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1. Introduction
1.1. Introduction to version D4.4b
This document has been updated in Oct 2012 to update recent changes in the proposed future direction
for planning research and development of the future internet in Europe. The original document gave a
general overview of the area with more general recommendations
As the ceFIMS project progresses it has now become more appropriate to suggest specific actions for
progress toward the future internet (FI). In particular we discuss the proposed role for a single point of
contact in each Member State (MS) to bring together ideas from all of the stakeholders in the MS and to
lead the coordination, communication and negotiation activities.
Discussion on the suitability of the ERA-NET+, proposed in version D4.4a is included here also.
A final version of this document is planned for December 2012, which will further expand on our
recommendations.

1.2. Introduction to version D4.4a
The ceFIMS road-mapping process aims to maximise synergies between EU and Member States (National
and Regional), and among Member States’ initiatives and investments in Future Internet research. The
roadmap documents will foster stronger collaboration among Member States’ R&D Programmes with the
European Commission R&D programmes in the field of the Future Internet. The process will specifically
explore implementation through an ERA-NET+ and/or cooperation via other means, including joint
programming, etc.
This document presents a preliminary analysis of the current landscape in European Future Internet
research, and sets out a vision of a future involving enhanced cooperation among key Future Internet
stakeholders. The current state-of-the-art in Future Internet research, the various stakeholders, existing
collaboration instruments, the relevant activity levels of Member States and the policy context acting as a
backdrop for all this, are described in detail. The vision of the future describes the modalities of an ERANET+, the barriers and challenges that must be overcome, and potential thematic content and approaches
that Member States and the EC may have in common. Finally, the next steps required to advance an ERANET+ on the Future Internet are outlined.
A further roadmap document will be produced by the ceFIMS project in December 2012. A Proposal for a
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) will be produced at M301. This current document represents the first

1

These documents will take additional account of related roadmaps, such as the FISA Research Roadmap
which looks at 2020 and beyond: http://fisa.future-internet.eu/index.php/FIA_Research_Roadmap
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steps towards preparing the groundwork for this process. These steps include gathering data on Future
Internet projects and initiatives from around Europe, and carrying out initial analysis to identify potential
synergies. ceFIMS has also held two thematic workshops (PPP and ETP) and one EU-level workshop (with
research councils) to discuss collaboration and synergies in the field of the Future Internet. The outcomes
of these workshops have significantly informed this document. ceFIMS work is on-going: data continues to
be gathered and analysed, and the project will hold three more workshops during its lifecycle.
The ceFIMS road-mapping process will provide Member States with a clearly-defined and agreed-upon set
of objectives and priorities which will decrease fragmentation and support synergies of investment by the
Member States. Through the engagement of the key stakeholders (government decisions-makers and the
Member States funding agencies) in the roadmap process, ceFIMS will ensure stronger co-ordination of
Regional and National funding in the establishment of a Future Internet ERA-NET+. The on-going dialogue
between key stakeholders supported through ceFIMS, will ensure that the outcomes of the road-mapping
process will inform future collaboration in the field of Future Internet research.
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2. Current Situation
This chapter outlines the current state-of-the-art in Future Internet research, both in terms of actual
projects and initiatives, and in terms of the research agenda set out by the European Commission in FP7.
The current situation at FI-PPP level and worldwide is also highlighted. This is followed by a description of
the stakeholders who would be involved in future coordination of the Future Internet. Existing instruments
for funding and collaboration between these stakeholders is outlined, as are the activity levels of Member
States with respect to Future Internet-related research. This chapter concludes by describing the policy
context against which this work is being carried out.

2.1. Content
This section outlines the state-of-the-art in EU FI research. The information in this section is drawn from a
number of sources, including the ceFIMS database, FI-PPP projects, FP7 – Challenge 1, and the FIRE
initiative. It also highlights the Future Internet work being undertaken outside of Europe (USA and Asia
initiatives).

2.1.1. ceFIMS database
Gathering data on European Future Internet research is a continuous process for ceFIMS. The ceFIMS
database2 currently contains details on 106 projects, 128 research organisations and 64 funding agencies in
32 countries (at national and regional level) across Europe and at the EU level working in the area of the
future internet. Table 1 shows a breakdown of areas of research for the 82 national projects (the 24
European-level projects are not included in this analysis).3

2

http://www.cefims.eu/database/

3

This table should not be taken as a complete summary of the current situation. Rather, it acts as a
demonstrator of how ceFIMS is analysing the data it has gathered thus far.
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Applications/ Transport/
Infrastructure Security/ Total
Services
Communications
Other
Austria
Czech
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
UK
Total

1
0.33
1
0.5
1
2
12
3
2
1
1
1
2
5.33
1
2
2.33
1.33

0.33

0.33

1
2

1.5
1
2

1
2

1

1
1

1
1
0.33
2

1
0.33
2
1.33
0.33

2.33
3

2.33
0.33
1
2.33
1

0.33
1

2
3

45.17
55%

17.67
22%

12.17
15%

7
9%

1
1
1
3
4
5
13
6
2
2
2
1
4
6
5
2
6
2
1
7
8
82

Table 1 – Future Internet Layers - Member States involvement

2.1.2. FP7 – ICT Challenge 1: Pervasive and Trusted Network and
Service Infrastructures
Any cooperation on the Future Internet would most likely come under FP7’s ICT Challenge 1: Pervasive
and Trusted Network and Service Infrastructures, from the EC’s 2011 Work Programme 4 (Cooperation,

4

ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/fp7/docs/wp/cooperation/ict/c-wp-201101_en.pdf
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Theme 3). The high-level thematic areas covered in this challenge will also inform the content of any
Future Internet cooperation. Challenge 1:
“…covers key technological developments in networking, digital media and service
infrastructures. It features a Public-Private Partnership on Future Internet tools and
platforms for novel Internet application development and deployment. The focus is on:
Future Networks that support the convergence and interoperability of
heterogeneous mobile, wired and wireless broadband network technologies, including
notably novel Internet architectures; network management and operation frameworks,
wireless and broadband systems and ultra-high capacity all-optical networks.
Cloud computing, Internet of Services and advanced software engineering
that emphasise technologies specific to the networked, distributed dimension of
software and the access to services and data.
Architecture and technological foundations for Internet-connected sensors,
actuators and other smart devices and objects, enabling person/object and
object/object communications.
Trustworthy ICT including security in networked service and computing
environments; trust, privacy and claims management infrastructures; and data policy,
governance and socio-economic aspects of trustworthy ICT.
Networked media and search systems, including digital media delivery
platforms, end-to-end immersive and interactive media technologies, and multimedia
search technologies.
New

Paradigms

&

Experimental

facilities

(known

as

FIRE)

for

experimentally-driven research on the Future Internet; the facilities will provide larger
scale and diversity to test and validate the developments at closer to reality
conditions.”5

2.1.3. FIRE
Of particular interest is Objective 1.7 ‘Future Internet Research Experimentation’ which strongly
contributes to the future of the Internet. The vision behind this ICT objective highlights the importance of
an experimentally-driven approach for the development of the Future Internet 6.

