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SUMMARY

Introduction

This document is the final report from an evaluation of the contribution of community financing of
standardisation to the fulfilment of policy objectives of the Commission. The evaluation was carried
out in the period May 2008 to July 2009 by GHK / Technopolis on behalf of DG Enterprise and
Industry (DG ENTR).

Background

The European Commission (EC) has supported standardisation and the European standardisation
system for some time. In recent years, it has developed its expectations towards standardisation in
various communications and created specific tools to support standardisation and the achievement
of its objectives.

Specifically, the EC and the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) provide financing to the
European Standardisation Organisations (ESOs) CEN, CENELEC and ETSI in order to support the
achievement of a number of industrial and public policy objectives. The financing, amounting to
some €15 million per annum, supports, on a co-financing basis, the activities of the ESOs and their
members in the following six domains:

* The operations of the Central Secretariats of the ESOs

* The development of European standards in specific areas

* Preliminary and supporting studies and activities

*  Quality assessment of European Harmonised Standards

*  Promotion of the European standardisation system

* The translation of European standards into Community languages

At least every five years the EC is obliged to evaluate the relevance of the standardisation activities
receiving Community financing in the light of the requirements of Community policies and legislation.
The financing of European standardisation by EC/EFTA is implemented under Framework
Partnership Agreements (FPAs) signed between the ESOs and the Commission. Those signed in
2004 came to an end in December 07, and it was therefore considered appropriate to launch an
evaluation of the financing of standardisation activities covering the four years of the FPAs.

About the evaluation

The focus of the evaluation was the financial support allocated to the ESOs by EC/EFTA through
operating and action grants signed in the period 1st Jan 04 — 31st Dec 07. The overall aim of the
study was to evaluate the extent to which EC/EFTA financing of European standardisation
contributes to the implementation and achievement of the policy objectives of the Commission as
laid out in relevant documentation. In addition, the evaluation has assessed the relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency and utility of the system of financing, including the associated management
and administrative procedures. Finally, the evaluation has considered whether the system of
financing is optimised and makes recommendations for improvements where appropriate.

Our assessments are based on a review of all relevant documentation and data relating to the
financing, plus extensive consultation with the European Commission, EFTA, the European and
National Standards Bodies, industry and other stakeholders. Over 160 people were consulted
during the course of the study.
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Evaluation results

Our overall conclusions are as follows:

* The financing of European standardisation by EC/EFTA is both appropriate and necessary, and
attracts strong support inside the Commission, from the standardisation bodies at EU and
national levels, and from industry and other stakeholders

* The financing granted from 2004-7 has supported activities that are of clear and high relevance
to the policy objectives of the Commission, as set out in the financing agreements and in various
communications issued by the Commission

* The six main areas of activity that have attracted EC/EFTA financing each contribute
significantly to the achievement of multiple Commission policy objectives, but to different extents
and in different but mutually supporting ways

* The main role of the financing is to support and strengthen the ESO platform and to facilitate
and support standards development work in areas closely linked to Commission policy and
legislation

* The financing is of significant utility to the European standardisation system, providing additional
management capacity and expertise and helping to offset the costs to industry of standards
development

* The system of financing is effective and has delivered a high level of positive benefits in its
intended areas of influence, but its efficiency has been severely hampered by administrative
burdens which detract from the overall added value of the support

* The overall financial allocation by EC/EFTA is modest in the context of the total costs of EU
standardisation and in relation to the benefits that the financing delivers, but only appears to be
under a moderate amount of pressure under the current arrangements. The pressure has been
alleviated significantly by the withdrawal of some ESOs and National Standards Bodies (NSBs)
from certain lines of support due to problems with the detailed, complex and unstable financial
rules and the high administrative burden

* Under improved conditions there would be a strong case for an increased budgetary allocation
due to the significant benefits that the support can deliver

More detailed conclusions and related recommendations aimed at improving the overall operation of
the system of financing are set out below.

Relevance

The specific activities attracting financing in the period 2004-7 are very strongly linked to and are of
clear relevance to the achievement of Commission policy objectives. We have not encountered any
cases where work supported from 2004-7 was of limited or unclear relevance to Commission policy,
and most of the financed activities have the potential to contribute to multiple different policy
objectives of the Commission.

A range of mechanisms exists to ensure the relevance of the financing to the achievement of policy
objectives. These have helped to ensure the high relevance and close fit between the financed
activity and Commission policy objectives. Care is taken, however, not to distort the market by
pushing too strongly for standards development work in specific areas. It is considered important by
the Commission (and other actors) that its role should not extend too far into the technical level, and
that it should instead act as an amplifier of European policy objectives and as an enabler and
supporter of actions that fit with those priorities but which, crucially, have a sufficient level of industry
support. The additional resources provided by EC/EFTA, in the form of financing, are offered in
order to strengthen the activities rather than to cause them to go ahead, and the level of support
offered is not sufficient to drive the work forward if there is no industry demand to carry it out. This is
an appropriate level of intervention under the principles of the New Approach, which sees
standardisation as an industry-driven activity and not something that the public sector should be
controlling or driving directly.
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As all of the activities that have attracted financing from EC/EFTA from 2004-7 were found to be of
clear and high relevance to the achievement of Commission policy objectives we have no specific
recommendations for improving the relevance of the support.

