the central coordination forum – more technical Strategic Boards ........... 28 

Figure 5: Partial value network for Member States and the EU ........................................................... 29 

Figure 6: Internal chart of the common governance structure/ coordination forum – more political 
Strategic Boards .................................................................................................................................... 29 

Figure 7: Subsidiarity illustrated with the (preserved) role of domain communities ........................... 31 

Figure 8: Additional Strategic Board to coordinate  members contributions and motivation ............. 32 

Figure 9: Internal structure of the Boards, working in transparency .................................................... 33 

Figure 10: Common governance structure/ cooperation forum participations in an ‘organisation 
chart’ ..................................................................................................................................................... 36 

Figure 11: Functions-oriented governance structure, showing coordination forums internals ........... 37 

Figure 12: Areas in the Austrian e-Government Strategy ..................................................................... 65 

Figure 13: Austrian Committees and Structure of e-Government Coordination .................................. 67 

Figure 14: Austrian eGovernment Act ................................................................................................... 68 

Figure 15: IT Governance Structure of Denmark .................................................................................. 71 

Figure 16: IT Governance Structure Estonia .......................................................................................... 76 

Figure 17: IT Governance Structure Germany ....................................................................................... 79 

Figure 18: IT Governance Structure Italy............................................................................................... 88 

Figure 19: IT Governance Structure The Netherlands ........................................................................... 92 

Figure 20: IT Governance Structure Spain ........................................................................................... 100 

Figure 21: IT Governance Structure Turkey ........................................................................................ 101 

Figure 22: IT Governance Structure Australia: AGIMO amidst committees for information 
management for Australian Public Service ......................................................................................... 105 

Figure 23: IT Governance Structure Australia: Organisation of AGIMO ............................................. 105 

Figure 24: IT Governance Structure USA ............................................................................................. 108 

Figure 25: IT Governance Structure USA: Governance for the biometric domain .............................. 109 

 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  8 

 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Abbreviations ........................................................................................................................... 10 

Table 2: Quality Checklist ...................................................................................................................... 17 

Table 3: Risks ......................................................................................................................................... 17 

Table 4: DG Programme Score .............................................................................................................. 44 

Table 5: Operating characteristics for organisations similar to Agency ................................................ 48 

Table 6: Agency Score ........................................................................................................................... 51 

Table 7: NPO Score ................................................................................................................................ 55 

Table 8: Comparison of the organisational forms ................................................................................. 58 

Table 9: Principles of the Greek e-Government Strategy ..................................................................... 82 

Table 10: Greek e-Government Strategy Pillars .................................................................................... 83 

Table 11: Australia: Members of the Secretaries’ ICT Governance Board (SIGB) ............................... 104 

Table 12: USA: Members of the NIEM Executive Steering Council (ESC) ............................................ 108 

 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  9 

 

 

List of Abbreviations 

Acronym Explanation 

AGIMO Australian Government Information Management Office 

BB Building Blocks 

BOMOS Beheer- en ontwikkelmodel voor open standaarden (management and development 
model for open standards) 

CEF Connecting Europe Facility 

CIO Chief information officer 

CSP Core Service Platform 

CTO Chief technology officer 

DG Programme Directorate-General Programme (EU) 

e-SENS  Electronic Simple European Networked Services 

e-CODEX e-Justice Communication via Online Data Exchange  

EC European Commission 

EIT  European Institute of Innovation and Technology 

EP European Parliament 

epSOS 
Smart Open Services for European Patients  

eID Electronic Identity 

eIDAS Regulation Regulation (EU) N°910/2014 on electronic identification and trust services for electronic 
transactions in the internal market 

EISA Estonian Information System Authority 

EU European Union 

EURATOM European Atomic Energy Community Treaty 

FRAND Fair, reasonable, and non-discriminatory 

HBB  High-Level Building Block 

ICI Bucharest National Institute for Research and Development in Informatics (Romania) 

ICT Information and Communication Technology 

IT  Information Technology  

LSP Large Scale Pilot 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  10 

 

 

NIEM National Information Exchange Model (USA) 

NPO  Non-Profit-Organisation  

MEAC Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication (Estonia) 

MS Member States 

NPO Non for Profit Organisation 

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

OP OpenPEPPOL 

PDÖ Platform Digital Austria 

PEPPOL 
Pan-European Public Procurement Online  

SIGB Secretaries’ ICT Governance Board (Australia) 

SMEs Small and Medium-sized Enterprises  

Ten-Tele 
Regulation 

Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on “Guidelines for trans- 

European telecommunications networks” (part of the CEF) 

SPOCS 
Simple Procedures Online for cross-border Services  

 

STORK (2.0) 
Secure Identity Across Borders linked (2.0)  

TUBITAK Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey 

WP Work Package 

WP3 e-SENS Work Package 3 “Sustainability and Long-Term Governance” 

WP3.5 e-SENS WP3.5 “Governance Implementation” 

WP4 e-SENS Work Package 4 “Project Legal Expertise Centre” 

 

Table 1: Abbreviations 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  11 

 

 

Executive Summary 

e-SENS - Electronic Simple European Networked Services - is a Large Scale Pilot (LSP) aimed at 
promoting interoperability between public services in Europe, based on the results of the previous 
LSPs: PEPPOL, e-CODEX, STORK, epSOS and SPOCS. The technical BBs developed and piloted by the 
LSPs will be consolidated, improved and extended to new domains by e-SENS. This will also require a 
stable and consolidated sustainability plan. 

The goal of WP3 is to pave the way for sustainability and long-term governance of the LSP building 
blocks and their usage and interoperability within all European Member States and Associated 
Countries. WP3 provides guidelines and recommendations for the future maintenance of the BBs and 
for future policy development concerning the sustainability and governance of the interoperability 
architecture of the BBs. To achieve this, WP3 focuses on the following: 

 

1. Assessment of the maturity of the BBs regarding sustainability 
2. Business aspects of BB sustainability  
3. Governance, policies and agreements on the organisational, legal and political level 

(providing a sustainability model; proposing a governance structure and the handover of 
what is done in the project to the Connecting Europe Facility). 
 

This deliverable aims at presenting concrete ideas and suggestions for the organisation of a future IT 
governance structure in Europe1, which will ensure the sustainability of the e-SENS BBs. In the first 
part of this deliverable, national IT governance structures are analysed. The analysis focuses on 
organisational structure aspects, best practice and lessons learned. In the second part, organisational 
functions of a future IT governance structure in Europe are proposed. And finally, three possible 
organisational forms2 (DG Programme, Agency and NPO) for a future governance structure are 
proposed and described in detail. The proposals detailed in this deliverable are viewed against a 
long-term perspective. This means the time after the expiration of the CEF that is beyond 2020. 

The second chapter of this deliverable contains a summary of the analysis of IT governance 
structures from a number of European Member States, Associated Countries, but also the USA and 
Australia. The BOMOS process block “Strategy”3 was used for defining the criteria of the different 
national governance structures. The analysis of national IT governance structures focuses on 
organisational aspects and presents best practices and lessons learnt. The long-term governance 
structure should be supported by the highest political level and all stakeholders should be involved. 
Furthermore, many national IT governance structures demonstrate the importance of cooperation 
and coordination. Cooperation and coordination should be both transparent and flexible and can be 
guided by a clear cross-government strategy plan. In addition, coordination and cooperation should 

                                                           
1
 The IT governance structure should support a coherent architecture for interoperability of trusted services like electronic 

identities, eSignatures, eDelivery and eDocuments in the Internal Market and maintained them. 
2
 An organisational form is the legal framework in which organisational functions may be embedded. It regulates the basic 

structure regarding membership, liability and funding.  
3
 The process block “Strategy” focuses on the topics vision, governance and funding. “Vision” describes what wants to be 

achieved, the goals and objectives. “Governance” describes the structure and roles and responsibilities of different 
stakeholders. “Funding” explains in which way the actions, which need to be taken to achieve the “vision” are funded.  
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happen horizontally (e.g. between ministries) and vertically (e.g. between the different levels of 
administration). 

Chapter 3 of this deliverable presents ideas for organisational functions of a future governance 
structure. The chapter proposes an organisation which will act as a unique cooperation forum where 
matters with a strong cross-domain potential are brought to attention. This organisation, which aims 
at the diffusion of reliable information and the coordination of decisions on cross-sector services, is 
called the “Cooperation Forum”. For its proper functioning, this Cooperation Forum is dependent on 
the participation of Member States and the EU. The Cooperation Forum consists of several boards. 
Communities will be enabled to contribute to the Architecture Interoperability Strategic Board, in 
which technical assistance will be given to the MS. The Cooperation Forum will be guided through 
the principles of subsidiarity, reciprocity, transparency and flexibility.  This organisation should 
ensure an improvement of the quality of the services and alignment of the requests for changes in 
the legal framework.  

Chapter 4 describes three possible scenarios for an organisational form (DG Programme, Agency and 
NPO), in which the organisational functions may be embedded. It became clear that:  

 

a) A DG Programme has the advantage of high EC involvement, but lacks stakeholder 
involvement. 

b) An Agency is a good organisational form to include the EC, MS and stakeholders. 
Furthermore, funding from different resources is possible.  

c) A NPO is an organisational structure that is well suited to involve stakeholders, even though 
MS will normally rather be involved in a strategic manner, than involved at the level of task 
execution. Furthermore, the set-up costs and the maintenance costs can be seen as 
advantages. However, EC and MS involvement might be more problematic.  
 

The concrete ideas and suggestions presented in this deliverable might help decision-makers in their 
discussions and investigation of a future governance structure in the long-term. The final results of 
this deliverable and deliverable D3.4 ‘Preliminary proposal for a governance body’ will be presented 
in D3.9 ‘Proposal for a governance body’, which is expected in M36. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Scope and Objective of Deliverable 
This deliverable aims at presenting concrete ideas and suggestions for the organisation of a future IT 
governance structure in Europe4, which will ensure the sustainability of the e-SENS BBs.  

 

Therefore D3.5 is divided into three parts:  

1. Summary of the analysis of national IT governance structures: This can be considered as the 
basis for the elaboration on the organisational functions of a long-term governance 
structure. The analysis of different existing national IT governance structures focuses on 
organisational aspects, best practices and lessons learned. 

2. Proposal of organisational functions of a future IT governance structure in Europe 
3. Description of three possible organisational forms5 (DG Programme, Agency and NPO) of a 

future governance structure in which the organisational functions may be embedded 
The proposals illustrated in this deliverable focus on the long-term, meaning the time after the 
expiration of the CEF/ beyond 2020. 

 

1.2. WP3 General Objectives and Vision 
The e-SENS Work Package 3 (WP3) ‘Sustainability and Long-Term Governance’ concerns the long-
term consolidation and maintenance of the technical solutions developed within e-SENS. The goal of 
Work Package 3 is to pave the way for sustainability and long-term governance of the e-SENS 
Building Blocks (BB) and their support in creating interoperable public services across all European 
Member States and Associated Countries. 

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

 

 recommendations for the governance structure  

 recommendations for a legal framework for the governance structure 

 recommendations for the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF)  
 

WP 3.5 deals with short-term, medium-term and long-term governance (beyond the CEF) and will 
propose – inter alia – an organisational functions for the long-term and describe possible 
organisational forms. These scenarios may be considered in order to ensure the sustainability of the 
e-SENS BBs.  

Aside from making recommendations for a future governance structure, WP 3.5 will propose 
directions for a legal framework that will prepare the ground for future common EU digital service 
infrastructures foreseen in the CEF. With regard to this deliverable D3.10 “Proposal for legislative 
measures” will be finalised in month 36.  

                                                           
4
 The IT governance structure should support a coherent architecture for interoperability of trusted services like electronic 

identities, eSignatures, eDelivery and eDocuments in the Internal Market and maintained them. 
5
 An organisational form is the legal framework in which a organisational functions may be embedded. It regulates the basic 

structure regarding membership, liability and funding.  

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  14 

 

 

Furthermore, WP 3.5 of WP3 will formulate recommendations for the “Connecting Europe Facility” in 
order to ensure the governance of consolidated and harmonised BBs. These building blocks are part 
of the “Core Services Platforms” (CSP)6 as defined in the Ten-Tele Regulation. WP 3.5 will provide 
guidelines for the development and deployment of the “Core Service Platforms” based on the results 
of e-SENS.  

 

1.3. Methodology of Work 
When proposing organisational functions for a future governance structure it is important to take 
existing knowledge and experiences into account. Therefore an analysis of IT governance structures 
from a number of European Member States, Associated Countries, the USA and Australia has been 
carried out. In order to avoid complexity, this deliverables focuses on the national governance 
structures of countries which are involved in e-SENS especially in WP3, but also benchmarks with IT 
governance structures in the USA and Australia. Both countries consist of states and they both have a 
community-driven, standards-based approach to exchanging information in place, which resemble 
the European approach of setting up an IT governance.  

A list of analysis criteria7 based on the BOMOS process block “Strategy”8 has been established by the 
WP3 team in order to carry out and structure the analysis of the different national governance 
structures. The BOMOS process block has been discussed in deliverable D3.4 “Preliminary proposal 
for a governance body”. 

D3.5 was also one of the topics discussed during the WP3 meeting held on 13 and 14 October in 
Stockholm. During this meeting the results of the analysis of the national IT governance structures 
including best practices and lessons learnt were presented. Furthermore the presentation of the 
results of previous deliverables9 and governance aspects from OpenPEPPOL served as a basis for 
further discussion on the organisational functions of a long-term governance structure. A transparent 
drafting process, continuous sharing of the different documents at any level of detail and conference 
calls facilitated the alignment of the different chapters and sections. 

The drafting of the different chapters and sections were assigned to e-SENS colleagues that bring in 
their experiences and knowledge. The description of the organisational forms (DG Programme, 
Agency and NPO) was based on different criteria and principles, which partly derive from the 
previous version of D3.510 and were identified, discussed and agreed upon within WP311. Meaning: 
How and in which way do the different organisational forms meet the identified criteria and 

                                                           
6
 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. (REGULATION OF 
THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on guidelines for trans European telecommunications networks and 
repealing Decision No 1336/97/EC)   
7
 See Appendix I  

8
 The process block “Strategy” focuses on the topics vision, governance and funding. “Vision” describes what wants to be 

achieved, the goals and objectives. “Governance” describes the structure and roles and responsibilities of different 
stakeholders. “Funding” explains in which way the actions, which need to be taken to achieve the “vision” are funded.  
9
 Especially e-SENS D3.4 „Preliminary proposal for a governance body“ (M6 and M18), D3.5 “Preliminary proposal for long-

term sustainability within the CEF” (M6), e-SENS D3.6 “Scenarios for governance models on short, medium and long-term” 
(M9) and here the stakeholder involvement and tasks, which need to be carried out by a future governance structure 
10

 e-SENS D3.5 “Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF” (M6, final M9) 
11

 See Appendix II 
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principles? These organisational forms were introduced by the EC sustainability study12 and their 
preference was reconfirmed by the LSP sustainability experts and e-SENS domain leaders in e-SENS 
D3.4. The organisational forms have also been discussed during break-out sessions in Session 2 
“European regulations and initiatives for the interoperable digital services in Europe” during the e-
SENS event “Making e-Services a reality in Europe” in Luxemburg on 7th November 201413. The 
results of these break-out sessions14 have been taken into account while drafting chapter 4 of this 
deliverable.  

The deliverable D3.6 “Scenario for governance models on short, medium and long-term” will gather 
the opinions of European decision-makers on a future governance structure, which will lead to a 
more profound opinion on the preferred governance structure and scenario for the sustainability of 
the e-SENS results. 
 

1.4. Relations to Internal e-SENS Environment 
WP3 continuously investigates and elaborates on sustainability matters depending on the 
developments both within and outside the project. To be able to establish a complete picture of the 
sustainability and long-term governance of the e-SENS BBs in month 36 of the project, different WP3 
deliverables are published over the course of the project. D3.5 is another important step in this 
direction as it is based on previous WP3 deliverables15 and itself will be used as a reference for future 
WP3 deliverables16.  

For the sake of aligning the content of the deliverables and the WPs, a close cooperation between all 
WPs was needed. WPs and national coordinators have been given twice the possibility to provide 
their comments. 

 

1.5. Relations to External e-SENS Environment 
e-SENS, including WP3, does not operate in isolation. Developments on the European level are highly 
relevant. For example, the work of WP3.5 is connected to and influenced by a number of policies and 

                                                           
12

 Deloitte called the organisational forms “scenarios” in the study on “The feasibility and scenarios for the long-term 
sustainability of the Large Scale Pilots, including ‘ex-ante’ evaluation (SMART 2012/0059). This study was carried out by 
Deloitte for the European Commission. In D3.4 and D3.5 this was abbreviated “the Deloitte study”.  
13

 The e-SENS event “Making e-Services a reality in Europe” took place in Luxemburg on 6-7
th

 November 2014. The aim of 
the e-SENS event was to inform representatives of the national governments, the EC and the IT industry about the current 
status of e-SENS and the future steps that will be taken. See Appendix III 
14

 See Appendix IV 
15

 e.g. e-SENS D3.4 „Preliminary proposal for a governance body“ (M6 and M18), D3.5 “Preliminary proposal for long-term 
sustainability within the CEF” (M6), e-SENS D3.6 “Scenarios for governance models on short, medium and long-term” (M9)  
16

 e.g. e-SENS D3.6 “Scenarios for governance models on short, medium and long-term” (Update M24) , e-SENS D3.9 
“Proposal for a governance body” (M36), e-SENS D3.11 “Proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF” (M36) 
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agreements at European level, e.g. the CEF/ Ten-Tele Regulation17 and the eIDAS Regulation18 and 
the forthcoming Data Protection Regulation19. Therefore, D3.5 takes these regulations into account.   

In order to achieve sustainability and long-term governance of the e-SENS BBs it is important to 
establish a solid governance structure and ensure its full implementation. Thereby, it is important to 
take on recommendations and communicate those to the relevant European initiatives, work 
programmes and expert groups. These experts group will make decisions concerning the set-up of a 
future governance structure, which will assure the sustainability and long-term governance of the e-
SENS BB. With its ideas and recommendations D3.5 could contribute to the decision-making process 
in these experts groups. e-SENS has announced in the CEF expert group meeting with Member States 
on 24 October 2014 that further cooperation is required and has announced the launch of a 
questionnaire in Q1 2015. The interaction with Member States will increasingly become key to the 
further uptake of results of e-SENS, since the work on IT governance in the CEF expert group is 
expected to become more visible as from Q3 2015. It is therefore important that any input of e-SENS 
will be accepted and taken over by the further elaboration of plans for a European IT governance 
structure. 

 

1.6. Quality Management  
This section describes the process used to ensure the quality of the deliverable.  

 

Category Remarks Checked by 

Conformance to e-
SENS template 

OK WPL 

Language & Spelling OK WPL 

Delivered on time It has been agreed to deliver later, as 
D3.4 had to be produced first. 

WPL 

Each technology 
description contains 
the correct elements 

OK WPL 

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

OK WPL 

Contents is fit for 
purpose 

OK WPL 

                                                           
17

 REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PALIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on the guidelines for trans-European networks in the 
area of telecommunications infrastructure (Decision No 1336/97/EC) 
18

 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) 
19

 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on the protection of  individuals with 
regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data (General Data Protection Regulation) 
COM(2012) 11 final 
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Contents is fit for use OK WPL 

Commitment within 
WP 

 

OK WPL 

Table 2: Quality Checklist 

1.7. Risk Management 
This section describes the process used for effective risk management. It summarises the risks 
identified for creating this deliverable D3.5. This includes identifying the risks, risk analysis, risk 
assessment and defining responses and risk owner.  

Description Probability Impact Priority Response Owner 

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 

WP3.5 
leader 

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

medium high  high Monitoring of 
the 
development 
process of the 
deliverable 

WP3.5 
leader, WP3 
leader 

Content is not as 
detailed as 
expected or is too 
detailed  

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

WP3.5 
leader 

Content is not 
accepted by e-
SENS national 
coordinators  

medium  high high Alignment with 
EC needed. 

D3.5 needs 
better explain 
roles of MS 

WP3.5 
leader, WP3 
leader 

 

Table 3: Risks 
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1.8. Legal Issues 
No legal issues as such have arisen during the writing process of this deliverable. Nevertheless, it is 
important to cooperate continuously with WP4 to be able to address any legal issue concerning the 
implementation of a future governance structure.   

Any legal implications will be collected in deliverable D3.10 “Proposal for legislative measures” that 
will be finalised in month 36. This deliverable will propose directions for a legal framework that will 
prepare the ground for future common EU digital service infrastructures foreseen in the CEF.  

 

1.9. Structure of the document 
The document is structured into four chapters.  

 

Chapter 1 describes the rationale for drafting the deliverable, defines how the work was planned and 
completed, and the methodology it followed. It describes where the work fits, in relation to other 
deliverables in WP3, the interactions with other Work Packages in e-SENS and the relation to the 
external environment of e-SENS.  

Chapter 2 presents the summary of the analysis of national IT governance structures focusing on 
organisational aspects and containing best practices and lessons learnt.  

Chapter 3 illustrates ideas of organisational functions of a future governance structure.  

Chapter 4 describes three possible scenarios for an organisational form (DG Programme, Agency and 
NPO), in which the organisational functions may be embedded.    

Preliminary conclusions and recommendations are found in the “Conclusion”-chapter. 
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2. Summary of the analysis of the national IT Governance 
Structures  
 

This chapter summarises the results of the analysis of thirteen national IT governance structures and 
focuses on their commonalities and major differences20. This chapter provides an overview and 
ideas, best practices and lessons learnt, from which recommendations for a long-term governance 
structure can be derived that will ensure the sustainability of the e-SENS BBs.  

The following analysis criteria based on the BOMOS process block “Strategy”21 have been used by the 
WP3 team in order to carry out and structure the analysis of the different national IT governance 
structures:  

 

1. Vision: describes the motivation and legal basis of the national IT governance structure and 
the goals and objectives which shall be achieved 

2. Governance: describes the organisational structure of a governance structure including roles 
and responsibilities, the decision-making process and stakeholder involvement  

3. Funding: describes how the national IT governance structure and explains in which way the 
actions, which need to be taken to achieve the “vision” are funded. 

 

Two types of national IT governance structures can be distinguished:  

 

 Seven countries have a decentralised national IT governance structure 22 

 Six countries have a centralised national IT governance structure 23 

 

2.1. Commonalities of the national IT Governance Structures  
The analysis of the national IT governance structures highlights commonalities between the analysed 
countries.  

 

 

 

                                                           
20

 A detailed elaboration of several national IT governance structures (Austria, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Italy, 
Norway, Romania, Spain, the Netherlands, Turkey, the USA and Australia) can be found in the Appendix.  
21

 BOMOS is called “Management and Development Model for Open Standards” and describes basic demands in terms of 
organization and activities which are necessary to manage standards. The process block “Strategy” focuses on the topics 
vision, governance and funding.: https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ckeditor_files/files/BOMOS2.pdf 
22

 In decentralised national IT governance structure governance is divided between multiple organisations, ministries or 
other governance bodies. The countries with a decentralised national IT governance structure are Austria, Australia, 
Estonia, Germany, Norway, Romania and Spain. 
23

 In centralised national IT governance structure governance is built up of one or very few organisations, ministries or other 
governance bodies. The countries with a decentralised national IT governance structure are Denmark, Greece, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Turkey and the United States.  
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2.1.1. Strategy 

2.1.1.1. Vision  
Most countries use a strategy plan as a non-legally binding tool to guide national IT governance. For 
example, a strategy plan could outline fundamental concepts, base components and standards which 
could serve as guidelines. Furthermore, most strategy plans contain a detailed list of principles that 
should be followed in the national IT governance. Principles that often play an important role in 
national IT governance are accessibility, usability, transparency, secure communication and 
confidential handling of personal data. In the view of many countries a strategy plan is essential for a 
state to convert its government into a citizen and business-oriented e-Government.  In some cases 
strategy plans are also used in countries with a decentralised IT governance system, such as 
Romania. In some countries where no strategy plan is made, a concise list of principles of IT 
governance is being used.  

 

2.1.1.2. Governance 
In every country that was part of the analysis, the national IT governance structure is closely linked to 
the political/ administrative system in a country. In the four federal countries regions have 
considerable power in the national IT governance. Also two non-federal countries actively involve 
their regions in their national IT governance. This is demonstrated by the regulation of national IT 
governance structures in both national and regional laws. However, differences can be found in the 
level of involvement of the regions and the importance of regional laws.  

The organisation of decentralised IT governance structures differs significantly, so no commonalities 
can be found. However, the organisation of centralised national IT governance structures show 
similarities.  

The six countries which chose to have a centralised IT governance structure show similarities in the 
organisation. In most centralised systems, one ministry or agency bears the responsibility for national 
IT governance. Most of these ministries or agencies have at least three distinct departments:  

 The first department is responsible for the national IT strategy, which is often specified in a 
strategy plan.  

 The second department that is often found in a centralised system is responsible for the day-
to-day business and implementation of IT policies. This department implements the policies 
that were proposed in the strategy plan or in legal texts. This department holds most 
executive power in the national IT governance structure. 

 The third department regulates the organisational aspects of the national IT governance. 
Tasks could be the organisation of the financing of the IT governance structure or the 
responsibility for personnel.  

 

2.1.1.3. Funding  
In the nine of the thirteen countries analysed, the national IT governance structure is financed 
without a centralised budget. These national IT governance structures are financed by a combination 
of funds from the European Union, ministries, regions and municipalities. However, a small number 
of countries use a centralised budget for national IT governance, which is often financed by one 
Ministry. 
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2.2. Differences of the national IT Governance Structures  

2.2.1. Strategy  
 

2.2.1.1. Vision 
The legal basis of IT governance differs between countries. In some countries the legal basis is 
composed of a relatively high number of laws on both national and regional level. Other countries 
base their national IT governance structure on a comprehensive national law that is designed to 
regulate the whole national IT governance structure. In the latter case, regional laws are merely used 
to elaborate on the national law, while the main legal basis remains the national law. Furthermore, 
some of the analysed countries, such as Denmark, lack specific legislation on IT governance. In these 
countries IT governance is solely influenced by more general legal text on freedom of information, 
data protection and other related topics.     

 

2.2.1.2. Governance 
National IT governance structures differ in their choice of a centralised or decentralised IT 
governance system. In some countries the regional governance level is involved in IT governance, 
while in other countries only the national level is involved. The choice for a centralised or 
decentralised governance structure is closely related to the form of government in a country.  

This distinction between a centralised approach and a more diffuse approach of governance is 
present in other parts of governance as well. Some national IT governance structures are steered by 
one or few coordinating bodies with clearly delimited tasks, while the size of the national IT 
governance structure of other countries is considerably larger.  

Furthermore, the involvement of the private sector differs significantly across countries. Some 
countries actively involve the private sector in the decision-making process, while other countries 
only involve the public sector in the decision-making process. The way of involving stakeholders 
differs between countries, but also which organisations are seen as stakeholders. Some countries 
view the public sector and businesses as the sole stakeholders. While other countries such as Turkey 
and Estonia also include universities, research institutes and Non-Governmental organisations. This 
inherently provides for greater direct influence by citizens. 

Finally, national IT governance structures differ significantly in their policy choices. Even though the 
majority of countries aim to reach a combination of both cross-domain and domain-specific Building 
Blocks, some countries prioritise the development of cross-domain Building Blocks. Examples of both 
domain-driven national IT governances and cross-domain driven national IT governance structures 
can be found. 24 

Another difference is the amount of assistance provided to citizens and businesses. Some countries 
have not established a mechanism for assisting their citizens and businesses in IT matters. However, 

                                                           
24

 For example, Norway leaves the ministers responsible for their own ICT systems, which results in domain-specific ICT 
solutions. Also the United States has a domain-driven national IT governance structure by focusing on the business needs of 
each domain. On the other hand, Spain promotes the use of ICT shared services across the public sector to gain efficiency 
and effectiveness.  
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on the other hand Italy as an example is involved in increasing the IT literacy of its society. 
Furthermore, the amount of freedom given to citizens and businesses varies between countries. For 
example, Norwegian citizens are able to freely choose between eIDs from 4 different eID-providers, 
while only one eID is available in most countries.   

 

2.2.1.3. Funding  
Not many differences in funding can be found between the different national IT governance 
structures. The only difference in funding is that in national IT governance structures where regions 
play an active role, the regions contribute to the funding of the national IT governance structure. In 
national IT governance structures where regions are not involved funding typically comes from 
ministries, public bodies and the European Union. 

 

2.3. Recommendations  
e-SENS WP3 can draw valuable conclusions from the experience of national IT governance structures. 

Most countries value a strategy plan to guide national IT governance. Although the level of detail 
differs significantly between the analysed countries, countries make use of the guidelines and 
principles that a strategy plan should contain. Strategy plans for one, five and ten years are made in 
the different countries that were analysed. A strategy plan should be regularly updated.  

Furthermore, organizational streamlining and clear governance lines are highly important. Spain 
indicates that a decentralised IT governance system was inefficient, because in Spain the high 
number of government bodies involved resulted in an overlap of work and consequently economic 
disadvantages. Since IT plays a role on every level of governance and in many domains, good 
cooperation and coordination is necessary. Cooperation and coordination should be both 
transparent and flexible and can be guided by a clear cross-government strategy plan. In addition, 
the national IT governance structure of Germany demonstrates that coordination and cooperation 
within an administrative system shall happen horizontally (e.g. on one political/ administrative level) 
and vertically (e.g. between the different levels of administration). Consequently, all administrative 
levels will be included in discussion and decision-making. A disadvantage of this approach is that it 
may lead to a protracted decision-making process.  

Additionally, the importance of the involvement of stakeholders in the decision-making process can 
be shown within the different national IT governance structures. Regions, local administrations, 
public administrations and businesses should all be included in the planning, coordination and 
implementation of the national IT governance structure. Some countries even denominate the 
involvement of stakeholders as the main reason for the success of their national IT governance 
structure. The experience of for example the Austrian national IT governance demonstrates that 
stakeholders should especially be involved in domain-specific approaches. It has been claimed by the 
USA that domain-specific initiatives of IT governance are most effective if they are organised around 
the business needs of a community.  

It can be seen that countries also indicate other factors as determinants in the success of their 
governance structures. Some countries emphasise the importance of clear budget allocation. Also, a 
good governance structure should be backed by the highest political level. Furthermore, the civil 
servants who work in the governance structure should be specialised in IT management.  
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3. Proposal of organisational functions for the long-term 
governance structure  

3.1. Introduction  
This section of the deliverable outlines a proposal for governance functions that is inherently fit for 
its purpose to enable the delivery of cross-border and cross-domain e-Government services in the 
long-term, by means of BBs25. This governance structure should be operational at the end of the CEF 
program.  

To come up with sound governance functions, it is necessary to know the eco-system of 
organisations and independent actors, who shall be somehow related to the e-SENS BBs. It is not the 
objective of this section to specify the form of the organization in charge of the BBs, but to infer the 
necessary inter-relationships among the different actors.  

The first part of this chapter briefly states the requirements to assure the effective sustainability of 
the e-SENS BBs and the inter-relationships for the organisational functions. The second part refines 
the design of the organisational functions to be more efficient. 

Many ideas in this work build on recent consultation and discussions with experts from the public 
sector that provided good insights in the core constructs relating to digital innovation and in 
establishing a working Single Market. 