5

While FP7 finishes in 2013, it is assumed that Horizon 2020will address similar themes.

6

http://www.ict-fire.eu/getting-started/future-internet-research-in-the-ict-programme.html
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The European FIRE ‘Future Internet Research Experimentation’ initiative makes this vision become a
reality. FIRE is building upon the complementarities and strong cooperation amongst all projects
addressing Objective 1.7. FIRE is positioned as a cross-cutting initiative able to provide support to all
other objectives of Challenge 1. FIRE is therefore emerging as a strategic European initiative ideally
positioned to promote peer discussion with similar initiatives worldwide, such as GENI.

2.1.4. International Cooperation
Since the future internet will be common worldwide, we have to look beyond the confines of Europe.
There are a number of initiatives similar to that of the Future Internet Forum in other regions in the
world. Particularly North America and Asia. It is necessary to liaise with these organisations to coordinate
the global effort to define and develop the future internet and synchronise our efforts in Research and
Development in this area. For the same reasons that it makes sense to coordinate across Europe, a
coordination worldwide would also reduce duplication and accelerate our progress. 7. Some of the
international bodies we should coordinate with are defined here.

2.1.4.1. USA
GENI & NetSE
In 2008, the Computing Community Consortium (CCC) charged the Network Science and Engineering
(NetSE) Council with developing a comprehensive research agenda that would support the development of
better networks8. NetSE returned the following recommendations in September, 2009:
Recommendation 1: The funding agencies of the United States government must increase investment in
research that will lead to a better Internet or risk a marginal future role.
Recommendation 2: Funding agencies should rebuild the experimental capabilities of networking
researchers, through funding individual systems-building efforts, providing adequate and persistent shared
experimental infrastructure, and supporting research that leads to continued improvements in
experimental methodology. Experimental work is expensive and long-term; typical NSF awards are
insufficient, therefore either NSF will need to change its award portfolio or other agencies will have to
play a significantly increased role.
Recommendation 3: Funding agencies should foster and support research activities relevant to network
design within the theoretical computer science community, the new Network Science community, and
other theoretical disciplines.

7

There is also a connection between FIRE and the Asia Future Internet Forum: http://is.gd/fire_asiafi

8

http://www.cra.org/ccc/netse.php
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Recommendation 4: Funding agencies should support a broad array of interdisciplinary research activities
related to understanding the current Internet and designing future networks to include the Internet.

FIND Initiative
FIND (Future Internet Design)9 is a long-term initiative of the USA’s NSF NeTS research program. FIND
invites the research community to consider: (a) what the requirements should be for a global network in
10-15 years’ time; and, (b) how could such a network be built if there were no constraints from the
current Internet—if it could be designed from scratch.
FIND solicits research across the broad area of network architecture, principles, and mechanism design,
aimed at answering these questions. The philosophy of the program is to help conceive the future by
momentarily letting go of the present - free from the constraints of the current state of networking. The
intellectual scope of the FIND program is wide. FIND research might address questions such as:
How can we design a network that is fundamentally more secure and available than today's
Internet? How would we conceive the security problem if we could start from scratch?
How might functions like information dissemination, location management or identity
management best fit into a new network architecture?
What will be the long-term impact of new technologies such as advanced wireless and optics?
How will economics and technology interact to shape the overall design of a future network?
How do we design a network that preserves a free and open society?
In April, 2009, the FIND Observer Panel Report 10 returned three recommendations to the American NSF
(National Science Foundation):
Recommendation 1: Continue.
Recommendation 2: Additional focus on security and network management. Security and network
management represent architectural gaps in today’s Internet, and the industry’s band-aids are
inadequate. Foster research to tackle the interdisciplinary and hard problems of getting the network to
reach a level of security and robustness expected of critical infrastructure.
Recommendation 3: Integrate. It is time now to ask the community to come up with self-forming teams
that integrate a large number of components of the future Internet. This is in addition to the basic
research work on components or point solutions. The time is right for members of the networking research
community to develop a set of coherent architectural alternatives and to implement them. The panel

9

http://www.nets-find.net/

10

http://www.nets-find.net/FIND_report_final.pdf
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envisions as many as four to five teams, funded roughly at a level of 10 to 20 million dollars per team over
the three-to-four year period.

2.1.4.2. Japan
The AKARI Architecture Design Project 11 aims to implement the basic technology of a new generation
network by 2015, developing network architecture and creating a network design based on that
architecture. AKARI will research clean slate network architectures, without being impeded by existing
constraints. After these new architectures are designed, AKARI will consider the issue of migration from
today's conditions.
The AKARI Architecture Conceptual Design Document 12 is the first step towards implementing a new
network architecture. It includes:
Societal requirements
Future basic technologies
Design principles for designing network architecture based on those requirements and technologies
Conceptual design examples of several key parts based on those design principles.
AKARI is designing a new network, using testbeds to evaluate the quality of those designs experimentally.
Their most important goals are design principles for an architecture that is comprehensively optimised and
stabilised. Until the final design is complete, however, these design principles are not fixed, and can
change according to feedback through the design and evaluation process.
The network architecture is balanced between the top-down demands of solving societal problems and the
bottom-up conditions of future technologies. Its role is to maximise the quality of life for the entire
networked society and to provide it with sustainable stability.

2.1.4.3. East Asia
The Asia Future Internet Forum (AsiaFI) 13 was founded to coordinate Future Internet R&D among countries
in Asia as well as with other continents. China, Japan and Korea all participate. AsiaFI carries the
following activities amongst others:
Working Groups: Specific activities such as Future Internet architecture, mobile and wireless
networks, and testbeds;

11

http://akari-project.nict.go.jp/eng/index2.htm

12

http://akari-project.nict.go.jp/eng/concept-design/AKARI_fulltext_e_preliminary_ver2.pdf

13

http://www.asiafi.net/
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Events: Conferences and workshops are hosted by AsiaFI, sometimes with other organizations.
They also hold co-located workshops during conferences held by ACM, IEEE, etc.;
Education: Short courses called ‘AsiaFI School’ and semester-long courses are offered by AsiaFI,
including School on Architecture & Building Blocks, and School on Mobile & Wireless Networks;
Research: AsiaFI plans to coordinate joint research among Asian countries as well as with countries
in other continents.
The AsiaFI Steering Committee presented the following remarks in March, 2011 14:
1. AsiaFI activity requires bigger overheads than national activity, and AsiaFI needs to concentrate on
areas where return-on-investment is very good. We should also make the AsiaFI effort more
productive to offset the overhead.
2. AsiaFI need to look into synergy and symbioses among its participants.
3. We may look into fair share on open research on the future internet.
4. Many people are very busy, and we have to take this factor into consideration.
5. Shall AsiaFI give up on the graduate education as it originally planned?