Effectiveness

The main objective of the study was to evaluate the contribution of the financial support provided by
EC/EFTA to the achievement of the policy objectives of the Commission.

At an overall level we have concluded that financing of standardisation by EC/EFTA has made a
very significant and positive contribution to the achievement of Commission policy objectives. Most
of the financed actions have contributed to the achievement of (multiple) Commission policy
objectives, or are expected to do so in the fullness of time. The financial support has encouraged
standardisation activities to become more aligned with Commission policy objectives and has
provided impetus to activities in specific ‘priority’ areas. The existence of expressed Commission
policy need and the availability of financing in combination provide confidence and encourage
commitment on the part of other actors, accelerating the work in those areas. The financing also
strengthens the activities by expanding the level of management and coordination support available,
the level of expertise involved in the work, and its overall size and scale. The financial support has
also been effective in enabling significant improvements in the operations of the Central Secretariats
of the ESOs, helping to strengthen the standardisation system as a whole.

While the financing clearly supports the achievement of the policy objectives of the Commission
there are unfortunately no reliable means available to determine the scale of the impacts or the
economic return on investment. However, the evaluation has enabled us to build up something of a
profile of the extent to which the different policy objectives have been supported by the financing in
the period 2004-7. Based on this analysis we have concluded that the financing has made the
greatest contribution in the following areas:

* Industrial policy objectives - Facilitating interoperability; Assisting completion of the internal
market; Supporting technological innovation within EU industry; Advancing the competitiveness
of European industry

* Public policy objectives - Providing a high level of protection of health and safety; Supporting the
public interest dimension of standards

» Strengthening European standardisation - Providing a mechanism for consensus building on
identified issues; Improving the effectiveness of European standardisation; Improving the
timeliness of standards development

* Extending the system and increasing inclusion - Increasing the role of standards in support of
EU policy / legislation; Increasing the visibility of the European standardisation system; Assisting
the integration of candidate countries; Ensuring effective participation by all relevant actors

Our evaluation has also confirmed that some policy objectives have received little attention and
there is little to suggest that the financing will have contributed significantly to their achievement, at
least in comparison to other objectives. We therefore make the following recommendation:

We recommend that the Commission seeks to explain more clearly how it intends to use its
financing to pursue the achievement of specific policy objectives, and that it considers earmarking
funding for those purposes

The Commission’s general policy objectives in the area of standardisation are communicated in a
variety of ways, and appear to be well understood by the ESOs, their members and the technical
bodies involved in executing much of the co-financed activity. However, there is no way to clearly
discern their relative importance or priority vis-a-vis each other and how this might be changing over
time. As such there is a case for a more organised regular (annual or multiannual) process by which
the Commission could convey its policy objectives to the ESOs, and which may help them to better
respond to new and ongoing priorities. There is also a case for describing the objectives in more
purposeful terms, making them more specific and more actionable on the part of the ESOs.

il
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We recommend that the Commission seeks to develop a clearer statement of its main policy
objectives in the area of standardisation, and refreshes this list on an annual or multi-annual basis.
The objectives should be cast in the form of specific, purposeful statements as to the kinds of
benefits, impacts or changes that it wishes to make

In addition, certain trends in the level of financing for specific activities or in certain policy areas are
evident, but it is not clear that these trends are intentional or that they reflect changing policy
priorities, although this is possible. There is little to indicate, however, that any kind of formal
assessment is being made to establish how much of the financing is or should be being devoted
towards each objective or policy area. As such we believe that the connections between the
financial support and the objectives being addressed could be more effectively assessed.

We recommend that the Commission establishes a mechanism to assess, on a regular basis, the
extent to which its financing is being deployed in pursuit of each of its main policy objectives, in
order to more clearly establish the extent to which each ‘area’ is receiving sufficient support

Consultation with all of the main actors involved in the financing of standardisation confirmed that
there are a number of ‘key’ areas where the level of support might reasonably be increased. The
first area is support for translation. Most commentators consider that making standards available in
the national languages of their intended users is absolutely vital if the standards are to be widely
used and the potential benefits of standardisation are to be fully realised. A range of problems
limiting the uptake of the available support were identified through the 2006 evaluation of this line of
support, and we are pleased to report that a number of measures have now been put in place to
overcome many of those problems. However, these changes have only recently been implemented
and it is therefore important that the Commission monitors closely the extent to which these changes
are having a material impact on the uptake of the support over the next few years.

We recommend that the Commission closely monitors the level of uptake of financing for translation
over the coming 2-3 years to assess the effects of recent improvements fo the financial
arrangements, and that it takes corrective action as necessary if the changes are not having the
intended (positive) effect

Other areas where the level of support provided is lower than is considered necessary and where
the case for EC/EFTA is strongest include (i) visibility actions, to promote the European
standardisation system and to encourage its wider use, (ii) feasibility studies to assess the need or
demand for standards in new policy areas, (iii) supporting activities to assist the wider take-up of
standards, (iv) round robin testing to validate the test methods that form an integral part of many
standards and which directly support the implementation of Commission legislation, and (v) revision
of standards in cases where those revisions are prompted by changes to legislation.