The vision underpinning these organisational functions proposal has been drafted in D3.626, and will 
be further refined from the ongoing discussions in e-SENS and other fora, such as the CEF vision for 
public services27. This section should foster the discussion and progressive alignment of various 
ongoing and future initiatives aiming at the governance of the public IT services in Europe (e.g. in the 
framework of the CEF, OpenPEPPOL etc.). The thinking process and design choices made are 
important to understand the creation of the proposed organizational functions. 

To this day, the major common denominators in these various discussions are a clear desire to 
institute a transparent and effective governance structure.  

 

  

                                                           
25

 The purpose of the governance in the long-term is the delivery of public services. The BB is the enabler of the services, 
and very important as such. A BB that does not lead to services is useless and should not be further developed. Moreover, 
the governance structure in the long-term should expand its governance beyond the “only” e-SENS BBs, and welcome other 
BBs and other domains. Its major function is to grow & integrate more services & domains. 
26

 e-SENS D3.6 “Scenarios for governance models on short, medium and long-term” identifies and mentions different 
principles and criteria a governance structure shall meet. Subsidiarity, Reciprocity, Transparency and Flexibility are explicitly 
mentioned in this section. However, stakeholder needs need to be considered by an governance structure as well and are 
inherently considered here. “Legal criteria” is another principle a governance structure shall meet. However, this criterion is 
out of scope of this section.  
27

 A vision for public services, CEF, draft version dated 13/06/2013 
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Moreover it should: 

 

• be public-sector driven 

• be flexible in order to accommodate economical, technical and societal changes 
• consider the variety of stakeholders to be involved, ranging from citizens and 

businesses to standardization organization, public bodies and EU DGs. 
• give recognition to the principle of subsidiarity  

• facilitate a sufficient level of stakeholder engagement (private stakeholders, users 
and standardization bodies)  

• Focus on generic Building Blocks, but taking domain-specific requirements into 
account (e.g. sensitivity of data) and foster a coherent and integrated landscape for 
IT enabled public services.  

 

Why is an organization necessary? 

Cross-domain services have historically often been developed on bi-lateral basis28, between two 
domains that needed to exchange information in a more efficient way. This silo-based legacy is still 
very common in the European mentality and structures (e.g. in domain-driven DGs or many former 
LSP projects).  

A more centralized coordination of common and related requirements and solutions from different 
domains has been proven to create more interoperability in various domains (e.g. in commerce with 
EDI, in finance with ISO20022 etc.). This idea is shown in Figure 14. The proposed centralised 
coordination forum would be in charge of ensuring proper information and knowledge sharing in a 
pro-active manner amongst all interested (domain) communities, to assure coordination. It would 
ensure a strong alignment of communities’ decisions when they have a strong impact on cross-
domain matters. Such decisions would be taken within this forum by representatives of the 
interested communities and governments.  

As an illustration, e-SENS started to act as a central hub to consolidate, harmonise and align 
technical development and issues around various services that had a strong cross-domain 
potential, at the initiative of the EC. The shared technological and process-related aspects of 
these services where turned into common Building Blocks (mostly specifications and reference 
software implementation). The definition of an acceptable process to identify, assess and select 
the shared services that should be integrated and shared across many sectors is inherently most 
efficiently conducted in a unique forum than in numerous parallel discussions. 

                                                           
28 

European Cooperation Between Tax, Customs and Judicial Authorities, John A.E. Vervaele, André Klip, December 2001, 
ISBN 13: 9789041117472 
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Figure 1: Bilateral (left) vs coordinated (right) alignment efforts 

 

The main purpose of the common governance structure is indeed the coordination of decisions 
related to cross-domain services and their IT-enabling components, in a transparent, effective and 
cost-savings way. This is a highly political and important purpose. The daily operations and 
provisioning of digital services (incl. hosting, development, training, support and more) should 
however, be assigned to a less political body and one that has a direct interest, stake and 
competence in the quality and successful delivery of this service.   

 

3.2. Effectiveness in the value creation  
Various domain-oriented communities already provide the Member States and EU with domain-
specific services and standards. These communities consist of interested public bodies, active 
industries, related standardisation organisations and other third parties. They were often set up in 
the course of previous ad-hoc domain-rooted national or international projects. The MS and EU are 
readily funding and contributing to the work of these communities and also facilitating this work in 
the ministries, administrations and projects. It is the aim of these various domain-oriented 
communities to establish a large user basis by enabling, recommending or enforcing the use of the 
BBs. 

The added value of a common governance structure or coordination forum lies thus in facilitating the 
emergence of additional cross-domain services. These services are made possible by (technological 
and more organisational) BBs. To make sure these services of interest are provided in a relevant and 
timely manner, the communities must participate in the discussions and decisions, the actors within 
the common governance structure are taking (e.g. issuing requests and sharing their agenda on 
potential cross-domain matters) and implement the decisions accordingly. The MS and EU are more 
than likely to actively participate in these discussions. Therefore, they will participate in the decision-
making, and align the coordinated agenda with their own priorities and agenda. In this way MS and 
the EU are provided with relevant cross-domain services that have been agreed in the coordination 
forum, provisional that they implement the requests (like legal framework modification, national 
infrastructure integration/evolution). These new positive externalities are required for creating new 
cross-domain services. These are illustrated in the blue flows of value objects in the eco-system 
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figure below. Without central coordination domain-specific services can be provided ‘as they are’ (in 
black value flows), but not cross-domain services; they will require cross-domain coordination. 

 

 

Figure 2: High-Level value network of the eco-system for domain public services (black) and cross-domain (blue) 

 

An additional benefit from increased coordination and knowledge flow is that best practices can be 
shared more easily across domains, to inspire both communities, EC and MS.  

A practical example of best practice exchange is presented in chapter 2 of the present document 
that illustrates many national IT governance approaches of EU countries, for better joint 
understanding and inspiration. 

The flow of knowledge, best practices and other related contributions of all relevant stakeholders 
form a value network. A value network explains in a high-level perspective how value is created. E.g. 
cross-domain services should be delivered for the benefit of their final users (citizens and business 
alike). These final users are in this value network abstracted as “entities within the MS and EU”. 

The following sections detail the stakes or interests and proposed organisational implementation 
that will make these contributions deliver effectively the expected value. After that, the proposed 
organisational functions will be refined to achieve this purpose in the most efficient way. 

3.2.1. Communities’ benefit and contributions  
The considered communities gather all the stakeholders interested in the functioning of a single 
domain. This potentially would include policy makers, public bodies, public and private service 
providers, solutions developers, standardisation bodies and end users. It is considered that their 
active direct or indirect participation in the governance structure/ coordination forum is important. 

  

  

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  27 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Partial value network for communities 

 

3.2.1.1. Benefits for the communities  
The appeal of influencing the design and deployment of cross-domain services should be sufficient to 
ensure the active participation of community members. This should mean that only services with a 
real potential for cross-domain integration would be selected. More analysis and elaboration needs 
to be done to validate this hypothesis29. Complementary work should as well assess if/how domains 
without an existing structured community should/can participate effectively in such a cross-domain 
initiative30. 

An example of a community is OpenPEPPOL, successfully integrating stakeholders of all kinds to 
advance eProcurement. Other less mature communities exist, often hosted in ongoing EU&MS 
co-funded projects, such as e-CODEX in the e-Justice domain. Most don’t have an organisational 
and legal form to outlast their hosting project. 

3.2.1.2. Contributions expected from the communities  
The contribution of a community to the coordination forum will primarily be technical in nature. A 
community will be actively coordinating technical and design issues and other evolutions in its own 
domain that have a potential impact on existing cross-domain services. This major role is highlighted 
in the midst of the common governance structure/coordination forum in the shape of an 
Architecture Interoperability Strategic Board.  

The recent e-SENS deliverables D6.2 “e-SENS European Interoperability Architecture”31 and D5.2 
“Pilot Lifecycle Management and Workflow Support Tools”32 highlight the major aspects that would 
benefit coordination at the cross-domain level. 

To give an example of a possible discussion and decision in the Architecture Interoperability 
Strategic Board: An e-Delivery cross-domain service component is not compatible with an 
important standard in the eHealth sector. It is therefore important to find a way to reach an 
agreement if and how the cross-domain component shall be modified or not. The members of 
the board could decide on the matter on the spot, or jointly decide to define and execute a 

                                                           
29

 This will come in the follow-on work of WP3 on business cases. 
30

 This is currently not planned in the scope of e-SENS.  
31

 D6.2 e-SENS European Interoperability Architecture 
32

 D5.2 - Pilot Lifecycle Management and Workflow Support Tools 
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decision-making mechanism reusable in similar situations, if it seems worth the effort. 

Similarly the communities are the most adequate stakeholders to coordinate the matters relating to 
the provisioning of cross-domain services, since they represent all service providers of a domain. 
Their representatives would directly raise and decide on issues such as helping new countries 
implement existing services, operating required infrastructures, revising quality of service terms or 
suggesting to the MS or the EU modifications in the legal framework to enable these services. 
Coordinating issues relating to cross-domain service provisioning is the role of the Service 
Provisioning Strategic Board, within the common governance structure/ coordination forum. 

Fostering the increased use of all cross-domain services within the community whenever relevant is 
also an important responsibility of the community. This increased use helps simultaneously to reduce 
the development of competing solutions at the domain level, and to benefit simultaneously from the 
increased users base developed in other domains. This Take Up aspect will be detailed in the next 
section about Member States, as it is one of their major concerns.  

 

 

Figure 4: Internal chart of the central coordination forum – more technical Strategic Boards 

 

The lack of participation of the communities via competent representatives is a major risk that will be 
covered in more detail in the section relating to community & reciprocity management. 

3.2.2. Member States’ benefits and contributions  
MS and the EU encompass all public bodies, national or European, ministries, agencies, 
administrations or other, directly involved in (parts of) requesting or providing any cross-domain 
service (e.g. providing the digital or physical interface with the business or citizen, or managing the 
related data). Their active participation in the forum is important, independently of the national 
context for inter-administration collaboration or IT integration. 

 

3.2.2.1. Benefits for the Member States and the EU  
The major benefits for the MS and the EU of such a coordination forum lies in the improved qualities 
of the services provided across domains to their citizens, to businesses and administrations. 
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Furthermore, the national and EU policy makers will receive more coherent and consolidated 
requests for changes to the evolution of the legal framework, even in multiple domains. 

Less direct benefits may arise from the function of the coordination forum as a good knowledge 
exchange media to get best practices and feedback from other similar experiences in public 
administration management or service provisioning. All these expected benefits are illustrated 
below. 

 

 

Figure 5: Partial value network for Member States and the EU 

 

3.2.2.2. Contributions expected from the Member States and the EU  
 

The contributions of the MS and EU are of various types, and translate into their direct participation 
to Boards with very distinct roles within the coordination forum.  

To decide effectively on Architecture Interoperability issues, MS need to bring a clear strategic and 
technical positioning of their country with clear interests or stakes, means and intents in matters 
relating to cross-domain services. They need to be open and flexible in the design of joint solutions, 
and be able to ensure the implementation of the decided solutions nationally. 

To increase the use of the existing cross-domain services participants in the coordination forum like 
MS and EU are asked to share their knowledge of the needs and requirements of their constituents in 
terms of cross-domain services. Joint discussions and decisions on these matters are hosted in the 
Take Up Strategic Board. This board is in charge of coordinating the efforts for expanding the usage 
of the existing cross-domain services in integrated domains. 

The Take Up Strategic Board must foster the integration of new domains in the common governance 
structure/ coordination forum and assess the potential for cross-domain services with these new 
domains. Therefore they need to look for potential opportunities in their administrations and 
coordinate these matters pro-actively with other members in the Business Development Strategic 
Board. 

 

 

Figure 6: Internal chart of the common governance structure/ coordination forum - more political Strategic Boards 
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3.3. Efficiency in the value creation  
The beginning of Chapter 3 of this deliverable details the major coordination concerns to be handled 
by the common governance structure/ coordination forum and its members. It clarifies the expected 
impacts of a proper governance of BBs to foster cross-domain public services. It proposed 
organisational features to inherently support effective governance that creates the expected value. 

This section will bring efficiency in this organisation, aiming at creating this value at a low cost, by 
means of subsidiarity, reciprocity, transparency and flexibility. Next to these guidelines, the increase 
of knowledge sharing is an important precondition for any successful coordination work. 

The afore-mentioned guidelines, or principles, are at the heart of the vision for Europe33, and provide 
a very practical means to make sustainable and coherent choices.  

 

3.3.1. Guideline 1: Subsidiarity 
The principle of Subsidiarity entails decisions should be taken and carried out at the most operational 
level possible. Strategic or hierarchical escalation is therefore only used when there is a clear 
expected benefit from doing so. An obvious corollary to this lies in the fact that the decision maker(s) 
should also be the one(s) implementing the decision. 

The thorough application of this principle in the design of the governance functions has many 
significant consequences: 

 

1. The communities are currently making the decisions in their domains, defining, developing 
and delivering the services and their technological components. They shall continue to do so. 
Moreover this aspect is directly contributing to increasing the buy-in for the joint governance 
structure.   

2. It is only on matters with a potential cross-domain impact that additional coordination via 
the common governance structure is operated and/or required. 

3. No additional control is needed, since the stakeholders in charge of implementing the joint 
decisions of the governance structure are actually also in charge of related matters in each 
separate community and/or MS. This is provided by the accountability of the members, as 
will be discussed below in community management. Competence, goodwill and reputation of 
the members, their community, organisation and country, are here considered to be 
powerful natural self-control mechanisms, and used as such. 

 

Practically, the various (cross-domain) Strategic Boards gather mandated delegates from interested 
domains (communities), MS and DGs. The mandated delegates together take the needed strategic 
and tactical decisions and are personally accountable for implementing these decisions in their own 
communities/countries/standards. 

Various mechanisms to ensure a smooth and efficient functioning of the Strategic Boards are 
proposed later in this document, but the key point of subsidiarity is that each Board is self-organising 
in terms of its works and decision making process. As the proposed mechanisms implement more 

                                                           
33

 http://europa.eu/eu-law/decision-making/treaties/index_en.htm ; http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en & 
http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/news/vision-public-services 
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than just the subsidiarity principle they will be introduced later, as the open-closed-open agenda in 
the “transparency”-section.  

 
Some cross-domains topics may be considered by multiple Boards. Natural coordination on these 
amongst the agenda and decisions of Boards should arise naturally from the similarity in their 
composition. Further work (e.g. with e-SENS WP5) is needed to assess the relevance of this 
hypothesis. Meanwhile we propose to establish a Synchronisation Task Force that will, at least in the 
beginning, make sure that cross-boards issues are handled in a coherent way. All Boards moderators 
and MS should participate actively in this task force to ensure coherence of the boards’ agenda. This 
task force is not taking decisions relating to the cross-domain services, but its task is to nurture the 
synchronising of the work of the Boards. This task force and the discussed Strategic Boards are 
illustrated below34. 

 

 

Figure 7: Subsidiarity illustrated with the (preserved) role of domain communities 

 

Further reflecting on subsidiarity entails that when there is no existing community structuring a 
domain, alternative scenarios should be discussed and assessed, such as  

 

a) set up a domain community by building on the best  practices of the existing ones (e.g. non-
profit organisation like OpenPEPPOL, agency like eu-LISA, DG-centralized like CEF) or  

b) extend/refine scope of an existing group/structure to encompass the identified domain. 
 

Moreover coordination is herein the alignment of relevant decisions and proactive knowledge 
sharing. It is not changing the decision-making in the communities, thus not directly improving 
subsidiarity therein. Best practices could be identified and promoted to that extent. 

 

3.3.2. Guideline 2: Reciprocity 
In cultural anthropology, reciprocity refers to the non-market exchange of goods or labour ranging 
from direct barter (immediate exchange) to forms of gift exchange where a return is eventually 
expected (delayed exchange) as in the exchange of birthday gifts. It is thus distinct from the true gift, 
where no return is expected35. When the exchange is immediate, as in barter, it does not create a 

                                                           
34

 The figure of the complete proposed ‘coordination forum’ is built up gradually. Therefore one block is still black here. It is 
filled on the next page. 
35

 Parry, Jonathan (1986). "The Gift, the Indian Gift and the 'Indian Gift'". Man 21 (3): 466–8. doi:10.2307/2803096 
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social relationship. When the exchange is delayed, it creates both a relationship as well as an 
obligation for a return (i.e. debt). Hence, some forms of reciprocity can establish hierarchy if the debt 
is not repaid. The failure to make a return may end a relationship between equals. Reciprocal 
exchanges can also have a political effect through the creation of multiple obligations and the 
establishment of leadership36. 

Long-term sustainability is thus directly reinforced by the principle for reciprocity as a self-balancing 
mechanism, in the highly social and political system that is the inter-relations between MS and 
communities in a clearly bounded environment. Nevertheless pure reciprocity is not expected to 
work satisfactorily in the current EU settings, as it is not part of our shared mentality any longer. 
Therefore a light mechanism should be designed to foster a “reasonable balance” to gratify major 
contributors and help less active observers become active contributors. 

The establishment of a fifth Community and Reciprocity Strategic Board is therefore suggested, to 
design acceptable terms for this “reasonable balance” mechanisms. This important function is 
directly related to the motivation, interest, competence and current priorities in each community 
and MS. Practical outcomes could be to design positive reinforcement mechanisms to give more 
visibility and weight to countries and organisations that contribute more actively or a soft sanction 
mechanisms for domains that develop initiatives competing with existing Common Building Blocks. 
Many related examples exist, even in Europe, from the very formal European Union Emissions 
Trading System37, cap-and-trade market place for carbon dioxide emissions rights, to less structured 
reputation-based systems or online communities38,39. 

 

 

Figure 8: Additional Strategic Board to coordinate  
members contributions and motivation 

 

From early consultation with communities and interested stakeholders, important associated 
questions relate to the valuation of the contribution of a country or an actor.  

 

 A selection of questions related to the valuation of the contribution of a country, for 
inspiration:  

 How to account for the time spent by external experts appointed by the country on the 
matter?  

 How to distinguish efforts required by the country/community from work done for 
domain integration?  

 Has the time of a competent IT technician the same valuation like that of a public 

                                                           
36

 various authors, via https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reciprocity_(cultural_anthropology) 
37

 http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/index_en.htm 
38

 Resnick, P.; Zeckhauser, R.; Friedman, E.; Kuwabara, K. (2000). "Reputation Systems” , available online at 
http://courses.cs.washington.edu/courses/cse522/05au/reputation.pdf 
39

 Reputation based communities such as StackExchange - http://blog.stackoverflow.com/ 
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administration director? 

 

There is still some discussion needed to design the best solution to simultaneously foster reciprocity 
and motivate the major contributors to keep contributing. 

 

3.3.3. Guideline 3: Transparency 
Transparency has always been a strong requirement in public decision-making. Next to the usual 
‘democratic’ values behind transparency, in this particular context, transparency is also important to 
foster cross-domain synchronisation. More explicit openness is needed in detail on who contributes 
to what and why. This means that the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders need to be clearly 
defined and communicated, also in relation to the scope of the boards. Transparency and openness 
are for example created by having the minutes of meetings published, open agenda’s and consensus 
decision-making. 

In fact the needed transparency is created through mechanisms like an open agenda and managing 
small decisions tables (i.e. single voice for each community and country). In case of tensions between 
the different strategic boards the Synchronisation Task Force may serve as a cooperation and conflict 
solving mechanism. The various strategic boards mostly agree on the process of taking better 
informed operational decisions, the Synchronisation Task Force steers on that coordination process, if 
needed. 
 
The Synchronisation Task Force provides a link to the EC and to the formal representations of the 
countries. This is mainly relevant as concerning the flow of information between committees or more 
political aspects.  

To illustrate the benefit and usage of the Synchronisation Task Force: A new cross-domain 
service evolution is to be decided by the Architecture Interoperability Board, its use in the field 
could preferably be coordinated with the Take Up Board currently working on the increased 
adoption of that particular service. The Synchronisation Task Force could support this 
coordination.  

The other role for the Synchronisation Task Force is to support for seamless communication. This 
communication can be handled by the Synchronisation Task Force itself or rather be handled in the 
groups and supervised by the Task Force being in charge of communicating for transparency. 

 

 

Figure 9: Internal structure of the Boards, working in transparency 
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For added transparency, a reference form for all Strategic Boards of the coordination forum is 
proposed to establish themselves as a round table with transparent decision mechanisms and elect a 
moderator (suggested in bold in the chart above). The moderator would be responsible for the 
effective work of the task force. 

Each Strategic Board is nevertheless asked to be self-organizing and autonomous (per the principles 
of subsidiarity, above, and flexibility, below), in both its composition and functioning. For security-
reasons some board might decide not to be fully transparent and not publicise its documents. The 
round-table structure is thus a mere suggestion. The following “open-closed-open agenda” 
mechanism may be considered regarding the self-organisation of the strategic boards: 

To simultaneously ensure an efficient decision making of the Boards and their openness and 
transparency, one proposed mechanism is to adopt a so-called open-closed-open agenda 
scheme: 

1) A public and open list of the cross-domain topics is being drafted continuously from the 
issues each Board member (community/MS/DG/…) believes should be coordinated, along 
with succinct description and likely impact/priority (e.g. important external deadline). 

2) Regularly, the moderator of the board, freezes the list and turns some of its topics into a 
tentative closed agenda for the next Board session. For a given period (e.g. 1 month) all 
interested Board members are asked to summarize in a few lines their own 
community/country… position on the issue (e.g. in terms of related experience, preference, 
criticality, means, opportunities...). Only topics from the open list above can be considered, 
to ensure openness and transparency. 

3) The moderator establishes and shares a final agenda and positioning map from the topics 
above and received position statements. A restricted Board meeting, physical or virtual, is 
organized to freely discuss and decide on all or some topics of the tentative agenda. Only 
stakeholders that provided a clear position statement on the topic are invited to jointly 
decide on the matter. Participants to the restricted board are thus likely very interested, 
well prepared and competent in the discussed matter. They will likely differ from one Board 
meeting to the next depending on the agenda. 

4) Decisions of the restricted Board meeting are publicly shared as open minutes with all 
Board members and beyond, and implemented accordingly by all Board members in their 
respective communities/countries/organisation..., potentially leading to a change in the 
open list of topics for the next Board works. 

As such, many alternative mechanisms exist, in both organisational and technological means, and can 
be mainly found in the fields of collaborative governance40 or efficient meeting management. 

 

3.3.4. Guideline 4: Flexibility 
A common governance structure/ cooperation forum shall accommodate many possible evolutions. 

The proposed organisational functions aim at fostering the number and use of cross-domains 
services in the readily integrated domains (as per its Take Up Board), but as well to integrate them 
with new domains (as per the activities of the Business Development Board). Organisational 

                                                           
40

 http://www.metagovernment.org/wiki/Collaborative_governance  
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flexibility is required to be able to tailor the functioning of the common governance structure with 
the requirements and/or regulations of all its domains. 

It is inherently the role of the EU to develop positive inter-relationships amongst the MS. Therefore 
each country (and community alike) is expected to bring a “single voice” to each board topic and 
meeting. Such a good representation is perfectly in line with the principle of subsidiarity that 
decisions should be taken at the most operational level possible. This requirement can have very 
different consequences for countries that have a mature and integrated IT governance structure. This 
is true also for countries/communities that have diverging internal opinions or unsolved opposing 
interests. The latter may require additional internal coordination to interface with the common 
governance structure. 

Moreover, the proposed focus of the common governance structure/ cooperation forum may very 
well evolve to match the needs of its stakeholders and members. The execution of more operational 
activities and direct provisioning of support services, for instance, is not in the current scope of the 
governance structure but a role bestowed upon the communities, for the sake of subsidiarity and 
flexibility. These more operational dimensions have been reviewed in the adapted BOMOS 
framework for governance designed in D3.4 (M18). They include for example the provisioning of 
relevant registries, the direct improvement of Building Blocks, or the delivery of support for 
implementation, direct training or design of communication material.  

Another option of evolution is to manage more closely the IPR of the domain-specific assets to derive 
additional financial revenues from their use by private third-parties. 

Ensuring flexibility is also partly achieved through the self-organisation of the Boards and the 
Synchronisation Task Force, which can revise and re-organise themselves when needed. 
Nevertheless it may be deemed useful to dissolve a board or merge two of them in the future, as well 
as create a new one (e.g. to manage, enforce IPR and generate cash income from assets licensing or 
litigation). 
 
Flexibility is an important enabler for the common governance structure to evolve over time and to 
adjust to different changes.  

 

3.3.5. Added value from knowledge sharing 
The increased deployment and delivery of cross-domain services is one of the objectives of a 
common governance structure. In order to achieve this, the proposed common governance structure 
shall function as a pure knowledge sharing forum, which provides benefit.  

The increase of knowledge sharing is an important precondition for the successful coordination as 
proposed in this chapter. In fact the act of coordinating is, in practice, mainly about efficient 
knowledge management. Efficient knowledge management in practice often relates to the 
management of meeting agendas, preparation of meeting, providing and communicating minutes 
and follow-up management. The nature of the coordination activities of the forum directly create 
valuable explicit knowledge, by requesting many unpublicized information to be shared explicitly 
with other Board members (see Transparency and Subsidiarity mechanisms). 

Also the pro-active identification of relevant participants to each (board) discussion is crucial. In 
practice this will also be realised through successful knowledge management. 

Coherent sharing of and guidance towards knowledge concerning the BB’s, partly in the scope of the 
Take Up Board, is also an important side benefit of the coordinating structure described. 
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Thus, the management of knowledge is adding to a natural role for the central coordination and 
governing structure for the domains and sectors where the BB’s are used. 

 

3.4. Conclusion  
An alternative overview of the organisation functions showing only a certain level of participation of 
the major stakeholders is provided below. As explained previously, the members’ participation in the 
common governance structure/ coordination forum depicts its pro-active sharing of all matters from 
its’ domain/country/organisation with a potential cross-domain impact, and implementation of the 
joint decisions taken in the forums in its own community/country/organisation. The coordination 
between organs of this joint governance structure is an agreement to take each other’s’ position into 
account in their respective field of decision, implementation and cross-domain public service 
provisioning. 

The dotted lines indicate the participations that some members might be asked to take more 
prominent roles in the moderation, motivation or steering of some groups/boards. Suggested 
moderators are highlighted in bold in the graph for the common governance structure internals, 
below. 

 

 
 

Figure 10: Common governance structure/ cooperation forum participations in an ‘organisation chart’ 
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Figure 11: Functions-oriented governance structure, showing coordination forums internals 

 

Future work 

The first part of this chapter on the organisational functions designed a description implementing 
inter-relations amongst stakeholders to enable the creation of cross-domain services. This would not 
be possible without centralised coordination. The second part of this chapter refined the design to 
deliver that value in the most efficient way, by means of subsidiarity, reciprocity, transparency and 
flexibility. 

Important assumptions were made throughout this section that still requires more elaboration and 
then validation. Especially the hypothesis that a subsidiarity-based organisation will foster the 
participation of the most relevant representatives of each community/country - be it the more 
competent, more influent or more knowledgeable, depending on the topic to be addressed - needs 
to be validated.  

Another important point that has been touched upon is the actual valuation of the contribution of 
the members, discussed in more details in the section on Community and Reciprocity Strategic 
Board. This valuation is particularly relevant to members with a strong accountable culture, and to be 
able to provide clear figures as testimony to the actual added value of common governance 
structure/ coordination forum. 

These aspects will be discussed in future works of e-SENS WP3 relating to Business Cases, with e-
SENS pilot members and other organisations that may have valuable experience. 
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4. Description of three possible Organisational Forms for the 
long-term governance of the e-SENS results  

 

4.1. DG Programme   
Definition and general remarks 

The notion of a DG Programme (Directorate-General Programme) refers to projects and programmes 
supported by the European Commission through its Directorates-General (DGs). According to the 
Rules of Procedure of the Commission41, a number of DGs assist the Commission in the performance 
of its tasks. Each DG is classified according to the policy it deals with42. The DGs support these issues 
through their projects and programmes. As an example, the Directorate General for Education and 
Culture (DG EAC) is responsible for policy on education, culture, youth, languages and sport, and 
supports these issues through a variety of projects and programmes, notably Creative 
Europe and Erasmus+43. Another example of a DG Programme could be the ISA Programme44. A 
broader view might be that a DG Programme is a body or initiative directly embedded in the 
European Commission. In contrast, EU Agencies are distinct bodies from the EU institutions – 
separate legal entities set up to perform specific tasks under EU law45. 

 

Description and analysis of the organisational form “DG Programme” 

In this section, the DG Programme (Directorate-General Programme) as an organisational form is 
discussed for the governance of the e-SENS Building Blocks (BB). The elaboration follows the criteria 
and their descriptions, also listed in Annex III of this deliverable. The following question shall be 
answered: To which extent does the scenario of the organisational form meet these criteria? 

Satisfaction of the specific criteria has been evaluated on the following scale: "very low level“(the 
organisational form very poorly meets the criteria),“ low level“, ”average level“, ”high level“, ”very 
high level" (the organisational form meet the criteria very well).  

 

1. Member State involvement  

The ISA Programme is an example of a DG Programme. It was established by the Decision 
No. 922/2009/EC on interoperability solutions for European public administrations (the ISA 
Programme Decision). Regulations like the ISA Programme Decision are usually adopted jointly by the 
European Parliament and the Council. Therefore, the Member States are included via the comitology 
in decision-making during the creation of a DG Programme via these European Union institutions.  

  

                                                           
41

 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32000Q3614  
42

 http://ec.europa.eu/about/ds_en.htm  
43

 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/education_culture/index_en.htm  
44

 http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa_lexuriserv_en.pdf  
45

 http://europa.eu/about-eu/agencies/index_en.htm  
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During the lifetime of a DG Programme, the European Commission is the primary decision-maker:  

 

 Article 5 of the ISA Programme Decision stipulates: "1. The Community shall, in cooperation 
with the Member States, implement the actions specified in the rolling work programme 
established under Article 9, in accordance with the implementation rules laid down in Article 
8. Such actions shall be implemented by the Commission".  

 Article 9: "1. The Commission shall establish a rolling work programme to implement actions, 
for the duration of the application of this Decision. 2. The Commission shall approve the 
rolling work programme and, at least once a year, any amendment thereof".  

 

The ISA Programme Decision also refers to the ISA Committee (Article 5). It assists the Commission, is 
composed of the representatives of the Member States, and is chaired by the representative of the 
Commission (Article 4 of Decision 1999/468/EC46).  

As a conclusion, the Member States are only cooperating, but the Commission establishes and 
approves the rolling work programme.  Similar provisions are planned in the Proposal for the ISA2, 
the ISA follow-up programme47. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme is evaluated as being on an average level with 
respect to the criterion "Member State involvement".  

 

2. EC involvement  

The European Commission has a decisive role in initiating a DG Programme. During the lifetime of a 
DG Programme, the European Commission is the primary decision-maker. When placing the building 
blocks in a DG structure, it can communicate and cooperate more efficiently with other DG 
Programmes. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme is evaluated as being on a very high level with 
respect to the criterion "EC involvement".  

 

3. Stakeholder involvement (IT-industry, standardisation bodies, communities) 

The IT industry, standardisation bodies, and communities are only indirectly (through the 
representatives of the Member States) represented in the European Parliament and the Council. 
Therefore they are involved less than the Member States during the creation of a DG Programme.  

During the lifetime of a DG Programme, interaction with these stakeholders is mainly foreseen 
through conferences, workshops, and other meetings (Article 14 of the ISA Programme Decision).  

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme has been considered not completely suitable 
to guarantee an adequate involvement of stakeholders.  