2.2. Stakeholders
The stakeholders for cooperation on the future internet comprise: Member State Government Ministries
and their departments (incl. regional level); research councils and funding agencies; Large Industry
players, Small and Medium Enterprises, Research Organisations, Third level education institutes, industry
associations and the European Commission.

2.2.1. Research Funders
Each Member State has its own structures for supporting research. In general, a Government Ministry
decides on the overall budget and policy for research. Ministries then channel that funding through
research councils and/or funding agencies who manage research programme(s) – disbursing funds and
evaluating results.
At the most recent FIF meeting a number of areas were introduced for possible coordination among the
MSs. This includes the Internet of Things for Harbours and ICT for Agriculture. The European Commission
has offered to help identify possible source of funding for such initiatives. Additionally, the following
entities may be consulted when defining state-of-the-art research topics:
Relevant ETPs, (such as those in attendance at the December 2010 ceFIMS workshop)

14

http://www.asiafi.net/ref/AsiaFI20110304ppf.ppt

ceFIMS

Version 1.0

Page 13 of 38

National industry initiatives (technology platforms, interest groups)
Trade and Standards associations (TIA, Eurescom, CENELEC, EUROISPA, GSMA, etc.); also, the
CONCORD FI-PPP project
Governmental and non-governmental organisations (EU-Regulators (IRG), ITUT, ETSI, W3C, IETF,
ISOC, RIPE, etc.)
FIF members are representative of the Future Internet research community in their Member State, and
they cover a number of the key stakeholder groups on the funding side, identified above; i.e. “owners”
and “managers” of research programmes. Essentially, the FIF can act as a catalyst between research
funders and providers. The FIF members may also play an ambassador role for the Future Internet, in
which they represent their national activities to other Member States and the EC, and in turn present
“external” activities to stakeholders in their own country. This topic is discussed in detail in the section
“Vision for the Future” below.

2.2.2. Research, Development & Innovation Performers

2.3. Funding & Collaboration Instruments
There are currently several possibilities for the above stakeholders to collaboration on Future Internet
research. Figure 1 shows a number of the various Future Internet initiatives under the umbrella of the
European Union:
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Figure 1 – Landscape of Future Internet Activities in Europe
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The following describes some of the key initiatives identified above. These are also covered in D3.3
‘Report on Potential Synergies’.

2.3.1. FP7 and FI-PPP
FP7 supports a range of research actions involving the active collaboration of research teams from all
sectors, including industry, SMEs, universities and other higher education institutions, research institutes
and centres, international European interest organisations, civil society organisations, and any other legal
entities. These actions will be implemented through the funding schemes: Collaborative Projects,
Networks of Excellence, Research for the Benefit of Specific Groups (in particular SMEs), Coordination and
Support Actions, Integrating Activities/Preparatory Phase (Combination of collaborative projects and
coordination and Support Actions) and International Research Staff Exchange Scheme (IRSES).
Figure 2 shows a timeline for the overall FI-PPP initiative:

Figure 2 – FI-PPP Programme Architecture

2.3.2. Joint Programming
Joint Programming is a new process combining a strategic framework, a bottom-up approach and highlevel commitment from Member States. It builds on the experience gained from existing schemes
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coordinating national programmes. Suitable Joint Programming areas are identified by a High Level Group
on Joint Programming (“GPC”- from the French “Groupe de Programmation Conjointe”) comprising
nominees from Member States and the EC, following a thorough consultation of stakeholders.
Based on the result of the GPC, the Council, upon a proposal by the Commission, recommends a limited
number of areas in which to implement priority Joint Programming.
From there on, participation of Member States in each initiative—based on voluntary commitments that
can lead to partnerships—comprises variable groups of countries. The overall aim of Joint Programming is
to pool national research efforts in order to make better use of Europe's precious public R&D resources
and to tackle common European challenges more effectively in key areas. These are issues such as climate
change, food and energy security. They are subjects that are beyond the capacity of any individual
country to resolve, and which would benefit from a co-ordinated approach to research.
Currently, there is no purely Future Internet-related Joint Programming activity. “City of the Future” 15 is
probably the most relevant, followed by the “More Years, Better Lives - The Potential and Challenges of
Demographic Change”16.

2.3.3. Joint Technology Initiatives
In its current Framework Programme for research, technological development and demonstration
activities, the European Union supports a number of Joint Technology Initiatives17 (JTIs). In the ICT field,
the ARTEMIS and ENIAC JTIs were established in 2007 as Joint Undertakings (JUs). These two bodies
constitute public-private partnerships between industry, a number of EU Member & Associated States, and
the European Union. Their aim is to implement, by means of a budget from both the EU and participating
Member States, a research agenda defined by the European research communities (industry and
academic/research organisations) in their respective fields. The JTIs thereby seek to strengthen Europe’s
future growth, competitiveness and sustainable development. Their ambition and scope, the scale of the
financial and technical resources that need to be mobilised, and the need to achieve effective
coordination and synergy of resources and funding called for action at European level.

2.3.4. Future & Emerging Technology Flagship Initiatives
Transnational collaboration underpins the recently announced FET Flagship Initiatives18. These Flagship
initiatives are centred on ICT future emerging technologies (FETs). The preparatory work currently

15

http://www.era.gv.at/events/13280.html

16

http://www.jp-demographic.eu/documents/synthesis-paper

17

www.artemis-ju.eu/publication/download/publication/1

18

http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/ict/programme/fet/flagship/home_en.html
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underway is developing research roadmaps for the flagships and a model for their implementation. These
FET Flagships will be much larger than the FET Proactives already in place, and will align European
research priorities at EU and national levels with very substantial research funding to address grand
scientific challenges which will cut across different national science research programmes and European
programmes.