We recommend that the Commission restates it support for these areas and ensures that sufficient
resource is available to support them in future

DG ENTR Units I3 and D4 provide a valuable service in facilitating other Commission services’
access to standardisation. They have been active in the past in promoting the wider use of
standardisation across the Commission, helping other policy units to understand the benefits that
standards can bring and providing a route by which they can make use of standardisation in support
of their own areas of policy and legislation. We believe that standardisation could be given a higher
profile across the Commission, and therefore make the following recommendation:

We recommend the Commission seeks to more actively promote the benefits of standardisation
within the Commission, helping to extend the range of Directorates and policy units that use it in
support of their policy

Many of the policy units manage their own links to the standardisation work being carried out in their
policy areas. These units typically communicate directly with the ESOs and some also access the
ESO’s information systems in order to stay appraised of progress. Other units rely on either DG

iv




Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

ENTR unit I3 or D4 to keep them informed about the standardisation work that they have (or should
have) a policy interest in. However, lines of communication in many cases are weak, meaning that
these units are not maintaining an effective overview. We believe that units 13 and D4 could and
should develop clearer and stronger processes for connecting the actions for which they have
contractual responsibility to the units whose policy areas the work is intended to contribute, and for
ensuring that the relevant units are kept regularly informed about the standardisation work.

A related issue concerns the nature of the information the policy units receive in relation to the
standardisation work, which is often considered to be too technical in nature and not sufficiently
tailored to their needs. We believe that stronger engagement by the Commission in the work,
facilitated by improved lines of communication with the ESOs, would help to strengthen the
relationship and would allow it to be based more around the progress of the work, the benefits
realised and future priorities than about the administrative rules, payments, and time delays, which
unfortunately often seem to be the most salient feature of the support system. We therefore make
the following recommendation:

We recommend that the Commission establish (i) a clear process for linking specific actions that
have attracted EC/EFTA financing to named officials within the relevant policy units, and (i) an
improved process for ensuring those officials are provided with regular updates concerning the
progress of the work and any issues arising.

Efficiency

The total volume of financial support provided by EC/EFTA for standardisation (~€15 million pa)
appears to be relatively modest, given the important role that standardisation plays in the
implementation of EU legislation and policy. The Commission is able to make significant use of and
enjoys significant influence over the standardisation system in relation to the scale of its financial
contribution. In this sense the financing delivers very good value for money, and there is a case for
an increased level of financing in specific areas in order to address identified needs.

Under the current arrangements the budget only appears to be under a moderate amount of
pressure, however, and has been alleviated significantly by the withdrawal of some ESOs and NSBs
from certain lines of support due to problems with the detailed, complex and unstable financial rules
and the high administrative burden. Under improved conditions there would be a strong case for an
increased budgetary allocation due to the significant benefits that the support can deliver. Many
policy units plan to make more use of standards in future, and we have identified a range of areas
where an increased level of financing would be useful, but it is not clear that the ESOs and their
members and technical bodies will make full use of that support unless the administrative and
financial problems can be significantly reduced. If this can be done then there is significant potential
for increasing the budget and using it to extend the range of ways and the number of areas in which
the financing can support the implementation of Commission policy and legislation.

We recommend that the Commission seek to increase its budget for standardisation in the medium
term, in order to better reflect the considerable benefits that the support can bring and in order to
provide support to an increased range of activities across a broader range of policy areas. In order
to ensure that the support is taken up and used effectively, an improved set of administrative
arrangements should be put in place to ensure that the financing can be accessed easily and used
for its intended purposes / benefits rather than being consumed in administrative costs

The de-facto monopoly of the ESOs generates a loss of efficiency regarding the financial support
allocated by the Commission, not because the ESOs abuse in any way the position that they hold,
but due to the financial and administrative rules that are applied by the Commission. The monopoly
status of the ESOs brings into play a number of financial rules and creates a certain nervousness on
the part of the Commission, which together have led to a situation where the financial controls and
administrative requirements have now become excessively demanding and bureaucratic and seem
to go far beyond the level applied to competitively tendered work. Many of those rules also appear
to be a poor fit with the ESOs’ natural ways of working, and there have been significant problems
associated with frequent changes to the rules and an inconsistent application of the rules by
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different officials. This situation has created a significant loss of efficiency and has led to a situation
where a significant element of the financing allocated to the ESOs is expended in administering the
grants rather than carrying out the work. The administrative burden is no longer commensurate with
the level of EC/EFTA contribution to the real costs of the work, and this situation has caused some
beneficiaries to no longer accept the support available.

This is clearly a regrettable situation and one that needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency. It
should be noted, however, that significant efforts have been made in recent years to reduce the
administrative complexity and develop improved processes in order to increase efficiency, with
some positive effects. The new Framework Partnership Agreements signed this year (2009) offer
the potential for further improvement in relation to certain elements of the overall administration of
the grants. However, further more substantial improvements would be beneficial, and a more
straightforward, stable system of financial support would bring significant benefits.