 

4. Set-up costs  

The set-up costs include legal costs (development and registering of governing and legal documents), 
recruitment costs (hiring of staff and volunteers), costs of obtaining premises, and other costs. It can 
be assumed that for the DG Programme, the development activities are covered internally by the 

                                                           
46

 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1999D0468:20060723:EN:PDF  
47

 http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa_2_proposal_en.pdf  
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Commission. As can be seen from the ISA Work Programme budget48, the overall programme 
management costs for the first year did not exceed substantially the management costs for the 
subsequent years. This indicates that the set-up costs may overall be relatively low for a DG 
Programme organisational form, although this will depend on mission and scope. Costs related to 
changing the legal environment should be taken into account. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme is evaluated as being on a high level (i.e., 
involving low costs) with respect to the initial set-up costs criterion.  

A DG Programme has a limited duration, so it is a scenario for the mid-term governance. After 
termination of the Programme a transition to a long-term governance structure is needed. The long-
term governance structure may again be a DG Programme, Agency, NPO, or a combination thereof. 
So the score for the transfer costs from the governance structure on the mid-term to the governance 
structure on the long term may be calculated as an average of other set-up costs. 

Taking into account both the low initial and average transfer set-up costs, the DG Programme could 
reasonably ensure the set-up costs (it is evaluated as being on an average level with respect to the 
criterion "set-up cost").  

 

5. Maintenance costs  

Below the maintenance costs are analysed from the following perspectives: volume of the resources 
needed; an organisational form's ability to access resources; variation of maintenance costs for 
different organisational forms (are the maintenance costs dependent on an organisational form?). 

The amount of the maintenance costs depend on the number and character of BBs maintained. As an 
example, standards may remain relatively stable over several years, while software needs to be 
continuously updated to reflect changes in requirements, processes, underlying software 
components, software development environments, etc.  

As an indication for DG Programme maintenance costs, the ISA programme annual management 
costs are in the range of 0,55 to 0,95 million EUR (about 2...4% of the total allocated annual 
budget)49.  

Another indication is based on comparison of operational and capital costs. Gartner estimates that 
the IT operational vs. capital spending ratio was 74:26 for 2688 IT organisations surveyed in the year 
201250. Here operational expenses included the total day-to-day operations and maintenance 
expenses for this fiscal year, capital spending - the total capitalized IT spending for the fiscal year, 
including investments in new application development and IT infrastructure. This is in accordance 
with estimation of Robert L. Glass that maintenance typically consumes about 40 to 80 percent (60 
percent average) of software costs51. 

Maintenance costs may be spread over different periods which depend on the character of BBs as 
indicated above. As an example, the costs to acquire software as an intangible asset may be 
recovered over 15 years52, while software development costs are typically depreciated in 3-5 years53, 

                                                           
48

 http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa-wp-2014-financial-overview_en.pdf  
49

 http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa-wp-2014-financial-overview_en.pdf  
50

 IT Key Metrics Data. 2012 IT Enterprise Summary Report.  Gartner, 2012. 
51

 Robert L. Glass. Frequently Forgotten Fundamental Facts about Software Engineering. IEEE Software, May/June 2001, pp. 
110-112. 
52

 http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/depreci8.pdf  
53

 http://www.irs.gov/publications/p946/ch01.html  
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see also54. This may be taken as an indication of the software maintenance duration, so the 
maintenance costs may be spread over 3-15 year period. As a conclusion, the estimates of the ratio 
of annual maintenance costs versus development costs may vary significantly - from 1:5 to 1:1. 

The above results show that if the BB development costs were high, the maintenance costs may also 
be significant. Therefore some organisational forms may have better access to the necessary level of 
resources than the others. For example, taking into account the funding level of the LSPs considered 
in e-SENS and the above annual maintenance costs versus development costs ratios, the annual 
maintenance costs for the overall set of BBs can be very high. Thus a DG Programme may be 
relatively better positioned to acquire the needed resources than the other organisational forms.  

The third perspective is whether the maintenance costs are dependent on an organisational form. A 
report by Deloitte55 notes that where data is available, the standardised operating costs do not seem 
to vary between the different groups of organisational structures examined, because the volume of 
work and the manner in which activities are undertaken will remain broadly the same independent 
of the organisational structure. As the objective of the current analysis is not to give an absolute 
estimation of the costs, but a relative comparison with other organisational forms, this evaluation is 
considered relevant for the current study. 

In conclusion, the annual maintenance costs for the overall set of BBs can be very high, a DG 
Programme may be better positioned to acquire the needed resources than other organisational 
forms, and the maintenance costs as such do not seem to vary significantly between the different 
groups of organisational structures.  

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme has been positively evaluated in terms of the 
maintenance costs.  

 

6. Ability to avoid market fragmentation  

The following analysis takes into account political, legal, and financial aspects of avoiding market 
fragmentation for the DG Programme, as compared to other forms. Other primary drivers for 
avoiding market fragmentation, such as the need to cooperate between MSs or ambition to provide 
services across the EU, are much less (if at all) influenced by the organisational form.  

From the political point of view, the European Commission has a decisive role in initiating a DG 
Programme.  During the lifetime of a DG Programme, the European Commission is the primary 
decision-maker. Therefore a DG Programme is politically well positioned to benefit from the 
freedoms of the Single Market and avoiding market fragmentation. 

From the legal point of view, a DG Programme is usually adopted jointly by two main legislative 
institutions of the European Union, the European Parliament and the Council. Thus during the 
initiation of a DG Programme, avoiding market fragmentation and legal implications of implementing 
the BBs can be taken into account. 

From the financial point of view, a DG Programme is relatively independent of the income provided 
by BB users. Thus it can cope well with the requirements that building blocks should have an open 
specification and that IPRs related to the specification have to be licensed on FRAND (Fair, 
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 http://www.nysscpa.org/cpajournal/2002/0402/features/f044602.htm  
55

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long-term sustainability of the Large Scale Pilots, including 'ex-ante' evaluation. Final 
Report. A study prepared for the European Commission DG Communications Networks, Content & Technology. Deloitte, 
2013, page 155. 
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reasonable, and non-discriminatory) terms or on a royalty-free basis. Due to such independence, a 
DG Programme is well suited for avoiding market fragmentation. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme organisational form is evaluated as being on a 
high level with respect to the criterion "Ability to avoid market fragmentation".  

 

7. Ability to enhance architecture coherence  

It can be expected that because different legislation and economies exist and that there are varying 
technical competencies within those jurisdictions, that the MSs will develop, maintain, use and 
promote their own BBs and ICT infrastructures. This can lead to a plethora of standards and 
technologies. As with the previous criterion, there are three main types of instruments to enhance 
architecture coherence that depend on the organisational form: political, legal, and financial. The 
other primary motivators to enhance architecture coherence, such as the need to provide services 
across the EU, are much less influenced by the organisational form. 

In case of a DG Programme the political influence is provided via the European Parliament and the 
Council during the Programme creation, as well as via the European Commission during the 
Programme lifetime. Thus from the political point of view, a DG Programme is relatively well 
positioned to implement the EU interoperability framework and enhance architecture coherence. 

As a DG Programme is usually adopted jointly by two main legislative institutions of the European 
Union, the European Parliament and the Council, such a Programme is well positioned to enhance 
architecture coherence from the legal point of view.  

From the financial point of view, a DG Programme may provide additional resources for the MSs to 
implement common cross-border interoperability infrastructures, architectures and technical 
guidelines. Due to such incentives, a DG Programme is relatively well suited to enhance architecture 
coherence. Also a condition for receiving funding can be the use of the EIF. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme organisational form has been positively 
evaluated in terms of its ability to enhance architecture coherence.  

 

8. Funding from different sources  

Projects and initiatives funded through the DG Programme may be subject to different funding 
schemes (for example, grants, procurement and financial instruments56) and are often required to 
have partial funding by the project stakeholders. Hence it is possible to require and supply funding 
from different sources during a DG Programme or project initiation phase. So this form may be more 
flexible with respect to different funding schemes than an Agency.  

On the other hand, changes in funding may be complicated during a DG Programme or project 
lifetime. Therefore a Non-Profit Organisation may be more flexible in attracting different sources of 
funding. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme could reasonably well ensure funding from 
different sources.  

 

9. Domain requirements  

The ability of an organisational form to consider domain requirements and still focus on the 
definition and development of generic HBBs depends on the motivation of the organisation to 
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 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R1316  
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consider requirements outside its primary responsibility area, as well on its legal, financial, and 
technical abilities to do so. 

A DG Programme organisational form is rather flexible in initiating its projects and actions, so when 
appropriately launched it may have the motivation, the structure, and the resources necessary to 
consider domain requirements. This allows it to keep updated on the changing domain-specific issues 
while preserving the general character of re-usable HBBs. 

Taking these factors into account, the DG Programme is positively evaluated with respect to 
considering domain requirements.  

 

10. Conclusion 

The DG Programme was evaluated with respect to the following nine criteria. The evaluation used 
the following scale: "very low level“(the organisational form very poorly meets the criteria),“ low 
level“, ”average level“, ”high level“, ”very high level" (the organisational form meet the criteria very 
well). The direction of the scale was kept constant for different criteria (for example, low costs 
received the positive "high" evaluation). Starting from the highest level, the DG Programme 
organisational form was evaluated as following: 

 

Organizational form  Criterion  Short description Score 

DG Programme Member State 

involvement 

MS included in decision-making 
on the Work programme via the 
comitology during creation; later 
MS may only have an  
cooperating role, where EC 
decides & approves work 
programme; 

average level 

DG Programme EC involvement EC primary decision-maker; very high level 

DG Programme Stakeholder 

involvement 

Only indirectly though MS 
representatives and though 
interaction via conferences, 
workshops and meetings; 

low level 

DG Programme Set-up cost Development activities are 
covered internally by EC; low 
initial and average transfer set-
up costs, will depend o.a. on 
mission and scope; costs related 
to changing the legal 
environment should be taken 
into account. 

average level 

DG Programme Maintenance costs Annual maintenance costs for 
overall set of DSIs can be very 
high, not expected to vary 
significantly between the 
organisational forms; 

high level 

DG Programme Ability to avoid 

market 

fragmentation 

Well positioned to ensure 
freedoms of a Single Market and 
avoiding market fragmentation; 

high level 

DG Programme Ability to enhance 

architecture 

Well positioned politically to 
implement the EU 

high level 
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coherence interoperability framework, also 
adopted jointly usually by EP 
and Council so well positioned 
to enhance architecture 
coherence from legal point of 
view; 
A condition for receiving funding 

can be the use of the EIF. 

DG Programme Funding from 

different sources 

Different funding schemes, like 
co-funding, procurement, 
bonds, are possible for a DG 
programme, but it always 
involves partial EU funding. 
During its lifetime changes in 
funding may be complicated;  

average level 

DG Programme Domain 

requirements 

A DG programme is rather 
flexible in initiating projects and 
actions, so when appropriately 
launched it can have the 
motivation, structure and 
resources necessary to consider 
domain requirements well; 

high level 

Table 4: DG Programme Score  

 

4.2. Agency  
Definition and general remarks57  

A European agency is a body of the European Union, distinct from institutions, governed by European 
law and set up by an act of secondary legislation (regulation/joint action/decision). Agencies are 
established to accomplish specific tasks. Each agency has its own legal personality and it sometimes 
takes legally binding individual decisions for third parties. Some answer the need to develop scientific 
or technical know-how in certain fields, other bring together different interest groups to facilitate 
dialogue at European and international level58. An agency most often receives financial contribution 
from the Community budget and it has its seat in one of the Member States of the European Union. 
It has financial and administrative autonomy and is independent in the execution of the assigned 
mission/tasks59.  

EU agencies are distinct bodies from the EU institutions – separate legal entities set up to perform 
specific tasks under EU law60. There are over 40 agencies, divided into 4 groups: 

 

● decentralised agencies 
● executive agencies 
● EURATOM agencies 
● European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT) 

                                                           
57

 See also Appendix V for further information  
58

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agencies_of_the_European_Union 
59

 http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/fiche_1_sent_to_ep_cons_2010-12-15_en.pdf 
60

 http://europa.eu/about-eu/agencies/index_en.htm 
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Decentralised agencies carry out technical, scientific or managerial tasks that help the EU institutions 
to make and implement policies. They also support cooperation between the EU and national 
governments by pooling technical and specialist expertise from both the EU institutions and national 
authorities. Decentralised agencies are set up for an indefinite period and are located across the EU. 

Executive agencies help the European Commission manage EU programmes. They are set up for a 
fixed period and must be based in the same location as the Commission (either Brussels or 
Luxembourg). 

EURATOM agencies and bodies were created to support the aims of the European Atomic Energy 
Community Treaty (EURATOM).  

The European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT) – based in Hungary – is an independent 
EU body which seeks to promote Europe’s ability to develop new technologies, by pooling its best 
scientific, business and education resources. 

 

Description and analysis of the organisational form “Agency” 

This section elaborates on the criteria, which has been established by e-SENS WP3 in order to 
compare and describe the organisational form. The following question shall be answered: Does the 
Agency meet the listed criteria?  

The Agency as an organizational form was evaluated with respect to nine criteria using the scale from 
"very low" through "low", "average", and "high" to "very high" (the most positive evaluation for a 
criterion). 

 

1. Member State involvement  

In 2012 a Common Approach on EU decentralised agencies61 was set up. The Common Approach 
endorsed by the European Parliament, the Council and the Commission in July 2012 represents the 
first political agreement on EU decentralised agencies. Although legally non-binding, it serves as a 
political blueprint guiding horizontal initiatives and reforms of individual EU agencies. The roadmap 
includes elements to be undertaken in the context of the ongoing revision of legislative texts such as 
the Staff Regulations and the Framework Financial Regulation. The Commission's main objectives for 
the implementation of the Common Approach are more balanced governance, an improved 
efficiency and accountability and a greater coherence. 

According to the above mentioned document, the management boards are expected to play a 
supervisory role to counterbalance the powers of the directors. Member States should appoint one 
representative (one vote per MS) in the management board of an agency. However, taking into 
account co-decision with MS, does not imply that all MS have to be involved (for e.g. EFSA does not 
have all MS on the board) 

Member States have another tool for deciding in case of an Agency. Apart from the appointed 
representatives on the management board, the governance of agencies will follow a major political 
innovation: the creation of a so-called "alert-warning system"62. The Commission is entitled to warn 
the European Parliament and Council in case "it has serious reasons for concern that an Agency's 
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http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
62

http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
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Management Board is about to take decisions which may not comply with the mandate of the 
Agency, may violate EU law or be in manifest contradiction with EU policy objectives". Members of 
the EP and of the Council are MS representatives, in which case they have also involvement and 
control over the Agency/’s decisions.  

 

2. EC involvement  

In the management board of an Agency, the Commission has two representatives (EC has two votes) 
and, where appropriate, the European Parliament may designate one member63.  

The management boards have the responsibility to follow-up on evaluation and internal / external 
audit recommendations. For improvement of Agencies' efficiency, executive boards should be set up 
with the participation of Commission representatives. They will be more closely involved in the 
monitoring of the Agencies' activities and thereby allow for a reinforced supervision of their 
administrative and budgetary management. 

However, the presence of the EC on the board is not mandatory (e.g. taking into account the CEPOL 
and EUROJUST). 

 

3. Stakeholder involvement (IT-industry, standardisation bodies, communities) 

The Agency offers the stakeholders (private sector, standardization bodies, communities) the 
possibility to co-decide with the EU and MS. In the case of the EU as sole decider, or co-decider with 
MS and stakeholders, the option of consulting the non-decision-making stakeholders is a valid option 
at any time64.  

The stakeholder representation is also regulated in the document representing a Common Approach 
on EU decentralised agencies65. It is stated that stakeholders may have a limited number of 
representatives, the rationale behind this being to avoid the situation where boards are so large (up 
to more than 80 members) that they act more as consultative assemblies than as a true supervisory 
body. 

 

4. Set-up costs  

The setting up of an agency is expected to be more expensive than that of another organisational 
form. There is a potentially lengthy legal process associated with the establishment of an Agency 
with a high degree of government oversight due to large amount of input from legal specialists that is 
required to establish this kind of organisation. A figure of EUR 500 000 was suggested by DG BUDGET 
estimation for the costs associated with establishing an Agency66. The same financial estimation for 
the setting up of an NPO would be significantly lower than that for the setting up of an Agency.  
When estimating the set-up costs of an organisational form, the recruitment costs need to be 
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http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
64

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
65

http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
66

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
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considered as well. According the EC sustainability study67, the average staffs required for the start-
up is around fifteen employees. The average salary costs is around EUR 70 000 plus the charge of the 
recruitment agencies. The recruitments fees are expected to reach between EUR 140 000 and EUR 
210 00068. Premises costs need to be also considered and it may be estimated that the costs of 
support in obtaining leasehold premises might be around EUR 20 000.  

An initial estimation of costs for setting-up an Agency would be approximately EUR 660 000 to 730 
00069. According to those draft estimation, the Agency organisational form is expected to raise higher 
costs than for e.g. an NPO or a DG Programme. 

These costs will be less if an existing Agency can be used. 

 

5. Maintenance costs  

One of the objectives for the implementation of the Common Approach70 is to enhance agencies' 
efficiency and accountability. In this respect synergies between agencies should be sought, such as 
the possibility of sharing services based on proximity of locations or policy area or that of merging 
agencies whose tasks are overlapping and which would more efficient if inserted in a bigger 
structure. 

According to an analysis71, standardised operating costs do not seem to vary between the 
organisational structure, since the volume of work and the operational needs do not vary much. 
Some organisational structures may provide more opportunities for commercial or income 
generating activities, but the underlying volume of work to facilitate the processing of transactions is 
probably the same regardless of the organisational structure. 

  

                                                           
67

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
68

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
69

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
70

http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
71

 The feasability and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
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Organisation Year for data Staff  Operating budget 

(EUR million) 

Staff per EUR 

million budget 

GNSS – Global 

Navigation Satellite 

System Agency 

2010 40 39,1 1,0 

Large Scale IT 2013 75 19,8 3,8 

Table 5: Operating characteristics for organisations similar to Agency
72

 

 

According to the numbers above, the Large Scale IT Agency (which is considered a small organisation) 
is undertaking at least seven times the volume of annual transactions envisaged for the largest Large 
Scale Pilot scenario (eID; 11.54 million per annum)73. 

In the case of an executive agency its revenue shall include a subsidy entered into the general budget 
of the European Union, without prejudice to other revenue to be determined by the budgetary 
authority, drawn from the financial allocation of the Community programmes in which the agency is 
involved with management tasks.74 On the basis of this draft budget and in the light of the 
Commission's programming for the Community programmes in the management of which the 
executive agency is involved, the Commission shall propose, as part of the annual budget procedure, 
the annual subsidy to the executive agency's operating budget. 

 

6. Ability to avoid market fragmentation  

Among primary drivers in avoiding market fragmentation is the need for cooperation between MS 
(that should provide seamless services across the EU), the EC and the stakeholders. Technically, all 
the mentioned actors are involved in the decision-making mechanism of an Agency, especially in the 
case of an executive Agency. MS representatives and the EC are members of the management board, 
while the control of the EP, the Council and MS representatives is granted by the creation of a so-
called "alert-warning system"75 which allows the EC to warn the European Parliament and the 
Council in case it has serious reason to do this76. Taking into account the involvement of the EC in the 
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 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
73

 The feasibility and scenarios for the long term sustainability of the LSPs, including ex-ante evaluation, Deloitte Study, 
2013 
74

 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for executive agencies to be 
entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programm 
75

http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf 
76

 "it has serious reasons for concern that an Agency's Management Board is about to take decisions which may not comply 
with the mandate of the Agency, may violate EU law or be in manifest contradiction with EU policy objectives" 
(http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-
18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies_en.pdf ). Members of the EP 
and of the Council are MS representatives, in which case they have also involvement and control over the Agency/’s 
decisions 
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decision making, enjoyment of the freedoms of the Single Market is guaranteed and market 
fragmentation is avoided. 

Legally, an Agency benefits from the legal expertise of the MS and the Commission. Consequently, an 
Agency is likely to consider all the legal implications of implementing the BBs and avoiding market 
fragmentation. 

Financially, an Agency is financed under the EC budget, so not depending on the income provided by 
BB users. This could ensure that the requirements of the BBs are open and that IPRs related to the 
specification are licensed on FRAND77 terms or on a royalty-free basis. This represents a key point in 
ensuring that an Agency would be able to avoid market fragmentation.  

Analysing all of the above data, an Agency should be on a high level with respect to the criterion 
"Ability to avoid market fragmentation". 

 

 

7. Ability to enhance architecture coherence  

When talking about architecture coherence, the existing situation in MS needs to be taken into 
account. MS can decide on using the EIF. Some of the MS have developed their own solutions, others 
have built upon the LSP BBs. Political, legal and financial aspects need to be considered while 
evaluating the ability of an Agency to enhance architecture coherence. 

The political influence over an Agency is generated also through the management board 
representatives. This entails that influence is provided by both the MS and the EC and through the EP 
and Council when needed. From a political point of view, an Agency could cope both with the EC 
which designs the EU interoperability framework and with the MS that should implement the 
solutions. Also through those actors the Agency’s organisational form scores high in enhancing 
architecture coherency from a legal point of view. Financially, the Agency would be able to ensure 
through its programmes resources for the implementation of a cross-border interoperability 
infrastructure. 

Considering all the above mentioned factors, the Agency - as organisational form - scores high on the 

ability to enhance architecture coherence. 

 

8. Funding from different sources  

According to COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute 
for executive agencies to be entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community 
programme, the executive agency's operating budget is adopted on the basis of the annual subsidy 
determined by the budgetary authority. The budget is adjusted in accordance with the different 
contributions granted to the executive agency and any funds from other sources. 

If wanted, except for the allocated budget, funding from revenue obtained by charging the 
transactions using the developed solutions may be a source of revenue.  

An agency will allow funding from different sources.  
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 FRAND is a legal term that stands for "Fair, Reasonable, and Non-Discriminatory" and is typically used to describe patent 
licensing terms 
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9. Domain requirements  

The Agency has the structure and the resources needed to consider domain requirements. The 
domain requirements play a key role in the decision to set up an Agency. The Agency would act as a 
coordinating mechanism that is responsible of avoiding making domain-specific choices that are 
conflicting with the specifications, standards and infrastructure of the generic BBs. Benefiting from 
the approval of both MS and EC, this organisational form could ensure the preservation of the 
general character of the re-usable HBBs while keeping up to date on the changes of the domain-
specific sector. Considering those data, the Agency as an organisational form scores very high with 
respect to the domain requirements criterion.  

 

10. Conclusion   

The organisational form Agency was evaluated with respect to nine criteria using the scale from "very 
low" through "low", "average", and "high" to "very high" (the most positive evaluation for a 
criterion). The direction of the scale was kept constant for different criteria, e.g. very low costs 
received the most positive "very high" evaluation. Starting from the highest level, the Agency 
organisational form was evaluated as following: 

 

Organizational form  Criterion  Short description Score 

Agency Member State 

involvement 

MS are decision-makers in management 
board & via ‘alert-warning system’ the EC 
can warn the EP and Council in case of 
serious reasons for concern (e.g. regarding 
mandate or EU law i.r.t. upcoming 
decisions the by Agency); one vote per MS 

very high level 

Agency EC involvement EC & a possibly a EP-designated member 
in management board next to the 28 
Member States; executive boards set up 
with participation of EC representatives; 
EC has two votes. 

very high level 

Agency Stakeholder 

involvement 

Offers the possibility to co-decide with EC 
and MS in management board; also option 
of consulting non-deciding stakeholders; 

high level 

Agency Set-up cost Setting up expected to be more 
expensive:  lengthy legal process 
associated with the establishment and 
considerable recruitment costs; these 
costs will be less if an existing Agency can 
be used. 

average level 

Agency Maintenance 

costs 

Annual maintenance costs for overall set 
of DSIs can be very high, not expected to 
vary significantly between the 
organisational forms; 

high level 

Agency Ability to avoid 

market 

fragmentation 

Driver avoiding fragmentation is 
cooperation of MS, EC & stakeholders. 
These are typically involved in decision 
making. Also Agency benefits from legal 
expertise of MS and EC and on EC budget 
ensuring requirements are open and IPR is 
on a royalty free basis; 

very high level 
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Agency Ability to 

enhance 

architecture 

coherence 

Through the actors EC, MS and EP & 
Council when needed, the Agency could 
cope with ‘designers’ of EU 
interoperability framework and the MSs 
to implement solutions; MS can decide on 
using the EIF. 

very high level 

Agency Funding from 

different sources 

If wanted next to the allocated budget, 
funding from revenue obtained by 
charging the transactions using developed 
solutions may be a source of revenue. An 
Agency will allow funding from different 
sources. 

high level 

Agency Domain 

requirements 

The domain requirements play a key role 
in the decision set-up of an Agency, 
Benefiting from the approval of both MS 
and EC, this organisational form could 
ensure the preservation of the general 
character of the re-usable building blocks 
while keeping up to date on the changes 
of the domain-specific sector. 

very high level 

Table 6: Agency Score 

4.3. Non-Profit Organisation  
 

Definition and general remarks 

In this section, the principles that need to be met by any organisational form in order to secure the 
long-term sustainability of the e-SENS BBs are laid out and the assessed ability to meet the principles 
in practice for the NPO is presented. Each principle is measured against a general assessment of the 
NPO.78   

The analysis of the criteria is followed by a conclusion in which some ideas on how to address 
identified challenges / insufficiencies are presented. The NPO was assessed with respect to the level 
of fulfilment79 of the identified criteria.  
 

Description and analysis of the organisational form “Non-Profit Organisation” 

 

1. Member State involvement  

MS could be on the management board of the NPO, depending on its initial setup. The level of MS 
involvement is by nature placed on a political and strategic level but typically does not include 
involvement at the level of task execution or day-to-day operations. Being a member of the MS 
committee in an EC or MS driven NPO will have a tendency of becoming more time and effort 
consuming than participating in the General Assembly of a membership driven organisation. This is 
as the MS committee will be much more involved in the initial development of organisational 
strategy and praxis. In a membership driven organisation, the GA is not directly involved in 
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 Appendix VIII shows the ability of OpenPEPPOL, an existing Non-Profit-Organisation, to fulfil the principle in question. 
79

 The Non-Profit organisation an organizational form was evaluated with respect of nine criteria using the scale from "very 
low" through "low", "average", and "high" to "very high" (the most positive evaluation for a criterion). 
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developing and documenting business strategies and organisational policies; the GA is primarily 
involved in deciding what strategies and policies to implement. 
 

2. EC involvement  

Ensuring ownership and ensuring that relevant responsibilities are assumed (in an ecosystem based 
environment, across stakeholders from many different domains like private and public sector 
entities, Standards Development Organizations (SDO's) and other NPO organizations) requires 
collaboration at all levels: at an EU level as well as at a MS level. The NPO structure allows for this. 
 

3. Stakeholder involvement (IT-industry, standardisation bodies, communities) 

A defining feature of the NPO is the cross-cutting representation in the NPO of different stakeholder 
categories.  
 

4. Set-up costs  

The potential establishment of an NPO as the organisational form to cater for the governance & 
Lifecycle Management LCM of the results of the e-SENS project to be funded through the CEF 
program, needs to be based on identification of people, Member States and organisations that are 
committed to the NPO concept. The founders need to bring the skillset and dedication of not only 
defining and designing the organisation but also possessing the required “endurance” to work 
through the period of establishment and institutionalisation. 

In order to estimate the required cost for setting up an NPO organisation to that would allow for 
sustainability, it might be beneficial to draw on the experience of the private sector. Useful 
experiences that could be explored include how to set up a maintenance organisation when handing 
over operation from one organisation to another (processes such as “transition”, “migration” and 
“transformation” are relevant in this context). 

The setup process (NPO establishment) might run for at least a period of three months. The set up 
will include various activities such as Due Diligence80, knowledge transfer, process specification and 
establishment of an operational office (or project office).  

A high level estimate for the NPO set up is presented here: 

 

 1 full time employee (FTE) responsible for executing the set up process 

 1 halftime FTE with expertise in process design and  implementation,   

 3-4 part-time employees for operating the office (40-50 % FTE per person)  

 10% effort provided by the persons involved in knowledge transfer from the project as well 
as from the sustainability organisation  

 500 hours for providing the initial procedures framework (resulting in a manual that covers 
key processes of operation)  

 150 hours for documenting the business case / rational of the organisation and 
approximately  

The estimates above are just that – estimates. The actual costs (and elapsed time) will obviously 
depend on mission, scope, funding in place and other factors. When an NPO’s is set up in a multi-

                                                           
80

 Standard term that is being used to denote the process of investigating all aspects of the set-up, acquirement or closure 
of an organization. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Due_diligence 
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national setting and in a political environment where the consensus process might be important, 
there is additional extra effort that might have to be considered in order to secure legal and political 
restrictions and considerations in a pan-European setting.  
 

5. Maintenance costs  

Maintenance costs mostly concern working hours and costs for attending a possible MS consortium 
or expert group meeting. These maintenance costs include e.g. additional use of both resources and 
travel cost in the establishing period of the NPO. 
 

6. Ability to avoid market fragmentation  

The ability to avoid market fragmentation is not inherent to the NPO organisational structure itself. 
However, as mentioned in earlier sections, the inclusive, community and cross stakeholder nature of 
the typical NPO supports the execution of the efforts seen as necessary in order to ensure cross-
border data exchange and interoperability at all levels. Fragmentation is avoided through structured 
and exhaustive adoption, as well as easy-to-use and implementable building blocks in support of 
domains, cross domain as well as domain specific. However, it should be noted that a single NPO that 
caters for the support of multiple domains might have to consider setting up the organisation to 
cater for inherent differences in the domains. For example, the actual need to involve Member 
States might be different depending on the nature of the domain. The terms and prerequisites for an 
NPO serving the e-Justice domain might be substantially different from an NPO that is set up the e-
Procurement domain (using OpenPEPPOL as an example). This aspect must be acknowledged and 
addressed. 
 

7. Ability to enhance architecture coherence  

The general characteristics of the NPO support the non-commercial, technology agnostic, value 
driven evaluation, continuous enforcement and provision of a cross-cutting architecture that is 
designed to ensure interoperability. The NPO organisational form in itself doesn’t guarantee 
architecture consistency. However the fact that an NPO could include multiple countries, sectors and 
classes of stakeholders, might in itself promote the continued focus on interoperability.   

  
8. Funding from different sources  

The NPO organisational form will allow for any kind of financial form in terms of funding. The NPO 
statutes (regulation) need to specify the funding principles. This includes documenting and 
communicating how to manage resources, funds and artefacts provided as in-kind contributions. The 
NPO also needs to enter into mutual agreements with those stakeholders providing funds and 
resources in order to ensure legal, operational, economic and organisational clarity and 
transparency. Despite this, the direct funding by the EU of a NPO is not very common.  
 

9. Domain requirements  

The non-commercial nature of the typical NPO potentially makes it less cumbersome to agree on the 
use of generic HBB’s as no immediate business conflicts should result from the use of cross-cutting 
elements, such as the generic HBB’s resulting from the e-SENS project. The provisioning and use of 
generic HBB’s will support and simplify the development of domain specific BB’s. In other words, the 
HBB’s might provide the “foundation” on which the domain specific BB’s can be added. In a mixed 
stakeholder situation (“ecosystem”), classes of cross-cutting (generic) BB’s can be combined with 
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domain specific BB’s that are potentially available as commercial offerings (provided by the private 
market). The member based organisational setup of an NPO will typically require a coordinating 
mechanism mentioned in the principle, above, to be built-in in the fabric of the governance structure 
of the NPO.  
 

