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Executive Summary

Deliverable 5.2 is very important forSENS piloting. It contains the key principles, concepts and processes
which are necessary for pilots to be tangible, efficient, effective and valuable for the piloting MS/ACs and all
relevant stakeholders. D5.2 supports the strategic aspects of pilotingrdwiding an anchor for internal
e-SENS governance and decismaking that aims to build consensus on pilot selection. It also enables the
operational aspects of pilotin by providing the guidelines for structured workflow, collaboration and
documentation of all parties involved in pilot implementation. Therefore, this deliverable can be used as a
reference regarding -SENS piloting value and level of ambition, a governance scheme regarding decision
making related to piloting, and an operational handbdokplot execution.

There are three parts in this document that allow it to functiosuch ways:

1 The eSENS Pilot Identification Framework is the conceptualization anchor, since it presents the
main definitions and assumptions agreed iFSENS regardingrinciples and criteria for the
gualification and selection of pilots. The principles and criteria contained in this document have
been approved by the -8ENS General Assembly, and any revision made will also need to be
approved by tis highest decisiormaking body

f. The eSENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan is the governance framesivukit presents the
Pilot Lifecycle as a model to describe the evolution of a pilot and gives thdekighview of the
milestones and timeline of the-BENS pilot prects and its interelation/with decision processes
and relevantwproject governance steps. lnterngbENS governance regarding 'pileting 1ssof course
based on principles ancriteria contained in the pilot Identification Framework. These hiagen
agreedand will be followed by the GA. All other governance and operational layers in the project
will be involved, as appropriate, in the processes foreseen,

1 The eSENS Pilot Lifecycle Management (EPLM) Methodology and Tools form the operational
baseline of SENS piloting, as they provide a set of projadtie procedures and methodologies for
a common baseline for the identification, selection, planning, implementation, running and
evaluation of eSENS pilotd'he EPLM intends to put structure in piloting, adedty an ambitious
task, but necessary to maintain transparency, traceability, cohesion and efficiency and ensure that
piloting objectives are met and business value is achieved and demonstrated.

The challenges in using and implementihg principles angbrocesses included in D5l be twofold:

1 Commonly agreed interpretation of principles, objectives, values and priorities. This can be a very
delicate task so all project stakeholders shomldke every effort to ensureconsensuss reached
and properly ommunicated and understood.

9 Efficient execution of agreed processes. Piloting is a very complicated endeavour and it is important
that procedures are adhered to, whilst maintaining sufficient flexibility that does not create a
prohibitive overhead for pilttng practitioners in the MS/ACs. This will not be an easy balance to
achieve and WP5 will count heavily on the cooperation of all piloting partners.

Further additions to the internal governance procesaes pilot monitoring routines mape addedat a
later stage A revision of this deliverablmaybe produced by the middle of June, 2014

D5.2 Pilot Lifecycle Management Methodology and Workflow Support Tools 11
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1. Introduction

1.1.

Scope and Objective of Deliverable

1.1.1. Overview
D5.2 is produced in the context of T5.0.3 (Pilot Coordination and Lifecycle Management) of WP5.

The main areaef D5.2 are the following:

1.

e-SENS Pilot Identification Framewaqrkvhich presents the main definitions and assumptions
agreed in eSENS regarding principles and criteria for the qualification and selection of pilots.

e-SENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestona®RIwhich presents the Pilot Lifecycle as a model to describe
the evolution of a pilot and gives the hidgwvel view of the milestones and timeline of theSENS
pilots. It also describeswhichdecision processegre followed byproject governancéodies

e-SENS Pilot Lifecycle Management (EPLM) Methodology and Tedigch provides asset of
projectwide sprocedures sand methedolegies Jdor, @ commen baseline far the identification,
selection, planning, implementation, running and evaluation-&EENS pilot prepts:

The target audiencefor this deliverable and its parts is'described imsections 1.4 in detail:

1.1.2. e-SENS Pilot Identification Framework

The eSENS Pilot Identification Framework forms the conceptual basis for establishing pilots that will bring
sufficient value to the stakeholders in line with the project mission within a wider institutional and
operational environment of EU and MiBiven initiatives. It provides a baseline of definitions, principles and
assumptions about-SENS pilots as well as théemia used toqualify prioritize and ultimately select pilots

in eSENS.

The main objectiveof the Pilot Identification Frameworkre to:

1

Provide the basis for a common understanding on definitions, assumptions, constraints and
conditions as well as rafled terminologythat is intendedto be used in describing, qualifying and
selecting eSENS pilots.

Define and articulate a set of qualification criteria to be used for asseskintpin se cases
suitable for piloting.

In order to reach these objectivedhe Pilot Identification Framework will cover the following topics in
Chapter2 of this document:

1

il
)l
T

Rationale and conceptual definitions related to the establishment8SE&S pilots
Operational conditions and constraints brougdiyt current project sizing and participation
Principles to determine-SENS value in pilots and align expectations of stakeholders

Qualification criteria for pilot eligibility and priority, to be used in pilot selection

D5.2 Pilot Lifecycle Management Methodology and Workflow Support Tools 12
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1.1.3. e-SENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan

The main purpose of the-8ENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan is to define a model for describing the
entire evolution of a pilot from inception to finalization. It aims to facilitate a common understanding of the
overall planning for piloting iB-SENS in relations toilestones, deliverableand piloting waves along the
tAf20 [AFSOeO0tS LXKIasSa IyR GKS LINRP2SOGQa Y2yGkKf e
decision points and processes thaS&NS needs to undertake in orderetasure that pilot selection and
monitoring is transparent and agreed with the involvement of all relevant stakeholders and project
governance layers.

The main objective of the-8ENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan is to:
Provide a common understanding the e SENS pilot evolution and related process and milestones

Describe the governance steps and decision processes necessary for transparent and efficient
identification, selection and execution of pilots throughout the project

Provide the basis for @htifying the need for availability of production ready\GENBBs

Align the expectations of stakeholders and project members regarding pilot progression and pilot
outcome.

In order to reach these objectives, theSEENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Ridhcoverthe following
topies in Chapte8 of this document:

1 ".Definition of the\Pilot Lifecycle Phases

1 Overall timeline/of EENS pilating

1 Contextualization of the WP5 processes and milestones stemmingsfrom the work plan
1 Seletion process for Wave 1 pilots
1

Selection process for Wave 2 andi®{s (work in progress)

1.1.4. e-SENS Pilot Lifecycle Management (EPLM) Methodology and Tools

The EPLM includes the activities, tasks and collaborative workflow required to initiate, enaloleteexed
monitor e SENS pilots. It is based on the assumption thRGE&IS pilots are planned and executed as pilot
projects where the various stakeholders collaborate in a structured manner in order to achieve the desired
outcome. The EPLM provides a frammek of terminology and methodology to be used by all parties
involved in eSENS piloting.

Moreover, EPLM aims to provide an objective and consistent basis on WVI8&IN8 can evaluate the
progress and outcome of pilots and determine their success, asawalbcument the pilot findings at a
national and a European level. These findings and evaluation results will be included in D5.6, due at the end
of the project, and will be used as a basis for handover documentation which will include pilot results,
expaiences, recommendations and guidelines towards:

a. The transfer of responsibility for pilot operations at national level to the business owners of
Generic Servicéin MS/ACs.

! As defined in the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) Regulation, Generic Services provide the conMstiag of
level infrastructure to pafEuropean infrastructure
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b. The transfer of responsibility for pilot operations at European level tewield bodies and/or
stakeholder constituencies, where globalglevant resultsfrom piloting contribute to the
establishmenbr enhancemenbf EUwide Core Service Platforfas

c. The transfer of governance around theSENS BBs to the future sustainability struesur

The main objectives of the EPLM are to:

1 Provide processriented guidelines for pilot identification, commitment, enablement, execution,
monitoring and evaluation

1 Establish relationships and interfaces between the different stakeholder teams whigdt mu
collaborate for the successful establishment and execution of a pilot.

9 Establish unambiguous responsibilities tiee mandatory activities anfbr documentation thatwill
ensuretransparency, objective measurement and monitoring, evaluation and handover

i Establish baselines and measurements to allow for the continuous quality assessment of pilots and
monitoring of their performance, including mitigation of pHatlated risks.

1 Implement processes and tools needed to support pilot execution.

1 Implement evéuation processes and tools needed to support the evaluatioBBsfbut also of the
overall pilot value and impact.

1. Ensureythat the, suppert preceduresand=workflow, betweenspilotgpartieipants and WP6 technical
teams operate seamlessly and efficiently, imithg onestop support delivery.

1 Prepare, plany execute“and completeypilots within the ‘planned timeframewand“budget and
according to the expected quality level.

In order to reach these objectivethe EPLM methodology will covéhe following topicsin principle
includedin Chapte# of this documentand subject to further operational elaboration within the project

1  Workflow Cycles across the Pilot Lifecycle, including operational pilot progress milestones and a
sequence of intedependent activities that are expected to take place , monitoring and feedback
mechanisms, including management and reporting Tools

9 Definition of piloting roles and responsibilities

9 Evaluation criteria and indicators, including Key Success Indicatosj é8ject to projectwide
agreement

Support protocols, routines and tools

BB rollout procedures, to be aligned operationally with WHEB Lifecycle Management
methodology

2 As defined in the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) Regulation, Core Service Platforms provide infrastructure
deployed at a pastburopean level, used in one or more business domains, across all MS/ACs
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1.2. WP5 General Objectives and Vision

D5.2, as one of the deliverables of WP5, cdmiies to achieving the objectives of WPS5.