2.3.5. EUREKA & Celtic-Plus Collaboration
EUREKA is an intergovernmental network which supports market-oriented R&D projects, and provides
access to national public and private funding schemes 19. A number of different types of project exist:
there are the EUREKA projects, which are labelled by EUREKA; cluster projects, which are generated by a
EUREKA cluster, and the umbrella projects, generated under an umbrella. The clusters are industrial
initiatives that work in close collaboration with national funding authorities. The umbrellas are networks
that focus on a particular technology or business sector.
Celtic-Plus is the EUREKA cluster in the domain of integrated telecommunications systems 20. It is an
industry-driven research initiative which defines and executes projects in the area of telecommunications,
new media, future Internet, and applications & services. Celtic-Plus is financed through public and private
funding streams.

2.3.6. Collaboration Topics
In addition to the above, the following collaboration mechanism topics can also usefully be considered.
These topics (whilst only representing part of the range of cooperation options) were highlighted during
discussions at the ceFIMS workshop in May, 2011 21.
Member State interaction with PPP
Though the PPP projects have only recently started, each Member State is monitoring their
progression. Openness is a keyword, and Member States expect their interaction with the PPP
process to evolve as the projects make progress.
Making use of Structural Funds
Using structural funds for ICT research is a recurring topic. One suggestion to achieve this is to
ear-mark a portion of structural funds and then establish appropriate metrics to monitor the use
of same. For example, sample metrics could include: number of new start-up companies, number

19

http://www.eurekanetwork.org/

20

http://www.celticplus.eu/

21

Workshop Report available here: http://www.cefims.eu/files/2011/08/D4.3_WS_INT-1.pdf
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of Ph.D. trained, type of products developed, etc. This approach may require EU-level direction,
however, and could see the setting up of a pilot national strategic project for ‘Future Internet
Structural Funds’.
Basic research vs. public-private research
Some Member States have two separate research funding agencies: one for basic (long-term)
research and another for closer-to-market projects. Additionally, some funding agencies for basic
research do not set rigid research priorities (outside of smart transport, smart cities, smart grids),
but rather set national programmes. This allows them to remain open and react faster to changes
in commercial technology advances. In this regard, Strategic Research Agendas are becoming less
relevant than Research Roadmaps.
Basic research may no longer be a goal in itself, but it may be an enabler for new knowledge and,
hence, new technology innovation. The challenge remains to convert research into new
business. Ultimately, an appropriate balance must be found between basic and public-private
research – depending on where priorities/funding lie.
New forms of sharing value in projects
Companies, public institutions and universities are undertaking Future Internet projects in diverse
contexts, exploring different angles and thus achieving different types of results. There are
various kinds of intangible assets that could be shared with increased value to partners besides
the common exchange mechanisms defined for tangible assets. In fact, if tangible results are
easily accountable, non-financial transactions must be considered for addressing intangible assets
such as knowledge and ideas, which are a strong component in the new networks that are being
established.
Possible non-financial transactions include providing value back to the Member State and
generating knowledge from within the project itself (e.g. sharing IPR, influencing standards and
regulatory frameworks, sharing testbeds and pilots, sharing knowledge and experience, etc.). New
forms of sharing value in common activities should be streamlined, and the correspondent
accountability is critical for leveraging the benefits to take out of common activities at European
level.

2.4. Activity Levels of Member States
This section addresses the EU/transnational engagement levels of the different Member States, thereby
providing context for potential participants in future collaboration. A thorough examination of these
figures is available in the ceFIMS deliverable D3.3 ‘Report on Potential Synergies’.

ceFIMS

Version 1.0

Page 19 of 38

The ceFIMS database comprises 106 projects, of which 82 involve only one MS, and initiatives in the Future
Internet area from across 25 Member States. 11 of these have a transnational element. The single-MS
projects are from the following Member States:
Austria (1)

Ireland (6)

Portugal (5)

Czech Republic (1)

Italy (2)

Romania (2)

Denmark (1)

Luxembourg (2)

Spain (6)

Finland (3)

Lithuania (2)

Sweden (2)

France (4)

Malta (1)

Switzerland (1)

Germany (5)

The Netherlands (4)

Turkey (7)

Hungary (13)

Poland (6)

UK (8)

Table 2 - Member States represented in the ceFIMS database (as of October 2012)
The collection of data is an on-going process within the ceFIMS project. Since the data is volunteered by
the MSs on a “push” basis rather than a “pull” basis by ceFIMS, these figures are taken as being a very
broad initial indication, rather than being complete.
Complete details on the above projects/initiatives are available in the database on the ceFIMS website:
www.cefims.eu/database
As well as there being specific projects and initiatives in the Member States, there also exists national
industry initiatives such as Technology Platforms and Interest Groups; for example, es.INTERNET in Spain,
the Hungarian Future Internet National Technology Platform, Future Internet Austria, Ireland’s Future
Internet Forum, etc. It is expected that those Member States who have already established initiatives or
strategies will be better prepared for transnational cooperation than those who do not. It also maybe
points to Member States willingness to contribute funds for collaborating on themes that would benefit
industry in their jurisdiction.
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2.4.1. Member State participation in Future Cooperation Initiatives
A report from the Joint Research Centre (JRC) in 2010 described in detail the level of Member State
participation in ERA-NET and ERA-NET+ schemes, in FP6 and FP7 respectively 22. The report by the JRC also
states that similar clusters of countries with different behaviour can be identified in both FP6 and FP7
ERA-NETs:
Four large countries (France, Germany, Spain and UK) participate extensively;
A group of smaller countries also have significant participation levels (Austria, Finland, the
Netherlands and Belgium). Italy has similar levels of participation, despite its bigger size;
A diverse group of countries have a medium level of participation, including countries such as
Sweden, Poland, and Greece;
New Member States have a lower degree of participation with Romania and Hungary being the
most active of this group.
It is expected that this process would be the same for an ERA-NET+. An ERA-NET differs from an
ERA-NET+ in that for the latter, the EC provides additional financial support, based on the
potential European added value, to facilitate joint calls for proposals between national and/or
regional programmes.

2.4.2. Member State Engagement at EU Level
The Member States with a high number of proposals in FP7-ICT Calls were: Germany (16.6%), Italy (13.5%),
UK (11.9%), France (9.5%), and Spain (9.6%) 23. Figure 3 shows the average EU contribution to retained
projects in the years 2007 – 2009, both per head of population and as a % of GDP24.