10. Conclusion   

The NPO organizational form was evaluated with respect of nine criteria using the scale from "very 
low" through "low", "average", and "high" to "very high" (the most positive evaluation for a 
criterion). The direction of the scale was kept constant for different criteria; e.g. very low costs 
received the most positive "very high" evaluation. Starting from the highest level, the NPO 
organizational form was evaluated as being: 

 

 

 

Organizational form  Criterion  Short description Score 

NPO Member State 

involvement 

MS involved on political and strategic 
level, typically no involvement in task 
execution; MS could be in 
management board depending on 
setup. 

average level 

NPO EC involvement EC is allowed for by NPO structure; average level 

NPO Stakeholder 

involvement 

Cross-cutting representation of 
different stakeholders is a defining 
feature of the NPO; 

very high level 

NPO Set-up costs Based on high level estimations, will 
depend o.a. on mission and scope; 

high level 

NPO Maintenance 

costs 

Annual maintenance costs for overall 
set of DSIs can be high, not expected 
to vary significantly between the 
organisational forms; 

high level 

NPO Ability to avoid 

market 

fragmentation 

Not inherent in the NPO 
organisational structure, but the 
inclusive, community and cross 
stakeholder nature of the typical NPO 
support exchange and interoperability 
at all levels; 

high level 

NPO Ability to 

enhance 

architecture 

coherence 

The NPO form itself doesn’t guarantee 
architecture consistency, the general 
characteristics promotes and sustains 
focus on interoperability; 

high level 

NPO Funding from 

different 

sources 

NPO form will allow any kind of 

funding, but mutual agreements with 

all stakeholders providing funds 

needed to ensure legal, operational, 

economic and organisational clarity. 

Funding from the EU is uncommon; 

high level 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  55 

 

 

NPO Domain 

requirements 

Non-commercial nature of NPO 
potentially makes it less-cumbersome 
to agree on use of generic solutions as 
foundation for domain specific 
solutions, this coordination needs to 
be built in into the heart of 
the  governance structure of the NPO; 

high level 

Table 7: NPO Score  

 

The NPO organisational form is overall assessed as being a suitable organisational form for the long 
term sustainability BB’s to be governed and life cycle managed through the CEF program. This 
assessment is primarily based on the inherent characteristics of the NPO and based on the 
experiences made so far in OpenPEPPOL. In order to address the need to further involve the EC, 
Member States and to secure sufficient funding, combing the NPO organisational form with the EC 
DG organisational structure might provide the stability and additional involvement levels necessary 
to achieve the optimal organizational form. 
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Conclusion 

This deliverable D3.5 is issued in the framework of the WP3 programme to present concrete 
proposals and suggestions for the organisation of a future IT governance structure in Europe 
ensuring the sustainability of the e-SENS BBs. It investigates the long-term perspective considering 
the timeframe beyond the termination of the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) that is after 2020. 
Moreover findings and evidences captured in the first deliverable D3.5 (M9) haven been taken into 
account in the light of a number of contributions originated or integrated within the WP3 including: 

 

 the e-SENS deliverables: D3.4 “Preliminary proposal for a governance body” (two reports 
issued in month 6 and 18) and D3.6 “Scenarios for governance models on short, medium 
and long-term” (planned in month 9); 

 the study promoted by the EC “The feasibility and scenarios for the long-term sustainability 
of the Large Scale Pilots, including ‘ex-ante’ evaluation“, the so-called “Deloitte study” or 
“EC sustainability study” 

 the BOMOS process block “Strategy” assumed as methodological framework and standard 
model for nailing the analysis of IT governance structures upon a set of robust and agreed 
criteria; 

 the lessons learnt by governance experiences initiated and implemented in EU and non-EU 
countries, and novel form of transnational cooperation – such as OpenPEPPOL – and  

 the broad discussion with and amongst relevant stakeholders (IT-industry, MS 
representatives, EC) encouraged by e-SENS about the theme of governance sustainability 
and structure which has ensured a shared and transparent process, and a continuous up-
take of knowledge.   

 
The current deliverable has featured: 

 an analysis of several (EU and non-EU) national IT governance structures focusing on 
strategic, legal, funding and organisational aspects. This analysis has gleaned good practices 
and lessons for the construction of organisational functions for a future pan-European 
sustainable governance structure. 

 proposed organisational  functions of a future governance structure in Europe and 

 a description of three possible organisational forms (briefly referenced as DG Programme. 
Agency and NGO), in which the proposed organisational functions may be embedded. 
 

The analysis of the national IT governance structures has offered an overview of the existing visions, 
strategies and organisational approaches modelling the long-term sustainability for the provision of 
the digital services. The different levels of maturity of the implemented models and the diverse 
institutional contexts have been described. In the majority of analysed countries the governance 
structures consist of multiple organisations/entities, are based upon regulation frameworks and 
strategic plans/programmes adopted at central or regional and sub-regional level, and assign a 
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guiding role to the public administrations. Despite these common elements, there are other forms 
that qualify and provide food for thought such as: 

 

 depending on the form of government, the governance structure can be centralised or 

decentralised, whereas the decentralised systems are considered rather inefficient because 

of the overlap of work and economic disadvantages; 

 even if the allocation of the steering responsibility can be up to one or more bodies, a good 

cooperation and coordination (horizontal, between Ministries, or vertical, between the 

different levels of administration) is necessary, should be flexible enough and guided by a 

clear cross-government strategy plan; 

 the legal basis upon which the governance structure is founded can be extended to private 

sector involvement or limited to the public sector, but only a small number of countries 

foresee the involvement of the private sector in the decision-making process. The majority 

of countries only include the public sector. Meanwhile some others underline the 

importance of the participation of stakeholders – such as business – in the decision-making 

process as a success factor of their IT national structure.  

 

Chapter 3 of this deliverable illustrates ideas for organisational functions of a future governance 
structure. The chapter proposes an organisation which will act as a unique, cooperation forum where 
matters with a strong cross-domain potential will be considered. This organisation, which will aim at 
the diffusion of proper information and the coordination of decisions on cross-border services, is 
referenced as “common governance structure/ cooperation forum”. For its proper functioning, the 
cooperation forum will be dependent on the participation of Member States and the EU in 
discussions and the decision-making process. Communities will be enabled to contribute in the 
Architecture Interoperability Strategic Board, in which technical assistance will be given. The 
cooperation forum will be guided through the principles of subsidiarity, reciprocity, transparency and 
flexibility. It should ensure an improvement of the quality of the services and alignment of the 
requests for changes in the legal framework.  

 

The last part of this deliverable provides the description of three possible organisational forms for 
the long-term governance of the e-SENS results. The portrait of these forms (already introduced by 
the above mentioned EC sustainability study, confirmed and ranked by the LSP experts and e-SENS 
domain leaders and finally discussed by the broad range of project’s stakeholders) have been 
featured throughout criteria and principles partially derived from the previous version of D3.5 and 
further elaborated and agreed within the WP3. These criteria (ref. Annex II), addressing legal, 
organisational, financial, architectural and domain-related issues, have been verified against the 
identified forms for qualifying them and tracing some preliminary considerations. 

 

The notion of a DG Programme refers to projects and programmes supported by the EC through its 
Directorates-General (DGs). For the purpose of this deliverable DG Programme has been referred as 
an organisational form potentially appropriate for the governance of the e-SENS Building Blocks. 
Having this in mind, the evaluation of the DG Programme has been positively evaluated in terms of 
EC involvement, maintenance of costs, capacity to avoid market fragmentation, ability to enhance 
architecture coherence and accomplish domain requirements. This organisational form naturally 
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foresees an average involvement of Member States, could reasonably ensure the cost to be incurred 
(set-up costs) to get an organisation or IT governance structure ready to safeguard an effective 
deployment of the e-SENS building blocks at the Digital Single Market in the long-term perspective, 
and be capable to attract any kind of source of funding both public and private. Contrarily, the DG 
Programme has been considered not completely suitable to guarantee an adequate stakeholder 
involvement. 

The hypothesis of an (European) Agency has also been considered. The evaluation has revealed that 
seven criteria out of nine have been positively assessed. The set-up cost criterion has been averagely 
appraised while the capacity to keep source of funding could not be valued.       

 

Finally, the Non-profit Organisation (NPO) assessment has pointed out that it could assure 
significantly relevant involvement of stakeholders together with effective maintenance of costs, 
ability avoid market fragmentation, capacity to ensure set-up costs, ability to enhance architecture 
coherence and fulfil domain requirements. On the other hand, this form of organisation could be 
moderately in the position to make sure the involvement of EC and Member States and the uptake of 
different funding sources.      

 

For an overview of the evaluation results, please consider the table below.    

 

 Organisational forms 

Criteria DG Programme Agency NPO 

Member State 
involvement 

average level very high level average level 

EC involvement very high level very high level average level 

Stakeholder 
involvement 

low level high level very high level 

Set-up cost average level average level high level 

Maintenance costs high level high level high level 

Ability to avoid market 
fragmentation 

high level very high level high level 

Ability to enhance 
architecture coherence 

high level very high level high level 

Funding from different 
sources 

average level high level  high level 

Domain requirements high level very high level high level 

Table 8: Comparison of the organisational forms  

very high level  

high level  

average level  

low level  
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It is to consider, according to the previous version of D3.5, a future governance structure which will 
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. This 
perspective seems to be still valid in the light of the exercise carried out by this second version of the 
report and should be considered within the evolution of the process leading to the definition of an 
organisational structure governing the future long-term sustainability of the e-SENS BBs in the Digital 
Market.   

 

Aside from making recommendations for a future IT governance structure as emerging from this 
document, WP3 will continue to work in several and complementary directions by proposing a legal 
framework that will prepare the ground for future common EU digital service infrastructures 
foreseen in the CEF (D3.10 “Proposal for legislative measures” to be finalised in month 36), the 
scenarios for governance models on short, medium and long-term (D3.6 to be updated in month 24), 
and proposals for a governance body and for long-term sustainability within the CEF (respectively in 
D3.9 and D3.10 both delivered at the project end).  
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19. http://www.tja.ee/en  
20. https://valitsus.ee/en/news/council-e-estonia-supports-steps-reach-real-time-economy,  
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25. https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/ee/Riigikogu/act/510072014004/consolide 
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Germany:  

1. http://www.it-planungsrat.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Strategie/National_E-
Government_Strategy.html?nn=1461700 

2. http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/sites/digital-agenda/files/ministerial-declaration-on-
egovernment-malmo.pdf 

3. http://www.it-planungsrat.de/DE/ITPlanungsrat/itPlanungsrat_node.html 
4. http://www.cio.bund.de/Web/DE/Politische-Aufgaben/BfIT/bfit_node.html 
5. http://www.cio.bund.de/Web/DE/Politische-Aufgaben/Rat-der-IT-

Beauftragten/rat_d_it_beauftragten_node.html 
6. German Basic Law  
7. Act on Connecting the IT Networks of the Federation and the Länder – Act implementing 

Article 91 c (4) of the Basic Law (IT-NetzG) 
 

Greece:  

1. Greek e-Government strategy: http://www.ydmed.gov.gr/?p=8091  
2. Greek e-Government action plan: http://www.opengov.gr/minreform/?p=1652 
3. Law 3979/2011 "For eGovernment and other provisions" (Official Gazette A / 138 / 

16.6.2011), source (el):http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wFYAFdDx4L2G3dtvSoClrL8aRmGcrk2DyZ
5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68knBzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_
18kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--
td6SIuWul0aw7wuQu_zIv4zGsWeDDAhtceLHtRKuKtY2AHivR  

4. PYS 7/2011 "Commission Recommendation on Information and Communication" (Official 
Gazette A / 102 / 4.5.2011   Source(el):http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wFYAFdDx4L2G3dtvSoClrL8sN_CI5tJ5zV5
MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68knBzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_1
8kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--td6SIuTlBlX201Dh3T8GdYdW-gnqcmYD74EL31OHYCgXTJLDQ  

5. Ministerial Decision YAP/F.40.4/1/989 (Government Gazette 1301 / B / 12.4.2012)  Source: 
http://www.yap.gov.gr/images/stories/Plaisio/FEK_1301_Kyrosi_Plaisiou.pdf  

6. F237 Α'/31.10.2014  “Open distribution and re-use of documents, information and data in 
the public sector” Source: http://www.et.gr/idocs-
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nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wEc63YDhn5AeXdtvSoClrL8oeKAuTKOuiV
5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68knBzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx9hLslJUqeiQUD2wrd_DazvTA7VzrBHHC
FiW65Vb-dpNoezcFnrdH6o. 

7. Ermis source http://www.ermis.gov.gr/portal/page/portal/ermis/ 
8. Di@vgeia source: https://diavgeia.gov.gr/  
9. TAXIS source: http://www.gsis.gr/gsis_site/ 

 

Italy:  

1. www.agid.gov.it 
2. Decree 22 June 2012 n. 83 
3. The Italian Digital Agenda has been settled with the Decree 18 October 2012 n. 179   
4. Decree 18 October 2012 n. 179   
5. OECD Economic Surveys: Italy 2013 

 

The Netherlands:  

1. http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2014/01/14/advies-
governance-generieke-digitale-infrastructuur.html 

2. http://www.digicommissaris.nl (in Dutch) 
 

Norway:  

1. Digital Agenda for Norway. ICT for Growth and Value Creation Meld.St. 23 (2012-2013) 
Report to the Storting (while paper) 
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/kmd/dok/regpubl/stmeld/2012-2013/meld-st-23-
20122013-2.html?id=728993 

 

Spain:  

1. http://www.seap.minhap.gob.es/dms/en/areas/reforma_aapp/CORA-INGLES--web-
/CORA%20INGLES%20%28web%29.pdf 

 

Australia:  

1. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/as.html 
2. http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications-and-media/archive/publications-archive/connecting-

government/challenge 
3. http://www.finance.gov.au/governance-awards-data/sigb/ 
4. http://www.finance.gov.au/governance-awards-data/ict-governance-committees 
5. http://www.finance.gov.au/agimo/ 
6. http://www.finance.gov.au/policy-guides-procurement/interoperability-frameworks/   
7. http://www.finance.gov.au/publications/agimo-review-

report/docs/ReviewoftheOperationalActivitiesandStructureofAGIMO-PublicVersion.pdf 
 

USA:  

1. https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/us.html 
2. https://www.niem.gov/Pages/default.aspx 
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Chapter “Organisational Functions”:  

1. European Cooperation Between Tax, Customs and Judicial Authorities, John A.E. Vervaele, 
André Klip, December 2001, ISBN 13: 9789041117472 

2. Parry, Jonathan (1986). "The Gift, the Indian Gift and the 'Indian Gift'". Man 21 (3): 466–8. 
doi:10.2307/2803096 

3. various authors, via https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reciprocity_(cultural_anthropology) 
4. http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ets/index_en.htm 
5. Resnick, P.; Zeckhauser, R.; Friedman, E.; Kuwabara, K. (2000). "Reputation Systems” , 

available online at http://courses.cs.washington.edu/courses/cse522/05au/reputation.pdf 
6. Reputation based communities such as StackExchange - http://blog.stackoverflow.com/ 
7. http://www.metagovernment.org/wiki/Collaborative_governance 

 

Chapter “Organisational Forms”:  

DG Programme:  

1. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32000Q3614  
2. http://ec.europa.eu/about/ds_en.htm  
3. http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/education_culture/index_en.htm  
4. http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa_lexuriserv_en.pdf  
5. http://europa.eu/about-eu/agencies/index_en.htm 
6. http://eur-

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1999D0468:20060723:EN:PDF  
7. http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa_2_proposal_en.pdf 
8. http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa-wp-2014-financial-overview_en.pdf  
9. http://ec.europa.eu/isa/documents/isa-wp-2014-financial-overview_en.pdf 
10. IT Key Metrics Data. 2012 IT Enterprise Summary Report.  Gartner, 2012. 
11. Robert L. Glass. Frequently Forgotten Fundamental Facts about Software Engineering. IEEE 

Software, May/June 2001, pp. 110-112. 
12. http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/depreci8.pdf  
13. http://www.irs.gov/publications/p946/ch01.html  
14. http://www.nysscpa.org/cpajournal/2002/0402/features/f044602.htm 
15. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R1316 

 

Agency:  

1. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agencies_of_the_European_Union 
2. http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/fiche_1_sent_to_ep_cons_2010-12-15_en.pdf 
3. http://europa.eu/about-eu/agencies/index_en.htm 
4. http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/2012-12-

18_roadmap_on_the_follow_up_to_the_common_approach_on_eu_decentralised_agencies
_en.pdf 

5. COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for 
executive agencies to be entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community 
program 

 

NPO:  

1. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Due_diligence 
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II. Appendix I – Analysis of the national IT governance 
structures  

 

Structure of the Analysis of National IT Governance Structures  
1. Introductory Sentence to the country (e.g. federal state or centralized state)  

2. Strategy 

2.1 Vision  

• Motivation 

• Legal Basis 

2.2. Governance  

• organizational chart,  

• description of the committees (composition, tasks, responsibilities),  

• organization of the decision-making process,  

• stakeholder involvement (e.g. which stakeholders)), 

• roles of domains  

2.3 Funding  

3. Conclusion  

• strength,  

• weaknesses,  

• room for improvement,  

• next steps 

 

Austria   
1. Introduction  

Austria is a Federal Republic. Legislative and executive powers are divided between the Federal 
Parliament and the nine Provincial Parliaments (Länder). There is no central body solely responsible 
for all aspects of ICT and e-Government, but the Federal Chancellery acts as central coordination and 
manages the Platform Digitaö Austria which is headed by the Federal CIO.  

 

2. Strategy 

The development and implementation of electronic public services is one of the priorities of the 
Austrian Federal Government. As a general rule of the Austrian e-Government strategy, every citizen 
in every community should have access to all forms of e-Government at the federal, regional and 
local levels. Secure communication and procedures and confidential handling of personal data have 
top priority. 

The Austrian e-Government strategy outlines fundamental concepts, base components and 
standards which serve as guidelines for the implementation of electronic services and the 
corresponding infrastructure. Only with the right plan and approach can a country establish a citizen 
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and business-oriented e-Government. This plan is comprised of various dynamical components. Each 
individual area represents an important component in a virtual e-Government structure. 

 

e-Government Principles 

The Austrian e-Government strategy is based on the following important principles: 

 Citizen-oriented 

 Convenience through efficiency 

 Trust and security 

 Transparency 

 Accessibility 

 Usability 

 Data security 

 Cooperation 

 Sustainability 

 Interoperability 

 Technological neutrality 

 Firm establishment in the leading group at European and international level 
 

Areas in the e-Government Strategy 

 

Figure 12: Areas in the Austrian e-Government Strategy 

Source: Digital Austria, Federal Chancellery 

 

2.1 Vision 

e-Government Vision 2020 (2009-2020)  

E-Government Act Online Procedures Registers 
Citizen Card / 
mobile phone 

signature 

Policies: E-Mail, 
Security, 

Accessibility 
Standards Electronic Payment 

Methods / 
Electronic 

procedures 

Portal Group 

Identity 
Management 

(sector-specific 
personal identifier) 

Electronic Delivery 
Electronic 
Signature 

Modules for Online 
Applications 

(MOA) 
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The Platform Digital Austria (PDÖ) is the coordination and strategy committee of the Federal 
Government for e-Government in Austria. This committee has formulated the principles for a 
continued fruitful cooperation in the field of e-Government, which are included in the short 
document 'e-Government Vision 2020'. The document is not a legally binding strategy; it rather sets 
out the mission statement and the basic strategic principles to be followed in the years to come in 
relation to e-Government initiatives. They are especially aimed at:  

 simple, goal-oriented and improved government contacts 

 consistent user interfaces for applications 

 secure electronic identities for all people and businesses 

 convergence of e-Government, e-Health, e-Justice, e-Commerce, e-Learning, e-Environment, 
EU-wide and international developments 

 one IT solution for one task 

 increased transparency and trust by active data protection 

 different types of users in e-Government 

 participation and interactive information systems. 
 

The guidelines of “Vision 2020” are relevant to the objectives of the “e-Government Action Plan 
2011-2015” for electronic public services launched by the European Commission on 15 December 
2010. Establishing eID as a key enabler and advancing the inclusion with innovative public services, 
are among the priorities of the Austrian e-Government strategy. 

 

2.2. Governance 

State Secretary within the Federal Chancellery 

The political responsibility for the e-Government strategy/policy of Austria lies with the Federal 
Chancellor, who entrusted the State Secretary responsible for coordinating tasks in the area of 
administrative management, public service and structural policy within the Federal Chancellery with 
this task. The State Secretary is supported by the various bodies of all relevant actors, in particular 
the Platform Digital Austria and by administrative units within the Federal Chancellery, in particular 
the ICT Strategy Unit. 

Platform Digital Austria 

The Platform Digital Austria, which was created in 2005, has become the centre point for 
coordination and strategy of e-Government in Austria by the Federal Government. The inter-
administrative Platform serves to coordinate on a standardised e-Government strategy for the 
Federal Government, the regions, municipalities and local authorities as well as businesses. By 
involving public administration bodies in cooperation with businesses, all horizontal e-Government 
projects, strategies and guidelines are able to be collectively planned, coordinated and implemented. 
This was and remains of the most important reasons behind Austria's success in international e-
Government comparisons. 

All e-Government projects in Austria now run under the Platform Digital Austria designation. It 
coordinates all the agendas of the “Kooperation BLSG” (which stands for Cooperation of Federal 
Government, regions, municipalities and communities), previously known as the E-Cooperation 
Board, and the ICT Strategy Group, formerly known as the ICT Board (which is the Board of CIOs of 
the Federal Ministries). Projects are coordinated with one another so any projects which are too 
similar can be detected and duplication of effort can be avoided.  
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The chairmanship of Platform Digital Austria is held by the Federal CIO, who is directly appointed by 
the Federal Government and regularly reports to the Federal Chancellor and the Vice-Chancellor. 

 

 

Figure 13: Austrian Committees and Structure of e-Government Coordination  

Source: Digital Austria, Federal Chancellery 

 

 

Legal Basis 

In a Europe-wide comparison, Austria was one of the first Member States of the European Union to 
adopt comprehensive legal regulations in the area of e-Government. The e-Government Act is the 
core of Austrian laws on e-Government. It was enacted on 1 March 2004 and on 1 January 2008 the 
first amendment was passed. This law serves as the legal basis for e-Government instruments. It 
enables closer cooperation between all e-Government service providers and gives them the 
opportunity for networking together. Many mechanisms such as the citizen card, sector-specific 
personal identifiers and electronic delivery are also able to be put to use in the private sector. 
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Figure 14: Austrian eGovernment Act 

Source: Digital Austria, Federal Chancellery 

 

The legal scope of e-Government is however not confined to a single law as such, but rather is 
defined in broader terms. The basic framework for e-Government is comprised of a relatively small 
set of laws that have the e-Government Act at their centre. Further Laws and Regulations that deal 
with e-Government are found in various federal and federal state laws such as the General 
Administrative Procedure Act (AVG), Service of Documents Act (ZustG) and the Electronic Signature 
Act (SigG). These laws are further supplemented by other acts and regulations. 

 

2.4 Funding  

As there is no central body solely responsible for all aspects concerning ICT, Austria has no 
centralised budget for e-Government. The development and implementation of electronic public 
services are funded by national (ministries), regions and municipalities budgets. 

3. Conclusion 

The institution-wide cooperation of all relevant decision makers in Platform Digital Austria 
contributes to a joint further development of the strategy and to the coordinated implementation of 
e-Government. The progress that has already been made in the implementation of inter-
administrative e-Government services is the result of a series of working groups who strive to create 
a user-friendly e-Government. 

In the past few years, the basic foundations for a solid e-Government were laid by the realisation of 
numerous concepts, interface definitions, agreements on standards and technologies, new 
definitions of scope and the use of existing base components. The continual development of the 
necessary additional components is made possible by the modular approach. 

Concrete successes from the ongoing realisation of e-Government goals were able to be achieved 
since its start in 2001. For years, Austria has numbered amongst the forerunners across Europe in e-
Government. In an international comparison, Austrian e-Government services were found not only to 
be extensive, they were also considered user-friendly and of the highest quality. 

eGovernment Act 
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For comprehensive information on the Austria E-Government and ICT Strategy, the structure, the 
solutions and best practices see the “Administration on the Net – The ABC Guide” at: 
www.digital.austria.gv.at/ABC 

 

Denmark  
1. Introduction  

The Kingdom of Denmark is a constitutional parliamentary monarchy. 

Legislative power is held by a unicameral parliament (Folketing). The Parliament has 179 members, 
elected for a four-year term on the basis of universal direct suffrage and under a system of 
proportional representation. Executive power is held by the Government, headed by the Prime 
Minister, who answers to the Folketing. The Monarch, Queen Margrethe II, appoints the Prime 
Minister based on recommendations from the leaders of the political parties. 

Following the completion of the 'structural reform' of the local government on 1 January 2007, the 
local government in Denmark is now composed of 5 regions and 98 municipalities (against 14 regions 
and 275 municipalities that existed in the past). As a result of the reform, tasks have been transferred 
from the regional level to the municipal level (i.e. further decentralisation), as well as to the State 
level (i.e. re-centralisation of certain tasks). The 98 new municipalities are responsible for handling 
most tasks related to citizen service delivery. The 5 new regions are responsible for hospital care and 
health insurance, social affairs, regional development and coordination with business, tourism, 
transport and environment.  

 

2. Strategy 

The strategy is the Joint eGovernment Strategy 2011-15 (central government, regional government 
and local government).  

2.1 Vision  

The Danish Government published its new Digitisation Strategy for 2011-2015 in August 2011. This is 
an integrated eGovernment Strategy of the joint central government, regional government and local 
government. The central aim of the strategy is that by 2015 digital self-service solutions will be 
established as the normal way for citizens to interact with the public sector. The new strategy, called 
'Joint Public Digital Strategy: The Digital Road to Future Prosperity 2011-2015'81, aims to phase out 
paper-based forms and postage. The strategy is divided into three main tracks: 

 An end to paper forms and post 

 New digital welfare 

 Closer digital public cooperation 

 

Motivation  

The fundamental idea behind the strategy is to deliver public services in a more flexible and 
contemporary manner via digital solutions and at the same time ensure the most cost-effective use 
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 http://www.digst.dk/Servicemenu/English/Policy-and-Strategy/eGOV-strategy  
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of taxpayers’ money. When the strategy is fully implemented Danish authorities will save around DKK 
1 billion (over € 130 million) currently spent on postage. A key element in the strategy is that citizens 
and companies must communicate with authorities online and get their post from authorities 
delivered in a digital letter box. The savings free up resources for funding of other important matters 
such as health care and stimulating growth in the private sector.  

In October 2012, the Danish government and Local Government Denmark (association of 
municipalities) signed an agreement aiming to improve and link public registers of basic data and 
make them available for public re-use free of charge. Later Danish Regions joined the agreement. The 
agreement is an element of the Basic Data Programme which aims to clean up data and consolidate 
core data registers, such as digital maps, cadastral information, company registration information, 
and official addresses, and put an end to costly parallel registers. This is expected to save the public 
sector DKK 260 million (approx. €34 million) annually by 2020. In addition, the abolishing of charges 
for the datasets, is expected to provide opportunities for innovation and growth in the private sector 
as businesses will no longer have to buy their basic data from the public authorities. This is related to 
Denmark’s more general efforts to open up public sector data for re-use which is part of the 
country’s Open Government Partnership action plan. 

Legal Basis  

There is currently no specific legislation on the governance of IT in Denmark. The main legal texts 
impacting on the development of IT governance are: the Access to Public Administration Documents 
Act (1985) concerning the Freedom of Information; the Act on Processing of Personal Data (2000) 
and the Act on Marketing Practices (2003) concerning Data Protection & Privacy; the Act on 
Electronic Signature (2000); the Act on Information Society Services and Electronic Commerce (2002); 
the Act on Electronic Communications Networks and Services (2011); the Government order No. 712 
concerning the procedures for the award public works contracts, public supply contracts and public 
works contracts (2011) and the Governmental order (no. 936) concerning procurement procedures 
of entities operating in the water, energy, transport and telecommunications sectors (2004) both 
concerning eProcurement; and finally the Act on the re-use of public sector information (2005). 

As part of the implementation of the eGovernment Strategy 2011-15, the Danish Parliament adopted 
the Act on Public Digital Post in June 2012. The act states that citizens and businesses must have a 
digital letter box for receiving digital letters from the public authorities. For businesses act was put 
into effect on 1st November 2013. The act gives authorities the right to send digital-only messages, 
letters, documents, et cetera to businesses‟ digital letter box, rather than sending paper-based 
letters by traditional post, and it states that digital messages transmitted through the solution have 
equal status and effect as paper-based letters, messages, documents, et cetera. For citizens the Act 
on Public Digital Post is put into effect on 1 November 201482. 

2.2. Governance 

The Agency for Digitisation, rooted in the Ministry of Finance, is in charge of ensuring that 
digitisation strategies are implemented to the benefit of citizens and that new digital opportunities 
are fully exploited. The following four key ministries are tasked with assuming the Agency's duties: 
Ministry of Finance; Ministry of Business and Growth; Ministry of Defence & Ministry of Economic 
Affairs and the Interior. The Agency's main responsibility is to contribute to the accomplishment of 
the political vision, the strategy and the understanding and development of relevant technology.  
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 http://www.digst.dk/Servicemenu/English/News/Danes-post-digitally  
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The Agency gathers strong strategic, professional and technical competences within one single 
organisation. This facilitates one of its main roles which is to assume the responsibility to run 
eGovernment strategy and policies from concept to output. Therefore the Agency coordinates efforts 
and relevant actors to ensure the benefits of realisation of the eGovernment strategy. The Agency is 
the hub of the tasks and responsibilities of the old Digital Taskforce. It coordinates the work and acts 
as the secretariat for the Steering Committee for joint Government cooperation (STS). Similarly the 
Agency coordinates the national eGovernment Strategy and the Steering Committee for the 
eGovernment Strategy - the committee consists of stakeholders from all levels of government.  

 

Figure 15: IT Governance Structure of Denmark  

 

The other main actors in the governance with their roles and responsibilities: 

The Ministry of Finance is the main initiator of strategies and policies related to eGovernment in 
Denmark. It is responsible for IT policy and public sector digitisation, including matters concerning 
digital communication with citizens and businesses.  

The Ministry of Business and Growth has many tasks that are related to the use of IT. More 
specifically, the Ministry develops and is responsible for the corporate IT strategy in Denmark.  

The Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Interior performs certain tasks regarding IT modernisation 
and digitisation-related issues, in combination with the two ministries mentioned above.  

The Ministry of Defence is responsible for matters related to the protection of critical IT 
infrastructure and the Governmental Computer Emergency Response Team (GovCERT). 

Coordination of the eGovernment Strategy lies with the Steering Committee for joint Government 
cooperation. This steering committee (or STS) consists of top representatives from central ministries 
and from the municipalities and regions. The committee performs preparatory work for major 
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political decisions, including the yearly economic negotiations between central and local government 
and the digital strategy.  

Local Government Denmark (LGDK) is the National Association of Local Authorities (communes). 
Local Government Denmark's mission is to safeguard the common interests of the local authorities, 
assist the municipalities with consultancy services and ensure that local authorities are provided with 
relevant up-to-date information. It is represented in the Steering Committee for joint-government 
cooperation (STS).  