The vision of WP5 is to demonstrate that it is feasible, realistic and sustainable to depléieré@l
services within and among countries across Europe. The pilots will be-dalled production pilot
envirorments where actual transactions among public administrations, or between them and European
citizens and businesses, can take place based on technolBfcat a cross border context. TheBBs can

in turn be reused and integrated in different combinatis. Thus, th&Bs will be weaved into the fabric of
public ICT infrastructure that underpins A2C, A2B, A2A applications and ultimately enhances the
information society that underpins the Single European Market. Furthermore, the extensibits af the

case of C2B and B2B will also be considered and handed over to WP3 with respect to long term
sustainability and governance.

It is useful to include in this section the intelation of the WP5 deliverables, at least concerning the batch
of deliverables B.1, D5.2 and D5.3 that are produced in parallel and delivered at the end of M12.

1 The piloting principles, processes, workflow and tools are included in D5.2, the present document.
This is intended as a handbastyle document that will be used as referenthroughout the entire
process of identifying, selecting, planning, executing, monitoring and evaluating pilots throughout
their entire lifecycle. The principles and processes were first compiled as a separate document in
order to frame and support the aésion process to select Wave 1 pilots, and_were subsequently
documented in,D5.2.

Y= The description of ithe piloting use/cases=is included in deliverable [D5.3. These are the business
processes that/will be piloted, and also,_contain_the value, proposition Herdomains and the
stakeholder communities. The qualification of use casedsopresentedin the same deliverable
andis based on the principles and criteria elaborated before #&S General Assembly (GA) and
documented in deliverable D5.2. The deéstons of piloting intentions and plans of the piloting
countries are also included in deliverable D5.3.

9 The business requirements of stakeholders and their relationship and/or mappingSENS BBs
are included in D5.1, the-8ENS Requirements Framewbrk C2 NJ S| OK dzaS O a 8§
SEFYLX S&¢ I NB K AMEKf6orAeacK ise Rases Inliokddr yio sBow how specific
FdadzYLJiA2ya FNRY GKS dzasS OF&aSa GNRIISNI OSNIIF Ay
direct link between deliverables Dband D5.3, although the business goals and scope statements
in D5.1 also reflect similar content described in more detail within D5.3. In its final version, which
will be produced at the end of the project, it should be possible to map the Requirements
Famework of WP5 Pilots to the Architectural Framework of WP6 BBs.

1.3. Methodology of Work

The formulation of D5.2 contents started from the beginning of the project. Ever since the first pragect
meetings of the Domain Board and Architectural Board in ROE3, the main concepts of the Pilot
Lifecycle phases and milestones were used as a frame of reference in order for WP5 to communicate to
MS/AC participants and domain teams the background against which pilots should be identified,
established, and run.

The eSENS Pilot Identification Framework and thR8ENS Pildtifecycle and Milestone Planh@pters2
and 3 of this document respectively were developed together as a standalone document in theogl
between November 2013 and February 2014. The reasars that the definitions and assumptions on
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piloting value as well as the criteria and procedures for pilot qualification and selection had to become very
clear and go through a consensus prodesise adopted by the project.

The main principles for eligibility and prioritization of pilots were already in discussion within WP5 and
between WP5/WP6 and the Management Board in the period between June and October 2013. They were
articulated in documenform together with the decision process for Wave 1 pilots and the document was
circulated in November 2013 prior to the consortium meeting of National Coordinators (Berlin, November
13-14", 2013). The material was reviewed by the National Coordinatodstae Advisory Policy Board as

well as the WPS5 participants in the period that followed, and was presented at the Advisory Policy Board
meeting with the Management Board and the European Commission (Brussels, Deceffii20183. Its
finalized version foned the basis for the decision of theSENS General Assembly (Baarn, February 25
26", 2014) to approve the domain use cases for Wave 1 piloting and the criteria for their qualification.

Sections2.1.10n Pilot Definitions ad 3.1 on Lifecycle Phases were further developed for inclusion in this
deliverable, adding to the material that was included in the document circulated prior to the General
Assembly.

The formulation of the €sENS Pilot LifedgcManagement Methodology and Tools was based on the
experience of the PEPPOL project, which had to cope with a similar scope of agile, varied, dynamically
variable piloting. The reasons that makeSENS piloting different from the experience of most Lsgls

closer to the PEPPOL approach are the following:

1. The projectwide piloting scope is not fully defined from the outséut is expected (o evolve
within the lifetime of the project.\New domains fieed to be taken into consideration and new pilots
are expeted to be qualified and approved-“The EPLM should provide the basis for such flexibility.

2. e-SENS piloting is 'not the culmination of'a design“and development process where solutions are
custombuilt’according to requirements expressed by the business osvaed processed by the
technical development teams. Whilst business requirements are certainly taken into account in e
SENS, this project aims mostly teuse or consolidat®Bs developed elsewhere. This means that a
LIAf 20AYy 3 | LILINE -drieashrE @adhdate B yiot dufficterdt ftwke eeds ofSGENS.

3. e-SENS pilots need not be symmetrical. Whilst chmsder interoperability must always be
adequately demonstrated with sufficient critical massSENS aims to pilot Core Service Platforms
at EUlevel, where MS/ACs connect through Generic Services (according to the CEF). This means
that, by and large, not every national implementation in a given domain and for a particular
business process needs to implement each and every BEateamplementecby others Some BB
implementation will need to be common to all national implementations but in some domain use
cases there can also be variations (e.g. not all MS/ACs may implement eSignature validation, and
certainly not necessarily using the same taoid in some use cases some MS/ACs may implement
ocountry of origid and/ or dcountry of destinatios servicesalthoughnot necessarily both). There
are of course some use cases where all national implementations will have to be symmetrical, but
not all danain use cases will have that requirement.

4. In principle, the WP5.x domain teams and the CC6.x cluster task forces that will suffioNS:
pilots will not be the same, and the MS/ACs that pilot each particular use case in each particular
domain will not behe same as the ones that support them or roll BBs to them. This means that the
processes and tools for pilot support, BB rollout and pilot monitoring must be established in ways
that pilot support, pilot monitoring and pilot execution are decoupled aad be performed by
entirely different teams bound together through a consistent collaborative framework following
the same set of procedures.
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5. The rollout of BBs will be done at different speeds and therefore pilots mmasttain internal
flexibility and timelines that may differ according to pilot elements (e.g. elD may be implemented
at a different timeframe thare-Delivery. This means that the EPLM principles and milestones
should be applied at a finer level of detail within pilots and are needed inrdo&eep track of
different pilot elements in different use cases and domains. EPad¢d pilot management,
execution and monitoring must be followed for activitigsrformedat three levels:

a. Domainlevel piloting, for each use cagancluding planningexecution and monitoring of
common work that needs to be undertaken by domain participants so that a domain use
case may be piloted. Typically, the elements common to all national solutions must be
developed commonly (e.g. the integration of consolidatedsusable BBs to domain
infrastructure).

b. MS/AC level piloting including all activities needed to connect national infrastructures to
domain infrastructures, or use of®ENS BBs internal to a MS/AC, as well as technical and
business/organizational enalsteent of pilot participants within each MS/AC in order for
the pilot to reach real production status.

c. BB levelg including activities related to the rollout of BBs, the planning of which is
orthogonal (but creating dependencies) to the planning of actwitiader categories (a.)
and (b.) above.

The/EPLM is following the definit®of Pilot Lifecycle Phases and of Piloting Workflow Stages tast w

used in PEPPAIThe’methadologyas\adaptedtself for gach phase éndstage fOSENS and the content
of/Chaoter 4 in this document isiewly written specifically for ESENSexcept fara fewfiguresstating their
adoption, orvadaptationfrom PEPROL. Inspirationdromithe materialincluded in Hhrdoever fromgthe
PEPPOL Implementati@md Support Unit to OpenPEPPOL (as a sustainablility structure) was also used as
reference.

1.4. Relations to Internal e -SENS Environment

The eSENS Pilot Identification Framework has been introduced in order to ensure a transparent and well
documented processof selecting éeSENS Pilots. The pilot selection process for Wave 1 has been
implemented through the cooperation of project stakeholders and governance layers, culminétindpe
approval by the éSENS General Assembly of Feb28% 2014 of the DomaitUse Cases for Wave 1
piloting. The resulwill beto establish the most optimal-8ENS Pilot Portfolio, as well as to ensure clarity of
criteria used for the qualification of Domain Use cases and the definition of MS/AC pilot plans.

More specifically, thélilot Identification Framework (@pter 2 of this document) has been in circulation
since November 2013 and the targeted audiences have been:

1 The National Consortia Coordinators from the Member States and Associated CoUuvitBidgx)
taking part in eSENSwhich need to be informed of the status in the pilot selection and planning
process currently on going within WP5, as they are ultimately responsible both for submitting pilot
plan proposals individually and for selecting Domain Use Cases for Waveafhd & pilots
collectively.

1 The eSENS Management Board (MB), which is responsible for coordinating work among WPs and
consulting the Advisory Policy Board (APB) in order to provide to the National Coorditla¢ors

® PEPPOL, Deliverable 9.1, PEPPOL Pilot Lifecycle Management Methodology (PPLM)
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basis fora decision on pilot selectiorgfter reviewing the recommendations made by WP5, and the
WP5 Domain Board (DB), where the WP5.x domains are represented.