We recommend that the Commission seeks to identify a significantly simpler and less bureaucratic
set of arrangements for the financing of standardisation in the medium term, and that in the interim
the administrative requirements and financial controls are defined as clearly as possible and are
then applied fairly, proportionately and consistently across the various contracts

While the administrative problems surrounding the interpretation and application of the financial
rules have been the most serious problem area, there are also notable problems concerning the
(slow) speed of certain processes. One of the major benefits of the Commission’s financing support
and policy lead can be to accelerate the onset of new standardisation work in areas closely linked to
public policy, bringing confidence to stakeholders and providing impetus for the work to move
forward. However, the process of agreeing the financing and drawing up the contracts can in many
cases delay the start of the work, in some cases by more than a year, which causes frustration
among the standardisation bodies and industry, and which has in some cases caused those
involved to not bother to apply for the support. We therefore make the following recommendation:

We recommend that the Commission defines a clear process with agreed time limits for carrying out
the evaluation of ESO proposals and issuing decisions, and strictly observes those time limits. In
addition, requests for minor revisions to proposals should be negotiated directly and if complied with
should obviate the need for a full re-evaluation of the proposals

The Commission has indicated that one of the reasons why it takes so long to assess proposals and
agree the contracts is the variable quality of the proposals submitted by the ESOs, which in many
cases are adjudged to be insufficiently developed or containing mistakes that then need to be
rectified. The ESOs have indicated that a standard template and guidelines for the development of
proposals would be helpful, which go beyond those already developed and which provide a more
functional specification concerning the types of information the Commission needs and the preferred
length and format of the information. If such a template and associated guidelines can be agreed it
should improve the extent to which the ESOs are able to get their proposals ‘right first time’.

We recommend that the Commission define more clearly its requirements concerning the format
and content of proposals, and that the ESOs observe these requirements in order to minimise the
extent to which proposals have to go through multiple iterations before contract signature

Utility

The financial support is of significant utility to the ESOs, NSBs and industry and in many cases is
critical to the decision (by industry and other stakeholders) to proceed with standardisation work in a
given area. In other cases the financing affords additional priority to the work, and causes it to
happen sooner rather than later. The ESOs would certainly not be able to contribute to the
achievement of Commission policy objectives to the same extent in the absence of the financing,
though it is clear that they would continue to contribute to the achievement of Commission policy
objectives, due to the high degree of alignment between the Commission, the ESOs and industry
stakeholders involved in the standardisation work. If EC/EFTA withdrew its financing there would be

vi




Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

a very significant negative impact on the activities of the ESOs and the work undertaken in support
of Commission policy would be significantly reduced or weakened. The various benefits that the
financial support brings would be lost or significantly diminished and the ability of the Commission to
influence the system would be weakened. This is not, therefore, a course of action we would
recommend.

Feedback from industry representatives and industry participants strongly confirms that industry
sees the financial support provided by EC/EFTA as of significant utility, and there is a strong view
from industry that the Commission should do more rather than less to support European
standardisation from a financial perspective. Industry representatives and NSBs have also noted
the important and valuable non-financial role played by the Commission in developing and
promoting the New Approach and in observing its principles by limiting the extent to which it seeks
to direct or control the standardisation process.

Because the financing is intended to support and enable the activities of the ESOs where their
activities and objectives align with those of the Commission, it is vital that the financing is provided
within an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect, and that all parties work together to ensure that
the financing is delivering the maximum value and is used in the most effective ways possible, and
with a minimum of administrative burden. It is therefore necessary for the Commission officers
involved to see their primary role as to help and support the ESOs and to enable Commission policy
units to make greater use of the system. Financial administration and control are or should be
secondary roles, and ones that should not interrupt the core business of expanding and
strengthening the system. It would seem that these ‘principles’ are regrettably not always being
observed, and we hope that this report can signal the start of a new phase of stronger cooperation
between the Commission and the ESOs.

vii
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the contribution of community
financing of standardisation to the fulfilment of policy objectives of the Commission,
which was commissioned by Unit 1.3 of DG Enterprise and Industry (DG ENTR) and was
carried out by the consortium GHK-Technopolis in the period May 2008 — July 2009.

The European Commission (EC) and the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) provide
financing to the European Standardisation Organisations (ESOs) CEN, CENELEC and ETSI
in order to support the achievement of a number of industrial and public policy objectives as
laid down in various documents. The financing, amounting to some €15 million per annum,
supports, on a co-financing basis, the operations of the Central Secretariats of the ESOs,
the development of European standards in specific areas, preliminary and supporting
actions, quality assessment, promotion of the European standardisation system and the
translation of standards into community languages.

The overall aim of the study was to evaluate the contribution of the financing of
standardisation by EC/EFTA to the achievement of the policy objectives of the Commission.
In addition, the evaluation has assessed the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and utility
of the system of financing, including the associated management and administrative
procedures. Finally, the evaluation has considered whether the system of financing is
optimised and makes recommendations for improvement where appropriate.  Our
assessments are based on a review of all relevant documentation and data relating to the
financing and extensive consultation with the European Commission, EFTA, the European
and National Standards Bodies, industry and other stakeholders.