Danish Regions is the National Association of County Councils. The Danish regions are represented 
within the Steering Committee for joint-government cooperation (STS) by the Managing Director of 
the National Association of County Councils, alongside Local Government Denmark (LGDK).  

Municipalities and regions are responsible for the vast majority of community-centred service 
delivery and thus play a central role in the public sector.  

Central to the government's cooperation with municipalities and regions, amongst others, through 
the Steering Committee for joint/government cooperation (STS), are the annual agreements 
between the government and Danish Regions on the economy and multiple other tasks, some of 
which are related to eGovernment and public sector digitisation. The Ministry of Finance, with the 
involvement of several other ministries, is responsible for coordinating these annual negotiations 
between the government and, respectively, Denmark and Danish Regions and furthermore for 
following up on agreements concerning eGovernment and related projects.  

 

2.3 Funding  

Typical for the Danish situation on IT governance is the fact that the Ministry of Finance is in the lead 
both on funding and on the policy concerning digitization. In this situation the leading actor has both 
a ‘carrot’ and a ‘stick’ in hand. This has helped to coordinate the often difficult governance-aspect of 
funding. Also important for successfully executing the coordinating role on funding, are the annual 
negotiations and agreements between central and local government concerning the tasks and 
budgets. 

In the execution of governance there is an important role for a standardised model used for Business 
Cases. The Central Government Business Case Model is an integral part of both the Central 
Government IT Project Model and the Central Government Programme Model. The business case 
helps answer the question "Is the project a good investment?" A business case is a calculation of the 
overall financial and non-financial consequences of a potential investment in a project or a 
programme. It is based on an analysis and statement of the change desired and how to achieve it. 
The objective of the business case is to clarify and calculate costs and gains as well as to estimate the 
financial consequences of potential risks. On this basis, a solid foundation can be established for 
assessing the justification of the project or the programme. The Central Government Business Case 
Model is about setting up this basis together with all stakeholders, and every year these Business 
Cases are updated taking into account new developments. And because the same method is used 
every time they can be compared and evaluated. These Business cases are also on the basis of the 
negotiations on funding. 

 

3. Conclusion  
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Two main dilemmas are to be faced in setting up the governance. The first is how to maintain 
coordination, while respecting the political and economic sovereignty of the ministries, municipalities 
and regions involved. 

The other is finding a balance on how much or how little is necessary to run operationally at the 
central (coordinating) level. Experience has shown that the overall coherence and performance of 
the government has to be governed, but that the individual budgets and projects belonging to the 
authorities involved need not to be. 

Main challenge keeps to be balancing on one hand the need for a common overview and 
coordination with on the other hand the autonomy of the authorities involved. Another challenge 
always needing attention is to make the division of responsibility between the different levels of the 
governance and the different level steering groups, clear and functional. And finally a constant effort 
is ensuring that the governance structure works smoothly in order to perform due diligence. 

 

Estonia 
1. Introduction  

Estonia is a democratic parliamentary republic divided into fifteen counties with a population of 
about 1,3 million people. Its capital and largest city is Tallinn. Each county is further divided into 
municipalities. 

 

2. Strategy 

The main strategic document for the national IT governance is “Digital Agenda 2020 for Estonia”83 
together with its implementation plan, metrics, and other supporting documentation84. There are 
several other strategic initiatives that enhance, make intensive use of, or support IT, such as the 
Estonian “Cyber Security Strategy 2014-2017”85, the "Estonian Interoperability Framework”86, and 
others.  

 

2.1 Vision  

The focus of the “Digital Agenda 2020 for Estonia” is on creating an environment that facilitates the 
use of ICT and development of smart solutions supporting competitiveness of the economy, human 
well-being, and an increase in the efficiency of state government. 

Motivation 

According to an analysis conducted by the Estonian Development Fund, the estimated economic 
growth generated by the ICT sector in Estonia over this decade (2014-2014) may be about a quarter 
of the overall economic growth87. The EU also considers ICT as a key sector to help the union to 
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 https://www.mkm.ee/sites/default/files/digital_agenda_2020_estonia_engf.pdf  
84

http://infoyhiskond.eesti.ee/eesti-infouhiskonna-arengukava-2020/infouhikonna-arengukava-2020-loppversioon (in 
Estonian) 
85

http://newswave.eu/estonia-spends-16-mln-euros-implement-cyber-security-strategy/, 
https://www.mkm.ee/sites/default/files/kuberjulgeoleku_strateegia_2014-2017.pdf (in Estonian) 
86

 http://www.riso.ee/en/estonian-interoperability-framework  
87

 http://www.arengufond.ee/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/AF_kitsaskohad_final2.pdf (in Estonian) 
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achieve the objective of its competitiveness strategy — smart, sustainable and inclusive growth by 
202088. ICT has become a key driving force behind changes in all areas of life, including the rise of 
personal well-being. 

Legal Basis 

Estonian IT governance is regulated, either directly or indirectly, by numerous acts and regulations, 
including:  

 Public Information Act,  

 Personal Data Protection Act,  

 Information Society Services Act, 

 Identity Documents Act,  

 Digital Signatures Act,  

 Copyright Act,  

 Electronic Communications Act,  

 Emergency Act,  

 Decree on the Data Exchange Layer of Information Systems,  

 Decree on the Administration System of State Information System,  

 Decree on the System of Security Measures for Information Systems ,  

 and others.  
 

2.2. Governance 

The governance structure consists of multiple organizations/ entities89. On the highest level, the legal 
acts concerning IT governance are passed by the Parliament of Estonia (Riigikogu) and presented to 
the President of Estonia for proclamation90.  

The Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications (MEAC), through its Department of State 
Information Systems (RISO) and Department of Information Society Services Development (ITAO), is 
responsible for general ICT coordination91. The tasks of the Department of State Information Systems 
include the coordination of state IT-policy actions and development plans in the field of state 
administrative information systems. The responsibilities  of Department of Information Society 
Services Development include the development of public services, standardisation and establishment 
of a user-friendly service environment. 

The Estonian Information System Authority (EISA), which is a subdivision of the Ministry of Economic 
Affairs and Communications, is responsible for ccoordinating the development and administration of 
the national information system, to help the state provide the best possible services to citizens.  

The Strategy Unit of the Government Office of Estonia is responsible for national ICT policy92. 

There are several institutions that handle cross-institutional IT governance issues related to overall 
national IT infrastructure. They include EISA, Statistics Estonia93(a government agency in  the area of 
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 http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/digital-agenda-europe  
89

 http://www.epractice.eu/en/document/288217 (updated in the above text) 
90

http://www.riigikogu.ee/index.php?id=34626, http://www.riigikogu.ee/public/Riigikogu/menetlusskeem2.pdf  
91

 https://www.mkm.ee/en/contact  
92

 https://riigikantselei.ee/en/contact  
93

 http://www.stat.ee/en  
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administration of the Ministry of Finance), Estonian Land Board94 (a government agency under the 
jurisdiction of the Ministry of the Environment), and others.  

Ministries coordinate ICT developments in their domains. Several ministries have stablished sectoral 
IT offices, some examples follow:  

 The Centre of Registers and Information Systems (RIK) is an agency in the jurisdiction of 
the Ministry of Justice95.   

 Ministry of the Interior has established the IT and Development Centre (SMIT)96.  

 Ministry of Finance has founded the Information Technology Centre (RMIT)97.  

 Ministry of the Environment has established its Information Technology Centre 
(KEMIT)98. 

Supervision and audit functions are provided by multiple organisations, including the National Audit 
Office of Estonia99 (NAO, an independent institution that verifies whether public funds, including 
funds spent on IT, have been used efficiently), the Data Protection Inspectorate100 (an authority that 
performs functions in the field of personal data protection and public information), the Technical 
Regulatory Authority101 (a governmental organisation helping to implement the national economic 
policy through improvement of safety, organising the expedient use of limited resources and 
increasing the reliability of the products), MEAC, EISA, and other institutions. 

The e-Estonia Council102 is a committee of ministers and experts chaired by the Prime Minister. It is in 
charge of implementation of the Estonian Information Society Strategy, especially the 
implementation of the national digital agenda.  

The decision-making process involves various stakeholders. Development of the overall national IT 
governance architecture takes into account proposals from the government, industry, and academic 
sectors, as well as from the general public. In particular, the primary objective of the Estonian 
Association of Information Technology and Telecommunications (ITL) is to unite the Estonian 
information technology and telecommunications companies103. The eGovernance Academy (EGA) is a 
non-governmental, non-profit organisation, which aims to promote the use of ICT in the work of 
Government and in democratic practices104. The Estonian Information Technology Foundation (EITF) 
is a non-profit organisation that assists in preparation of the highly qualified IT specialists and 
supports information and communication technology-related development in Estonia105. 

                                                           
94

 http://www.maaamet.ee/  
95

 http://www.rik.ee/en/agency  
96

https://www.eesti.ee/eng/contacts/riigi_ja_valitsusasutused/keskused_1/siseministeeriumi_infotehnoloogia_ja_arendus
keskus  
97

 http://www.fin.ee/governing-area  
98

 http://www.envir.ee/en/introduction-ministry-environment  
99

 http://www.riigikontroll.ee/Riigikontrollkuiasutus/tabid/106/language/en-US/Default.aspx  
100

 http://www.aki.ee/en/inspectorate/statutes  
101

 http://www.tja.ee/en  
102

https://valitsus.ee/en/news/council-e-estonia-supports-steps-reach-real-time-economy,  
https://www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/317062014012 (in Estonian) 
103

 http://www.itl.ee/index.php?page=181  
104

 http://www.ega.ee/  
105

 http://willie-eitsa.eitsa.ee/?url=eitf  
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AS Sertifitseerimiskeskus (SK) is the Certification Authority providing certificates for the Estonian 
electronic ID card and related services106.  

The main Estonian ICT building blocks (BB) are developed and maintained by different entities. In 
particular, the Public Information Act107 stipulates six main support systems for the maintenance of 
national databases: 

 the classifications system, maintained by Statistics Estonia, 

 the geodetic system, maintained by Ministry of the Environment and Estonian Land Board, 

 the system of address details, maintained by various organisations including Estonian Land 
Board, MEAC, and others, 

 the system of security measures for information systems, maintained by EISA, 

 the data exchange layer of information systems, maintained by EISA, 

 the administration system of the state information system, maintained by EISA.  
There are many other cross-domain BBs (for example, the Public Key Infrastructure, maintained by 
EISA and Sertifitseerimiskeskus), as well as domain specific BBs (for example, the e-procurement 
environment, administered by State Aid Department of the Ministry of Finance). 

The organizational chart of main entities is presented on the figure below. Municipalities are not 
included. The abbreviations and terms are provided  in the above text and in the Appendix. The BBs 
are presented as circles with text "BB". 

 

 

Figure 16: IT Governance Structure Estonia 

 

2.3 Funding  

                                                           
106

 https://www.sk.ee/en  
107

 https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/ee/Riigikogu/act/510072014004/consolide  
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ICT funding is provided through the budgets of ministries, offices, counties, the European Union 
structural funds, etc. Access for the population to information and services is granted without charge 
unless payment for the direct expenses relating to the release of the information is prescribed by 
law.108 

 

3. Conclusion  

The main strengths of the Estonian IT governance include  its ability for  innovations, flexibility, and 
development of innovative public sector ICT architecture solutions (e.g., X-Road, public key 
infrastructure, widespread ID card, administration system for the state information system, state 
portal eesti.ee, digital agendas /action plans/ interoperability frameworks etc). 

Among the main weaknesses are: quality of data in state information system databases is sometimes 
not very high; publishing open data in an electronically processable form takes time and could be 
processed faster; the population is aging and there is a shortage of ICT skilled personnel. 

There is a lot of room for improvement in enhancing the quality of data in databases, publishing 
public sector open data, enhancing information systems interoperability, improving access to 
Internet, using the digital signature, enhancing public sector decision-making, etc. 

The Information Society Strategy includes a number of next development steps, including:  

 construction of a basis for the ultra-fast Internet network, 

 enhancing the cross-border capability of eServices to develop X-roads, eIdentities, digital 
signatures, 

 enabling that by 2020, 20 % of the population uses the digital signature, 

 launching a virtual or eResidency by issuing a digital identity to non-residents; etc. 
 
 

Germany  
1. Introduction 
The Federal Republic of Germany consists of three administrative levels: federal level, regional 
level109 and the local level110 (vertical dimension). Each of these levels has a large degree of 
autonomy regarding the implementation of ICT strategies and policies. Also within these different 
administrative levels there are different approaches regarding the development and implementation 
of ICT, because of various ministries, municipalities or other executive organs (horizontal dimension). 
In this respect, the public sector in Germany is rather fragmented in the ICT area and it is necessary 
to establish common standards, agreements and alignment in order to improve the efficiency of the 
administration, encourage innovations and make it easier for citizens and businesses to access e-
Government services.   
 
2. Strategy 
 
2.1 Vision  

                                                           
108

 https://www.riigiteataja.ee/en/eli/ee/Riigikogu/act/510072014004/consolide  
109

 The Federal Republic of Germany consists of 16 constituent states/ regions, the so called “Bundesländer” (singular 
“Bundesland”), which possess limited sovereignty.  
110

 Municipalities and counties 
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The German government has set up several initiatives to tackle the fragmentation of the ICT area and 
to support the Digitalization in Germany:  
  

1. The National e-Government Strategy111 
The National e-Government Strategy follows the Malmö Declaration of the European Union112 and is 
a joint initiative of the German federal, regional and local governments in order to facilitate and 
further develop the digital processing of administrative matters. The National e-Government strategy 
is driven by six major principles concerning e-Government:  

 it is oriented on usefulness for citizens and businesses  

 it is cost-effective and efficient 

 it ensures data protection as well as transparency with regard to data and administrative 
action 

 it supports the social participation of citizens and businesses  

 it promotes innovative, sustainable solutions 

 it provides high-performance IT support 
 
 

2. The German Digital Agenda (2014-2017) 
The German Digital Agenda describes several objectives which shall be achieved in the timeframe of 
2014 until 2017:  

 comprehensive broadband access and faster internet also to rural areas 

 support of IT-industry and start-up companies in this area 

 improvement of IT-security and data protection 

 improvement of citizens’ access to e-Government services 

 support of cyber security  
 
The German Digital Agenda shall continuously be updated and further developed. In this respect the 
German government will enter into dialogue with the German parliament (Bundestag), 
administrations from the regional and local level, the civil society, the representatives from the 
industry and the scientific sector. One platform to support the knowledge and experience exchange 
is the National IT summit.  
 

3. Digital Administration 2020 
The objective of the initiative “Digital Administration 2020” is the implementation of obligatory 
standards and innovative technical solutions in order to facilitate the comprehensive establishment 
of a “citizen-friendly digital German Republic”. This initiative supports the already established and 
future e-Government activities of the German government in order to improve the citizen and 
company access to e-Government services, lower bureaucracy and costs and facilitate the 
interdepartmental cooperation regarding the development and implementation of e-Government 
solutions.  
 
2.2. Governance 

                                                           
111

http://www.it-planungsrat.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Strategie/National_E-
Government_Strategy.html?nn=1461700 
112

 Ministerial Declaration on eGovernment, 18 November 2009, Malmö: http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/sites/digital-
agenda/files/ministerial-declaration-on-egovernment-malmo.pdf 
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As stated above, Germany is a federal republic, meaning that cooperation on ICT matters needs to 
happen vertically (federal, regional and local level) as well as on horizontal level (interministerial, 
meaning between ministries). In order to institutionalize the cooperation on ICT matters a German 
ICT governance structures has been established.  

 

Figure 17: IT Governance Structure Germany 

 
 
The IT Planning Council113 steers the cooperation between the federal republic and the federal states 
on ICT matters (vertical cooperation). It consists of the CIOs of the states and the federal CIO. The 
legal basis for this cooperation is Article 91 c of the basic law and the State Treaty on IT to implement 
Article 91 c of the basic law. “The IT Planning Council:  

 coordinates cooperation between the federal republic and the federal states on issues of 
information technology; 

 adopts IT interoperability and IT security standards; 

 manages projects on ICT-supported governing and administration (e-government projects) 
assigned to the IT Planning Council; 

 assumes the network tasks listed in Section 4 of the State Treaty in line with the legislation 
referred to there.”114 

 
Furthermore, the IT Planning Council considers and implements the key aspects of the National e-
Government Strategy.  
 
The IT Planning Council consists of the following committees, groups and bodies:  

1. Office of the IT Planning Council:  

                                                           
113

 Further information: http://www.it-planungsrat.de/DE/ITPlanungsrat/itPlanungsrat_node.html 
114

 Act on Connecting the IT Networks of the Federation and the Länder – Act implementing Article 91 c (4) of the Basic Law 
(IT-NetzG). 
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 supports the committees of the IT planning council (e.g. in organizational 
matters, maintenance of the digital information system, project 
management, coordination of publications etc.)   

 is funded by the federal republic and the federal states 
2. Cooperation groups:  

 established for a limited period of time with a particular task and mandate 
 responsible for the detailed discussion and evaluation of a specific IT topic  
 should involve the industry and the scientific sector, if needed   

3. Coordination group for IT Standards (KoSIT):  
 coordinates the development and operation of IT-Standards concerning data 

transport in the public sector 
 supports the IT Planning Council to decide on interoperable, cross-sector IT 

standards and IT security standards and in managing e-Government projects 
 steered by an advisory body consisting of the federal republic, the federal 

states, municipalities and the Federal Office for Information Security  
 
The IT Planning Council, as the main coordination and decision-making body of the Federal Republic 
and the federal states in IT matters and e-Government aspects, can make recommendations on these 
matters or can take board decisions.  
 
The Federal Commissioner of IT115 or the German CIO is also member of the IT Planning Council. The 
main task of this person is to facilitate the establishment of an inter-ministerial IT governance 
structure based on inter-ministerial IT coordination (horizontal cooperation116). In this respect the 
person is responsible for:  

 the development of e-Government/ IT- and IT-Security Strategies for the federal level 

 Steering of IT Security management of the federal level 

 Development of architecture, standards and methodologies for IT of the federal level 

 Management of the deployment of IT Infrastructures of the federal level  
 
In order to improve the horizontal cooperation on IT matters two committees have been established:  

1. IT Council117  

 consists of the CIOs of the different federal ministries  

 main organ for the inter-ministerial cooperation  

 decides on strategies, architectures and IT standards of  IT at the federal level 

 combines the inter-ministerial IT request and coordinates the portfolio of the service 
provider 

 chairman is the Federal Commissioner of IT 

 meets every two months   
2. IT Steering Committee 

• consists of the Federal Commissioner of IT and high-level representatives of the  
Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economics and Technology and the Federal  

                                                           
115

 http://www.cio.bund.de/Web/DE/Politische-Aufgaben/BfIT/bfit_node.html 
116

 This section focuses on the description of the horizontal cooperation on the federal level, nevertheless horizontal 
cooperation also takes place on regional and local level.  
117

http://www.cio.bund.de/Web/DE/Politische-Aufgaben/Rat-der-IT-Beauftragten/rat_d_it_beauftragten_node.html 
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Chancellery 

 confirms the IT Framework of the federal level 

 initiates assignments for the IT Council 

 facilitates the political coordination of IT projects 

 responsible for the financial soundness of IT projects  

 gives recommendations to the IT Council in the case of disagreement 
 
 
2.3 Funding  
The vertical cooperation in IT matters respectively the actions of the IT Planning Council are funded 
on the basis of a distribution formula known as “Königstein” formula. It regulates the manner in 
which the constituent states need to contribute to the common budget. The amount a constituent 
state needs to pay depends on its tax revenue and the population. The tax revenue is weighted 2/3 
and the population 1/3.  
The horizontal cooperation and projects which are initiated by the IT Council are funded through the 
IT framework and is independent on the individual budgets of the ministries.  
 
3. Conclusion  
The German IT governance structure consists of two forms of cooperation: the vertical and the 
horizontal cooperation which are linked through the Federal Commissioner of IT. Due to this 
governance structure all administrative levels in Germany are involved in the discussion and decision-
making on e-Government and IT matters. Article 91c of the basic law institutionalizes this 
cooperation. However, the involvement of all administrative levels also causes a protracted decision-
making process, which may be improved. This section focused on the high-level IT governance 
structure and organizational matters. However, the implementation and also the operations are 
carried out in the respective datacenter on the federal, regional and local level. 
 

Greece 
1. Introduction  

Greece (Hellas) is a centralized state that has 18 Ministries responsible in specific sectorial policies. 

The government consists of the Council of Ministers and the Prime Minister. Moreover the local 

government in Greece consists of 13 regions and 325 municipalities. The ICT initiatives and projects 

at sectorial policy level are implemented by the Ministries and at local level by the regions and 

municipalities. The responsible body for IT Governance and co-ordination is the “Committee of ICT, 

Communications and e-Government”. The Ministry of Administration Reform and e-Government and 

the Ministry of Infrastructure, Transport and Networks supports the Committee and cooperates with 

the relevant units of the other ministries for administrative and e-Governance services. 

2. Strategy 

The e-Government strategy118 in Greece for the period 2014-2020 is highly related with the strategy 
for the Administration Reform of the Country. Moreover, it is in coherence with the Country's 
national and international obligations, such as the implementation of the European Guidelines for 

                                                           
118

 Greek e-Government strategy: http://www.ydmed.gov.gr/?p=8091  
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“Europe 2020 Strategy” the pillars/ priorities of the Digital Agenda, the e-Governance Action Plan of 
the European Union for 2011-2015 and international agreements.  
The e-Government strategy is being implemented according to the e-Government action plan for the 
period 2014-2020119. The Greek e-Government Strategy highlights the National Broadband Plan and 
the services for e-Signature, electronic authentication, open data and cloud. 
The main principles of the e-Government Strategy are: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9: Principles of the Greek e-Government Strategy 

 

2.1 Vision 

E-Government is a crucial pillar for the modernization of State and Public Administration, it will use 

ICT as a means of radical transformation of existing processes and upgrading of services, increasing 

efficiency and effectiveness, ensuring the satisfaction of the needs of society and promoting active 

citizenship. The Public Administration ensures the participation of citizens in governmental decision-

making and in planning and evaluation of public services. The strategy’s most important objectives 

shall meet: 

• Fiscal improvement and fulfilment of the country’s obligations as included in the Economic 

and Financial Policies, 

• Modernization of Public Administration and improvement in productivity and quality, by 

minimizing the administrative burdens 

• Enhancement of democracy and transparency with the provision of information and 

knowledge  

The strategic pillars of eGovernment are specializing in individual strategic objectives as depicted in 
the next table: 

                                                           
119

 Greek e-Government action plan: http://www.opengov.gr/minreform/?p=1652  

Principles of the Greek e-Government Strategy  

Interoperability 

Compliance or justification  

Aggregation of demand and consolidation 
Reusability 

Data only once 

Sustainability 

Transparency and trust 

Accessibility 

Security and privacy 

Participation of Citizens 

Greek e-Government Strategy Pillars  Objectives 

Modernization of the State and the 
Administration 

Simplify procedures with ICT use 

Electronic document management and digitation of 
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Table 10: Greek e-Government Strategy Pillars  

 

Legal Basis  

Law 3979/2011 “e-Government”120 specifies the conditions for the implementation of the 
framework for provision of electronic government services. The law specifies the interaction among 
public authorities (G2G), business (G2B), and citizens (G2C).  

The most important legal acts for the eGoverment legal framework are the following:  

PYS 7/2011 “e-Government Committee”121 describes the role of an inter-ministerial committee 
which prepares and submits to the Prime Minister and the Governance council reform for approval 
issues related to e-Government. 

Ministerial decision of Greek e-GIF122 “The Greek Electronic Government Services /Framework” 
includes: 

 Rules and standards for interoperability, organizational, semantic and technological level, 
and for exchanging data between information systems of public sector bodies,  

 Rules and standards for registration, authentication and electronic identification of citizens 
and businesses to online government services, 

 Processes Management Interoperability Registry for the registration of the services provided 
by public administration bodies. 

Law 4305 /2014123 “Open distribution and re-use of documents, information and data in the public 
sector”. The Law is adapted to the EU Directive 2013/37124 "on the re-use of public sector 

                                                           
120

 Law 3979/2011 "For eGovernment and other provisions" (Official Gazette A / 138 / 16.6.2011), source 
(el):http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wFYAFdDx4L2G3dtvSoClrL8aRmGcrk2DyZ5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68kn
BzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_18kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--
td6SIuWul0aw7wuQu_zIv4zGsWeDDAhtceLHtRKuKtY2AHivR  
121

PYS 7/2011 "Commission Recommendation on Information and Communication" (Official Gazette A / 102 / 4.5.2011, 
source(el):http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wFYAFdDx4L2G3dtvSoClrL8sN_CI5tJ5zV5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68knB
zLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_18kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--td6SIuTlBlX201Dh3T8GdYdW-
gnqcmYD74EL31OHYCgXTJLDQ  
122

Ministerial Decision YAP/F.40.4/1/989 (Government Gazette 1301 / B / 12.4.2012) ,source (el): 
http://www.yap.gov.gr/images/stories/Plaisio/FEK_1301_Kyrosi_Plaisiou.pdf  

processes, 

Unified management for resources in the public 
administration 

Reconnecting the citizen with the 
state and Public administration 

Unified relation management with citizens and 
businesses 

Creation of a single point of access to public services 

Digital authentication of citizens 

e-Democracy and participation  

Digital literacy and training 

Design and coordination of 
horizontal policies ICT in Public 

Administration 

Interconnection of base public registries 

Open data 
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information", but made even bolder steps in relation to the text of the Directive for opening up 
public data and enhance transparency. 

Law 4314/2014125 “A) Management, control and implementation of development interventions for 
the period 2014-2020, B) Integration of Directive 2012/17 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 13June 2012 (OJ L 156 / 16.6.2012) in Greek law, amendment of Law 3419/2005 (A 297) 
and other provisions”. The article 26 specifies the actions for coordination of administrative reform 
and e-government, for IT and for communications (ICT). 

 

2.2. Governance 

The horizontal cooperation: 

 Committee of ICT, Communications and e-Government 

 Relevant Ministries 

 Government Reform Council 

The responsible central body for horizontal IT Governance is the “Committee of ICT, 
Communications and e-Government”. The Committee is central horizontal government body and 
reports directly to the Government Reform Council. . The leader (CIO) is the respective General 
Secretary of Government and deputies the respective Secretary of the Ministry of Administrative 
Reform and eGovernance and the respective General Secretary of the Ministry of Infrastructure, 
Transport and Networks. The members of the Committee are: the respective Secretary of Public 
Revenue and the respective Secretary of General of Information Systems of the Ministry of Finance, 
the respective Secretary of National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF), the respective Secretary 
of the ministry of Commerce, the respective Secretary of General Secretariat for Research and 
Technology. In the Committee General Secretaries of other Ministries or their representatives can 
participate according to the subject. The Committee is responsible for the design, coordination and 
monitoring for the implementation of e-Government strategy and ICT actions. 

The Ministry of Administration Reform and e-Government (MAREG) and the Ministry of 

Infrastructure, Transport and Networks support the Committee and cooperate with the relevant 

units of the other ministries for administrative and e-Governance services. Moreover, coordinate 

governmental policy on use of the ICT needs, planning, and specification but also support horizontal 

and vertical actions and projects in public administration. The implementation of the projects and 

actions is done either by the sectorial ministries and local authorities (vertical cooperation) and the 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
123

Law 4305 “Open distribution and re-use of documents, information and data in the public sector” (Official Gazette A / 
237 / 31.10.2014), source (el): http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wEc63YDhn5AeXdtvSoClrL8oeKAuTKOuiV5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68kn
BzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_18kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--
td6SIubMfH2r_a2DXjO6MJnF-5f9_LW7pRMszX0fGIINVmMIh.  
124

Directive 2013/37/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 amending Directive 2003/98/EC on 
the re-use of public sector information [2013] OJ L175/1, source: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:175:0001:0008:EN:PDF  
125

Law 4314/2014 "“A) Management, control and implementation of development interventions for the period 2014-2020, 
B) Integration of Directive 2012/17 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13June 2012 (OJ L 156 / 16.6.2012) in 
Greek law, amendment of Law 3419/2005 (A 297) and other provisions" (Official Gazette A / 265 / 23.12.2014), source (el): 
http://www.et.gr/idocs-
nph/search/pdfViewerForm.html?args=5C7QrtC22wEc63YDhn5AeXdtvSoClrL8WV61VT5q8qJ5MXD0LzQTLWPU9yLzB8V68k
nBzLCmTXKaO6fpVZ6Lx3UnKl3nP8NxdnJ5r9cmWyJWelDvWS_18kAEhATUkJb0x1LIdQ163nV9K--td6SIudr-
yOeH_hFoxEgusfMB3Jl7nQrSG13ETfZ33xUdXVZ-  
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Society of Information SA i.e. a company that belongs to the Ministry of Administration Reform and 

e-Government.  

The Ministry of Development and Competitiveness is responsible for the funding of all projects in 

Greece and consequently projects related to e-Government and public administration reform 

through specific operational programs under the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF). 

The General Secretariat of Communications in the Ministry of Infrastructure, Transport and Networks 
(YME), the General Secretariat of Information Systems of the Ministry of Finance are key players in 
the implementation of projects and the correlation of the general ICT policy in the country. 

The Government Reform Council elaborates on National policies ICT, digital economy and 
eGoverance based on suggestions from MAREG and YME. 

 

The vertical cooperation: The structures in the majority of ICT organizations and ministries are 

categorized in 4 categories: Design and planning, Supply and Implementation, Services and Support 

and Monitoring and Evaluation. 

2.3 Funding  

Emphasis is given to make the best possible use to existing resources, thus prioritizing actions and 
important horizontal projects because of a decrease of available resources in the current 
programming period. The ICT funding is provided through the regular budgets of ministries, public 
bodies and European Union structural funds. In particular, the sources are: Operational Programme 
“Public sector reform”, Partnership Agreement 2014-2020, Operational Programme 
“Competitiveness, Entrepreneurship and Innovation”, Partnership Agreement 2014-2020, Public 
Investment Programme and Regular Budget. 

3. Conclusion 

The Greek Public Administration has made significant efforts to adopt and modernize digital 

technologies. The most tangible results are the function of the central portal (Ermis126), the 

implementation for the promotion of transparency (Di@vgeia127) and the system of financial services 

(TAXIS128). However, the effort was accompanied with failures and delays. There were many factors 
involved but the primary ones were: 

 Low use of electronic infrastructure, 

 High cost and use of electronic infrastructure, 

 Lack of interoperability and interconnection of information systems, 

 Reduced willingness reuse of public information,  

 Poor planning and funding throughout the life cycle of the systems, 

 Lack of monitoring, control and feedback, 

 Complexity of the institutional and regulatory framework, 

 Adverse financial situation, 

 Changes throughout the Public. 

                                                           
126

 Ermis source http://www.ermis.gov.gr/portal/page/portal/ermis/ 
127

 Di@vgeia source: https://diavgeia.gov.gr/  
128

 TAXIS source: http://www.gsis.gr/gsis_site/  
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There is room for improvement that can be easily adapted, viable and sustainable solutions under 
the coordination of a stable structure at tactical level for the optimal management of ICT 
Governance.  