22

Source: Joint Research Centre Scientific & Technical Reports – EUR24668 - 2010
Europe”)

(“Mapping ERA-NETs across

23

Source: SPRERS FP7 project, Deliverable D1.2 Actions for better integration of new Member States at FP7-ICT

24

Source: Calculations by the Expert Group
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Figure 3 – EU contribution to retained projects

2.5. Policy Context
There has been a major political push in response to the financial crisis and rising joblessness, to focus
Europe on stimulating economic growth, creating employment, strengthening Europe's competitive
position, creating smarter/more sustainable/greener economic development and tackling grand societal
challenges such as healthy ageing, energy security, climate change and environmental protection.
Europe 2020, agreed at the June 2010 European Council is the EU's growth strategy and will set the agenda
for the coming decade. The Innovation Union and the Digital Agenda as two of the flagship initiatives of
the Europe 2020 strategy, set out the key enabling roles that the use of Information and Communication
Technologies and ICT research can play in Europe’s recovery.
The key themes emerging from these important policy documents are:
Innovation has moved centre stage. For the first time the EU is moving towards a more integrated
policy approach between research and innovation. In the future, innovation will be reflected in all
policy instruments, measures and funding.
Innovation is being more broadly defined – it includes not only technological innovation but also
innovation in business models, design, branding and services
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Greater focus on more business-oriented research, commercialisation of research and 'getting
ideas to market' - ensuring that innovative ideas can be turned into products and services that
create growth and jobs
Importance of industrial participation (particularly from SMEs) and the development of
partnerships between education and research, the public sector and business, including businessacademia collaborations through 'knowledge alliances'
The Digital Agenda will require a sustained level of commitment at both EU and Member State
levels (including at regional level). This means smart regional specialisation strategies, focusing on
regional strengths and greater alignment between EU, national and regional levels, creating a
Europe-wide free movement of knowledge (ERA)
These policy drivers will be key determinants of the scale and scope of any Future Internet cooperation
undertakings.
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3. Vision of the Future
This chapter describes the recommended next steps for cooperation between MSs. These have been
discussed at the FIF and have received general approval.

3.1. Proposals for Future Development 1: Institutionalising the
Ambassador Role and the FI Forum Chapters
As a result of previous discussions at the Future Internet Forum. A working group was set up to
look into the idea of having a central point of contact in each Member State (MS) to be the
responsible person for communications on the Future Internet in their MS.
This group consisted of K. Sullivan (IE), B. Foley (IE), Kevin Quinn (IE), Latif Ladid (UL), M.
Pilu (UK), W. Donnelly (IE), I. Askoxylakis (EL), V. Németh (HU), P. Kę pski (PL), J. CanadasFernandes (ES)
Sections 2.1 to 2.4 below are the outcome from this working group.

3.1.1. Ambassador Role - Introduction
During the ICT 2008 Event in Lyon the National ICT Directors asked the Commission to create a
"Future Internet Forum" (FIF) to allow Members and Associated States to share best practices and
experiences, overcome fragmentation of efforts and to look for synergies across the programmes and
initiatives funded at the national and EU Levels.
The FIF kick-off meeting took place in Prague on 12 May 2009 in the context of the Future
Internet Assembly. The scope of the forum is to
Share knowledge, experience and best practices,
Identify key national actors, activities and institutions,
Devise common approaches and complementarities between the various frameworks.
During the Poznan FIF meeting in October 2011, it was agreed to investigate the potential for FIF
members to act as Future Internet Ambassadors within their own country. A working group of FIF
members was established, charged with the task of developing a position paper on the scope,
operation and support infrastructure required to support this role. An initial draft of the position
paper was presented in Aalborg. This draft incorporates those comments as well as input received
from members through the CeFIMS project.
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3.1.2. Ambassador Role - Scope of Consideration
In defining the Ambassador role the view of the FIF members were that the paper should address
the complimentary issues of:
Scope and focus of the Ambassador position
Workload involved and support required from the EU-FIF and/or EC
Its relationship to other complimentary roles that may exist at national level (such as the
role of the NCPs and national Future Internet Forums)
The interface between the Ambassador and national funding and governments agencies
engaged in Future Internet Activities
The consensus from the Poznan and Aalborg discussions was that such a role would have to be
developed in the context of national frameworks as there was considerable differences in the way
future internet funding was managed and the agencies involved. However it was agreed that overall
role of the ambassador within each country would be consistent.

3.1.3. Key points of consensus on the Ambassador role
This section summarises the key conclusions from the FIF workshops (Poznan and Aalborg) the
outputs from the CeFIMS Steering Committee meetings and the correspondence received from the
individual FIF members
The debate converged into a re-definition beyond the role of the Ambassador to evolve into
institutionalising and establishing National FI Forum chapters to cater for needed wider
responsibility with central focus and longer-term sustainability with following critical pillars:
The Ambassador role is associated with the nominated national member of the Future
Internet (MS) Forum. In the case where there is more than one nominated national FIF
representative, then the members can carry out role collectively.
The role is passed on from retiring FIF members to their replacement.
FIF members have limited time available to carry the role and therefore require a support
infrastructure. It was proposed that the role of CeFIMS should be extended to provide a coordinated support framework to all participating members.
There is a need for organisational and national support for FIF members to empower the
national Ambassador and the FIF chapter to act on its plans of activities.
The National FIFs should play a role in developing cooperation and the concept of national
and regional Information Points.
The Ambassador collects information about Future Internet R&D programmes/projects
from within the Member State.
The Ambassador supports greater engagement of national industry (particularly SME) in
European initiatives such as the FI PPP.
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The Ambassador disseminates relevant EU information back to national/regional institutes;
thereby, creating a European network of Future Internet information resources
Some duties envisaged for the ‘Ambassador Role’ are already being performed by FIF
members, while others are outside the scope of responsibilities of one person.
In this regard, FIF participation could be the responsibility of an institution rather than a
person.
The benefits for national research agencies must also be explored and explained, if
international cooperation is to be achieved.
Any Future Internet initiative, including the ‘Ambassador Role’ should focus on the use of
technologies, and subsequently be placed in the context of the 2020 Digital Agenda.