1 The WP5 participants who are responsible for the formulation of pilot plan proposals and for
implementing and running the -8ENS pilotaind/or are involved in the national and domain
decisionmaking that leads to candidate use cases agreed in the WP5.x domains and candidate pilot
plans agreed at a national level.

1 The WP6 and WP3 experts who are responsible for the provision and assessmBi,
respectively, as the BBs are a key aspect of the pilot plans and relevant to a number of factors
contributing to the pilot selection criteria

9 The European Commission and the Advisory Policy Boar$BNS.

The eSENS Pilot Lifecycle and MilesgtdPlan(chapter3 of this documenthavebeen established in order

to provide a clear overview of the WP5 activities regardless of their nature or doon@intation. This
serves the purpose of providing the pilot participamtih a clear picture of milestones, deadlines and
deliverables, and it also provides the WP6 clusters with a clear picture of when production ready versions
of the different BBs provided +SEN$eed to be available

The contents of chapter 3 have alseen in circulation since November 2013, with additions and changes
up to the 2" e-SENSseneral Assembly of Feb.-26", 2014 with the same audience as above. Bfle-
SENSGeneral Assembly dilay 1314", 2014 hasapprovel agfurthemelaboration and altgtions.te,the
Wave 23 decision processiand timelines, whiis presentedein sectidBu4of this doeument.

The=EPLM is introduced ta ensure transparency and comparabiligb&NS piloting and is to be seen as a
framewark guiling thepilot participants during preparations planning.and execution andsbringing‘forward
the structure for evaluation and measurement of success in advance.

The EPLM is also aiming to provide a common concept for piloting to be shared by the differeins,
national consortia, organisations, enterprises, stakeholders and evaluators involved in the project. This
common concept does not only provide a common terminology for reference, reporting and evaluation,
but also supports actively involved pagiaduring the whole process from prequalification to project
evaluation.

The EPLM provisiorfer the use of tools and methods will need to be aligned with the WP6 internal
processes and the BB Lifecycle Management procedures to be adopted.

1.5. Relations to External e-SENS Environment

The eSENS Pilot Identification Framework is very relevant to the priorities of the Connecting Europe Facility
(CEF) Regulation and the operational Work programmes that the European Commission is starting to
operationalize from 204 onwards.

The eSENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan and{BENS Pilot Lifecycle Management Methodology are
very relevant to the external constituencies that either suppBs (e.g. STORK 2.0, CIPA uniEGDG
DIGIT, and others) or otherwise netdbe involved in the rollout and support 885 at a European level or
national level.
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1.6. Quality Management
Category Remarks Checked by
Conformance to €SENS template Yes Lefteris Leontaridis
Language & Spelling Yes Lefteris Leontaridis

Delivered onime

Within days of deadline

Lefteris Leontaridis

Each technology description contains the corr{ Yes Lefteris Leontaridis
elements

Consistency with description in the TA and| Yes Lefteris Leontaridis
other e SENS deliverables

Contents is fit for pysose Yes Lefteris Leontaridis
Contents is fit for use Yes Lefteris Leontaridis
Commitment within WP Yes Lefteris Leontaridis

Table2: Quality Checklist

1.7% Risk Management

There are no major risks with the contents /of this.delivezafllhree issues present dependencies external
to the present deliverable, which nevertheless affect part of its scope and should be monitored:

1. The provisions for Wave &hd Wave Jilot selection procedures andirelated decisidra/ebeen
further elaboratel and approved by th8"™ e-SENS General Assem{ilublin, May 1314", 2014).

2. Some of the EPLiklated workflow procedures and tools will be based on the JI&R#Al
confluence tools, which are already installed and operational at UPRC. Their customiz thie -
SENS EPLM is currently underwapd they will be demonstrated to piloting participants in
meetingsforeseenfor M14-M15 (MayJune 2014)

3. In conceptual terms, the EPLM includes the definition of evaluation criteria and related tools and
processesThe details of this particular aspect of the EPLM are not going to be provided in this
document but will be part of D5.6. Although D5.6 will be delivered at the end of the project, these
particular criteria, tools and processes will need to be agreed naatlier, with a first version

availableby M15.

The following table summarizes the risks:

* https://www.atlassian.com/softwarefjira
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Description Probability = Impact @ Priority Response Owner
Wave 2/3 pilot High High High Decision being prepared WP5
selection procedures ahead of Generalgsembly, manage
to be agreed May 1314, 2014 ment
GA

Procedures to be Medium Medium = Medium @ Supply of information, suppor WP5
operationalized with and demonstrations planned = manage
all pilot participants ment
Interpretation of High High High Discussions active with WP5
principles for piloting domains and within the manage
eligibility ard priority ManagementBoard to arrive = ment
to be contentious at a common understanding

and take decisions at the

General Assemblyrdssues

related to the piloting value of

consolidationand continuity

thneugh the use of €SENS BB

with establishedand new

infrastructure !

Tahle3.Risks

1.8. Legal Issues

The specification of timelines and conceptual framework provided in this docuraemtbased on
experiences from faner LSPs as well as theadualpilot evolution in consecutive waves, as foreséethe
TA

No legal issues appeared while writing this document and thasee of principles and methods already
operationalized in prior LSPs has been commented in settabove.

The legal issues that might surface during executing of the EPLM could be related to the terms and
conditions for individual pilots, and will need to be handled on a case by case basis during @ tagt

of this operational support framework, WP5 will ensure that legal matters are in turn passed to WP4 to be
addressed, as soon as they are identified.

Legal issues regarding sustainability and pp#bting handover and other activities are not covered by the
EPM and not in scope of this deliverable, as these issues need to be handled in relation to the actual
sustainability organisations or other governance structures outside the project at a European and/or
national level.

1.9. Structure of the document
The documents divided into five main chapters:

In order to ensure usability, transparency and coherence in the document, each chapter covers its subject
in a process oriented and usage focused way. This approach not only guides the reader through the content
and sulject matter considerations, but it also makes the document useful as a reference to be consulted by
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the pilot participants during piloting as a handbook. It also makes it easy for all prejattd
stakeholders, including decisignakers, to have an ovelew of the principles and processes that are
important to them

Chapter 1 is the backbone of the deliverable, as it paves out the overall approach by describing what is
included in each part and why. It presents the scope, objectives, visions, methoddéygys and
conditions, as well as the editorial choices for each of the other chapters. The Introduction not only
describes what this deliverable is all aboltt also describes how it has been evolved as well as how is
intended to be used.

Each of Chapts 24 presents one of the three major areas of work, as set out in the beginning of the
Introduction (sectiort.1.1):

1 Chapter 2 presents the-8ENS Pilot Identification Framework (see secfidn2 for scope and
objectives)

1 Chapter 3 presents the-8ENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan (see settioBfor scope and
objectives)

1 Chapter 4 presents the-8ENS Pilot Lifecycle Management (EPLM) Methodology and Tawls (se
sectionl.1.4for scope and objectives)

Chapter 5 is the final chapter and contains summarized conclusions from the work presented in the
different chapters and provides an overview of the current project status, the cuussnof the described

process flows andthe next step/of the WP5/pafticipants inrelation to pilot preparation, planning, execution
and=monitoring.
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2.e-SENS Pilot Identification Framework

2.1. Background and General Principles for Pilot Selection

2.1.1. Pilot Definitions and scope overview

e-SENS pilots are expected to implement particular business processes with the use of consolidated, re
usable eSEN®Bs. For this reason, all8ENS domains are producing Domain Use Cases for piloting, which
contain the business procgsdescriptions and the use ofSENS BBs in their implementation. The
preparation and execution of pilots implementing each Domain Use Case will require common work to be
undertaken within the particular domain and usually within a domain use-spseificworkgroups where
several domain participants from different countries will need to develop joint detailed plans and
undertake common activities that include the detailed design of common solutions, the development of
common specifications and deploymeaf common infrastructure. This common work will be planned,
managed and executed at domain level.

A minimum of two, but hopefully more MS/ACs will be expected to pilot each of the Domain Use Cases,
aiming to demonstrate crossorder interoperability. In mst| cases, each MS/AC will=deploy=national
interfaces [to"the commonyinfrastrictufeand/orgtise ingits,own infrastructurecommaon specifications
developed at damain level as agreed within thesdemain groups that work ‘'on every Domain Use Case. Each
MS/AC willneed to develop its own pilot plan for eachtof the domain use cases it aims to implement. The
national pilot plans will need to be aligned with the relevant domain plans, although the timing of
individual national pilots can be different, where feasiblel gamovided that cross®order interoperability is
maintained.

These definition statements are illustratedkigurel below:

l e-SENS Domain Pilots ‘
I .

\

I :J 2
|
|

z‘

§ 4 e-SENS National Pilots |
1 = | [ ' s

. : Pilot I
l \J‘Pylot ‘ 444 ol ‘

@ @ @

MC/ACs as eSENS Pilot Participants |

I (" piotparsgant ) (" rorpussomn ) (( piotpartspan T

Figurel: A Piloting Ecosystem-8ENS Domain Pilots and National Pilots
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As aresult of the considerations above, the terrS&ENS Pilot can be understood in two ways:

1. An e-SENS Domain Pilas a pilot project jointly undertaken by several MS/ACs which are
interested in the implementation of a Domain Use Case in ways that {BeN&BBs in order to
establish and maintain crossrder interoperability between MC/AC. Each Domain Pilot
corresponds to one Domain Use Case that is being piloted3&NS and should have its own
detailed plan, including provisions for the rollout of BBsg thdevelopment of common
specifications and solutions, the enhancement of common infrastructure at domain level, and the
support of national pilots in the same area. Typically, the development and enhancement of Core
Service Platforms will be the subject@®main Pilot projects in different domains.