1) Definition of concrete specifications for the facilitation of ICT technologies and services, such 
as:  

 interconnection and sharing of systems and databases in public sector and organizational 
bodies,  

 use of open public data with full protection of the security and the integrity of information 
and data, 

 digital information and data exchange between institutions of public administration, citizens 
and businesses, 

 creation of digital archives, 

 possibility of citizens to access eGovernment services and other important aspects that will 
involve public demand on ICT services and technologies. 

2) A methodological approach for the IT Governance : 

 Creation of the necessary administrative structure, 

 Life-cycle management of actions and projects. The procedure will plan, implement, 
monitor and update in case of a deviation from the original specifications, as 
established on international standards and specifications (e.g. ISO 25001 guidance on 
project management, EC). The actions and projects of particular importance will be 
the cooperation of the relevant ministries/agencies with MAREG for the optimal 
implementation of the eGovernment actions,  

 Risk assessment and management will be under the approach described in relevant 
international standards. The main risk factors to be taken into account are: Legal, 
organizational, financial, technical, operational, human resources and 
communication, 

 Assessment of the progress in implementing the projects and actions can use 
indicators based on the SMART approach and take corrective or preventive actions 
whenever necessary,  

 Design and develop the necessary electronic tool which would allow the import of all 
e-Government projects, and their follow-up by the governance structure. In this 
context, the governance structure will identify all necessary procedures for regular 
periodic updating with appropriate data. 

 
 

Italy  
1. Introduction  

Italy is a parliamentary republic administratively organised into regions, provinces, municipalities and 
metropolitan areas. At the time of writing this report a constitutional reform was processed for the 
re-organisation of the competences amongst the mentioned administrative levels – mainly between 
the central government and regions – and the abolishment of the provinces. 

 

2. Strategy 
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The Agency for Digital Italy129 (AgID) was established in 2012130, the main goal of which was to 
coordinate innovative actions for promoting ICT supporting the public administration and to 
implement the Italian Digital Agenda131 in coherence with the European Digital Agenda. The creation 
of the new agency entailed a complete redefinition of the competences amongst central government 
administrations with regard to the digitalisation of the public administration. 

 

2.1 Vision 

The Agency for Digital Italy is established under the coordination of the Prime Minister’s Office which 
has delegated its mandate to the Ministry of Public Administrations. The Agency is operating under 
the following principle: organisational, technical, operational and managerial autonomy, 
transparency and economy. It pursues the objectives of effectiveness, efficiency, fairness, 
simplification and participation of citizens and businesses. 

The Agency is responsible for the implementation of the Italian Digital Agenda and plays its roles with 
the objectives to promote the adoption of digital technologies in the whole country to rationalise the 
related public spending. More specifically the Agency: 

 encourages the wider use of information and communication technologies;  

 lays down regulations, technical rules and guidelines on consistency of languages, 
procedures and standards for ensuring full interoperability and cooperation among the 
information systems of public administrations and between them and the systems of the 
European Union; 

 ensures the uniformity of public information systems expected to deliver services to citizens 
and businesses using the necessary technical coordination, ensuring consistent levels of 
quality and usability through the country and full integration at the European level; 

 supports and promotes – inter alia – initiatives on digitalisation of government document 
flows promoting the removal of technical, operational and organisational obstacles that 
hinder the realisation of digital administration;  

 promotes and disseminates ICT literacy initiatives for citizens, as well as vocational and 
training activities for public employees and the use of innovative educational technologies; 

 monitors the Information and Communication Technology (ICT) plans of public 
administrations in terms of effectiveness, economy and quality of achievements; 

 carries out design and coordination of initiatives which are strategic for a more effective 
online delivery of public administration services to citizens and businesses. 

 

Furthermore the Agency plays the role of national reference authority with respect to the EU and 
international bodies and participates in the implementation of European programs in order to 
attract, find and monitor the sources of funding for the development of the information society. It 
adopts guidelines and formulates non-mandatory opinions to public administrations concerning the 
technical and economic adequacy of contracts for the purchase of ICT goods and services and the 
integration of public administrations information systems. Finally it may promote memoranda of 
understanding and institutional agreements for i) the creation of shared technical structures in 
different domains or in different geographic areas, ii) the resolution of operational conflicts and iii) a 

                                                           
129

 www.agid.gov.it 
130

 Decree 22 June 2012 n. 83 
131

 The Italian Digital Agenda has been settled with the Decree 18 October 2012 n. 179   
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faster and more effective achievement of a full integration and cooperation between the public 
information systems. 

The Agency operates in the following domains: i) e-Identity ii) e-Administration iii) e-Skills iv) e-Health 
v) digital divide vi) e-Payment and e-Invoicing vii) e-Justice. At the moment the Agency is mainly 
involved in the following fields: 

 e-Identity (specification of the so called “Sistema Pubblico per l’Identità Digitale” – SPID) 

 e-Invoicing and e-Payments (definition and activation of the system for electronic invoicing)  

 base registers reorganisation (definition of the system for the “anagrafe della popolazione 
residente”, civil registry for the resident population).  

 

2.2. Governance 

The Agency governance structure consists of multiple organisations/entities. The General Director – 
appointed by the Prime Minister and selected through an open competition procedures amongst 
experts with broad experience in the reference domain – is the legal representative of the Agency 
holding the overall responsibility for the management and the coordination of the operations. The 
Agency is supported by a Steering Committee composed by five representatives of competent 
Ministries132 and two of the regions and provinces/municipalities (involved through the permanent 
State-Regions Conference) with the role to provide policy orientations. A “Digital Champion” is the 
representative of the government interfacing with the EU.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18: IT Governance Structure Italy 

 

The implementation of the Italia Digital Agenda started with studying and investigating the following 
six main topics: 1) Infrastructure and safety, 2) e-Commerce, 3) e-Gov/Open data, 4) Digital 
education, 5) Research and Innovation, 6) Smart communities. 

                                                           
132

 Prime Minister Office, the Ministry of Economy and Finance, the Ministry for Public Administration and simplification, 
the Ministry for Economic Development and the Ministry of Education, University and Research. 
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Thematic reports were produced with the aim of preparing the agenda of the new Agency. They 
included:  

 a context analysis,  

 a consolidated strategic vision including overall and specific objectives,  

 the strategy for implementing the European Digital Agenda priorities,  

 the description of the main obstacles for the strategy implementation,  

 a financial framework,  

 a finalisation plan of the on-going initiatives,  

 drafts of new projects,  

 the set-up of new regulatory actions and an assessment of the related impacts.  
 

Reports have been turned concrete into operating projects and a legislative package – namely the so 
called “Digitalia Decree” or “Growth 2.0 Decree” which has been finally approved133.  

In 2013 the Law Decree n. 69 introduced the so called “Sistema pubblico per la gestione dell’identità 
digitale” (Public System for the e-Identity management) a standard system for the e-identification of 
citizens and enterprises. The Decree also put the Agency under the direct control of the Prime 
Minister (originally the Agency was under the control of the Prime Minister Office, the Ministry of 
Economy and Finance, the Ministry for Public Administration and simplification, the Ministry for 
Economic Development and the Ministry of Education, University and Research). In 2014 the Law 
Decree n. 90 defined a standard way to access Public Databases. 

Regions and the local administrations are permanently represented in the Steering Committee. 
Industrial associations and large-scale enterprises may be invited to hearings, either on request by 
the Steering Committee on specific topics, or - as with all other stakeholders - on their own initiative. 

 

2.3 Funding  

The Digital Agenda projects and initiatives are funded by regional, national and European funds. 

 

3. Conclusion 

The deployment of digital technologies for public administration and digital services in Italy falls 
under the broader policy for national development devoted to reach the European targets aiming at 
creating a knowledge based economy. The overall national digital agenda strategy has been applied 
in Italy starting in 2012 with the decree known under the name of “Growth 2.0”. This decree specifies 
the conditions for the application of the European digital agenda and more precisely on the six above 
mentioned topics. Concerning this strategy, evidence from OECD134 reports certify that the Italian 
digital eco-system was elaborated with  relevant delays, especially on the infrastructural side, also 
considering that no significant changes were made since 2006 to it. 

The governance structure seems to have its strength point in the multiple organisation structure 
which ensures a wide participation of all the stakeholders – both public and private – in the decision 
process and contemporarily safeguards an executive and decision making role of the public authority 
and the involvement of stakeholders in a consultation position.     

                                                           
133

 Decree 18 October 2012 n. 179   
134

 OECD Economic Surveys: Italy 2013 
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The described overall governance model, including the Agency establishment, is still under 
consolidation and may evolve. It shall be able to improve in terms of day-by-day operations and 
overall governance according to the needs that the involved actors will raise. 

 
 

The Netherlands 
1. Introduction 

The Netherlands is a constitutional monarchy. Legislative power is held by a bicameral Parliament. 
The Head of State is the monarch, whose function is largely ceremonial, though also influential. 
Executive power is exercised by the Government. Based on parliamentary results, the monarch 
appoints the Prime Minister, who then chooses the members of the Council of Ministers (or Cabinet). 
The Council of Ministers plans and implements the government policy. The Ministers, collectively and 
individually, are responsible to the Parliament. 

The local government in The Netherlands consists of 12 provinces and 403 municipalities. These two 
local ‘government layers’ decide autonomous from the national government, within the reign of their 
competence. Both provinces and municipalities get their budgets from taxes of their own, and funds 
supplied by the national government from the national budget. These funds are related to their 
respective tasks. The Minister of the Interior and Kingdom Relations negotiates with mandated 
representatives of the local government layers about these funds. In The Netherlands there is also a 
specific government layer concerning ‘water management’. There are currently 24 so called 
‘waterschappen’, or Water Boards.  

 
2. Strategy 

2.1. Vision 

Motivation 

The motivation to have a central coordinating governance structure for the Generic Digital 
Infrastructure is that “The (digital) provisioning of services of the government as a whole (local 
governments, national government, executing organisations and ‘independent management 
organisations’ (called ZBO’s in Dutch) to citizens and businesses must comply to demands of 
continuity, trustworthiness, security, privacy, help diminishing of unnecessary regulation, the 
prevention of fraud and supports economic development. Therefore it is necessary to make the 
Dutch government wide digital basic infrastructure robust and future proof. And to strengthen the 
steering on the digital basic infrastructure, with a fitting governance and funding arrangement and to 
formulate a strong government wide agenda to make the use of the digital services more attractive 
and let the use of digital services grow.” 

To tackle the problems of coordination and funding135 in the summer of 2014 a National 
Commissioner for Digital Government (“Digi-commissioner”) was appointed by the Dutch Cabinet.   

A report with the title: “No good government services without an excellent Generic Digital 
Infrastructure”136 is on the basis of the decision to appoint a National Commissioner. Its main 

                                                           
135

 A common problem is that in ICT the investments are needed in another place then where the benefits precipitate, this 
fact is often paralyzing development. 
136

http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2014/01/14/advies-governance-generieke-digitale-
infrastructuur.html  
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conclusion is: “Without a strong progress of the governance and without better funding 
arrangements, we in The Netherlands are not going to succeed in getting the Generic Digital 
Infrastructure on the needed level of operational excellence.”  

Legal Basis 

There is no legal basis for this governance structure. The Dutch Cabinet did appoint the “Digi-
commissioner” for four years. The “Digi-commissioner” is responsible to the Cabinet through a 
Ministerial Commission, as explained in the paragraph ‘Governance’. The Parliament is informed 
yearly about the development of the Generic Digital Infrastructure and the results achieved by the 
“Digi-commissioner”. 

Some aspects are diagnosed that they need a legislative basis, but this legislative basis will take time 
to create. These are supposedly:   

 Powers that responsible ministers have/get concerning decreeing mandatory use of services 
and/or standards by public and partially also private parties (Don’t regulate content of services 
and standards by law, but arrange by law that these can be stated in lower regulations).  

 Defining rights and duties of citizens and businesses in their (digital) interaction with 
government, including regulating consequences when things do not proceed as regulated (e.g. 
someone delivers though a channel that is a not allowed anymore). 

 Regulating on a central level some aspects like rules about data collection, data transport and 
data processing, including the aspect of privacy. 

 For ‘Key registers’137: definitions, range of application, principles et cetera. 

On these aspects currently legislation (in the form of numerous laws and regulations) exists, but this 
legislation is in different places, it is often not identical and even inconsistent and often only for 
partial domains or sectors. 

 

2.2. Governance 

The National Commissioner for Digital Government or “Digi-commissioner” is responsible to a 
Ministerial Commission, consisting of the Prime-Minister, the Vice-Premier, the Minister of the 
Interior and Kingdom Relations, the Minister of Economic Affairs, The Minister for Housing and the 
Central Government Sector and the Minister of Finance, a representative of the local governments 
and a representative of the major execution-organizations. The “Digi-commissioner” informs the 
Ministerial Commission on the long-term developments of the Generic Digital Infrastructure and the 
interdependency with the other policies of the Cabinet. After approval of the Ministerial Commission 
the “Digi-commissioner” reports to the Parliament. The “Digi-commissioner” has the power to make 
proposals for decision to the Ministerial Commission. He can do this independent or on behalf of a 
National Council for Digital Government that he chairs. 

 

                                                           
137

 Key registers are official registers appointed by the government containing data of high quality, which are mandatory 
used by all public institutions in the performance of their tasks. 
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Figure 19: IT Governance Structure The Netherlands
138

 

The governance structure consists of four aspects: Politics, Strategic, Tactic and Operational. The 
Political and Strategic level steers on the vision, the multiannual Digi-programme139 and the 
multiannual funding of the complete Generic Digital Infrastructure. These levels are steered from the 
National Council for Digital Government. The “Digi-commissioner” presides the National Council for 
Digital Government. This Council is responsible for the Generic Digital Infrastructure as a whole, but 
it mandates the role of commissioning authority for separate elements to appropriate parties.  This 
Council consists of Director-Generals of the departments (each responsible for its domain), directors 
of the associations of Municipalities, Provinces and Water Boards, and directors of major executive 
organisations. 

The Tactical and Operational level manages continuity, development, innovation and 
implementation/use of the Generic Digital Infrastructure in the four clusters. These clusters in which 
the Generic Digital Infrastructure is organised are: Authentication & Identification, Service 
Provisioning, Data management and Interconnectivity. These levels are governed by 4 Directing 
Boards and 4 Customer Boards (each separately per cluster). The Directing Boards are presided over 
by the director of the Bureau for Digital Government and the exact formation can differ per cluster. 
The Customer Boards are presided over by the chosen commissioning authority. The operators of 

                                                           
138

 The 4 Clusters:  
A = Identity & Authentications; B = Government Services; C = Data Management; D = Interconnectivity 
139

 The Digi-programme is a national multi-year, inter-governmental program for Digital Government (Digi-programmme); 
annual excecuting-plans are based upon this Digi-programme. The Digi-programme is a joint product of the National Council 
and Digi-commissioner. The establishment of this joint multi-annual Digi-programme is an important means to achieve a 
shared vision for achieving the common goal and approach. It is crucial that all parties are involved, from policy to 
implementation, and not least: citizens and businesses. 
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elements of the Generic Digital Infrastructure, customers/users are participating in the Customer 
Boards.  Sometimes also businesses as suppliers or users can be added if appropriate on specific 
subjects. 

A consulting group “Citizens and Businesses” gives input from the end user perspective. The digital 
services to citizens and businesses cannot be implemented and developed successfully, separately 
from the ultimate users. To keep in touch with the end users and evaluate topics for safety, reliability 
and simplicity, the Consulting group will be deployed. 

 

2.3. Funding 

Funding is still a major issue. Often because the general situation in ICT, that investments are 
necessary in one place to get benefits in another, is not recognized.  Also because of the 
infrastructural nature of the Generic Digital Infrastructure a funding based on payment per use, can 
lead to perverse economic stimuli therefore actually decreasing beneficial use of the Generic Digital 
Infrastructure; while at the same time support to fund the Generic Digital Infrastructure from general 
budget is very limited. Another problem is that the decision-cycles around IT infrastructures are 
currently not well-matched to the budget-cycles, also sometimes in the operational budgets, costs of 
necessary development are not accounted, leading to many ad hoc budget overruns.    

 

3. Conclusion 

To draw conclusions from the Dutch governance structure of the “Digi-commissioner” it is still too 
early. Some general lessons can be learned already. It is clear that for a central and well-functioning 
governance structure, it is necessary that all government organisations have to work with the mind-
set of the principles of cooperation, not of power! The involved parties have to realize (or be 
constantly shown) that they can be complementary. Resistance has often to do with fear of losing 
autonomy.  

Another important lesson is that directing this kind of IT infrastructure centrally is not possible if 
sector (or domain) governance is not organised very well first. In this respect the domains and 
sectors have a lot to arrange still. So the sectors and domains will need a lot of attention from the 
one responsible overall (the “Digi-commissioner”), especially in the first stages of the development of 
the governance of the Generic Digital Infrastructure. Actually the development of the governance 
can over many years been seen as an evolutionary development with many stages of progressive 
maturity of governance. 

Norway 
1. Introduction  

Norway is a constitutional monarchy with a parliamentary democratic system. The King’s power is 

mainly representative and ceremonial. State power is formally distributed between three 

institutions: the Parliament (the legislative power), the Government (the executive power) and the 

courts (the judicial power).  
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2. Strategy  

In a white paper to the Parliament in 2013 the Government stated that a primary goal for Norwegian 

society is to take full advantage of the value creation and innovation opportunities offered by ICT and 

the internet. The following principles140 are highlighted  

 A policy that safeguards future business and markets 

 Technology-neutral regulation 

 Publicly available, international standards must serve as the starting point 

 The roles of the public and private sectors should be clearly defined 

 The state should exercise caution in its market regulation 

 Effective regulation 

 The public sector will work towards achieving an open and non-discriminatory internet 

 

2.1 Vision  

The eGovernment vision is a fully digital public sector.  Digital communication is to be the general 

rule for the public sector’s communication with citizens and businesses 

More specifically: 

 All citizens and businesses will receive mail from the public sector in a secure digital mailbox; 

 Assistance will be provided to citizens to ensure that they will be able to use digital services; 

 Protection of privacy and information security will be safeguarded; 

 

2.2. Governance 

Norway has a number of legal acts related to the regulation of specific areas, however, there are few 

regulation acts applying to the policy level as such.  

 Personal Data Act (2000) transposes the Directive 95/46/EC on the protection of individuals 
with regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data into 
Norwegian law. 

 Electronic Signature Act (2001), lastly updated in 2005, implements the EU Signature 
Directive 1999/93/EC. 

 Regulation on Electronic Communication with and within the Public Administration (2004) 

 eCommerce Act (2003) transposes into national law the EU Directive on electronic commerce 
(Directive 2000/31/EC).  

 Re-use of Public Sector Information (PSI)  

 Norway has notified full transposition of the European Directive on re-use of Public Sector 

Information (PSI Directive).  

Ministers are fully responsible for their own ICT systems and the development of ICT solutions is 

primarily organised in the context of the public sector’s work processes and organisation. Many 

projects are initiated and funded in specific ministries or their underlying directorates. However, for 

                                                           
140

 Digital Agenda for Norway. ICT for Growth and Value Creation Meld.St. 23 (2012-2013) Report to the Storting (while 
paper) http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/kmd/dok/regpubl/stmeld/2012-2013/meld-st-23-20122013-2.html?id=728993 
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projects which require public funding over a larger scale the Ministry of Local Government and 

Modernization will evaluate the proposals before it is promoted in the budget process. 

The Ministry of Local Government and Modernization is responsible for matters related to national 

ICT Policy and public sector reforms.  It comprises a department for ICT Policy and Public Sector 

Reform responsible for the following up of the modernization of the public sector and national ICT 

policy as well as the supervision of the Agency for Public Management and eGovernment (Difi). 

In order to avoid that different areas of public administration develop their own  local solution for 

more or less similar functions, initiatives have been taken to organise so-called ‘common 

components.’ Important common components currently in use include registers containing 

information on people, property, and businesses (the National Population Register, the Cadastre, and 

the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities) and other common solutions such as Altinn and 

the common infrastructure for electronic IDs (eID Gateway). 

The Agency for Public Management and eGovernment (Difi) has a coordinating role with regard to 

the common national ICT components, e.g.  the national eID authentication hub (ID-porten). Norway 

has four independent eID-providers. A common eID authentication portal (ID-porten) is used by all 

public services for authentication. This allows for citizens and businesses to use their preferred eID to 

log on to different government services.  

Altinn, initially intended as a web portal for reporting from the business sector, has developed into a 

portal that serves both business and citizens. Altinn is the point of entry to many public registers as 

well as an important communication gateway to and from the Norwegian tax authorities. More than 

700 different public forms are available in the Altinn web portal. 

Since 2009 Difi has been chairing a high level coordination board (SKATE), established to address the 

management of critical common registers and components and alignment of cross ministerial 

interests and initiatives. 

2.3 Funding  

Many ICT project are initiated and funded in specific ministries or their underlying directorates. Large 

projects will have to write an investment proposal which will be evaluated by The Ministry of Local 

Government and Modernization. If deemed appropriate it will be promoted in the budget process. 

3. Conclusion  

The public Norwegian IT governance structure leaves much responsibility and initiative to specific 

sectors e.g. represented with their ministries and agencies. This has the advantage that public ICT 

systems over time develop in response to local demands and initiatives, ref.  Altinn which is very 

different today from its initial appearance.   

The challenge with this governance structure is the need to align work and solutions across sectors.  

 

Romania 
1. Introduction  
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Romania is a semi-presidential republic. Executive functions are shared between the President and 
the Prime Minister. Administratively, Romania is divided into 41 counties and the municipality of 
Bucharest. Each county is administered by a county council responsible for local affairs, as well as a 
prefect who is appointed by the central government under the condition that s/he cannot be a 
member of any political party. The country is further subdivided into 2 686 municipalities, which are 
rural localities, and 265 towns. Municipalities and towns have their own local councils and are 
headed by a major. 

 

2. Strategy  

The Ministry for Infromation Society is the entity designated to design the national strategy for ICT in 
Romania. The main strategic document for the IT Governance Structure in Romania is the Romanian 
National Strategy for the Digital Agenda. Other texts impacting the development of eGovernment 
exist as well, since Romania focused its efforts in recent years to develop a legal framework 
facilitating the development of the information society and e-Government.  

 

2.1 Vision  

Motivation 

The Romanian National Strategy for the Digital Agenda targets directly the Romanian ICT sector and 
aims to contribute to economic development and competitiveness in Romania, both by direct action 
through the support of the e-Commerce sector and effective development of the Romanian ICT 
sector. Besides this the indirect actions  such as increase efficiency and reduce costs in public sector, 
improve private sector productivity by reducing administrative barriers in relation to the state or 
improving the competitiveness of the workforce in Romania and beyond are carried out through the 
strategy .  

Legal Basis 

The legislation concerning the e-government and interoperability in Romania is substantial. There are 
several laws and government decisions regulating e-Signature, e-Commerce, e-Procurement, e-
Payment and e-Taxation.  

 

2.2. Governance 

Coordination 

The Ministry for Information Society is the dedicated ministry in the field and has executive control 
over eGovernment, but along with it the Agency for Digital Agenda and the National Institute for 
Research and Development in Informatics (ICI) Bucharest are working together in order to coordinate 
this sector.  

The Ministry for Information Society is the dedicated ministry in the field and it is the main policy and 
strategy provider for e-Government, serving as the specialised body of central public administration 
in the ICT sector. The Ministry for Infomation Society is responsible for the implementation of 
policies and strategies, together with the subordinate agencies and departments in the eGovernment 
domain. Furthermore, it implements the Government's ICT policy. 

At the end of 2013 the Agency for Digital Agenda was established under the coordination of the 
Ministry for Information Society aiming to improve the overall performance of public 
administrations. The Agency for Digital Agenda is the legal entity designated to coordinate all 
operating systems that are related to the provision of e-Government services. The Agency also 
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coordinates the information systems through electronic public services implemented by the former 
eRomania Programme141.  

The Agency for Digital Agenda aims to provide e-Government services by implementing information 
and communication systems at national level. It is in charge of the operation of the e-Government 
Portal ('e-guvernare.ro'), the electronic System for Public Procurement ('e-licitatie.ro'), the Virtual 
Payment Desk ('www.ghiseul.ro') and the IT System for the electronic attribution of international 
authorisations on transport ('autorizatiiauto.ro'). Also, an important task of this agency is the 
implementation of the 'Electronic Point of Single Contact' project, through which public 
administration seeks to become more efficient by simplifying the procedures applicable to services 
and service providers in order to achieve an interoperable platform at the national and European 
levels. 

The National Institute for Research and Development in Informatics (ICI) Bucharest is the main 
research institute in the field of ICT. Its activities related to e-Government focuses on:  

 the  application of research projects developed by national authorities and programmes 
financed by EU funds;  

 the assessment of IT projects;  

 the monitoring and auditing of scientific and technical activities for the implementation of 
ICT projects;  

 the assessment of online services.  
 

Other institutions have different supporting roles: the National Authority for Management and 
Regulation in Communications (ANCOM) which is the unique administrator of policies in the field of 
electronic communications and information Technology or the Electronic Payments Association of 
Romania (APERO) which initiated in 2010 together with other authorities the National Information 
System for Tax Payment Online with a view to facilitate taxpayers performing their transactions 
swiftly and at a minimum cost.  

 

Spain  
1. Introduction 

Spain is a hereditary constitutional monarchy. According to the terms of the Constitution, Spain 
adopted a highly decentralised system with 17 autonomous regions (”Autonomous Communities“) 
and around 8.000 municipalities enjoying self-government rights.  

 
2. Strategy 

In January 2013, the Spanish Government created an internal committee, under the name of “The 
Public Administration Reform Committee”, to tackle an in-depth reform of the Spanish public 
administration in order to make it more agile and efficient and close to the citizens. This commission 
delivered a final report in June 2013142, which contained a proposal of 217 measures to be 
implemented in the Administration. ICT played a key role in most of the proposed measures.  Among 

                                                           
141

 A programme developed by the Romanian Government with the aim to digitalise and interconect all public services 
systems  in Romania. 
142 http://www.seap.minhap.gob.es/dms/en/areas/reforma_aapp/CORA-INGLES--web-/CORA%20INGLES%20%28web%29.pdf
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the proposals, a new ICT governance model was introduced in order to increase the effectiveness of 
ICT applied to public administration. 

 

2.1 Vision  

Motivation 

The organizational structure of ICT in the Spanish Central Administration is decentralized, so there 
are multiple ICT units which takes decisions by their own. We can distinguish among ICT units which 
provide direct services to the bodies on which they depend, ICT units which provide general services 
to the former and a Steering Committee of eGovernment that coordinates the actions of all of them 
and defines ICT policies in the area of e-Government. The size and institutional structure of these ICT 
units was highly varied and ranged from large to small ICT-dependent units and specific bodies of the 
Central Administration. 
That structure of governance of ICT in the Central Administration, which currently exists, complicates 
the existence of a unified ICT strategy and vision in order to facilitate the optimization of resources 
and cost-savings. Fresh impetus was needed in this area, based on efficiency and quality of service 
and the leadership to implement it. This required a new governance model. The Public 
Administration Reform Committee proposed, in June 2013, to evolve towards a centralized ICT 
organizations to guarantee an organizational streamlining and the generation of economies of scale.  
 

Legal Basis 

On 20 September 2013, following the proposal made by the Public Administration Reform 
Committee in its report from June 2013, the Spanish government created the Directorate of 
Information and Communication Technologies for the Spanish Public Service -  CIO (Chief Information 
Office) - to articulate the government’s policy on ICT for the General State Administration. This 
involved identifying the best governance model for rationalisation, creation of economies of scale 
and promoting the use of ICT shared services across the public sector to gain efficiency and 
effectiveness and achieve European objectives in the use of e-Government. 
It has resulted in a new IT governance model in the Spanish central administration that has been 
regulated by the Royal Decree 806/2014, published on 19th of September 2014, about organization 
and operative tools for ICT in the Central Administration.  
 

2.2. Governance 

The proposed governance model, which is now being implemented, will consolidate the provision 
and management of common resources. The CIO of the General State Administration is the head of 
the administration in the ICT field. The CIO has the position of an Under-Secretary and depends both 
on the Ministry of Presidency and the Ministry of Finance and Public Administration.  
 
Responsibility for creating the ICT strategy of the General State Administration lies with the CIO who 
has the role to design it together with the ICT Strategy Committee. This Committee can meet in a 
Plenary session, headed by the Minister of Finance and Public Administration, comprising the Under-
Secretaries of the different Ministries and the Secretaries of State of Public Administration, 
Telecommunications and Information Society and Social Security.   
The ICT Strategy Committee can meet in a more operative session, through its Steering Committee, 
headed by the CIO, to serve the Plenary as an instrument to guarantee an effective and agile 
implementation of the ICT Strategy. 
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Furthermore, the CIO is assisted by the Management Committee for ICTs, a support body comprising 
the domain CIOs for every department. 
Last, but not least, in each Ministry there will be a Ministerial Committee for Digital Administration 
responsible for the coordination and promotion of the digital services within its domain.  
 
The CIO leads a department responsible for consolidating and developing a catalogue of horizontal 
services (including common building blocks) for the provision of common services to the 
administration as a whole as well as streamlining the development of infrastructure and domain-
specific services. This model will achieve economies of scale by consolidating infrastructures, services 
and procurement. 
This structure allows more effective management of ICT in the General State Administration through 
the consolidation of infrastructures and common services (data processing centres, internal 
communications networks, and voice and data communication) and the integration of ICT at the 
highest level in all developments, regulatory and otherwise. Equally, it would help to establish and 
adopt a comprehensive ICT strategy throughout the General State Administration.  
Organising ICT in the General State Administration will also require the consideration of a redesign of 
the ICT personnel structures of departments and the definition of those functions to be performed 
by General State Administration personnel and which ones must be supported by external 
companies. 
 
A principal strength of the current ICT management model in the General State Administration is the 
existence of a corps of civil servants specialized in ICT management who possess a high level of 
technical training and knowledge of the administration. 
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Figure 20: IT Governance Structure Spain 

 

 

2.3 Funding  

ICT funding is provided through the budgets of ministries and public bodies and the European Union 
structural funds.   

 

3. Conclusion  

The Spanish central administration has recently adopted a new IT governance structure which 
resulted from a one-year field study on the inefficiencies of the Spanish administration. The final aim 
of this new structure is to develop economy of scales within the administration, so the first step of 
the implementation plan of the new governance is the consolidation and management of common 
resources. However, this cannot be the single vision, as IT is considered a key value for the 
modernization of the administration. Each department will continue with an IT unit responsible of 
the provision of domain services.  

 

Turkey 
1. Introduction 
Republic of Turkey is ruled by multi-party democracy. Parties hold Legislative and executive powers. 
Both the President of the Republic and the Prime Minister are chosen from the parties in order to 
administer Turkey and shared out the powers to 21 ministries. Ministry of Science, Industry and 
Technology is responsible for IT governance of Turkey according to the strategies determined by the 
President of the Republic and the Prime Minister. 

2. Strategy 

The main goal of the Minister of Science, Industry and Technology is to promote cooperation 
between the universities and industry, to strengthen the technological infrastructure and to enhance 
competitiveness through supporting entrepreneurship, innovation, R&D activities particularly in the 
SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises). The Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology established 
the Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK), which is the leading agency 
for management, funding and conduct of research in Turkey in 1963. 

2.1 Vision  

The Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology is responsible for contributing to Turkey’s goal of 
becoming one of the ten most developed countries in the World with a competitive economy based 
on entrepreneurship, innovation, scientific development and technological production. TUBITAK is in 
charge of governing IT infrastructure for innovation, scientific development and technological 
production.   