Our report is structured in a further three main sections as follows:

* In Section 2 we describe the methodology employed in carrying out the evaluation. It
presents the study terms of reference, the methods used to gather evidence and data,
the nature and extent of the information obtained, and any limitations and constraints
associated with the availability of data and other evidence required to carry out the
study

* In Section 3 we set out the main findings and results of the evaluation. It is organised
into eight sub-sections, beginning with a descriptive overview of the system of
financing implemented by EC/EFTA in the period 2004-7. Further sub-sections
present our findings with respect to each of the main areas of financing, describing the
rationale for each and its relationships to, and impacts on, Commission policy
objectives, along with any significant issues arising

* In Section 4 we present our conclusions and recommendations, organised against
the core evaluation issues of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and utility of the
financing

A series of appendices provide supporting information, as follows:
* Appendix A — Task specification
* Appendix B — Analysis of Commission policy objectives
e Appendix C — Interview guides
* Appendix D — List of individuals consulted
e Appendix E — Information on the financing and economic benefits of standards
* Appendix F — List of acronyms used in the report
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METHODOLOGY

This evaluation was carried out by GHK-Technopolis under the Framework Contract
ENTR/04/093-Lot 1. The general methodology for the evaluation was prescribed in the task
specification issued by DG Enterprise and Industry and involved the study team in the
collection, analysis and interpretation of evidence concerning the system of financing of
European standardisation by EC/EFTA and its relationship to the achievement of the policy
objectives of the Commission.

Preliminary specification for the evaluation

Task specification

The starting point for the work was a ‘task specification for the assignment’ prepared by DG
ENTR in November 2007. This task specification, or study terms of reference, is
reproduced in full in Appendix A and provided the following information:

1. The background for the work / evaluation, including a description of the activity to be
evaluated, the rationale and aims for the study, and the scope of the evaluation

2. The commissioning body and user(s) of the evaluation

3. Existing documentation and information

4. Objectives and tasks of the assignment, including the evaluation objectives, evaluation
tasks, and evaluation questions, and the approach and specifications for data collection

5. Reporting requirements and other deliverables

6. Organisation and timetable of the work

It should be noted that while the task specification, proposal and contract for the work were
issued in Nov 07 / Dec 07, the study was not scheduled to begin until 1st May 2008.

Context for the study

The decision No 1673/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24
October 2006 on the financing of European standardisation makes it an obligation for the
Commission “fo evaluate the relevance of the standardisation activities receiving
Community financing in the light of the requirements of Community policies and legislation
at least every 5 years”.

The financing of European standardisation by EC/EFTA is implemented under Framework
Partnership Agreements (FPAs) signed between the ESOs — CEN, CENELEC and ETSI —
and the Commission. The FPAs signed in 2004 came to an end on 2007-12-31, and it was
therefore considered appropriate to launch an evaluation of the financing of standardisation
activities covering the four years of the FPAs.

Scope and focus of the evaluation

The focus of the evaluation was the financial support allocated to the ESOs by EC/EFTA
through operating and action grants signed in the period 1% Jan 04 — 31% Dec 07. The
financial support contributes, on a co-financing or ‘cost-shared’ basis, to the activities of the
ESOs in the following six domains:

* The operations of the Central Secretariats of the ESOs

e The production and revision of European harmonised standards (ENs) and other
standardisation products such as technical specifications and workshop agreements
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e The execution of preliminary and supporting studies related to European
standardisation

e The implementation of specific ‘visibility’ activities to promote the European
standardisation system

* The verification of the quality and conformity of ENs to the corresponding Community
legislation by New Approach consultants

* The translation of ENs into Community languages other than the official languages of
the ESOs

The last two activities above were subject to an evaluation in 2006" and so this study has
focused more directly on the first four areas of support in the list above. However, all six
elements are covered by this report.

A specific focus of this evaluation has been on the contribution that the EC/EFTA financing
makes to the achievement of the objectives of the Commission’s standardisation policy as
laid out in relevant documentation. Further details of these documents and the statements
of objectives contained within them are set out in Section 3.1.2 and Appendix B.

Evaluation objectives

The overarching objectives of the evaluation were to assess the extent to which EC/EFTA
financing of European standardisation contributes to the implementation and achievement
of European legislation and policies, and to assess whether the current financing scheme is
optimised in this regard.

Evaluation tasks

The main tasks assigned to the study team were (i) to collect, analyse, judge and present
data and information that address the evaluation issues, (ii) answer the key evaluation
questions, and (iii) formulate recommendations for improving the system of financing. More
specifically, the evaluators were required to:

* Review documentation and interview and survey key stakeholders in order to answer
the evaluation questions

* Describe the financing system implemented by the Commission to support the ESOs

e Identify and describe the policy and objectives of the Commission in supporting
financially the ESOs

* Evaluate the extent to which policy and objectives have been met

e Describe the management and monitoring procedures of the financing system, and
assess its cost efficiency

e Describe the management and monitoring processes implemented by the ESOs to
ensure that the financing support contributes to the achievement of the objectives of the
Commission

* Provide an overall qualitative judgement on the effectiveness and added value of the
financing system and the utility of the EC/EFTA contribution

* Provide an overall evaluation of the extent to which the financing contributes to the
achievement of the policy and objectives of the Commission

* Formulate recommendations related to possible improvements and simplification of the
system, in view of better fulfilling the objectives of the Commission

! For further information the final reports can be downloaded from the following web addresses:

www.ec.europa.eu/enterprise/dg/files/evaluation/fr1_en.pdf (Consultants)
www.ec.europa.eu/enterprise/dg/files/evaluation/fr2_en.pdf (Translation)
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Evaluation questions

The questions to be addressed were set out in the task specification for the study, and
related mainly to assessments of the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and utility of the
financing system, particularly with regard to the achievement of the policy objectives of the
Commission. The full set of questions to be addressed by the study is set out below. It
should be noted that these have been slightly reorganised under the four headings.