2. Ane-SENS National Pilas a pilot project that an MS/AC undertakes on its own and within a given
domain in order to implementone of the approvedDomain Use Casg using eSENSBBs
consolidated and provided ByWP§ asplanned within an esENS Domain Pilot projeethich is on
going jointly with other countries around the Domain Use Case of particular interest. The National
Pilots are expected to have their own detailed plannisgd be aligned with the relevariomain
Pilot plans and with the National Plans of other countriesthe degree that this is relevant and
necessary.

ne{ 9b{ AG oAttt 0SS A1 St & Ak Gt ALDF2NTAAEO AQ A fyTiSHO IMA S &N
both Domain Pilots and Nanal Pilots when the issue concerns both categories. A clarification will always
be given when'a statement or ageference concerns.only Domain Pilotsior. National Rilots.

There is, of course, a strong interrelation between Domain/Pilots and Nationa iRileSENS, as shown in
Figure2 below:

MS/AC 1 MS/ AC 2

e-SENS National Pilot in MS/AC1 ) Wt
e-SENS National Pilot in MS/AC 2

Pilot partisipant A

Pilot partisipant ¢

Sk ~—— Filot partisipant A Filot partisipant &

N

JC T

e-SENS Domain Pilot across 2 MC/ACs

Pilot partisipant A Pilot partisipant & Pilot partisipant ¢

(el % S

) \ )
\ ) / \ /
\. Y, s \ B 3 /

Figure2: eSENS Domain Pilots across MS/ACs which run their own National Pilots
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a. An eSENS National Pilot is characterized by:

i. An MS/AGspecific instantiation ban eSENS Domain Pilot, following the provisions of a
high level Domain Use Case

ii. Development and/or integration of technical solutions supporting a significant part of the
workflow described in the high level Domain Use Case, if not all.

b. An eSENS DonmraPilot (see als&igure?) is characterized by the:
i. Use of one or more-SENS BBstine implementation of the pilot solution

ii. Cooperation of two or more pilot participamticross a minimum of two MS/AC, each of
which is runningts own National Pilot implementing the same Domain Use Case

c. MSJ/AC pilot participant are likely to

i. Participate in more than one Domain Pilots, in which case they need to provide and
execute one National Pilot Plan per Domain Pilot.

ii. Collaborate with moreghan one pilot participant within the same Domain Pilot, to ensure
as wide as possible crebsrder interoperability

The multiplicity of piloting relationships is showrFigure3 below:

e-SENS Domain Pilot 1 e-SENS Domain Pilot 2

Pilot Participant MS/AC A

Pilot Participant MS/AC C Pilot participant — MS/AC & Filot participant — MS/AC B
< i N S {

e-SENS Domain Pilot 3

[ Pilotparticipant - MS/AC A | [ Pilot participant — MS/AC B Filot participant — MS/AC C

Fanim e ]

Figure3: MSACs participating in different Domain Pilots

The process of defining and approvingSENS pilots is entirely MS/AC driven. There has been a lot of
activity within WP5.x domains since the start of the project, where MS representatives in these domains
hawe been proposing and debating the value and feasibility of certain domain areas where there is stronger
desire to pilot and Domain Use Cases have been produced or are in preparation. This is stiloargon
process and detailed planning for theSENS Wee 1 Domain Pilots is starting in March 2014 and will cover
the first part of the piloting period.
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There are MS/ACs which have already declared a definite or tentative intention to pilot one or more of the
Domain Use Cases that have been approved foripgdh each domain. National Pilot Plans have started

to be produced or are in the process of being developed as part of deliverables D5.3, D5.4 and D5.5, each of
which corresponds to the Wave 1, 2, and 3 pilot selections respectively

2.1.2. The basis for a pilot qualification and selection approach

2.1.2.1. e-SENS mission and value

e-SENS is a unique project in many ways, and is different from all previous and current Large Scale Projects
(LSPs). The main difference is the8EENS does not start fropne-selectedbusiness processewith a target

to design technical solutiancustombuilt to specified domain requirement®SENS needs to consider a

wide variety of business domains where prior work has been done in modelling the business processes,
standardizing structurediata content and exchange, building solutions composed of technd&@gyand

piloting these solutions in real production environments deploying public dsosger services linking
administrations with citizens and businesses across European countries.

Against this background, -8ENS was founded with a mission to bring a consolidation of technology
components into generiBBs that are reusable across the business domains that currently take part in the
project. This reusability will be proven through thimstantiation ofthe BBs as part gdroduction pilots in

the current domainsNewdomainswill alsobe selectedor piloting the eSENS BBwith the suppert ohEU
Member States and Associated/Countries.

At the 'same time, the' existing domains /have intetitfrom prior or currently running LSPs natr only
technology components but also deployed infrastructure that in many cases are in production. There has
been a considerable investment on behalf of the MS/ACs within the individual LSPs that needs to be
respected, reflected and even strengthened by any decision process in terms of pilot selection.

The objectives of consolidation and continuity are meant teegst in a positivesum game, where
consolidation and the reise ofBBs and even migration from priatomainspecific infrastructure to more
widely applicable components and services is not only desirable but expected, at least to some extent. Such
changes are always disruptive, but the leiegm effect can be positive if fewer generic components and
senices need to be maintained. Thus the domapecific services converge to a degree that is both
possible and beneficial -8ENS can bringilueto the: stakeholder communitieandthe EU as a wholeas

well assupport the vision of the Connecting Europecibiy (CEF) regulation-@ENS Pilots are going to
provide evidence for this proof and therefore the pilots need to be selected in a manner that is reflective of
the core objectives of - SENS.

The balance between consolidation and continuity is a chadlemngd it is a key starting point for the
adoption of selection criteria and related priorities for eligibility and prioritization -&ENS pilots. This
balance can be kept by making sure that priorities support both the use of consolidated-asdble Bs

and the continuation of Domain Use Cases that leverages deployed infrastructure. The highest value for e
SENS lies in convincingSvand AC$ extend or modify current infrastructure by taking on board the
consolidated, reusable BBs of-8ENS.

® D5.3:Firstwave Pilot Scenarios and Plans n®54: Seconeéwave Pilot Scenarios and Plans2)@55:; Thirdwave
Pilot Scenarios ahPlans n®
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2.1.2.2. Goals and motivation principles

It is important for all stakeholders inside and outsid&ENS to be aware of certain objectives and basic
principles of the pilot selection process:

1. The main goal of the selection process is to use criteria and procedures thed arach as possible
transparent and objective. This will ensure that tB&ENS priorities for fundingre met by the
selection of the individual pilots. The selection process ddé@®3intend to and will NOTjudge the
intrinsic value of prospective pilofer a given domain or country. For this reasof§ENS needs to
follow as closely as possible the funding priorities and BB DSI definitions of the CEF.

2. The entire selection process aims to provide a basis for quality assurance of pilot plans. The
selectiln process does not intend to create a competitive environment, at least for Wave 1
selection. It is to the benefit a-SENSo have pilots of high quality that will deliver results, so it is
sensible to set a threshold of quality and value that all pilst®uld pass if they are to be
implemented. This threshold needs to be realistic, to avoid unreasonable expectations and
constraints placed on pilots, but it also needs to have a minimum requirement that must be met in
order to avoid taking unnecessary kiswith the resources available to the project and to the
participating countries.

3. The process for applying the criteria and preparing for the project decision will be used in order to
support allbeneficiaries to select the strongest pilot candidates tagg possible in a given domain
by the respective countries. It will be a measure of success to have all pilot intentions that were
expressed at the start of'the ‘project brought\forward to successful pilots or replaced by more solid
propositions that the ame Member States and Associated Countries opt [for within the given
framework of«domain participation.and reseurce allocation.

2.1.3. Piloting scope and funding priorities

2.1.3.1. Wide participation i many pilot candidates

As the pilot selection approach aims to suppalt piloting intentions currently stated, it is important to
understand that the resource pool for®ENS piloting available to WP5 is quite limited.

In Figure4 it can be seen that there are around 40 MS candidacies for pilatitige four current domains
of eProcurement, eHealth,-gustice and Business Lifecycle, with a mandate to recruit more pilots in new
domains such as Social Security and others.

This means that a large number of pilots are within the initial ambition lefs¢he project, unlike most
previous Large Scale Projects. It remains to be seen whether the participating countries will indeed support
a large number of pilots, but the approach needs to be agile and inclusive.