In order to enhance the competitiveness of Turkey at the international level, TUBITAK aims 

 to develop and implement policies, strategies, plans and programs on science, industry and 
technology, 

 to promote the adoption of a scientific approach and increase awareness in the society, 
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 to provide the necessary conditions for a safe, sustainable, efficient, and environmental-friendly 
production , 

 to promote cooperation between the universities and industry, to strengthen the technological 
infrastructure and to enhance competitiveness through supporting entrepreneurship, innovation 
and R&D activities particularly in the SMEs, 

 to collect demands of the public bodies and commercial organizations, make in-house guidance 
towards a solution and realize analysis and result-oriented studies to increase customer 
satisfaction. 

 

2.2. Governance 

The governance structure consists of multiple organisations/entities. The Prime Minister appoints 
the Minister of Science, Industry and Technology.  Then, the Minister assigns her/his operation staff.  

 

 

 

Figure 21: IT Governance Structure Turkey 

 

Responsibility of Minister of Science, Industry and Technology 

The main functions and authorities of the Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology are as 
follows:  

 To prepare and implement the industrial policies and strategies as well as the administrative 
and technical arrangements concerning the industrial products in accordance with the 
principles, objectives and policies set forth in the development plans and annual reports; to 
keep the records of industrial enterprises; to perform industrial analyses and keep industrial 
statistics. 

Consultation 
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Making 
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 To determine, implement and ensure the enforcement of science, technology and innovation 
policies in cooperation with the affiliated bodies and institutions by taking into consideration 
the objectives for economic development, social improvement and national security. 

 To support research, development and innovation programs and projects as well as the 
activities and investments to be carried out within this framework,  

 To take and implement relevant incentive measures, to make the necessary arrangements 
and audits.  

 To perform the duties vested with the legislation on the planning, establishment, structuring 
and operation of the organized industrial zones, industrial zones and small industry sites; to 
support the establishment of water treatment facilities, infrastructure and superstructure for 
these enterprises and to determine the conditions and qualifications for supporting these 
enterprises and to audit their activities. 

 To prepare the metrology policy; to develop and ensure the enforcement of strategies on 
metrology; to make the necessary arrangements related to the inspection, certification and 
verification on metrology, to perform the audit or to ensure the auditing on metrology, to 
determine and ensure the enforcement of the standards and technical arrangements. 

 To assist the preparation of policies on product safety and audit; to perform the market 
surveillance on product safety of industrial products and their conformity with the technical 
legislation or to vest these authorities, to perform risk analyses, to determine the methods 
and the principles related to the inspection of the industrial products, to maintain 
information system on product safety. 

 To maintain the relations between the Ministry and international institutions, European 
Union and foreign countries concerning the issues under the responsibility of the Ministry; to 
assist the preparation of bilateral and multi-lateral scientific, industrial and technical 
cooperation agreements and protocols and to prepare, coordinate and control projects and 
programs which are carried out jointly by European Union and international institutions.  

 

Responsibility of Science Board of Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey 
(TUBITAK)  

The need for information systems is increasing more and more. This need has reached such an extent 
that their absence is hardly imaginable. In this information age, one has to use an electronic device 
or system in order to maintain our lives. That’s why, it is of the utmost importance that processes on/ 
through electronic devices are carried out under safe and secure conditions. In this sense, security 
and integrity of the information processed are of this highest priority. Additionally, one has to be 
sure about the source and reliability of such information. Another important issue is the necessity of 
information systems that have to present secure and innovative solutions maintaining business 
continuity and enhancing institutional performance. 

 
TUBITAK has a mission to advance science and technology, conduct research and support Turkish 
researchers. The Council is an autonomous institution and is governed by a Scientific Board whose 
members are selected from prominent scholars from universities, industry and research institutions. 
TUBITAK is responsible for promoting, developing, organizing, conducting and coordinating research 
and development in line with national targets and priorities. TUBITAK acts as an advisory agency to 
the Turkish Government on science and research issues, and is the secretariat of the Supreme 
Council for Science and Technology (SCST), the highest S&T policy making body in Turkey.  

 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  103 

 

 

2.3 Funding  

TUBITAK projects and initiatives are funded by Ministry of Industry and Technology, regional, 
national and European funds. 

 

3. Conclusion  

The IT governance strategy of Turkey is driven by Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology via 
TUBITAK , which is directly linked, to the Ministry. TUBITAK plays very critical role for IT governance 
in Turkey. TUBITAK has sustainable financial resources, which are provided by public bodies and 
direct contract. This guarantees financial balancing and it is an advantage for ensuring long-term 
sustainability. In addition, IT governance plan of Turkey is prepared for short term (1 year period), 
mid-term (5 years period) and long term (10 years period). These plans are renewed and reviewed 
regularly every year by TUBITAK with the coordination of public bodies.. Public and private 
stakeholders also are involved the plan and decision making process in order to ensure 
interoperability.  
 

Australia  
1. Introduction  

Australia is a federal parliamentary democracy and a Commonwealth realm. Australia consists of six 
states, two territories and several dependent areas. The legal system is based on the English 
common law model.143  

 

2. Strategy 

The importance of a cross government strategy for Information and Communication Technology in 
the Australian Public Service (APS) was recognized after the release in October 2008 of the Review of 
the Australian Government’s Use of Information and Communication Technology, better known as 
the Gershon Review.  

 

2.1 Vision 

The Australian Public Service ICT Strategy 2012 – 2015 was launched by the Secretary of Finance in 
October 2012. The Strategy statement is “The APS will use ICT to increase public sector and national 
productivity by enabling the delivery of better government services for the Australian people, 
communities and business, improving the efficiency of APS operations and supporting open 
engagement to better inform decisions.” 

 

2.2 Governance 

The governance of information management for the Australian Public Service is the subject of the 
Secretaries’ ICT Governance Board (SIGB). The SIGB is a Board of Secretaries and Chief Executives 
representing central bodies, portfolio departments and delivery agencies.The table below provides 
details of agencies and members represented on the board.The topics of interest for the board are  

 oversee and monitor the implementation of the ICT Strategy; 

                                                           
143

 https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/as.html - September 22, 2014 
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 develop and set whole-of-government144 strategic ICT policy; 

 agree on opportunities and priority areas for standardisation, consolidation and common 
approaches based on demonstrated business value to the government.145 

 

Agency Title 

Department of Finance Secretary (Chair) 

Department of Communications Secretary 

Department of Defence Associate Secretary 

Department of Social Services Secretary 

Department of Human Services Secretary 

Department of Immigration and Border Protection Secretary 

Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet Deputy Secretary 

Attorney-General's Department Secretary 

National Archives of Australia Director-General 

Table 11: Australia: Members of the Secretaries’ ICT Governance Board (SIGB) 

 

Next to the SIGB there are several other committees involved for the broadening and improvement 
of the information management for the Australian Public Service. 

 The CIOC investigates, identifies and endorses ICT issues and solutions and emerging trends 
to be applied at a whole-of-government level.  The CIOC is chaired by the Ministry of Finance 
and comprises Chief Information Officers (CIOs) representatives of central bodies146, 
portfolio departments and service delivery agencies.  

 The CJCIOC addresses e-Government issues which span jurisdictional boundaries. The CJCIOC 
provides leadership to all areas of government on implementing national strategic 
approaches to ICT across government. Membership of the CJCIOC includes CIOs or equivalent 
from the Australian government, New Zealand government, State and Territory governments 
and a representative of the Australian Local Government Association who has observer 
status.  

 The CIOF is a consultation and information sharing forum consisting of Chief Information 
Officers (CIOs) of smaller agencies like the Department of Veterans' Affairs, the Australian 
National Audit Office and the High Court of Australia that are not represented on the CIOC. It 
provides advice to the CIOC and the SIGB. 

 

                                                           
144

 “Whole of government denotes public service agencies working across portfolio boundaries to achieve a shared goal and 
an integrated government response to particular issues. Approaches can be formal and informal. They can focus on policy 
development, program management and service delivery” from http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications-and-
media/archive/publications-archive/connecting-government/challenge - October 26, 2014 
145

 http://www.finance.gov.au/governance-awards-data/sigb/ - September 23, 2014 
146

 Central bodies are organizations like Taxation Service and Bureau for Statistics - http://www.finance.gov.au/governance-
awards-data/ict-governance-committees October 26, 2014  

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  105 

 

 

The Australian Government Information Management Office (AGIMO) supports these ICT 
Governance Committees

 

Figure 22: IT Governance Structure Australia: AGIMO amidst committees for information management for Australian 
Public Service 

 

Bureau 

The Australian Government Information Management Office (AGIMO), a branch of the Ministry of 
Finance looks after the implementation of the ‘Whole of Government Information and 
Communications Technology’. In 2012 AGIMO had 229 persons employed  of whom approximately 
45% are either cost recovered or subject to user charging, or budget funded for a specified purpose 
and time frame. AGIMO in 2012 was composed of two divisions. 

 

 

Figure 23: IT Governance Structure Australia: Organisation of AGIMO 

 

The Policy and Planning Division aims to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the ICT activities. 
It achieves its aim through analysis of significant proposals, practical guidance to agencies, programs 
to support ICT skills, support for governance bodies, and responding to emerging technologies and 
issues. The Agency Services Division coordinates, acquires and supports common, whole-of-
government ICT products and services.  

From 4 February 2013 on AGIMO is effectively split into two functions, the CIO  and a CTO. The CIO 
looks after whole-of-government ICT policy while the CTO looks after whole-of-government ICT 
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services and procurement. The CIO leads AGIMO, while the CTO is in charge of the newly created 
Technology and Procurement Division. 

Tooling 

AGIMO administers the Australian government's principal online gateway (australia.gov.au) as well 
as the pan-government online collaboration service Govdex. AGIMO works across government and 
oversights the development of whole-of-government policy, strategies and standards in regards to 
the Australian government’s use of information and communications technology (ICT).147 The 
predecessor of AGIMO developed the Australian Government Interoperability Framework (first 
published in 2007). 148 The interoperability framework addresses the information, business process 
and technical dimensions of interoperability. It sets the principles, standards and methodologies that 
support the delivery of integrated and seamless services. 

Review149 

An audit report from early 2012 on the performance of AGIMO quotes the Gershon review on 
Australian Public Services’ use of information and communication technology “the current model of 
very high levels of agency autonomy…..leads to suboptimal outcomes in the context of prevailing 
external trends, financial returns, and the aims and objectives of the current government.”150 The 
same audit report mentions further that “there are significant advantages for AGIMO in being part of 
a strong central agency and in being able to depend on it for support. There are also occasions, 
however, when there would be advantage in its particular role in government having a profile that 
distinguishes it from Finance’s cost-efficiency focus. While effective ICT increases efficiency and 
productivity, the role of AGIMO is to achieve effective and efficient ICT rather than to focus primarily 
on the aspect of cost.” 

 

2.3 Funding 

The consulted sources do not disclose any information on the budget and funding.  

 

3. Conclusion  

Although this report is not the result of an in-depth analysis some lessons can be learned from the 
Australian governance of interoperability. Europe should consider to adopt that 

 Interoperability as a part of Public Service Strategy 

 Monitoring progress up to level of Secretaries 

 Well staffed bureau 
 >200 fte personnel 
 €€ by specific budget and a pricing framework  

 Specific committees for specific elements of governance 

 Governance is business oriented instead of a technological approach 

 Lower levels of government and external interested parties are committed through specific 
mechanisms for influence and governance. 

 

                                                           
147

 http://www.finance.gov.au/agimo/ - September 23, 2014 
148

 http://www.finance.gov.au/policy-guides-procurement/interoperability-frameworks/  – September 23, 2014 
149

http://www.finance.gov.au/publications/agimo-review-
report/docs/ReviewoftheOperationalActivitiesandStructureofAGIMO-PublicVersion.pdf - September 23, 2014 -  
150

 Ibis p.14 
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Europe can learn from the Australian government  

 to have an Interoperability Framework that is practical and business oriented;  

 to maintain innovation and development as a specific topic within interoperability; 

 to focus on improved services to society or between governments instead of cost 
efficiency;  

 to prevent multi headed top level management and bypassing of governance by large 
Member States, institutions or stakeholders. 

 

 

 

USA  
1. Introduction 
The United States of America (USA) is a federal republic. The USA holds 50 states and one district, 
furthermore are several dependent areas governed by the USA151. The legal system is based on 
English common law at the federal level for all but Louisiana. The Congress is the legislative branch. 
The executive branch is represented through the president, the vice president and the Cabinet. The 
Cabinet is appointed by the president with Senate approval.152  
 
2. Strategy153 
NIEM (National Information Exchange Model) was formally initiated in April 2005 by the chief 
information officers of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and the U.S. Department of 
Justice. In October 2010, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services joined as the third 
steward of NIEM. Since 2005, NIEM has issued four releases lastly the NIEM 3.0 in 2013.  
 
2.1 Vision 
NIEM) is the community-driven, government-wide, standards-based approach to exchanging 
information for the government of the United States of America. All 50 states and 19 federal 
agencies are committed to using NIEM at varying levels of maturity. 
 
2.2. Governance 
The NIEM Executive Steering Council (ESC) serves as NIEM’s decision-making body regarding 
membership, funding requirements, program or technical direction, Committee and Program 
Management Office (PMO), personnel appointments, and other organizational decisions as required 
for supporting NIEM management. The table below provides details of the members and the 
agencies represented in the ESC. 
 

Agency Role 

Department of Homeland Security, Chief Information Officer Chair  

Department of Justice, Chief Information Officer Member  

Department of Health and Human Services,  Chief Information Officer Member  

Global Standards Council, Co-Vice Chair Member  

                                                           
151

 Examples of dependent areas are American Samoa, Midway Islands, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands,  
152

 https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/us.html - September 22 2014 
153

 All input apart from introduction is taken from https://www.niem.gov/Pages/default.aspx - September 25, 2014  
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National Association of State Chief Information Officers, Executive Director  Member  

Office of Management and Budget, Federal Chief Architect Member  

Information Sharing Environment Office, Program Manager Member  

Table 12: USA: Members of the NIEM Executive Steering Council (ESC) 

 
The relation between the Executive Steering Council and the Program Management Office and the 
supporting committees is shown in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 24: IT Governance Structure USA 

 
Bureau 
The NIEM Program Management Office (PMO) executes the vision of NIEM established by the 
Executive Steering Council (ESC), while managing the day-to-day operations of NIEM. The office 
encourages the adoption and use of NIEM and oversees all working group and committee activities, 
regularly coordinating with communities of interest (COIs), principal stakeholders, and other 
information-sharing initiatives to promote collaboration and interest in NIEM priorities.  
 
The PMO works together with the Business Architecture Committee (NBAC) and the Technical 
Architecture Committee (NTAC) to meet the goals and objectives of the NIEM program. NBAC’s tasks 
can be described as:   

 Business Architecture: to oversee and validate the construction, maintenance, and use of the 
business architecture framework for NIEM;  

 NIEM Core: providing management and oversight of the NIEM Core—the central part of the 
NIEM data model that’s commonly understood across all domains; 

 Community: to serve as the forum for the admission of new domains and interactions 
between domains, and coordinates action to maintain the NIEM community. 

 
First and foremost NTAC defines and supports the technical architecture that governs NIEM. It means 
that NTAC:  

 documents, implements, and maintains NIEM’s technical specifications; 

 provides robust, effective development of the NIEM core structure and complementary 
processes to support and enable users to efficiently develop, use, and reuse NIEM-
conformant model package description components; 

 delivers and maintains a instrumentation hat meets stakeholder requirements in support of 
information exchange across organizations. 
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Domains 
NIEM has acknowledged that there is no one-fits-all solution to domain governance. Each domain 
represents a broad and, at times, diverse group of individuals and organizations. Domain governance 
should be tailored to address these stakeholders. A domain in NIEM is organized around the business 
needs of a community. The governance represents the interests of the stakeholders, governance, 
and content oriented data model. As an example the organisation of governance for the domain of 
Biometrics is displayed in Figure 2 

 

Figure 25: IT Governance Structure USA: Governance for the biometric domain 

 
Regardless the differences between the domains several activities that are part of governance are 
applicable to all domains. For example, fair and adequate representation, dispute resolution, and 
continuous communication between all stakeholders are important for community success. 
 
Tooling 
The NIEM154 model defines terms, definitions, and relationships for data being exchanged. The model 
is available in XSD, Microsoft Excel and through Unified Modeling Language (UML). UML allows for 
graphically depict exchanges and the elements of each message exchanged. 
 
 
Deployment in Europe 

                                                           
154

 The NIEM model provides common, agreed-upon terms, definitions, formats, and relationships independent of how 
information is stored in individual systems. It consists of two related vocabularies, NIEM core and individual NIEM domains. 
NIEM core consists of data elements that are commonly understood and defined across domains, such as person, activity, 
document, location, and item. NIEM domains contain mission-specific data components that build upon NIEM core 
concepts and add additional content specific to the community supporting the specific requirements of a domain.  
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The EPOC IV project managed by EUROJust is presented by NIEM as a case study of implementation 
of NIEM in Europe. EPOC IV has to be considered as a ‘Proof of Concept’ not as a proper deployment 
in everyday business operations. 
 
2.3 Funding 
NIEM is an interagency program with shared funding and staffing resources. 
 
3. Conclusion  
There is a lean line of control:  

 Steering committee with dominant institutions 

 Communities per domain 

 Project office with clear goals 

 Policy and operations are controlled by 1 manager 
Marketing is an integral part of the strategy: 

 Website & social media strategy 

 Tooling, training material 
The overall policy is set by few (NIEM burau and communities) and laid upon many (all government 
agencies). Furthermore the budget and its allocation are unclear. The Marketing strategy 
overshadows the substance of deployment as for example EuroJUST was easily verified as an 
overrated example.  
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III. Appendix II – Organisational Forms  

Criteria for the description of the organisational form  
Criteria for the description of the organisational form:  

1.       Member State involvement 

Member States should play a central role in the future governance structure, being decisive in the 
decision-making process. National representatives should cooperate closely with other public 
administrations at national level, regardless of the supra-national level or within countries, that play 
a central role in the future governance structure and the decision-making pro-cess.  

2.       EC involvement 

The European level should have a coordinating role, and be decisive in case the subsidiary principle 
permits this. 

3.       Stakeholder involvement (IT-industry, standardisation bodies, communities)  

Stakeholders, users and the private sector should be involved and play an advisory/consultative role 
in a future governance structure. This should be visible per domain. 

4.       Set-up costs 

Set-up costs are the cost incurred to get an organisation or IT governance structure ready to ensure a 
coherent working of the e-SENS building blocks at the Digital Single Market, it also involves the costs 
to switch from the governance structure on the mid-term to the governance structure on the long 
term. The objective is not to give an absolute estimation of the costs, but a relative comparison with 
other organisational forms. 

5.       Maintenance costs 

These are the periodic costs of a governance structure after its set up. This includes the operational 
costs for the building, salaries, organisation of the meetings, in order to ensure a proper working of 
the e-SENS building blocks. The objective is not to give an absolute estimation of the costs, but a 
relative comparison with other organisational forms. 

6.       Ability to avoid market fragmentation 

Is the governance form able to avoid market fragmentation?  

Data should be exchanged easily and swiftly across borders, helping citizens and businesses to fully 
benefit from the freedoms of the Single Market. Market fragmentation should be avoided for all 28 
MS and associated countries by guaranteeing organisational and legal interoperability, but also 
technical and semantic interoperability. Competition needs to take place on the basis of pre-defined 
standards, but is not desirable on the basis of a plethora of the same standards. This also guarantees 
seamless working between national public organisations at the European market. One of the 
characteristics is that building blocks should have an open specification, the requirement that IPRs 
related to the specification have to be licensed on FRAND terms or on a royalty-free basis in a way 
that allows implementation in both proprietary and open source software. In this way, companies 
working under various business models can compete on an equal footing when providing solutions to 
public administrations while administrations that implement the standard in their own software 
(software that they own) can share such software with others under an open source licence if they so 
decide.  

7.       Ability to enhance architecture coherence 
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Technical and semantic interoperability of the building blocks gets special attention because this is 
the core task of the IT governance structure. This also enables cross-border exchange of data 
between 28 MS and associated countries. Cross-border interoperability currently also lacks common 
infrastructures, architectures and technical guidelines that could foster the development of 
European public services by providing a solid technical basis and avoiding duplication of efforts.   

8.       Funding from different sources  

Is any source of funding excluded choosing this organisational form?  

No sources of funding such as EU, MS and private financial support should be excluded up-front. 
Every stakeholder should have the opportunity to contribute to the governance structure.  

9.       Domain requirements 

Can the governance form consider domain requirements and still?  

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

To this end coordinating mechanism should be set up in order to avoid making domain-specific 
choices that are conflicting with the specifications, standards and infrastructure of the generic 
building blocks.  

However, any 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.  

10. Best case scenario  

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. 

 

Instructions for the break-out session to discuss the organisational forms 
during the e-SENS event in Luxemburg 6th -7th November 2014 
The e-SENS event “Making e-Services a reality in Europe” took place in Luxemburg on 6-7th November 2014. 
The aim of the e-SENS event was to inform representatives of the national governments, the EC and the IT 
industry about the current status of e-SENS and the future steps that will be taken. Session 2 “European 
regulations and initiatives for interoperable digital services in Europa” on 7

th
 November focused – besides 

others - the on sustainability of the technical solutions. The participants were requested to provide their 
opinions on possible organisational forms (DG Programme, Agency, NPO), which can ensure the sustainability 
of the e-SENS results in the long-term. The discussion was organised in three breakout-sessions, each group 
discussing one scenario. The instruction for the group discussion and the questions and topics which should 
have been discussed are stated below. After the separate break-out sessions, each group was requested to 
report to the plenary on the advantages and disadvantages of the organisational form it discussed. 

 

INSTRUCTIONS for GROUP EXERCISE 

(1) Agency 

 

BREAK-OUT SESSION – e-SENS event 7th November 2014: Making e-Services a Reality in Europe 

This document provides all of the information you should need to discuss the proposed scenario for the 
sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS.  
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OBJECTIVE 

This exercise is designed to: 

 familiarise you with the possible scenarios for the sustainability of the technical solutions 

of e-SENS ; 

 collect your views and comments on the different aspects  of the possible scenarios. 

This group will discuss the possibility of an Agency to ensure the sustainability and long-term 

governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS.  

Generally, a European agency is a body governed by European law and set up by an act of secondary 

legislation (regulation/joint action/decision). It has its own legal personality and it sometimes takes 

legally binding individual decisions for third parties.  The agency most often receives financial 

contribution from the community budget and it is most often a permanent body which has its seat in 

one of the Member States of the European Union. It has financial and administrative autonomy and is 

independent in the execution of the assigned mission/tasks. (Source: 

http://europa.eu/agencies/documents/fiche_1_sent_to_ep_cons_2010-12-15_en.pdf) 

Possible discussion points could be: 

 Would an Agency be the best option to guarantee sustainability and long-term 

governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS? What are the advantages? What are the 

disadvantages? 

 Should a new Agency be established or should an already existing Agency be considered? 

 Is an Agency a cost-efficient scenario? 

 What would the existence of an Agency mean for: 

o The Internal Market 

o Financing and funding 

o Architectual Coherency 

o Interworking with national levels, domain and stakeholders (e.g. industry, 

standardisation organisations and users) 

 

EXPECTED RESULT 

The group is asked to prepare a short presentation to the plenary about the results of the discussions 

on the scenario. The presentation should contain the group’s feedback on an Agency as a possible 

scenario for the sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS. 

We would appreciate if your feedback is: 

 Agreed within the group (through consensus); 

 Brief, direct and “to the point” (i.e. a clear ‘what’); 

 Duly justified so that the other groups can understand it (i.e. a clear ‘why’); 
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 Action oriented (i.e. indicate the practical action that needs to be implemented). 

 

BEFORE STARTING 

The group should: 

 Select a reporter who will present what the group identified as comments and 

improvements to the proposed scenario;   

 Select a moderator that will facilitate the discussion and ensure that everyone provides 

her/his opinion on the proposed scenario;  

 Select someone who will keep timing so that the group concludes the exercise in 30 

minutes. 

 

 

(2) Non–Profit Organisation 

 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 

This exercise is designed to: 

 familiarise you with the possible scenarios for the sustainability of the technical solution 

of e-SENS; 

 collect your views and comments on the different aspects of the possible scenarios. 

This group will discuss the possibility of a Non-Profit Organisation to ensure the sustainability and 

long-term governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS.  

A Non-Profit Organization (NPO) is an organization that uses surplus revenues to achieve its goals 

rather than distributing them as profit or dividends. 

Although Non-Profit organizations are permitted to generate surplus revenues, they must be retained 

by the organization for its self-preservation, expansion, or plans. NPOs have controlling members or a 

board of directors. Many have paid staff including management, whereas others employ unpaid 

volunteers and even executives who work with or without compensation (occasionally nominal). 

(Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nonprofit_organization) 

Possible discussion points could be: 

 Would a Non-Profit Organisation be the best option to guarantee sustainability and long-

term governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS? What are the advantages? What 

are the disadvantages? 

 Should a new Non-Profit Organisation be established or should an already existing Non-

Profit Organisation be considered? 

BREAK-OUT SESSION – e-SENS event 7th November 2014: Making e-Services a Reality in Europe 

This document provides all of the information you should need to discuss the proposed scenario for the 
sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS. 
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 Is a Non-Profit Organisation a cost-efficient scenario? 

 What would the existence of a Non-Profit Organisation mean for : 

o The Internal Market 

o Financing and funding 

o Architectual Coherency 

o Interworking with national levels, domain and stakeholders (e.g. industry, 

standardisation organisations and users) 

 

EXPECTED RESULT 

The group is asked to prepare a short presentation to the plenary about the results of the discussion 

on the scenario. The presentation should contain the group’s feedback on a Non-Profit-Organisation 

as a possible scenario for the sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS. 

We would appreciate if your feedback is: 

 Agreed within the group (through consensus); 

 Brief, direct and “to the point” (i.e. a clear ‘what’); 

 Duly justified so that the other groups can understand it (i.e. a clear ‘why’); 

 Action oriented (i.e. indicate the practical action that needs to be implemented). 

 

BEFORE STARTING 

The group should: 

 Select a reporter who will present what the group identified as comments and 

improvements to the proposed scenario; 

 Select a moderator that will facilitate the discussion and ensure that everyone provides 

her/his opinion on the proposed scenario; 

 Select someone who will keep timing so that the group concludes the exercise in 30 

minutes.  

 

(3)  DG Programme 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 

 

This exercise is designed to: 

 familiarise you with the possible scenarios for the sustainability of the technical solutions 

of e-SENS; 

 collect your views and comments on the different aspects of the possible scenarios. 

BREAK-OUT SESSION – e-SENS event 7th November 2014: Making e-Services a Reality in Europe 

This document provides all of the information you should need to discuss the proposed scenario for the 
sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS. 
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This group will discuss the possibility of a DG Programme to ensure the sustainability and long-term 

governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS.  

The notion of a DG Programme (Directorate-General Programme) refers to projects and programmes 

supported by the European Commission through its Directorates-General (DGs). According to the 

Rules of Procedure of the Commission, a number of DGs assist the Commission in the performance of 

its tasks. Each DG is classified according to the policy it deals with.  

The DGs support these issues through its projects and programmes. As an example, the Directorate 

General for Education and Culture (DG EAC) is responsible for policy on education, culture, youth, 

languages, and sport, and supports these issues through a variety of projects and programmes, 

notably Creative Europe and Erasmus+ . Another example of a DG Programme could be the ISA 

Programme. A broader view might be that a DG Programme is directly embedded in the European 

Commission. (Sources: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32000Q3614; http://ec.europa.eu/about/ds_en.htm; 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/education_culture/index_en.htm) 

Possible discussion points could be: 

 Would a DG Programme be the best option to guarantee sustainability and long-term 

governance of the technical solutions of e-SENS? What are the advantages? What are the 

disadvantages? 

 Should a new DG Programme be established or are there already existing DG 

Programmes which may be considered ?  

 Is a DG Programme a cost-efficient scenario? 

 What would the existence of a DG Programme mean for the: 

o The Internal Market 

o Financing and funding 

o Architectual Coherency 

o Interworking with national levels, domain and stakeholders (e.g. industry, 

standardisation organisations and users) 

 

EXPECTED RESULT 

The group is asked to prepare a short presentation to the plenary about the results of the discussion 

on the scenario. The presentation should contain the group’s feedback on a possible DG Programme 

as a scenario for the sustainability of the technical solutions of e-SENS. 

We would appreciate if your feedback is: 

 Agreed within the group (through consensus); 

 Brief, direct and “to the point” (i.e. a clear ‘what’); 

 Duly justified so that the other groups can understand it (i.e. a clear ‘why’); 

 Action oriented (i.e. indicate the practical action that needs to be implemented). 
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BEFORE STARTING 

The group should: 

 Select a reporter who will present what the group identified as comments and 

improvements to the proposed scenario; 

 Select a moderator that will facilitate the discussion and ensure that everyone provides 

her/his opinion on the proposed scenario; 

 Select someone who will keep timing so that the group concludes the exercise in 30 

minutes. 

 

Results of the Dicussion on the organisational forms during the e-SENS event in 
Luxemburg 6th -7th November 2014 

 

Results of the discussion on the DG Programme, Agency and NPO during session 2 of the e-
SENS event « Making e-Services a reality in Europe » in Luxemburg on 7th November 
2014 :  

 
DG Programme: 

Accountability is a key word in this scenario. It is about clarity of who is in charge. The structure is 
clear. This organizational form gives better opportunities to communicate. It can serve as a hub for 
communities. 

When placing the building blocks in a DG structure, it can communicate and cooperate more 
efficiently with other DG Programmes. 

It was felt that it is not important whether the DG Programme is new or old, as long as it can be 
placed in a current DG structure. 

Concerning the cost efficiency on long-term, it is positive because it is centralized and it fits into the 
DG structure. It is unavoidable that in the beginning there are start-up costs and there is a need to 
hire manpower. This scenario is important for the internal market and can contribute to the 
paradigm of free movement of data next to the other four freedoms (capital, goods, services and 
people). 

Due to its centralised structure a DG Programme can offer a uniform approach to both finance and 
funding as architectural coherency. It is easy to get funding if it is part of the DG structure, this will be 
part of the annual budget.  

It was admitted that it can be challenging to attend working groups and agree on a standard. 

It needs to interwork with stakeholders and it has the authority to do so because of its place within 
the DG structure. 

  

Agency 

The Agency can be the owner of any challenges and it can offer solutions for the Buidling Blocks at 
the same time. This organizational form can offer a unitary approach at the internal market, but can 
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be flexible to various stakeholder groups at the same time. Moreover, it can be designed in such a 
way that Building Blocks can be linked at global level. 

It is possible to reach consensus at stakeholder level, and it has natural direct links with external 
bodies like DG CONNECT and DG DIGIT. Building Blocks need to be past the pilot phase to be included 
in the EU ecosystem. It is a body dedicated to building blocks and in its design silos working should be 
avoided to the maximum. 

An Agency embraces any private solution and there is a focus to ensure an appropriate level of 
quality. It is cost effective and building blocks will not be free for MS, but maybe payed because of 
the promotion of solutions. Moreover, an Agency should also promote the usage of Building Blocks. 
If these points are being taken into account any Building Blocks can be sustained in the future. 

The Agency serves as a networking platform and can be screwed onto Member States levels, and to 
EC levels at the same time.  