Relevance

What are the policy objectives of the Commission regarding standardisation, and is the
allocation of financial support relevant to the achievement of those objectives?

Are there clear links between the Commission policy objectives, especially with the
industrial policy, the internal market and the regulatory policy, and European
standardisation?

How does the Commission evaluate the relevance of the financial support requested by
the ESOs with respect to their contribution to the achievement of its policy objectives?
Are there alternative ways for the Commission to support standardisation to contribute
to its objectives?

Are there areas or actions where means other than financing could better contribute to
the achievement of the objectives?

Effectiveness

How are the objectives communicated to the ESOs?
How is the link made between these objectives and the financial support?

To what extent has financing of standardisation activities contributed to the
Commission’s objectives of its standardisation policy, especially towards SMEs?

What has been the effect of relevant actions, which have been financed by the
Commission, in view of the implementation of the EU standardisation policy?

How have our financing policy and practices contributed to the integration of New
Member States?

How does the Commission measure the contribution of standardisation to the
achievement of these objectives?

Are there actions of the ESOs which, although not financed by the EC, contribute to the
achievement of its policy objectives? Would the objectives be better achieved with a
financing?

Are there actions that are not performed by the ESOs, although they could contribute to
the achievements of the policy objectives of the Commission, because of a lack of
financing? Would a Commission financial support help develop such actions?

Efficiency

Is the financial support allocated by the Commission to the ESOs proportionate to their
contribution to the achievement of the policy objectives?

Does the situation of de-facto monopoly of the ESOs generate a loss of efficiency
regarding the financial support allocated by the Commission?

Would the achievement of the policy objectives of the Commission be better supported
if the Commission would allocate grants or contracts to other organisations, especially
as far as promotion actions are concerned?

How can the current method of financing be further simplified and streamlined?
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* How could project management be further simplified, bearing in mind the role of the
Central Secretariats of the European Standards Organisations and the role of National
Standards Bodies?

Utility

* Is the Commission financial support vital to the ESOs? Would the ESOs contribute the
same way to the achievements of the Commission policy objectives if the financial
support were not available?

* Does industry (including SMEs) perceive the financial support allocated to the ESOs as
a useful contribution to the European policy?

*  What would happen if the Commission would stop its financing?
* Are there alternative sources of financing for the ESO for the same actions?
* Are there negative effects to the financing allocated to the ESO?

Proposal from GHK / Technopolis

GHK / Technopolis submitted a formal written proposal to carry out the work. The proposal
set out the approach, workplan, resource schedule and details of the team that would
undertake the work. DG ENTR accepted the proposal, and a contract was signed on 18"
December 2007, with the study commencing in May 2008.

Study workplan and timetable

Work phases and worksteps

The study was planned and carried out in four main work phases, as follows:

Phase 1 — Planning and inception

The first phase of the study — project initiation and inception - was carried out in the period
May 2008 — June 2008 and comprised the following four worksteps

*  Workstep 1 — Kick-off meeting

*  Workstep 2 — Inception planning

* Workstep 3 — Preparation and delivery of an Inception Report

*  Workstep 4 — Inception Meeting with the Steering Group

A kick-off meeting between the study team and DG ENTR Unit I3 was held in Brussels in
early May 2008. Following this the study team undertook a period of inception planning to
develop a more detailed workplan for the study. This included initial specification and
collection of documentary evidence and data. An inception report was delivered to DG
ENTR in mid June 2008 and discussed at a first meeting of the Steering Group later that
month.

Phase 2 — Desk research and preparatory work

The second phase of the study — desk research and preparatory work — was carried out in
the period June 2008 — Oct 2008 and comprised the following seven worksteps

Workstep 5 — Collection of written documentation

Workstep 6 — Desk research / analysis of written documentation

Workstep 7 — Identification of contacts (interviewees and survey participants)
Workstep 8 — Orientation interviews

Workstep 9 — Preparation of draft interview checklists and questionnaires
Workstep 10 — Preparation and delivery of a First Progress Report

Workstep 11 — First Progress Meeting with the Steering Group

The first progress report from the study was delivered to DG ENTR in September 2008 and
discussed at the first progress meeting of the Steering Group, which was held in early
October 2008.
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Details of the written documentation and data that was made available to the study team
and which formed the focus of the desk research / analysis of written documentation can be
found in Section 2.3.1 below.

Phase 3 — Fieldwork and analysis of evidence

The third phase of the study — fieldwork and analysis of evidence — was carried out in the
period October 2008 — April 2009 and comprised the following six worksteps

Workstep 12 — Finalisation of interview checklists and questionnaires
Workstep 13 — Data collection - interviews

Workstep 14 — Data collection — surveys

Workstep 15 — Analysis of data and evidence

Workstep 16 — Preparation and delivery of an Interim Report
Workstep 17 — Second Progress Meeting with the Steering Group

Progress with the fieldwork was delayed by problems in reaching final agreement on target
groups for interview and in obtaining contact details. As a result, an additional (second)
progress report was delivered in November 2008, around the time that the Interim report
was originally due to be delivered. A request for a three-month extension to the contract
was requested by the study team and approved by DG ENTR and a revised timetable for
completion of the study was drawn up. The Interim report was delivered to DG ENTR at the
end of March 2009 and discussed at a meeting of the steering group in early April.