The ambition to empower as many pilots @assible originated in the consortiuuilding process before
the start of eSENS, which aimed to accommodate as many country interests as possible. The inherited
consequences present a challenge that must be met.
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Countries

1|Germany 2 3

2|Austria 1 X 1 X

4{Denmark 1 X 2 X X

5|Estonia 3 X X 3 X X

6|Spain 3 X X 8 X X

7|France 1 X 2 X X

8|Greece 3 X X X 3 X X X

9(Ireland 1 X 2 X
10|ltaly 3 X X X 4 X X X
11]Luxemburg 1 X 1 X
12|Netherlands 3 X X X 3 X X X
13|Norway 1 X 1 X
14|Poland 3 X X X 4 X X X X
15|Portugal 3 X X X 4 X X X X
16|Romania 2 X X 2 X
17|Sweden 2 X X 2 X X
18|Slovenia 3 X X X S X X
20| Turkey 3 X X X 3 X X X
21)0OpenPEPPOL | 1 X 1 X

Figure4: ParticipationsoffMS/AC in WP5 domains

2.1.3.2. [CEF Priorities as a guideline

The priorities of the CEF are considered a key driver behind the adoption of pilot eligibility and selection
criteria and principles. In a simplified way, the CEF priorities are as follows:

a. First priority is given tdBBs essential for, and with demonstrable prospects of being used in, the
development, deployment and operation of other digital service infrastructasewill be stated in
the CEF Regulation, and thereforéeSENS should give prigrito the business processes that
propose use cases that implemddBDSIs.

b. Second priority is given tother digital service infrastructures in support of EU legislatiolicies
and programmes, awill be stated in the CEF Regulation, and therefef@BS should give second
priority to the business processes that propose use cases that implement or continue to deploy
them.

2.1.3.3. Budget limitations per pilot candidacy

Despite the fact that WP5 has a large budget, about-thirel of e-SENSthe sheer number ofauticipating
countriesinterestedin the current domains means that the budget galocations are small and that the
budget is spread thin.

These scarce resources need to cover pilot implementation within eachrid@lso the contribution of
individual MSparticipants to support the domaiwide work. Supporting the domain wide effort includes:
the definition of domaiawide requirements; the domain instantiation of genericusableBBs; supporting
the pilot implementation by domain experts and the extemgiotegration of current domain production
infrastructure that has been deployed by the LSPs.
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2.1.3.4. What can realistically be funded

In Figure5 we attempt to place the €SENS piloting activity within the wider backdrop or perspectiie®
domain initiatives. The following issues are important:

o

E-SENS Domain/BB scope

E-SENS Piloting

Other national and
European initiatives

Implementation Communities
“old LSP” Sustainable infrastructure

Figure5: Funding priorities in 6SENS piloting

1 There are active implementation communities in the curreBENS domains that are pursuing a
variety of individual dmain priorities. The initial scope ofSENS WP5 stot&king was already a
subset of what domains are active on.

1 The eSENS piloting scope needs to be further consolidated given the CEF priorities arfffBENSe
funding capability has to be weighed agdithe complexity of each use case and pilot plan. Under
the current approach to aim for a wide piloting scope and many pilots, the costs of those pilots
need to be supplemented by the participating countries and/or collective stakeholders in the
domainsinvolved. This in essence means the participating countries need to provide additional
resources to the pilots and in effect 8SENS

1 When it comes to priorities for funding, then the implementation of generic ardsableBBs and
the migration/extensio of current infrastructure to include them must take precedence and be
within the funding scope. At the same time, there is domspecific work that is needed in order
for generic, reusable BBs to be piloted in a real production setting (domain ontedogind
semantic data sets can be an example). These should also be prioritized for funding.

1 Then there is valuable domaspecific work that could still need to be a part of the piloting phase
because it supports the infrastructure that may not include ayén reusable BB but is still
necessary for the business processes to run. Realistically, the capabii§EM® to fund such work
will be limited, although its eligibility may not be questionable. Typically, such work should be
undertaken by domakspecific stakeholders, preferably within existing continuity and governance
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structures, complemented by continuing national investment in the maintenance and expansion of
LSP infrastructure.

These important realities are reflected in the criteria and ptiesi that are part of the pilot selection
approach and should be taken into account by the decisiaking bodies of the project and by the
European Commission.

2.1.4. Involvement of participating countries in Piloting
Different participation levels are foreseess shown irFigure6:

a. MS/AC participation to domaiwide requirements, as a minimum, all participating countries
should express national viewpoints on requirements and their own business goals in the domains
they participate. Tt should be provided for at least some domain use cases, in order to justify the
involvement. There will be allowable resource limitations for such activities

If a participating country decides not to pilot but considers piloting and even produces glans, i
should still provide a national implementation strategy, rrsmmittal and tentative, but justifiable
and substantiated, about the potential for further implementation of pilots and production systems
in the domains where they have at least some&IENS auticipation. There will be allowable
resource limitations for such activities.

Production Pilots: Pilots achieving real transactions in e-SENS
Focus on acceptance and Pilots already in production from LSPs,

sustainability; significant impact pllotig new BBs

Pilot Implementation and Testing
Focused on technology and processes,
Proof of Feasibility and Conformance

All Domain Participants
with approved pilot plans

MS Piloting Strategies and High-level Plans:
. . All Participants
MS endorsement of domain requirements I Bt
Keep all MS involved Resource limit

Framework of Requirements:

Keep wide for all/any domains and align with a variety of BBs
Align with CEF priorities and governance aspects

Figure6: MS involvement in WP5, from requirements to production pilots

b. The MS/A€that decidesto proceed with piloting will propose a pilot plahdt will be included in
the relevant eSENSleliverable of WP5 (D5.3, D5athd D5.5depending on which Wave the pilot
start falls into). Sucldeliverables are subject to internglality review procedures within SENS
and externaproject review proceduresttat are organized by the EC.
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c. Piloting intentions and pilot plans by MS/ACs will be considered by-BENS GA when it gives the
green light to Domain Use Cases so that interested MS/ACs can go ahead to start implementing the
pilots. Implementation will dllow the pilot lifecycle steps and procedures leading to technical
enablement, conformance testing and organizational on boarding.

d. The goal of all SENS pilots will be to reach production level, not to do proof of concepts and lab
tests only. Two kindsf@roduction pilots can be foreseen:

i. Those that start with technical development and achieve production level going live and
having real transactions within the lifetime efSENS

i. Those which are already in production with real business transactionseineBENS
domainsbut will pilot new consolidated/reusable BBs. Such production pilots will also
need to implement theBBs, prove technical conformance and show real business
transaction capability but the pace in which they phase the new infrastructuredrphase
out the old, if they intend to, cannot be predicted. It is important to make this distinction to
ease concerns of the productieeady infrastructure operators that need to face a
guantifiable risk.

2.2. Criteria for Pilot Eligibility and Priority

2.2.1. Wjrat criteria toruse=andhow te=apply-them

Three"“main criteria will be used for pilot/selection, in a way similar to the CIP Programme evaluation
process:

1. Relevance Pilot Builds uponTA EU policies, LSP experiences and national solutions. Implies
maturity of backS Yy R &2 f dzil A 2 Yy AsdZbIWIR BIISFRBY ORE2XNEAYE VU P wSTE |

a. Alignment with the general objectives of the ICT PSP programme and with the addressed
specific objective described in the TA eBENS

b. Alignment and synergies with relevapblicies, and legislative initiatives on European and
national level

c. Maturity of the technical solution proposed, i.e. baghkd solutions should be available,
solution is deployable, and integration of the different components does not imply further
reseach work, builds upon and reses the solutions develop in the LSPs.

2. Impact Scalability, easy to deploy and seafg sustainable, open standards, interoperable, use of
e-SENS Highevel Building Blocks (HBB),-tgd | 60 f S aO2yaz2f ARIFGAZgt 9 O3
LRGSYidArfé k ¢320SNYIyOSéd

a. Impact considerations in the CIP Programme will be taken into account:

i. Demonstrating a capability to survive, develop and scalewithout European
Union funding after the end of the project, although this can happen grfdaad
possibly in different speeds for differe®Bs that are differently received by the
market.

ii. Long term impact: viability, sustainability and scalability beyond the phases of work
sponsored by the European Union. Attention should be given to the sty
public entities and the capability to build support across the EU in view of reaching
EU wide consensus.
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iii. Free availability of common results in view of implementing interoperability on EU
wide level (specifications of interfaces, protocols, archites, etc.).

b. Impact considerations in the CEF will be taken into account: regarding the achievement of
sectorialobjectives as measured ex post inter alia by:

I. The availability of digital service infrastructures, measured by the number of
Member States conreted to each digital service infrastructure.

ii. The percentage of citizens and businesses using digital service infrastructures and
the availability of such services across borders

c. Other impact considerations should include the requirement that the piloikhtackle
real issues that Citizens and Businesses face in the real world while working, travelling,
doing business or performing other necessary functions across borders

3. Implementation: Clarity and feasibility of the work plan: partner roles, resourtecation of
persons and funding, taking stakeholders into account, indicators for achieving progress.
Stakeholder and Participant Commitment. Related CIP rationale:

a. Quality of the approach (taking into account specificities of the participation of
adminigrations) and convincing work plan with welkkfined work packages, schedule,
partner roles and deliverables; effectiveness of the management approach.

b...Capability and. commitment of the partnership to reach_the objectives offthe “project.
Attention should'le given tg the involvement of relevant stakeholderswio lachieve the
abjectives of the proposal,

c. Appropriateness of resource allocation and estimated cost4n view of the achievement of
the objectives of the proposal.

d. Specific and realistic quantified indiors provided to measure progress towards the
achievement of the addressed objectives at different stages in the project lifetime.
Appropriate attention to security, privacy, inclusiveness and accessibility; the appropriate
use of interoperable platformsgtandards or open technical specifications and openrce
components.

The subsequent sections of this chapter present a more detailed analysis of the factors and related
priorities that determine the value derived from each of the three Hig\el critgia. These factors assess

the BBs, the Business Process and the Infrastructure involved in each Domain Use Case and MS/AC Pilot
Plan.