3.1.4. Discussion Statements
(A)

FIF MEMBERS AS A BRIDGE

Different countries organise themselves in different ways. Hence, within any particular Member
State, a number of different organisations may be responsible for various aspects of the Future
Internet. The visibility of the EC’s Framework Programme may also vary from organisation to
organisation.
While FIF members would not attempt to take over the tasks of these organisations, they could act
as a bridge between them and the EC Framework Programme, ensuring they are fully aware of
European-level research in the Future Internet domain. That is, the role of the Ambassador could
be to communicate on-going dialogue and funding opportunities at Framework level to the various
national (and regional) organisations, in an appropriate, localised format.
FIF members could also collate a two-way feedback from the different national organisations and
bring it to the FIF, and the EC’s programme development process as well as informing
organisations in their country of EU initiatives and opportunities. As shown in Figure 4, the
Ambassador’s remit involves improving communication nationally between the different
organisations, improving communications from the national entities to the European and other
International entities and facilitation communication from these international entities to the
national organisations. We have included an Ambassador support role to facilitate these tasks.
This can be in the form of a PPP CSA or other.
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Figure 4 - Ambassador Interaction with National and International Entities

(B)

OVERALL SCOPE OF AMBASSADOR ROLE AN D THE FIF CHAPTERS

As Ambassadors and FIF Chapters, FIF members could carry out the following functions:
Engage as ‘quasi-neutral’ communication facilitators between the FIF and their national
organisations.
Promote collaborative efforts between the FIF and their national organisations (e.g. define a
thematic portfolio for engagement – Digital Agenda, Horizon 2020, Internet governance,
policy, security, privacy, IPv6, broadband, socioeconomics, etc.)
Promote the formation of and attract members to the national FIF chapter, in line with the
EU-FIF ethos.
Report to the FIF on their own national strategic research activities/priorities.
Engage all stakeholders in this national initiatives such as
o Government departments (IT, employment, research, industry, enterprise, etc.
o Government Agencies (research funders and strategists, NCPs, etc.)
o Large industrial orgs
o SMEs
o Independent Research groups (such as max-Planck institute, CERN,..)
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(C)

ESTABLISHIN G FIF CHAPTERS – N ATION AL CEN TRES

National FIF
Chapter Board

Discipline:
National
Funding

Discipline:
Industry Players

Discipline:
Academic
Research

FIF Events

Figure 5 - Example Hierarchy of the National FIF Chapter
“Ambassadors” for different aspects of the Future Internet already exist within some Member
States. These can include National Contact Points (NCPs), Research Council Directors, academic
and industry groups, as well as Government Ministries, Regulators, Consumer Groups, etc.
The FIF chapter concept has proved to be a good vehicle to address the interdisciplinary dimension
by attracting more actors to be the interface for different channels. The chapter should nominate a
certain number of people for different tasks:
The FIF Chapter board should nominate a chair and Working Group chairs for the strategic
disciplines representing the national stakeholders.
The chapters should be defined as affiliated members of any follow-on FIF Co-ordinated Support
Action. The CSA would provide an annual support budget to cover participation in European
Future Internet initiatives such as workshops, conferences, maintenance of websites and the
generation of support material. The national agencies could be requested to provide matched
funding.

(D)

CLEAR AN D CON SISTEN T MESSAGE

FIF members should decide how best to carry out the Ambassador/FIF Chapter role in their own
Member State. This would include determining the level of intensity required and the best
methodologies for interaction with national stakeholders (e.g. plenary meeting with all
stakeholders, followed by individual thematic meetings where necessary, or a series of bilateral
meetings, etc.)
While Ambassadors/FIF Chapters would localise their message, a unified message is nonetheless
required that describes the EC’s overall goals for the Future Internet. The EC’s unified message
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could be supported by slide sets and background documents, as well as general action points and
examples of best practise vis-à-vis Future Internet research and deployment.

3.2. ERA-NET(+) Cooperation Method
The ERA-NET and ERA-NET+ structures was initially targeted as the best option for supporting cooperation
between the MSs. As the ceFIMS project progresses, it seems that there may be some difficulties obtaining
support from the ERA-NET and ERA-NET+ schemes. These are primarily related to the tightening budgets
for research and development across many of the European MSs. As a result we are planning to look at
other funding mechanisms for cooperation between MSs. These include FP7 CSA among others.
Our ability to obtain support from the ERA-NET(+) scheme may improve in the future and we keep the
description of this scheme here.

3.2.1. ERA-NET(+) Overview
The objective of the ERA-NET scheme is to develop and strengthen the coordination of national and
regional research programmes through two specific actions 25:
ERA-NET actions provide a framework for actors implementing public research programmes to
coordinate their activities; e.g. by developing joint activities or by mutually supporting joint calls
for transnational proposals.
ERA-NET+ actions provide, in cases with high European added value, additional EU financial
support to facilitate joint calls for proposals between national and/or regional programmes; i.e.
the EC provide an incentive for the organisation of joint calls between national or regional
research programmes by 'topping-up' joint transnational funding with Community funding.
These joint calls involve awarding grants to third-parties participating in calls for proposals launched
under the ERA-NET+ actions. These actions require programme owners or programme managers from at
least five different Member States (or Associated States) to plan a single joint call, with a clear financial
commitment from the participating national or regional research programmes.
The Community contribution will be limited to a maximum of 33% of the total contributions to the joint
call budget. The combined national/regional and Community contributions to the joint calls have to reach
at least EUR 5 million. Proposals to establish an ERA-NET+ must also meet the following overall eligibility
criteria:
A single joint call should be planned with a clear financial commitment from the participating
national or regional programmes.

25

http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/coordination/eranet_en.html
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A fixed common set of general evaluation/selection criteria (excellence, European added value,
etc.) should be part of the common evaluation criteria of the joint call organised by the national
programmes.
A common peer-review mechanism for evaluating the proposals submitted to the joint call shall be
foreseen.
Each project financed out of the joint call shall be transnational (i.e. have a minimum of two
partners from different countries).
One of the key outcomes of any ERA-NET+ is the issuing of a transnational Call for Proposals. Those who
would submit project proposals to such Calls are research, development and innovation performers. The
2010 report on ‘Mapping ERA-NETs across Europe’26 found that, while applied research seems to be the
most common type of research covered by the ERA-NETs, the main target groups eligible for funding (i.e.
the research performers) are the traditional performers of basic research: Higher Education Institutions
(HEIs) and Public Research Organisations (PROs). See Figure 6:

Figure 6 - ERA-NETs' target groups eligible for funding

26

Prepared by the Institute for Prospective Technological Studies (IPTS) of the European Commission’s
Joint Research Centre (JRC)
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3.2.2. ERA-NET(+) Industry Involvement
Though industry involvement (large, medium and small enterprises) is critical to exploit and
commercialise research results, they seem less predominant as target groups eligible as beneficiaries of
the joint activities of the ERA-NETs. The ‘Mapping ERA-NETs across Europe’ report states it would be
desirable that future ERA-NETs increase the proportion of industry partners involved in performing
research, in order to be closer to market necessities and foster the execution of research in public-private
partnerships (PPPs). In this regard, the current FI-PPP initiatives could be an interesting source of
potential industry partners.
Ultimately, however, the ERA-NET+ funders will set out the criteria for the research performers required.
It is expected that targeting industry involvement (large corporations and SMEs) will be important for
research funding agencies, with much emphasis on innovation and development. Additionally, large
corporations could be leveraged to increase the involvement of SMEs.