Section 2.3.2 below provides details on the main phase of fieldwork (primary data
collection), detailing the groups consulted during the course of the study. Copies of the
main interview guides developed for use during fieldwork are presented in Appendix C.

Phase 4 — Final analysis and reporting

The fourth phase of the study — final analysis and reporting — was carried out in the period
April 2009 — July 2009. It comprised the following five worksteps

Workstep 18 — Conclusion of data collection and analysis
Workstep 19 — Preparation and delivery of a Draft Final Report
Workstep 20 — Final Meeting with the Steering Group
Workstep 21 — Preparation and delivery of the Final Report
Workstep 22 — Dissemination of results

Timetable

The original planned timetable for the study was twelve months, from May 08 — April 09.
However, the timetable was subsequently extended by three months, via a revision to the
contract, to allow additional time that was needed for the identification of relevant contacts.
As such the study was carried out in a 15-month period from May 08 to July 09 inclusive.

Development of the evidence base

The data and information that provided the evidence base for the evaluation came in two
forms — pre-existing evidence in the form of documentation and data that had already been
generated and was held by third parties, and new evidence, in the form of testimony and
opinion derived from interviews and questionnaire surveys conducted by the study team.

Surveys were not, in the final event, carried out due to insufficient numbers of contacts with knowledge of the
financing system, and the need to consult different target groups at different levels of depth with regard to the
different elements of the financing
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Pre-existing documents and data

The terms of reference for the study specified at the outset various documentation and data
known to be available and of relevance to the evaluation study. Further items of
documentation and data were identified during the course of the study. Below we detail
each element of documentary evidence and data made available to the study team. In all
cases the documentation and data pertained to the reference period for the study, which
covered all financing allocated to the ESOs by EC/EFTA from 2004-7, the period of
operation of the FPAs signed in December 2003.

Documents setting out Commission policy objectives relating to standardisation

DG ENTR Unit I3 provided the evaluators with copies of the following documents that were
identified as collectively setting out the Commission’s policy objectives in the area of
standardisation.

* DIRECTIVE 98/34/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL

e COM (1998) 291 - REPORT FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL AND THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT - Efficiency and accountability in European Standardisation under the
New Approach

e COUNCIL RESOLUTION of 28 October 1999 on the role of standardisation in Europe (2000/C
141/01)

e COUNCIL CONCLUSIONS of 1 March 2002 on standardisation (2002/C 66/01)

e COM (2002) 263 - COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL, THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE
COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS - eEurope 2005: An information society for all. An Action Plan"

* GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR THE COOPERATION BETWEEN CEN, CENELEC AND ETSI
AND THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION AND THE EUROPEAN FREE TRADE ASSOCIATION 28
March 2003 (2003/C 91/04)"

* COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT - "The challenges for European standardisation”

e COM (2004) 130 - COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL, THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE -
Integration of Environmental Aspects into European Standardisation

* COM (2004) 674 - COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL AND THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT - on the role of European Standardisation in the framework of
European Policies and legislation

e COM (2005) 97 - COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL AND THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT - Better Regulation for Growth and Jobs in the European Union

* COM (2005) 377 - COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT - Annex to the Proposal for a
Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on the financing of European
standardisation - EX-ANTE EVALUATION

* COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT Accompanying document to the REPORT FROM
THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE EUROPEAN
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE THE OPERATION OF DIRECTIVE 98/34/EC FROM
2002 TO 2005 {COM (2007) 125 final}

* DECISION No 1673/2006/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL - On
the financing of European standardisation

e 2006 ICT Standardisation Work Programme

e 2007 ICT Standardisation Work Programme

e Action Plan for European Standardisation 2007

e COM (2007) 125 - REPORT FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT AND THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE - THE
OPERATION OF DIRECTIVE 98/34/EC FROM 2002 TO 2005

e COM (2008) 133 - COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL, THE
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE -
Towards an increased contribution from standardisation to innovation in Europe

The set of documentation included all of the specific items listed in the task specification,
plus a number of additional items referred to in COM (2004) 674.
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The documents were reviewed in detail in order to assemble background information on the
financing of standardisation and more specifically to identify the Commission’s policy
objectives.

Contracts

The second main body of documentation collected for the study were the three FPAs and
the 119 grant agreements signed between the Commission and the ESOs from 2004-7.
These documents were supplied by Unit I3 in the preliminary stages of the study and were
used by the study team in a variety of ways. In particular, the contract documents and
associated amendments to the contracts (x58) were used to support an analysis of the
numbers, financial value and duration of contracts for each of the main types of activity and
for each ESO, and to identify the main sectors or fields in which the work was being carried
out. The contract documents were also used to identify important information about which
elements of the work are counted as eligible costs and about the co-financing levels
provided by EC/EFTA.