The criteria will be used to qualify Domain Use Cases and can also be a basis for assessing individual Pilot
Plans of MS/&, describing the pilot projects the MS/AC intend to run within the Domains they participate
in.
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An overview of all criteria follows:
1. Relevance
1.1. BBrelevance to CEgpriorities
1.2. Use Case relevance to Domain priorities for CEF and other EU policies
1.3. Relevace to National Policies in the M proposing the pilot
1.4. Strong support to Use Case from MSEswithin Domain
2. Impact
2.1. Consolidation of BBs and their-usability across piloting Domains

2.2. Consolidation and Continuity of business processes and relatedsinicture established in
Domains and in MBCsfrom LSPs and other initiatives

2.3. Maturity of BBs
2.4. Standardization and GovernanceRis
2.5. Market Adoption Potential of BBs and talip of Use Cases in the pilotiM5/ACsand the EU
2.6. Absence of unacceptabBBdependencies on technologies and vendor platforms
3. Implementation
3.1, Strong commitment of pilot participant/organizations and other relevant stakeholders
3.2.'Availability of resources'beyondENS in,the Domain and the MS
3.3. Clear and 'realistic implementatigrian
3.4. Feasible gap to fill between current status and future intentions; acceptable risk

Each criterion is described in more details in the following sections.

2.2.2. Relevance Factors
The following factors will be taken into account to determine Domain Use &asMS Pilot relevance:
1. BBrelevance to CEF Priorities
2. Use Case relevance to Domain priorities for CEF and other EU policies
3. Relevance to National Policies in the/MSproposing the pilot
4. Strong support to Use Case from MEswithin Domain

For each otthese factors, certain priorities are set reflecting higheB8ENS value, as described in more
detail in the following sections.

2.2.2.1. BB relevance to CEF

1 Highest priority: Domain Use Cases andAM3 A f 2 (it fBB5/Aa3 Ad@lAfy 3 SINIDA OS
which ae re-usable across more than one domain, as mentioned in the CEHR/EER regulation.
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1 From the current WP6 scope, those would be:
o e-Delivery
o elD

0 eSignatures

0 elnvoicing

1 Medium priority: Other Digital Service Infrastructures, meaning technology BBs wh&h ar
implementing other EU legislation provisions besides the CEF.

9 Low priority: Any other Digital Service Infrastructures and techndiigpy

2.2.2.2. Use Case relevance to CEF and other EU policies
9 Highest priority: Use Cases in Domains mentioned as a priori eligitCEF funding:

0 All current eSENS domains fall in this category (eProcurement, eHealllisteee, Business
Lifecycle).

o0 Other domains are also mentioned in CEF and should be considered high priority for
expanding the domain scope ofSENS piloting @. Social SecurityEESSI).

1 Medium priority: Use. Cases in Domains not_mentioned_in CEF but implementing ‘other EU
legislation provisions besides the CEF.

1 Low\priority:\Any other Use Case.

2.2.2.3. Relevance to National Policies

It is assumed that Pilot Plans prayeml by MBACsare following the national priorities. These should be
stated in the MS piloting proposals and pilot plans.

2.2.2.4. Strong MS/AC support for Domain Use Cases

9 Highest Priority: Most or all MBC participants in a Domain support the business procesa as
Domain priority.

1 Medium Priority: Some M&C participants in a Domain support the business process as a Domain
priority.

1 Low Priority: Little or no support of the business process fromA@Harticipants in a Domain:

0 The business process may still remai scope, provided that other criteria factors show
that the gap to be filled is small and the pilot is feasible.

2.2.3. Impact Factors
The following factors will be taken into account to assess pilot impact:
1. Consolidation of BBs and theirusability acrosgiloting Domains

2. Consolidation and Continuity of business processes and related infrastructure established in
Domains and in MBCsfrom LSPs and other initiatives
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Maturity of BBs

3

4. Standardization and GovernanceRis

5. Market Adoption Potential of BBs anakieup of Use Cases in the pilotiMS/ACsand the EU
6

Absence of unacceptabBBdependencies on technologies and vendor platforms

For each of these factors, certain priorities are set reflecting high8ERS value, as described in more
detail in the folbwing sections.

The impact factors related to BBs need to be assessed for each of the ABBs/SBBs which are used in
a Domain Use Case and/or ME Pilot Plan. This BB assessment will come directly from WP3 or will be
conducted by WP5.x Domains with the cocgtén of CC6.x Clusters, following the WP3 methodology, so
that the approach is aligned througholHSENS.

2.2.3.1. Consolidation and Re-usability of BBs

1 Highest priority: BBs consolidated in WP6 from previous LSPs or direaitBedefrom other
domains.

1 High/Medum priority: new, generic BBs developed HBSENS

o Although the potential value is high;®ENS should prioritize new development only when
demand is strong and other criteria.show.overall high.value.

Y Medium/Low priority: new BBS with @ domain focus, deypeld in eSENS

o="May have high value*for the domain butthere may net'be enough reseurces to-fund them
and they might need domain or MI&Cresources beyond-SENS. Priority should be given
to new domainspecific BBs which are necessary for generic BBs tddied

T [26 LINR2NAGeY ..a GKIFIG O2yGAydzsS G2 6S dzaSR TN
o Probably norfundable activity, but in most cases needs to be part of the scope because

domainspecific BBs and established LSP infrastructure will be still needed for successful
productionpilots in eSENS.

The above priorities are indicative and all proposals need to be assessed individually as there may be many
particularities, and other factors will need to be taken into account before a decision is made.

2.2.3.2. Consolidation and Continuity of b usiness processes and infrastructure
9 Highest priority: Business Processes that:
0 Are already in production from previous LSPs or other initiatives,

0 Undertake substantial implementation of BBs consolidated in WP6 or directiged from
other domains,

0 Leverage established infrastructure from LSPs and/or core EU platforms and are linked to
national systems.

0 Such cases show the highest consolidation valueforeeb { ¢ a2t Ré¢ dzaS O

| & ¢
YIEN]SG TR2LIGAZ2Y S LINRPGAY3I GKFG aySégée . . & | NX

Z W

1 High/Medium priority: Business Processes that:
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o Either extend use cases which have been previously piloted in LSPs,

o Or are entirely new but with strong support from domain standardization efforts that do
not depend on eéSENS funding,

o0 Implement at least someonsolidated BBs of8ENS,
0 Requiring at least some extension of infrastructure at domain level and/dRAka&vel

0 Relative prioritization will be assessed on each individual case depending on how much
new process modelling and infrastructure build wil be required, in relation to the
resources available nationally or in domain initiatives outsk&ENS.

1 Medium/Low priority: Business Processes that require substantial effort in new process modelling,
standardization of structured data exchange, andifigant new infrastructure buildip.

1 Low priority/Out of scope: Business processes new-8EBIS, requiring the development of new
BBs and new infrastructure at the EU and/MSlevel, without links to domain or M&Cinitiatives
that provide adequate remirces beyond €SENS.

The above priorities are indicative and all proposals need to be assessed individually as there may be many
particularities, and other factors will need to be taken into account before a decision is made.

2.2/8.3. Maturity of BBs

Relative prioitization (highmediumlow) depends on how each BB scores on the maturity assessment of
CAMSS Low maturity can be @ disqualifying| factor for a BB but this depénds on the reasons for low
maturity:* The*BB lassessment procedure’ within®WP3%is ‘expected*t® madcific suggestions;"where
possible and relevant, about the type of piloting that may be needed in order to further advance the
maturity of BBs.

This factor needs to be applied to all ABBs/SBBs implemented in a given Domain Use Case and/or MS Pilot
Plan Assessment will come either directly from WP3 or will be done in the WP5.x domain with the
cooperation of WP6 and in alignment with WP3.

Maturity considerations beyond the elements covered by the CAMSS methodology may need to be
considered, in case ofgltal services and/or software components where CAMSS may not be sufficient to
adequately cover maturity assessment.

2.2.3.4. Standardization and Governance of BBs
Regarding links to Standardization, the following priorities are set:

9 Highest priority: The BB is lmbon international standards from recognized bodies.

1 High/Medium priority: The BB is based on Dordaiel consensus.

1 Medium/Low priority: The BB is based on other consensus mechanisms and background.
Regarding governance issues, the following prioraiesset:

9 Highest priority: The BB Governance is the responsibility of an international body active or
interested in the Domain.

% http://ec.europa.eufidabc/en/document/7407.html
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1 High/Medium priority: The BB Governance is done by an LSP community, not formalized in a
specific organization.

1 Medium/Low prioity: Other or no Governance Framework.

This factor is intended as a relative assessment and not aiming to disqualify BBs with high potential but
which have not attained official standard status and may not have mature communities supporting them
with estallished governance initiatives. Other criteria will need to be taken into account for any decision to
be made.

This factor needs to be applied to all ABBs/SBBs implemented in a given Domain Use Case and/or MS Pilot
Plan, where relevant. Assessment will co®et 1§ KSNJ RANBSOGt& FTNRY 2to o6dahlLd
{ dzZLILI2 NI ¢ ONRGSNALE Ay /lta{{0 2N gAff 06S R2yS Ay
alignment with WP3.

2.2.3.5. Market Adoption and Take -up Potential
Takeup is defined in CEF in terms of:

9 Number of BB users and transactions

1 Percentage of administrations and businesses as users

f. Financial investment in BB deployment from the public and private sector
Relative to these aspects, the fallowing priorities are set:

91 Highest priority: Strong indicatns for highytakeupin Domain.

1 High/Medium priority: At least some indications for takp in Domain:

1 Medium/Low priority: Weak or no indications for takg in Domain.

The CEF expectations and CAMSS criteria for Potential may be considered for moed dstgbsment if
desirable/necessary.