3.2.3. ERA-NET(+) Review
In February 2010, an Expert Review Panel was set up by the EC to review the ERA-NET+ instrument27. The
recommendations returned by the Panel will provide a broad background framework for the next phase of
ceFIMS work, with regard to preparing the ground and gaining critical mass for an ERA-NET+ on the Future
Internet. The Panel recommended that:
The instrument remains “agile”, and able to respond to specific needs for research within a
relatively short timeframe; i.e. not for multiple calls which would require long-term strategies
and funding commitments from stakeholders.
There should be an option to use EC’s contribution to help cover management costs throughout
the life of the project. And that other lessons learned (formalise agreements, launch calls,
evaluate bids, etc.) are recorded and passed on through the ERALEARN project 28.
The level of funding at the start of the second phase should be the maximum permitted. This
would remove further interim payments, and thus, administrative overheads for the EC and other
funding partners.
Resources for networking within an ERA-NET+ action should not be provided, but the action should
be “owned” by or have links with established networks.
The decision to set up an ERA-NET+ should involve weighing up the potential benefits from using
the instrument compared with those arising from an open call in the Framework Programme.

27

ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/fp7/coordination/docs/era-net-plus-review-2010_en.pdf

28

http://netwatch.jrc.ec.europa.eu/nw/index.cfm/static/eralearn/eralearn.html
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Appropriate criteria should be developed against which the impact of the instrument can be
measured.

3.3. Barriers & Challenges
A number of barriers and challenges must be addressed to realise pan-European cooperation models.
These issues have been specifically highlighted by FIF members, research council representatives, EU
programme managers and invited experts:

3.3.1. Multiplicity of Research Programmes
Many Member States have launched national initiatives on the Future Internet (research programmes,
technology platforms, interest groups, etc.), demonstrating their activity on a crucial theme for the
future of European competitiveness. This multiplicity of different national and regional initiatives is an
opportunity to add value to Future Internet pan-European initiatives on the basis of complementarities
and synergies. Benefits and efficiency could, thus, be increased if those initiatives cooperated more
closely.
Europe’s strength lies in its diversity. Care must be taken though to maximise individual national efforts
by promoting cooperation at European or bilateral level. Structured coordination is an opportunity to
ensure Europe optimises and adds value to its funding and implements complementary and coordinated
approaches in targeted areas. Consolidated infrastructure may also result from such coordination.
A lack of dissemination can lead to a number of potential challenges posed to collaborative development,
including:
Member States not seeing value in trans-national collaboration;
Poor visibility of EU projects and achievements in Member States and vice versa: such awareness
could allow Member States to focus on niche areas which complement larger, EU-wide work (e.g.
create applications to work on EU-wide platforms);
Perception of a lack of coordination between EU research and Standards and the USA, Asia;
Perceived gap between top-down, regulated R&D and grassroots activities;
Failure to keep track of the state-of-the-art in technology advances.
A formal mechanism to feed research outputs from Member State programmes into the EU framework
could help address shortcomings in dissemination. Similarly, a common language or set of definitions could
increase data-sharing across Europe.
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3.3.2. Bureaucracy & Legislation
To increase research collaboration, a number of bureaucratic and legislative issues must be addressed.
Some more obvious issues include cross-border data-sharing agreements and Intellectual Property Rights
(IPR). Also, in some instances, regulation time-scales are mismatched with technology developments,
meaning that regulators cannot keep pace with (and therefore cannot introduce) new technologies when
they appear.

3.3.3. Miscellaneous
Assorted barriers to the development of Europe’s Future Internet include:
A lack of domain expertise in specific instances: this presents an opportunity for a
multidisciplinary approach. A mismatch sometimes exists also between domain expertise and
decision-makers.
Cost of network access: this can be prohibitively high and thus, impede research.
Future budgets not guaranteed: agreement often only exists on specific research themes, but not
on the term/availability of the required funding.

3.4. Content & Approaches
As identified in ceFIMS deliverable D3.3 ‘Report on Potential Synergies’, there are a number of possible
research topics on which Member States and the EU could collaborate. These are also briefly highlighted in
Table 1 above. They include: infrastructures, mobility, security, services, social media, testbeds. These
topics arose from analysis carried out on the information gathered by ceFIMS in the project database.
Additionally, a number of potentially attractive topics and approaches were discussed during ceFIMS first
EU-level workshop, held in May 2011:

3.4.1. Underlying/Enabling Technologies
We could usefully revisit the fundamentals of the Internet. This does not necessarily mean a total cleanslate approach, but it does call for a re-examination of primary Internet elements – including security,
mobility, languages, etc. Suitable testbeds could be used, in this regard, to jointly investigate enablers
(e.g. IPv6) and potential applications (e.g. social networks, home environments, health, new media, etc.).
Generating energy in a more efficient manner to power ICT demands is another area that holds high
potential. Such green ICT would complement many of the smart energy initiatives currently in place,
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where energy distribution and consumption are monitored by autonomous management systems. This
green ICT would require collaboration with a number of research disciplines, including materials science,
etc.

3.4.2. Use Cases & Applications
A ‘smarter’, more dynamic Internet should be able to adopt and evolve as time progresses. Advances in
augmentation, reasoning and the semantic web could lead to programmable architectures that would
deliver services-on-the-fly to users. A dynamic approach to contacting applications areas directly (e.g. the
oil industry) also offers potential, as do education services – where there is scope to develop digital
library content and multimedia platforms.
In general, use cases and applications have different potential and support in different Member States. For
example, tourism and health in Spain; bio-informatics and ICT-agriculture (sensor networks) in Latvia;
energy, sustainability and climate change in Sweden. The following section, conversely, addresses a
number of applications whose pan-European appeal renders them high potential.