An agency has MS influence, since board members are from the national governments. It works 
globally. There are strong links with ministers and governments.  

  

Non-Profit Organisation 

The advantage of this scenario is that an NPO is a more neutral body than DG Programme and the 
Agency. It will have a good value to balance the interests of MS, society and businesses at the same 
time. It could involve the industry more than a DG Programme or an Agency can do. An NPO can 
offer bottom-up solutions and has a more open character. It can create trust by its openness. A NPO 
is more open by definition, since the participating members will guarantee full transparency. 
Basically an NPO would need full transparency. 

There will be hardly any hierarchy. An NPO is cost efficient, because it rests on the funding from its 
members. However, it has to be ensured that no single group of members has more than 
proportionate level of influence. Therefore, independence has to be ensured. The initial set-up might 
be troublesome or expensive since the establishment of an agency or DG program just needs an 
“administrative act”. Contributions have to be ensured, but also this has to be equal. An NPO consist 
of real experts and less employees. Independence of the NPO has to be ensured. Decision-making 
could be more slowly, as there is no decisive hierarchy and all interest have to been taken into 
account. If any decision is taken, it is sustainable.  Qualified Majority voting for its members seem to 
be most appropriate.  

Concerning the governance of more public solutions, these topics will not be accessible for private 
sector, e.g. eJustice is closer to the public sector than procurement. So these more publicly oriented 
building blocks cannot be decided in an open body. The solution is that fundamental decisions for 
public domains can be locked for MS only and the EC.  

The preference is to set up a new organisation rather than extending an existing NPO. Any existing 
NPO is ingrained with interests.  

Statutes might be put in place and are complex. The statutes have to rule out the possibility of 
someone having too much influence.  Assigning different roles is difficult, but necessary. An NPO will 
ensure commitment in decisions, although there are still some open questions to be solved. It is felt 
that this organizational form is at the end more cost efficient, as funding is more flexible. In the long 
run it is cost-efficient because members provide the funds.  

How existing or now LSPs or domains can be included in such an NPO needs to be further 
investigated. New ideas and solutions need to be taken into consideration, and for this incentives 
and assessments are needed. There will be incentives created for parties to participate. The 

Ap
pr

ov
ed

 b
y E

C



    

D3.5 Preliminary proposal for long-term sustainability within the CEF  119 

 

 

advantage of an NPO is that there can be national competition between national parties to 
participate, because the parties want their solutions to be discussed in the NPO. This will provide 
additional transparency.  

 

Further information about the organisational form “Agency” 
Executive agencies 

When an increasing number of programmes are being created in a wide range of fields targeting a 
variety of categories of beneficiaries, as part of the activities provided for in Article 3 of the Treaty 
establishing the European Community, the Commission is, as a rule, responsible for adopting 
measures to implement such programmes (Community programmes)155. In the base of this 
regulation, the Commission is entitled to outsource certain tasks, subject to a cost-benefit analysis 
and taking into account a number of factors, which will be further described in this section.   

One form of outsourcing consists in using Community bodies which have legal personality (executive 
agencies). As the institution responsible for implementing the various Community programmes, the 
Commission is best qualified to assess whether and to what extent it is appropriate to entrust 
management tasks relating to one or more specific Community programmes to an executive agency. 
Recourse to an executive agency does not, however, relieve the Commission of its responsibilities 
under the Treaty establishing the European Community, and in particular Article 274 thereof. It must 
therefore be able closely to circumscribe the action of each executive agency and maintain real 
control over its operation, and in particular its governing bodies156. 

The Commission must also be able to appoint both the members of the Steering Committee of each 
executive agency and its director, to ensure that in delegating tasks which are its own prerogative to 
an executive agency, the Commission does not thereby relinquish control of it. 

To ensure that outsourcing is effective and that full benefit is drawn from the expertise of an 
executive agency, the Commission must be allowed to delegate to it all or some of the implementing 
tasks for one or more Community programmes, except for those requiring discretionary powers in 
translating political choices into action. Tasks which may be delegated include managing all or some 
of the phases in the lifetime of a given project, implementing the budget, gathering and processing 
information to be forwarded to the Commission and preparing recommendations for the 
Commission157. 

Setting-up and winding-up of executive agencies158 

The Commission may decide, after a prior cost-benefit analysis, to set up an executive agency with a 
view to entrusting it with certain tasks relating to the management of one or more Community 
programmes. It shall determine the lifetime of the executive agency. 

                                                           
155

 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for executive agencies to be 
entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programme 
156

 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for executive agencies to be 
entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programme 
157

 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for executive agencies to be 
entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programme 
158

 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 58/2003 of 19 December 2002 laying down the statute for executive agencies to be 
entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programme 
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The cost-benefit analysis shall take into account a number of factors such as:  

 identification of the tasks justifying outsourcing,  

 a cost-benefit analysis which includes the costs of coordination and checks,  

 the impact on human resources,  

 possible savings within the general budgetary framework of the European Union,  

 efficiency and flexibility in the implementation of outsourced tasks,  

 simplification of the procedures used,  

 proximity of outsourced activities to final beneficiaries,  

 visibility of the Community as promoter of the Community programme concerned and  

 the need to maintain an adequate level of know-how inside the Commission. 
  

Legal status 

An executive agency is a Community body with a public service role and shall have legal personality. 
In each of the Member States, it shall enjoy the most extensive legal capacity accorded to legal 
persons under national law. It may, in particular, acquire or dispose of movable and immovable 
property and be a party to legal proceedings. To this end, it shall be represented by its Director. 

The Commission may entrust an executive agency with any tasks required to implement a 
Community programme, with the exception of tasks requiring discretionary powers in translating 
political choices into action, especially with the following tasks: 

a) managing some or all of the phases in the lifetime of a project, in relation with specific 
individual projects, in the context of implementing a Community programme and carrying 
out the necessary checks to that end, by adopting the relevant decisions using the powers 
delegated to it by the Commission; 

b) adopting the instruments of budget implementation for the revenue and expenditure and 
carrying out all activities required to implement a Community programme on the basis of the 
power delegated by the Commission, and in particular activities linked to the awarding of 
contracts and grants; 

c) gathering, analysing and transmitting to the Commission all the information needed to guide 
the implementation of a Community programme. 

  

Decentralized agencies 

European regulatory agencies are also referred to as "decentralised agencies", "traditional agencies" 
or "satellite agencies"159. The 2002 Commission's Communication on the operating framework for 
the regulatory agencies160 describes agencies as actively involved in the executive function by 
enacting instruments which help to regulate a specific sector. In 2005 the Commission proposed a 
definition for regulatory agencies in the Draft Inter-Institutional Agreement (IIA), which is now 
withdrawn. According to the Draft IIA the term "European regulatory agency" should be ascribed to 
"any autonomous legal entity set up by the legislative authority, in order to help regulate a particular 
sector at European level and help implement a Community policy". 

                                                           
159

 European Parliament (2006) Study on Agencies' Discharge, Committee on Budgetary Control 
160

 Communication from the Commission: The operating framework for the European Regulatory Agencies (COM 2002 718) 
of 11.12.2002 
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In the Trialogue161 of 7 March 2007, it was agreed that for the purpose of applying Point 47 of the IIA 
of 17 May 2006 the definition of an "agency" would be determined by whether the body in question 
was set up pursuant Article 185162 of the Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the 
European Communities163. 

Main characteristics 

Based on a comparative look at the constituent act of the existing decentralised agencies allows for 
the following conclusions: 

 A European decentralised agency is a body governed by European law; 

 It is set up by an act of secondary legislation (regulation/joint action/decision); 

 It has its own legal personality; 

 It sometimes takes legally binding individual decisions for third parties; 

 It often receives financial contribution from the Community budget; 

 It is often a permanent body which has its seat in one of the Member States of 
o the European Union; 

 It has financial and administrative autonomy and is independent in the execution of the 
assigned mission/tasks; 

 It has the role to assist in policy-making and policy implementation. 
 

Further information about the organisational form “Non-Profit Organisation” 

Definition of an NPO 

While analysing the commonalities of different sources for the definition of NPO, the follow recurring 
characteristics were identified: 
- In-kind / voluntary contributions: a substantial part of the actual work conducted within the 

NPO is executed through voluntary contributions, frequently provided as work done by resources 
who are working for free or being compensated by beneficiaries that are part of the NPO in 
question. The whole process of setting up an NPO often relies entirely on in-kind contributions 
and volunteers as the organisation has very little, or no funding mechanisms implemented prior 
to its establishment. Any funds available are typically used to cover costs for legal assistance, 
governmental fees, bank securities etc. 

                                                           
161

 Trialogue - informal tripartite meetings attended by representatives of the European Parliament, the Council and the 
Commission (http://ec.europa.eu/codecision/stepbystep/glossary_en.htm) 
162

 Article 185 

1. The Commission shall adopt a framework financial regulation for the bodies set up by the Communities and having legal 
personality which actually receive grants charged to the budget. The financial rules of these bodies may not depart from 
the framework regulation except where their specific operating needs so require and with the Commission's prior consent. 

2. Discharge for the implementation of the budgets of the bodies referred to in paragraph 1, shall be given by the European 
Parliament on the recommendation of the Council. 

3. The Commission's internal auditor shall exercise the same powers over the bodies referred to in paragraph 1 as he/she 
does in respect of Commission departments. 

4. The bodies referred to in paragraph 1 shall apply the accounting rules set out in Article 133 so that their accounts can be 
consolidated with the Commission's accounts 
163

 Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002 on the Financial Regulation applicable to 

the general budget of the European Communities (Financial Regulation) 
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- The member fee incurred to join the NPO is usually low, but the members are expected to 
participate in internal projects & activities on a self-funding basis. Founding members as well as 
joining members has no obvious economic or operational gain of the organisation in the 
establishment phase, and rely entirely on the long term effect of the organisations ability to 
grow. 

- The membership based NPO seems to be the most widespread form of NPO, but “board only” 
NPO’s also exist. NPO is often set up for idealistic reasons or for a common cause and not on the 
prospect of economic return of investment. The extensive typical use of in-kind and voluntary 
contributions in the NPO is a mixed blessing. On one hand, the inherent characteristics of the 
NPO in a way obligate the participants of the NPO to be committed and engaged in the mission 
of the NPO. On the other hand, the lack of extensive funding might constitute challenges, 
especially long-term. This aspect is core feature as well as a potential main negative factor for 
the NPO and this aspect will be subsequently addressed the following sections. Furthermore, 
organisations relying on in-kind contributions and voluntary efforts often face the problem of not 
being able to keep neither deadline nor the estimated use of time and resources. This constitutes 
a problem that might damage the credibility and operational capability of the organisation if not 
mitigated by ensuring that sufficient resources (and time) are set aside for the effort at hand 
(multiplying estimated calendar time by 3 and the estimated effort by 2 is sometimes used as as 
a rule of thumb when dimensioning the effort). 

Problems many times faced by NPO’s include capacity building and “Founder’s syndrome”. These 
problems are related to handling an increasing demand for new resources as the organization grows 
over time, related – in turn – to the fact that funding resources are typically a scarcity. In the NPO, 
spending efforts on proactively meeting new operational demands and changes to the NPO’s mission 
might be in some respects be more challenging due to the low availability of funding mechanisms. 
Another aspect of the growth related challenges is to convince the NPO core (typically the founders) 
to allow change to accommodate for growth or simply new challenges. However, a well-functioning 
NPO with committed members with buy-in on the notion of in-kind contributions and its role as 
funding mechanism might compensate for the lack of dedicated fiscal resources.   

Purpose of an NPO 

The NPO is typically set up as the selected organization form when there’s a clear mission and 
objective as backdrop and rational for the organization in question. Another common criterion is the 
notion of “the common good”, i.e. that the work done within then NPO will serve the good for all 
participants and stakeholders, not only a single owner or stakeholder. In the this respect, it could be 
argued that the NPO form of organization fits well with the scenario for long term sustainability to be 
supported by the organization responsible for the long term sustainability of the e-SENS building 
blocks, where the “ecosystem” way of organizing the work will provide support for the multi-
stakeholder and pan-European scenario at hand. The fact that the NPO typically is set up with a clear 
mission and purpose that has been agreed among the founders (i.e. main stakeholders) might be a 
distinct advantage in scenarios where divergent views and existing solutions need to be handled. 
“The common good” of the members of the NPO might make it easier to address individual concerns, 
particular interests and considerations.  

NPO - general organisation considerations 

The way an NPO is organized depends on in which country the NPO is based (formed). Different 
organisational modus exist, e.g. incorporation which allows the NPO to be treated as any 
corporation. The advantage of this class of NPO is that is given the same status as any regular 
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corporation (or individual) in terms of entering into business deals, property ownership etc. A 
common way of organizing the NPO is base the NPO’s directives on its members and their interests. 
The NPO’s members usually form the controlling (governing) body. The executing body, responsible 
for the operational (day-to-day) tasks is normally an executive / managing board or committee. The 
participants of the board / committee are elected by the members, typically at a general assembly 
(or equivalent).  Members might also form sub-committees or communities that serve a particular 
purpose. The mission and scope of the NPO is typically entered into a Law or Statute, which is 
approved by its member (in the member based NPO; a NPO might also be board-only – in this case 
the board is responsible for approving the By Law / Statute). 

NPO – General Governance considerations 

Given the member based nature and the multi stakeholder environment of the NPO, it’s important 
that the governance of the NPO caters for a strong and well-designed governance structure that 
supports a complex environment. In particular, the governance must provide a multi-tiered 
governance model that can be used and implemented across different entities in the NPO. “Multi-
tier” might in this respect using a governance model that is divided into tiers to address legal, policy, 
tactical and operational issues and needs. The NPO governance must also ensure that the necessary 
resources are made available (not only in the immediate term but also long term). The funding 
limitations and dependencies on in-kind and voluntary contribution from the participants and 
beneficiaries of the NPO must be especially considered, along with the ability to attract and when 
necessary employ qualified resources for running not only the day to day operation but also the work 
related to quality assurance and further development of the organisational assets.  
 

The NPO’s business and contract model 

The NPO business and contract model will depend on the scope and purpose of the NPO in question. 
“Business model” might in fact not in general terms be relevant for most NPO’s. But even though the 
name (“Not-Profit”) implies that a business model might be out-of-scope based on the NPO’s 
mission, it doesn’t preclude the definition and implementation of a business model. In particular, 
defining responsibilities and member fees to ensure long term sustainability of the services 
and/products provided by the NPO is typically a critical element of the framework that defines the 
NPO’s obligations. Special attention should be given to in-kind and voluntary contributions; the 
amount of and proportionate value of these resources should be assessed and secured.  

The responsibilities and obligations are typically stated in a contract framework, where the roles and 
responsibilities of the NPO’s stakeholders are defined. 
 

Further information about OpenPEPPOL  

The purpose of OP 

In the following sections, the OpenPEPPOL organization will be described as an example of a NPO. In 
section 3 (“meeting the criteria”), the principles defined for the organisation to cater for the long 
terms sustainability of building blocks are evaluated against OpenPEPPOL. 

 

The purpose of OP is described in the statutes of OP (Article 4) and currently reads as follows: 

”The primary purpose of OpenPEPPOL is to enable European businesses to easily deal electronically 
with any European public sector buyers in their procurement processes, thereby increasing 
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opportunities for greater competition for government contracts and giving better value for tax 
payers’ money, to encourage new and innovative ICT services and to simplify access to larger markets 
for suppliers (especially small or medium sized enterprises). It will do this by: 

1. Striving to promote usage of widely accepted technology standards and specifications from 
established standards setting organisations (hereinafter referred to as “PEPPOL 
specifications”) for dealing electronically with any European public sector buyers in their 
procurement processes. 

2. Providing the authoritative point of reference for networks of interoperable, PEPPOL-
compliant infrastructure and the organisations that use it. 

3. Ensuring the Long term sustainability of the PEPPOL- infrastructure networks and user 
communities. 

4. Ensuring the Long term sustainability of the PEPPOL specifications, building blocks and 
services. 

5. Promoting and supporting the ever-wider use of the PEPPOL specifications, building blocks 
and services. 

Business to business use of the PEPPOL-compliant infrastructure and use of PEPPOL-components and 
services in other areas than procurement is also recognised as important and will be encouraged and 
supported by the Association. Use of these items outside of Europe should also be encouraged and 
supported. 

OpenPEPPOL is a not-for-profit Association, and any margin of profit generated will be re-invested in 
activities to further support the purposes of the Association. 

As an organisation, OpenPEPPOL will be allowed to become a Member, a partner, or otherwise 
participate to other organisations, associations and/or consortia, provided that the objectives of such 
initiatives are in line with its own Mission and Purposes as set forth in the present Article. 

OpenPEPPOL will be allowed to initiate or participate in any other type of lawful activity that can 
support the fulfilment of its Mission, provided that the objectives of such initiatives are in line with its 
own Purposes as set forth in the present Article.” 

 

Since the statutes were established and approved in January 2013, OP has grown to now a network 
of more than 100 service providers operating in several member states of the EU. OP has also 
expanded to provide support for B2B and specific domains (such as e-Freight and the Construction 
Industry), besides the retained support for and focus on providing pan-European B2G support in the 
e-Procurement domain.For more information about OpenPEPPOL, please visit www.peppol.eu 

 

OP’s organisation 

The structure of OP consists of the following strategic units and bodies: 

 The General Assembly; 

 The Coordinating Communities 

 The Managing Committee; 

The Secretary General (SG) is appointed by the Managing Committee. The SG chair the Management 
Committee’s work aimed at fulfilling the goals and objectives of the Association and to implement 
the decisions of the General Assembly. 
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The OP organisation is illustrated in the below provided organisation chart. 
 

 

The basic principles for roles and responsibilities of the different bodies are that: 

 The General Assembly  

 The Management committee is responsible for coordination on a strategic level, ensuring 
that the Coordinating Communities are aligned and working in the same overall strategic 
direction. Besides being the strategic anchor point in the organisation, the management 
committee also held the responsibility of assuring the day-to-day operation of the 
organisation, an activity delegated to the operation office under surveillance of the 
Secretary General.  

 The Coordinating Communities are responsible for maintaining, improving and quality 
assuring the standards and specifications governed by the organisation. The Coordination 
Community provides the subject matter experts and subject matter backbone of the 
organisation, ensuring a qualified approach to sustainability.  
 

OP’s - Governance Structure 

The below illustration describes OP Governmental approach and praxis in relation to target groups 
and steering documents: 
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The governance of OP is captured in the following documents: 

 A - The OP Statutes: defines the purpose, content and organization of the OpenPEPPOL 
AIBSL. This level corresponds to Legal & Organisational Governance. 

 B - The OP Internal Regulation: a complementary set of instructions for the OpenPEPPOL 
managing, coordinating communities and operating office. This level corresponds to 
Tactical Governance. 

 C – The OP Process manuals. The process manuals provide support for executing the 
core activities necessary to sustain PEPPOL over time. The key element in this category is 
the Operational handbook of the organisation and the OP framework for Governance 
& LCM. 

 The Operational handbook of the organisation provides guidelines and instruction for the 
core task of the day-to-day operations and administration and serves the purpose of 
ensuring alignment with the overall legal framework of AISBL organisations under 
Belgian Law. 

 The OP framework for Governance & LCM  provides guidelines and instructions for the 
key tactical & operational governance & LCM processes, core activities and policies, such 
as: 

 Change Management 
 Release Management 
 Communication policy 
 Transition & migration policies 
 Support 
 Versioning policy 

This level corresponds to Operational Governance. 

In addition to the above described documents, the responsibility of the individual roles are stated in 
individual DOU’s and subcontractor contracts. 

 

OP’s business and contract model 
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The PEPPOL network business model is based on a “four-corner model”. The principles of the model 
are captured in the below illustration: 

 
 

Any Service Provider of PEPPOL services (in the role of an SMP and/or AP service provider) is 
contracted by a PEPPOL authority. The PEPPOL authority is responsible for the on-boarding and 
continuous supervision of those service providers that have been contracted by that particular 
PEPPOL authority. A PEPPOL authority is typically a public authority / agency / unit in a member 
state, such as DiFi (Norway, www.difi.no) or ESV (Sweden, www.esv.se)164. Note: service providers 
are NOT obligated to become service providers in the geographical region / country in which they 
reside. Several service providers in Sweden, for example, have opted to be contracted with the 
Norwegian PEPPOL authority Difi. All PEPPOL authorities must adhere to the terms and conditions 
laid out in the Community Agreement. 

The Provider Agreement, TIA, defines and describes the roles and responsibilities of the PEPPOL 
service provider in the chosen role (AP and/or SMP). The TIA165 serves as the PEPPOL SLA, i.e. defines 
the operational conditions that the service provider must meet. 

The four-corner model’s defining feature is that no bilateral agreements between service providers 
are necessary and that no roaming fees are allowed. The value of the four-corner model for the end-
user, is that the cost and complexity of adding suppliers are dramatically reduced. The four-corner 
model also essentially eliminates vendor / provider lock-in, owing to that nature of the PEPPOL 
architecture in combination with the inherent contract and business model of PEPPOL. The PEPPOL 

                                                           
164

 OpenPEPPOL is in itself a PEPPOL authority and any service provider can subsequently choose to become a PEPPOL 
service provider with OpenPEPPOL as the contracting party.  
165

 The current TIA version is subject to revision. The revision project was initiated in the fall of 2014 and is planned to be 
concluded in the spring of 2015. 
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network provides inherent support for adding and exposing capabilities due to the design of 
PEPPOL’s architecture and infrastructure.  

Assessment of OpenPEPPOL regarding the ability to fulfil the principles of an 
organisational form  
Each criterion is presented individually, followed of a comment of how the criterion is met by OP. If 
OP common /known/ practice is significantly different from that of the typical NPO, a comment to 
explain and justify the deviation has been added to highlight and clarify this deviation.  
 

1. Member State involvement  
The previous version of D3.5 was based on a survey addressed to the national experts within e-SENS. The national experts 

expect MS to play a decisive role in the future governance structure. The answers given, stated that MS are sovereign states 

and as a consequence the subsidiarity principle (ART. 5 TEU) must be taken into account. In case of the setting up of an DG 

Programme, Member States should play a central role in the future governance structure, being decisive in the decision-making 

process. National representatives should cooperate closely with other public administrations at national level, regardless of the 

supra-national level or within countries that play a central role in the future governance structure and the decision-making 

process. National representatives should cooperate closely with other public administrations at national level, regardless of the 

supra-national level or within countries that play a central role in the future governance structure and the decision-making 

process. 

 

Member States are represented in the OpenPEPPOL organisation through their membership of the 
organisation. A Member State furthermore assumes the responsibility as PEPPOL authority and is 
thereby given an explicit role in the governance of OpenPEPPOL’s assets and principles (see chapter 2 
for more information on the organisational set up of OpenPEPPOL). The PEPPOL authority is a public, 
government level agency / authority / ministry that assumes responsibility of on-boarding and 
supervising PEPPOL service providers. The PEPPOL authority also provides secondary support, 
provides training, information and typically liaise with any national level authority and/or SDO 
responsible for the national (MS) level public e-Procurement / e-Business program. 
 

2. EC involvement  
According to the finding of the previous version of D3.5, the European level should have a coordinating role, and be decisive in 

case the subsidiary principle permits this. 

 

OpenPEPPOL has continued to collaborate with EC level units, in particular DG DIGIT, after the 
conclusion of the PEPPOL LSP. With the formation of the CEF organization(s), the collaboration with 
EC level units has intensified. The actual organizational set up of the CEF will decide on how the EC 
involvement in practise will be look, but the OP organizational set-up allows for further EC 
involvement should this become necessary. 
 

3. Stakeholder involvement (IT-industry, standardisation bodies, communities) 
According to the findings of the previous version of D3.5: Stakeholders, users and the private sector should be involved and 

play an advisory/consultative role in a future governance structure. This should be visible per domain. 

 

In line with NPO general high degree of stakeholder involvement, OP spans many different types of 
stakeholders in terms of representation. The members of OP represent: 

 Private sector service providers 

 Private sector systems providers (e.g. ERP and LOB product/services providers) 

 Public sector end users 
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 Public sector agencies / authorities / units 

The multitude of stakeholder categories representation spans across both OP coordination 
communities (CC’s) as well as other decision bodies, such as the Change Management Boards (CMB) 
of the CC’s. 

When setting up projects to address incoming request for changes (RfC’s) that have been processed 
by a Change Management Board (CMB), a request for participation /in the project at hand/ goes out 
to the community in question. Cross stakeholder category participation secures that all interests of 
OP’s members are addressed and acknowledged. OP is built on and relies on active stakeholder 
participation for its existence. The stakeholders are represented in the Managing Committee (the 
Executive Committee of OP) as well in the Coordinating Communties. 
 

4. Set-up costs  
Definition of “Set-up costs”: Set-up costs are the cost incurred to get an organisation or IT governance structure ready to ensure 

a coherent working of the e-SENS building blocks at the Digital Single Market, it also involves the costs to switch from the 

governance structure on the mid-term to the governance structure on the long-term. The objective is not to give an absolute 

estimation of the costs, but a relative comparison with other organisational forms. 

 

The core strategy and mission statement of OP were defined as a result of the PEPPOL LSP project. 
OP was however not fully implemented as an organisation until the first General Assembly that took 
place in November of 2012 (2 month after the PEPPOL LSP project ended). 

As the organisation did not have any budget until members fee was billed in December 2012 (4 
months after LSP ended), the process of going from a defined strategy for future sustainability and a 
recommended way for future implementation and dissemination, to a fully operational organisation 
therefore had to be funded by in-Kind contributions of the founding members.  

The actual cost of setting up the OP organisation is not available due to the fact that the founding 
organisations and dedicated individuals were operating at their own expense.  A rough estimate does 
however indicate the need of 6 months needed to up the organisation, requiring a designated 
resource responsible for the set-up process and at least 2 full time employees to run the office. 

In addition to the above costs, roughly 15.000 € was used for domiciliation when setting up the 
organisation, currently running at 20.000 € in annual costs (for 3rd party supporting activities such 
handling VAT reporting, VAT advice, legal advice and legal assistance). 
 

5. Maintenance costs  
Maintenance costs are the periodic costs of a governance structure after its set up. This includes the operational costs for the 

building, salaries, organisation of the meetings, in order to ensure a proper working of the e-SENS building blocks. The 

objective is not to give an absolute estimation of the costs, but a relative comparison with other organisational forms. 

 

In OP, the maintenance costs are covered by the member fees. Costs for Face-to-face meeting (travel 
costs, lodging etc.) are self-funded by the participants. The costs for operations of OP are presented 
here: 

The cost of obtaining and maintaining the role as PEPPOL authorities are held by individual member 
states and depend entirely on the type, dissemination and usage of PEPPOL for national 
implementations.  Funding will needed to cover costs for: 

 Participating in General Assembly activities  

 National infrastructure and legal framework 

 A support organisation assisting national level end users 
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 The management and governance of certificates and legal framework for national members 
  

The general guideline for covering this work are to allocate 2-3 weekly hours for strategic alignment 
with the overall OpenPEPPOL organisation, 2 fulltime equivalent to cover the day to day government 
of certificates and support to end users, and to invest a minimum of 50.000€- 75.000€ in setting up a 
local infrastructure. The individual PEPPOL authority will also typically fund activities and resources 
such as end-user meetings, national level guidelines, newsletters and education. The cost of such 
activities will vary depending on the nature and extend of these activities as well of the level of 
expertise available.   
 

6. Ability to avoid market fragmentation  
Data should be exchanged easily and swiftly across borders, helping citizens and businesses to fully benefit from the freedoms 

of the Single Market. Market fragmentation should be avoided for all 28 MS and associated countries by guaranteeing 

organisational and legal interoperability, but also technical and semantic interoperability. Competition needs to take place on the 

basis of pre-defined standards, but is not desirable on the basis of a plethora of the same standards. This also guarantees 

seamless working between national public organisations at the European market. One of the characteristics is that building 

blocks should have an open specification, the requirement that IPRs related to the specification have to be licensed on FRAND 

terms or on a royalty-free basis in a way that allows implementation in both proprietary and open source software. In this way, 

companies working under various business models can compete on an equal footing when providing solutions to public 

administrations while administrations that implement the standard in their own software (software that they own) can share such 

software with others under an open source licence if they so decide. 

 

OpenPEPPOL, as described earlier, is a member based organization with representation from private 
as well as public sector organizations. The members represent both suppliers of services (service 
providers), systems providers, end-user organization as well as public entities. The diverse categories 
of stakeholder representation in both the on-going maintenance and in the projects set up to 
address a specific need, ensures that elements that constitute the PEPPOL platform for e-
Procurement and e-Business are tailored to suit the needs of a big array of user categories. This, in 
turn, will mitigate the risk of market fragmentation.  
 

7. Ability to enhance architecture coherence  
Technical and semantic interoperability of the building blocks gets special attention because this is the core task of the IT 

governance structure. This also enables cross-border exchange of data between 28 MS and associated countries. Cross-border 

interoperability currently also lacks common infrastructures, architectures and technical guidelines that could foster the 

development of European public services by providing a solid technical basis and avoiding duplication of efforts. 

A defining feature of OP is an infrastructure and set of standards based specifications that have been 
architected to cater for interoperability and a consistent use of PEPPOL across Europe. Example: It is 
mandatory to support the PEPPOL Business Interoperability Specifications (BIS) for PEPPOL end 
users. Business messages other than the PEPPOL BIS might be conveyed through the PEPPOL 
infrastructure. But when a particular message corresponds to a PEPPOL BIS message, the user must 
support both messages.  
  

8. Funding from different sources  
This criterion deals with the question: Is any source of funding excluded choosing this organisational form? 
No sources of funding such as EU, MS and private financial support should be excluded upfront. Every stakeholder should have 

the opportunity to contribute to the governance structure. 

 

The current sources for funding are currently through memberships fee or in-kind contributions 
(mainly done by the founding members).  
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Open PEPPOL has stated the possibility of using funded as described below. External funding can be 
received as follows: 

1. Direct OpenPEPPOL funding 
2. EC project funding (funding provided by EC + OpenPEPPOL) 
3. Mixed EC project funding (funding provided by EC + Third part stakeholder) 
4. Third Part funding ( donations form Third part stakeholder/ individual member of 

OpenPEPPOL) 
5. Partnership funding  
6. In-kind contribution (typically resources made available without any costs being incurred). 

 

9. Domain requirements  
This criterion deals with the question: Can the governance form consider domain requirements? 
One of the results of the previous version of D3.5 is that generic, re-usable HBBs vis-à-vis domain specific building blocks 

should have priority simply due to their cross-cutting character. Domains should integrate these HBBs as much as possible. The 

basic idea supporting this 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. 
To this end coordinating mechanism should be set up in order to avoid making domain-specific choices that are conflicting with 

the specifications, standards and infrastructure of the generic building blocks. 
However, any 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. 

 

In OP, all decisions on the inclusion, development, retraction or change made to any of the elements 
of PEPPOL (building blocks, specifications, infrastructure elements etc.) are taken in the coordinating 
communities based on the consensus of its members. This ensures that all decision that will affect 
the long term development of PEPPOL are carefully deliberated, assessed and evaluated against the 
strategic objectives and mission statements of the organisation’s statutes. The use of generic HBB’s, 
in particular in the infrastructure of PEPPOL, is a significant success factor for the continued growth 
of PEPPOL. By using openly available standards and specifications, the necessary effort to provide 
support for the domain specific needs and requirements are substantially elevated. 
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