Regarding the Market Adoption Potential of individual BBs, the following priorities are set:
1 Highest priority: Evidence of market adoption already available.
1 High/Medium priority: The BB has reached the market laurgkiage.
1 Medium/Low priority: The BB has not reached the market yet

More detailed assessment can be based on WP3 Market Support criteria, if desirable/available.

2.2.3.6. BB Dependency

In the CAMS®8ased assessment of BB quality, applied by WP3, there are two iguesn the BB
Applicability section (see for more details deliverable D3.1 Guidelines to the assessment of the
sustainability and maturity dBBs):

1. BB largely independent from specific vendor products
2. BB largely independent from specific platforms or teclogies

The combined answers to these questions for each Architecture BB (ABB) or Solution BB (SBB) used in a
Domain Use Case and/or MS Pilot Plan determines the BB priority in the following manner:
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1 Highest priority: Yes to both questions.
9 Medium Priority Yes tdirst, No tosecond question
o Forsome dependencies this might be a red flag that disqualifies a BB.

1 Low Priority/Out of scope: No to both questions.

2.2.4. Implementation Factors
The following factors will be taken into account to assess pilot implenientaotential:
1. Strong commitment of pilot participant organizations and other relevant stakeholders
2. Availability of resources beyondSENS in the Domain and the MS
3. Clear and realistic implementation plan
4. Feasible gap to fill between current status dntlre intentions; acceptable risk

For each of these factors, certain priorities are set reflecting high@EMS value, as described in more
detail in the following sections.

2.2.4.1. Participant and Stakeholder Commitment

In order fora™MsS piletplanto’bescrdi and progeed,to gxecution, it/4Simportant that the participants are
identified and committed. The following priorities-are set:

1 High“priority:=Pilotparticipantsidentified ‘and committed to a=pilot project plan;“ebjectives and
outcomes.

1 Medium priority. Pilotparticipantsidentified but not yet fully committed.
1 Low priority: Pilot participants unknown, to be defined.

The assessment of this factor is not meant to outright disqualify a pilot, because commitment of important
stakeholders may indeed takente. It is more intended as an indicator of readiness to start a pilot
implementation. Depending on the participant commitment status, a pilot may start sooner in Wave 1 for
some of its elements while others may be delayed for Wave 2 or 3. The approacs toebe pragmatic

and proper flexibility should be shown to retain engagement with a pilot until proper commitment is
attained by all participants.

2.2.4.2. Resource availability

Given the tight resourcing situation of theSENS piloting domains (see also sec#dn3.3, it is expected

that MS that intend to pilot and reach production status need to have resources available to their pilots
beyond what can be ctunded by eSENS. This is not related only to eligibility and high orpoarity
derived by other factors, but to the actual volume of-fomded resources. It may also be the case that
certain MS need to catch up to productioeady LSP infrastructure which may be a-poadition for an e
SENS use case to run.

Furthermore, atteast some domaifevel work may be expected to take place beyond wh&ENS can €o

fund. Such work may involve new/extended modelling of business processes, extension of standardization
of data structures and exchanges, further profiling of standards spetifications, upgrade/extension of
domairtlevel infrastructure or core services. This means that resources and initiatives available at-domain
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level outside eSENS may be necessary-poaditions for some pilot use cases to be implemented (e.g. on
goingstandardization activities, separately funded).

Depending on the level of additional resourcing available to the various Domains av@#Cs the
following priorities can be set:

9 Highest priority: Domain and/or M&C pilot has securedheir own resource outside eSENS that
can maintain and extend infrastructure beyond lifetime and funding-8E®&S and/or other LSPs.

1 High/Medium priority: At least some Domain/NFSC pilot participants can provide some resources
outside eSENS to extend domain and/or M&infrastructure.

1 Medium/Low priority: Domain and/or MBC pilot show low availability of resources beyond e
SENS and LSPs to support an extension of domain and/&Qutrastructure.

0 This is the most challenging case, however a pilot may still be feasild in scope
depending on other criteria so this is not an outright disqualifier.

2.2.4.3. Quality of Pilot Implementation Plan

The M$AC Pilot Plan will provide background and evidence to support a humber of factors related to
national priorities, infrastructu, resources,commitment of participants etc. in order to establish
credibility of the piloting intention.

All IMSAC proposers will need to submit a Pilet Plan pefore they start their pilot implementation. Their
PilotsPlans will be included in the relevateliverablesThe following aspects'should be addressed by each
MSAC pilot plan, and.it'is understood that some,of these aspects may/become clear easlier in,the planning
process while others will take longer to define, taking into accowarious/dependncies either at a
national level or at an-SENS level (e.g. availability of BBs, progress of ddmaihpilot design, etc.)

1 Pilot Scope
o Domain Use Case to be piloted
o National Motivation and Goals
0 Business Process Overview
o Pilot participants and Stakolders
o Pilot Timing
9 Pilot Description
o Pilot scenaria national variation of the domain use case

0 Use of eSENS and Doma8pecificBBs in the MFAC Pilot (not every MBRC may pilot all
BBs foreseen by the domain use case, provided of course that pioteotdneed to be
exactly symmetrical in all participating M&s

0 Use ofmationalinfrastructure
1 Pilot Implementation

o0 Implementationplanning

o Pilot resources

o Pilot risks and overall feasibility
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The following priorities will be set:
High Priority: Theilot plan is detailed, clear, comprehensive, and realistic.

Medium Priority: Thepilot plan needs improvements to provide adequate basis for criteria
assessment.

1 Low Priority: Pilot plan tentative, vague, unclear, shows that the pilot may be a high rigkefo
project and the M8B\Cinvolved.

The assessment of this factor is not meant to outright disqualify a pilot, because pilot planning may have
difficulties and also external dependencies (e.g. on the availability of BBs from WP6). It is more intended as
an indicator of readiness to start pilot implementation. It may be foreseen that a pilot can start in Wave 1
with the Pilot Plan showing readiness for certain element of the business process and/or BBs only, while
others may be deferred to Wave 2 or 3. @diaation among MB\Cspiloting a particular use case will still

be needed and determine when a piloting country can go live, so flexibility in variable timing of different
MSACpilot plans will have to be limited by the need to have critical mass for gpossborder piloting.

2.2.4.4. Pilot Feasibility

This factor needs to take into account the actual gap to bridge from the current status towards what the

MS Pilot ambitions are. It requires a combination of the assessment done across the various criteria and
contributing factors, and needs to take into account technical camplexity, organizational challenges and
resource availability:

WP5 has suggested a pgealification of Domain Use Cases as an assessment of pilot value, readiness and
associated risks, apphg the criteria of relevance, impact and implementation. A documentation of the
factual aspects and qualitative factors that affect feasibility is presented”in Use Case qualification fiches
LINBASY(iSR Ay 5 Swake®BoNIcanériGs andiPetm ¢ 6dC A NA U
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3. e-SENS Pilot Lifecycle and Milestone Plan

3.1. The Pilot Lifecycle and its Phases

In eSENS a holistic approach is adopted, considering the entire lifetime of a pilot from its very inception
until its final conclusion. The Lifecycle approach is baseith® evolution of a pilot over time and identifies
the main phases a pilot has to go through in its lifetime in order to reach a successful conclusion.

The five stages of the-8ENS Pilot Lifecycle can be summarizekhbiie4 below. The coloucoordination
serves to underline how a pilot gets closer to full readiness across its lifecycle.

1. Prospect Identify Pilot Intentions and Engage Stakeholders

2. Lead Prequalify Eligible Pilots according to value and priorities
3. Commiment Obtain Commitment of Participants and Stakeholders
4

Enabling Pilot Build Pilot Infrastructure and enable Pilot Participants

SRRl Run Production Pilot in Real Business Environments

Table4: Phases\of the-SEN®ilot Lifecycle (adopted from PEPPOL)

In each of the Pilat Lifecycle Phases, the following activities of a technical and business/organizational
nature need to take place:

1. IntheProspectPhase, the pilot recruitment starts. Pilot intentions of the MSA@: identified and
proposals are made for specific business processes that bring value teboross interactions.
Entire domains may be engaged (as currently happensSENS) and the support of MS/ACs is
sought for recruitment to proceed further

2. Inthe LeadPhase, the pilot recruitment intensifies. This is the stage in the pilot lifecycle where the
initial identification of prospects seems promising and where the value proposition must be
adequately articulated. The leads are qualified using tHeEdS criteria for pilot eligibility and
prioritization.

3. The Leads that are positively qualified as showing promising valueS&NS and appear feasible
enter into the Commitment Phase. This is where an agreement is sought, and hopefully
established, betwee the project (as expressed by its competent governance bodies in all layers)
and the pilot proposers. Commitment is mutual and if common understanding and agreement is
reached, pilot recruitment starts and actual piloting can begin.

4. In the Enabling PilotPhase, activities are undertaken to build thigot infrastructure and seek to
enable thepilot participantsto use the established infrastructure. Enablement of Participants has a
technical dimension and a business/organizational dimension. The Enallbhd®PFase includes
readiness and conformance testing within each of the piloting MS/ACs as well as interoperability
testing across countries.