3.4.3. Pan-European
A number of specific Member State initiatives could be developed and aligned in a pan-European
environment. These include: Germany’s recently rolled out e-identity management system; Hungary’s
National Technology Platform, which allows its researchers to engage more easily with their peers in
other Member States; Romania’s single sign-on facility, giving access to their e-infrastructure.
Networked, open data also has potential, but it must be in an interoperable format to advance current
data-sharing efforts.
Europe’s diversity presents a number of high potential areas. Standards, for example, could be developed
and robustly tested across Europe’s heterogeneous landscape. Since the Future Internet is a field where
new services and applications will be developed, then the standardisation of services could be one
relevant area to be specially promoted and encouraged through appropriate reference to the European
standardisation work programme.
The diverse expertise available across different Member States’ Science Agencies could also be taken
advantage of, should the EU and/or other Member States require specific consultation. Furthermore,
having a large number of Member States means there is potential to develop several small clusters of
Member States who could work together on pilot initiatives and subsequently report on what issues
(barriers, time-scales, objectives, mechanisms, etc.) might need to be resolved at EU level.
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3.4.4. Multidisciplinary vs. Technology-only Approach
The EU 2020 Digital Agenda, with its commitment to reducing the digital divide, provides the background
to the multidisciplinary aspect of this potential collaboration theme. Care must be taken, however, to
balance technology-driven and user-driven developments, since too much consultation may lead to inertia
and the loss of competitive position. Indeed, a number of Member States express primary interest in
technical advances such as infrastructures, testbeds, routing, etc.
Additionally, involving users in a multidisciplinary approach can be difficult. To this end, a non-hierarchal,
user-centric framework might be useful. Such a framework could give rise to a two-way interaction
between providers and users, and would circumvent traditional approaches, where rigid domains restrict
innovation. Agile development, for example, could be examined in this regard since it would iteratively
take account of user needs.
Finally, a multidisciplinary approach should encompass sociological culture barriers, ethics, sectorspecific applications and horizontal applications. These are rarely addressed in unison, however, and there
is opportunity here (for SMEs) to develop business models to fill this gap.
As well as the traditional balance between technology and user-centric developments, a new social
dimension is becoming more involved in the innovation process. It is recognised that the social evaluation
of research provokes many contradictory perspectives, but success of any RTDI activity should require a
check against the social benefits, social acceptance and social value.

3.4.5. Living Labs vs. Testbeds Approach
More information is required on current testbed infrastructures available across Europe. The recently
started INFINITY PPP project is addressing this gap in knowledge and it will present its findings in due
course. There is a school of thought, however, that says we should actually move away from testbeds (in
isolation) and consider the Internet a living labs testbed itself. This approach would help involve users
and could test the market to identify barriers. Testbeds can again be restrictive or limited in this regard,
and, therefore, a living labs approach might better support innovation and new businesses.
Parallels exist between this potential collaboration theme and the ‘multidisciplinary vs. technology-only’
theme. While a multidisciplinary approach is generally advised, there will be some issues that will only be
resolved through technology. Likewise, while a living labs approach may be the ideal in many instances,
issues will still arise where testbeds will provide the solutions.
Note however that Europe has a natural advantage with regard to any living labs approach, since it
comprises a large number of heterogeneous users. The INIFINITY project is tracking the testbeds across
Europe.
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3.4.6. Traditional vs. Innovation-led Business Models
Novel business models are required to fulfil pan-European potential and move it beyond the domain of
Governments and public bodies, both at national and at pan-European level. There is a need to open up
access to market funded initiatives and technology systems under development, in order to constructively
advance through the pilot phase and on to the everyday usage. Novel, flexible market- and servicesoriented mechanisms need to feed into novel business models. These business models should be able to
integrate all parties and values of different nature involved in the networked transactions. They should
also stimulate openness in the applications market for attracting investment.
For example, smart city projects typically involve a series of new services generated from the large-scale
open networks developed. New business models should, thus, be structured in line with that novel
structure of data and value transactions. This discussion is to be integrated as a critical component in the
effort of taking the most benefit out from complementary and synergetic national Future Internet
activities.
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4. Next Steps
This report has outlined the major aspects to be considered for future coordination in the area of the
Future Internet. This final section describes the next steps in advancing this work. The support of all
stakeholders identified in this deliverable is critical for creation of any collaborative research on the
Future Internet.

4.1. Specific Actions
In light of current economic restrictions for research and development, we need to find and develop
alternative support structures for future coordination of specific actions between the MSs. This effort is
being investigated at the Future Internet Forum with the help of the European Commission
There are a number of specific steps to be taken in order to lay the ground work for any cooperation.
These include:
STEP 1: Installation of the MS Ambassadors and National Chapters to facilitate communication between
the national stakeholders:
Government Departments (both national and local)
Government Agencies, such as FI funding agencies (both national and local)
Large Industry Orgs
SMEs
Research Orgs
Third-Level Colleges
Industry Group
Research Fora
Standards Bodies
Regulatory Bodies
And facilitate communication between European and International stakeholders:
Other European MS Ambassadors at the FIF
The European Commission
International Agencies. This covers a large number of organisations: from other countries to
organisations such as GENI, etc.
The Ambassador should also act as the conduit of information between these 2 groups.
STEP 2: On-going gathering and exchange of information (strategic & operational). Establish a
comprehensive repository of information on Future Internet initiatives at: EU level, Member State level,
Regional level. This is the role of the ceFIMS database.
STEP 3: Undertake comparative analysis to identify: common themes/topics, opportunities for
cooperation, barriers to cooperation. Examine alliances between different living labs and smart cities
ceFIMS
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initiatives. Deeper analysis of different research council positions with Member States. Analysis of first
results emerging from PPP projects (e.g. INFINITY)
STEP 4: Identify areas (topics) where coordination & cooperation can ‘add value’ to Member State and EU
activities (through cooperation frameworks). Use working group (involving key stakeholders) to identify
and define thematic areas and funding mechanisms. Contact participants from potential synergies topics:
facilitate information flow and exchange of key deliverables, etc. Develop an emphasis map to outline
cooperation on different topics which encompasses various variables involved: timing, themes,
participants, applications, etc.
STEP 5: Define appropriate cooperation frameworks for:
Projects: Identify potential project clusters and support clustering activities
Programmes: Identify common research priorities and research resources; Define appropriate
levels of cooperation and coordination (can vary according to objectives and thematic areas);
Define a scale of coordination activities from ‘light’ to ‘heavy’ - could include opening up of
national research programmes: thematic alignment; Joint Programming; Develop appropriate
structures, governance, financial regimes, IPR and documentation sets (Work Programme, Calls,
evaluation criteria, etc.)

All the above broad and specific actions should be considered with the following criteria in mind, to offer
the best prospects of achieving European added value:
Relevance to EU objectives: The field of the potential topic should be of major interest for the
Community as a whole
Relevance to the Framework Programme in terms of enhancing the coordination of national
research programmes
Build on a pre-existing basis or coordination experience between national programmes
Critical mass: Enable national programmes to address together with the Community programmes
research areas, that are better addressed jointly or fields which would/could not have been
addressed independently
Instrument relevance: Identifying, in each case, the appropriate instrument for achieving the
Framework Programme goals with regard to coordination of national research programmes (i.e.
avoiding fragmentation, etc.).
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