5. Finally, theRunning PilotPhase is where the infrastructure works, participants are connected and
enabled from atechnical and business/organizational aspect and real transactions start to take
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place using the pilot infrastructure. IR&ENS, as in all Pilot A projects, the Running Pilot Phase aims
to extend into the stage where the pilot reaches sufficient matufitly the infrastructure to be

used on a daily basis and mesh in the fabric of the business operations conducted on a daily basis
by thepilot participants.

The followingFigure7 includes a higlevel depiction of the five stages the e SENS Pilot Lifecycle
together with the kind of activity that takes place along their succession.

Recruitment
Business Qualification Business Enablement
Participant Onboarding
Technical
Enablement
Readiness
Testing and
Conformance
Live
Production
Prospect Lead Commitment Enabling Pilot Running Pilot
-~ FT ———————————————————————— Pl == o= oo e e e e e e e e e >
3 Recruitment Piloting

Figure7: Activity types along the five phases of theSENS Plot Lifecycle (adopted from PEPPOL)

The eSENS Pilot Lifecg approach is adopted from PEPPOL, due to similarities in®tENS piloting scope
and needs, as described in sectib.

3.2. Current provisions of the WP5 Workplan
The workplan of WP5 foresees the following steps for pilact&n, as shown ifigures:

i. M1-M6: Taking Stock of Domain Use Cases and MS/AC Piloting intentions. This has been running
and produced a sizeable, even ambitious scope of Domain Use Cases in all four domains, but it has
not yet produced many MS/AC Piloting intentions that are documented in detail. This process is on
going and will continue, as new use cases are coming into scope (not least from new domains such
as Social Security).

ii. M7-M12: Several actions in parallel:

a. Requirementscapture: Structured process already started in October 2013, with domain
workshops and further definition work, on the basis of a commonly adopted methodology.
Work is orgoing and will be continued. A snapshot of requirements from all domains will
be taken for the submission of the deliverable D5.1 (Requirements Framework, v1). The
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Requirements Framework will continue to be updated every 6 months until the final
version is submitted as an official deliverable.

b. Adoption of pilot selection criteria, determiimg piloting value and priorities. They were
presented and discussed at the consortium meeting of Novembet4f32013 and they
have been adopted by the GA of February2&5, 2014.

c. Use of the pilot selection criteria to perform quality assurance argdqoalification of the
current domain use cases and to support MS/AC participants to conclude their piloting
intentions and provide pilot plans.

d. Preparation of pilot plans by all the MS/AC participants that intend to start piloting. A
snapshot of all pilong intentions is taken at M12 and included in Deliverable D5.3 {First
wave Pilot Scenarios and Plans n°1). Wave 1 pilots will include the MS that are closer to
readiness and commitment. Wave 1 pilots will enter the detailed planning stage shortly
after April 2014 and an intensive phase of common work within each domain will have to
be done in relation to joint planning, detailed specifications, use of BBs and possibly
technical integration work plus pilairiented development necessary to be done at
domah level with its results usable by piloting countries. Depending on the use case
maturity, the detailed planning phase can start later than April 2014 (but sooner than the
start of Wave 2).

e. It should be noted that, at this point, the interest of any ant MSACin anysand, all
domains is welcome, regardless’of whetherithey already have budget allocated in WP5 and
in the domains concerned, or Whether they are IFSENS'at all. The reason for this
approach is to encourage the mestactivesparticipants andtnooedibleMBAC pileting
proposals to come forward and be involved HSENS regardless of the budget situation.

f. Formal approval of Wave 1 Pilotda®k place at the eSENS General Assembly of February
25-26", 2014 through endorsement of the prualified Domain Use Cases. This will allow
committed MS to start their pilots as early as April 2014, but they can also start later
depending on their internal timing and the timelines of dombawel work that needs to
take place for the implementation of eacise cases.

M18 M21 M24

Taking Stoc D5.1 D5.7
Taking Stoc D5.3 D5.4 D5.5
WI1P Deg WI1P Live
W2P Deaq W2P Live
W3P De¢ W3P Liv

(

M5.2 M5.3 M5.4 M5.5 M5.6

Figure8: WP5 workplan milestones and pilot selection waves (original, currently vaii

iii. M13-onwards: According to the currently valid WP5 workplan included iTth&Vave 2 and Wave
3 pilots are expected to staby M21 and M30 respectively, for the MSs/ACs that are not ready by
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M12 or belong to new domains that will take more time to recruit. The current workplan foresees
two cut-off dates at M21 and M30 for the formal approval of Wave 2 and Wave 3 pilots but th
project needs to assess whether to change this approach. A suggestion to modify the timelines and
procedures for approving Wave 2 and Wave 3 pilots is presented in s&tdaf this document,
subject to appoval by the European Commission.

iv. M24 onwards The most mature of Wave 1 pilots should go live no later than one year before the
end of the project. It should be noted that not every aspect of a Wave 1 pilot needs to be fully
operational by M24, and that ricall Wave 1 pilots need to end at that point in time. The M24
milestone is the earliest possible date for a part of the pilot to go live, but it is not a mandatory
requirement for each pilot or for each part of a pilot. The only obligation is for theegrdap have
at least one pilot in one of its aspects/BBs that goes live by M24. Wave 2 and Wave 3 pilots are
expected to go live later, and up to the end of the project, so this flexible timeline needs to be
taken into account by those MS/ACs which areeassg the risk of not having enough time for
infrastructure evolution or migration. MS/ACs are encouraged to start their pilots early to have
more time for their completion.

3.3. Milestone Planning for Wave 1 Pilots

3.3s. Steps along the Pilot Lifecyclei Wave 1

Thepiloting approach of <SSENS/needs to be agile and/flexible in arderto allow for thesrecruitment of new
domains and new pilots but also to establish a pilot gavernance framework based on the stages of the pilot
lifecycle"and"its milestones.

Recruitment
Business Qualification Business Enablement
Participant Onboarding
AM1: Comnikment fTechnical
Willingness of Participants [ Enablement
Capacity Q
Eligibility AM2: GA approval | BB Readingss
Pre-qualified of Usel€ases Rollout! | Testingand
Conformance
Pilot project i
implementationplan AM3:Go Live l_ve
availbbie Production
2 8 ¥ 8 :
A v i 1
. -
Prospect Lead Commitment Pilot Enabling Running Pilot
€ e - P - e
R M8-M11 M11* M24 and thereafter
: Recruitment M12-M13 Piloting

Figure9: Piloting Milestone PlanningacrossLifecyclephases (adpted from PEPPOL)
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As a starting point, -SENS WP5 is-tesing the main concepts of pilot lifecycle methodology from PEPPOL,
which was an LSP that also had a broad pilotimpes@nd recruited pilots not funded by the project. The
dimensions of technical enablement and organizational enablement as well as going live when entering
production stage are shared experiences among all LSPs.

The following procedural steps are foresefem Wave 1 pilots throughout the lifecycle from the current
point in the project and through the main decision points, as shown als@ure9:

1.
2.
3.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14,
15.
16.

Documentation of Domain Use €& and MS Pilot Intentions (@oing)
Capturing of Rguirements and mapping against3£NS BBs in WP6 {gwing)

Pilot Approval Milestone 1 (AM1): Pilot Prgualification of willingness, capacity and eligibility to
pilot (December 2018 February 2014)

Invitation of willing and capable MS/AC to submit fulbpplans for inclusion to Deliverable 5.3
(Firstwave Pilot Scenarios and Plans gty end March 2014)

Commitment of Participants (egoing, needs to be demonstrated with full pilot plans)

Pilot Approval Milestone 2 (AM2): Pilot Use Cases Approved ESEBIS GA (February ZB"
2014)

Wave 1 Pilots start (April 2014 at the earliest, can be later, and can start gradually when specific
aspects of the business process and related BBs are mature. Detailed planningein eachyDomain for
each’use caseimplementatistarts in‘April 2014)

Setup of Laocal Implementation TeapiHead of Pilot appointed (by June 2014)
Detailed Planning and design of the Pilot (Apuihe 2014)

BB Rollout (depending on BBssome on eSignatures already existiegeliveryto be available
after May 2014 will be an ongoing process as rollout dates will vary)

BB implementation and Infrastructure setup (from July 2014 onwards, expected to start concluding
gradually from January 2015 onwards, but can be significantly later for certairg BBde
reflected in the detailed design for each domain use case to be available byuviay2014)

Infrastructure testing and conformance (earliest Februlstgrch 2015)
Participant enablement (until March 2015)

a. Technical enablement of systems

b. Organizatioal enablement
Pilot Approval Milestone 3 (AM3): Go Live! (earliest on April 1st, 2015)
Real Business transactions (April 2015 onwards)

Sustainability planning and adoption
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3.3.2. Decision Process for Wave 1 Pilot Selection

Focusing on the period until M12, arfmal process involving all the project bodies has been running and
has already led to the formal selection for Domain Use Cases to start piloting in Wave 1. This decision took
place at the GA of February226", 2014. The process has evolved and waskmled following the steps

seen inFigurelQ:

Figurel0: eeSENS decision process for Wave 1 pilot selection, involving all project governance layers

The detailed decision process steps are the folmwi
a. WPS5 produces suggestion for pilot selection criteria, approach and procedure.

b. Management Board reviewed and endorsed pilot selection criteria and approach, which were
presented to the EC and national coordinators for consultation, prior to HsERSonsortium
meeting of November 134", 2013.

c. National Coordinators discussed the criteria and the approach and gave comments during and after
the eSENS consortium meeting in Berlin on Novemberl4 2013. Comments were
incorporated in future versionsf the document.
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