The contract documents contained copies of the proposals or grant applications submitted
by the ESOs and which described the work to be undertaken, the need for EC/EFTA
financing, how the work relates to Commission policy, and details of the people and
organisations involved in the execution of the work. Where relevant, the contract documents
also contained copies of the mandates issued to the ESOs requesting the work, and also
references to Community legislation (Directives) to be supported by the standardisation
work. This information supported our programme of interviews with the Commission
services and standardisation experts linked to the financed activities.

A detailed review of these documents and the kinds of information contained within them
were provided in the progress reports submitted during the course of this study.

Final reports

It was agreed early on in the study that the Commission would provide the evaluators with
copies of the final reports submitted by the ESOs and approved by the Commission at the
end of the contracts. However, following some delays in compiling this information a
request was issued to the ESOs to provide this material, which they duly complied with.
Because not all of the actions signed from 2004-7 had been completed at the time, the full
set of final reports consisted of only 65 main documents plus an additional body of
supporting information.

These documents were reviewed and assessed by the study team with a specific emphasis
on identifying information relating to the contribution of the work to the achievement of
Commission policy objectives. However, as might reasonably be expected, the final reports
dealt mainly with the execution of the agreed work programmes, the delivery of agreed
standardisation products and other outputs, and the financial and administrative aspects of
the work. Information on the wider benefits of the standardisation work could not be found
in these documents as the actions themselves did not cover work relating to the deployment
of standards in the market place, or their subsequent take-up and use.

Nonetheless the final reports submitted by the ESOs have provided a substantial additional
body of information on the financed activities that has been used to support the study in
general terms and in relation to our investigations of specific actions.

Other documents

In addition to the main body of documentation relating to the Commission policy objectives
in the area of standardisation, the specific grant agreements signed from 2004-7 and the
associated outputs from these actions, a number of other sources of documentary evidence
have been used in the course of the study, as follows:

* Commission assessments of the completed actions. DG ENTR Unit I3 provided a
selection of Commission assessments of completed actions. These documents helped
the study team to understand more about how the work was assessed on completion,
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who by, and about the extent to which the Commission services have provided positive
or negative assessments

e Commission policy documents. The services of the Commission interviewed in
relation to specific actions also provided a range of additional documentation, mainly
relating to policies, strategies and related initiatives carried out by the unit and to which
the co-financed standardisation work was in some way related. This information has
helped the study team to better understand the policy context within which the
standardisation work fits and the wider activities of the policy units to which it is relevant

e Supporting information from ESOs and NSBs. The ESOs and NSBs provided a
range of additional information relating to their operations or to specific elements of the
co-financing of activities by EC/EFTA, which has supported the study team in its overall
analysis. In particular, a great body of information is available from the ESOs’ websites
and annual reports on their organisation and structure, activities and processes which
has been helpful to the study team in describing the system of financing and where
within the overall ESO systems the work has been managed, executed, monitored and
otherwise supported

* Studies relating to the economic costs and benefits of standardisation. During the
course of our work we have obtained a range of studies which report on the economic
costs and benefits of standardisation, including a small number that attempt to quantify
the relative scale of investment into European standardisation by different types of
actor.  This has helped us to confirm the strong role of standards in supporting
economic competitiveness and to place the EC/EFTA financial support within the wider
context of the costs of standardisation activity as a whole

Interviews

In addition to collecting and analysing the pre-existing documentation and data described
above, the study team carried out programmes of interviews with relevant stakeholders.

This primary research was based around a set of initial requirements set out in the task
specification, which identified some of the main categories of actor to be consulted as part
of the study, but with no specific information on the full range of actors or the target
numbers of interviews with each group.

The potential was also considered within the task specification for the use of questionnaire
surveys if appropriate. However, it proved difficult to identify sufficient numbers of named
contacts with insight into the system of financing and the level of that knowledge and insight
was sufficiently unclear to make the use of standard, tick box type questionnaire surveys
inappropriate. It was therefore agreed that all identified contact persons from within the
target groups would be approached for interview, and that questionnaire surveys would not
be employed.

Discussions with Units 13, D4 and the ESOs during the first two phases of the study led to
the identification of seven main groups of actor to be consulted and agreement was reached
on the target number of people from each group to be consulted through interview. At an
aggregate level the aim was to carry out between 150 and 200 interviews across the seven
main groups or categories of actor with a specific interest, knowledge or stakeholder
perspective on the system of financing and / or specific elements within it. It should be
noted that some of the core actors most closely involved in the financing within the ESO
Central Secretariats, and DG ENTR Units I3 and D4 were interviewed on several occasions
over the course of the study, in order to obtain a full and complete understanding of how the
system is organised and managed and to discuss and debate the emerging findings.

Table 1 below shows the agreed target number of interviews with each group, the number
of interviews carried out and the number of contributors who have made an input. A full list
of the individuals consulted is shown in Appendix D.
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Table 1 — Target and achieved numbers of interviews, by category
ca Agresdtaraet | Nurmberof | umbor o
ategory numoer o interviews contributors
interviews carried out

Commission staff responsible for

standardisation (13/D4) 10-15 12 9

ESO Central Secretariat staff 20-25 23 15

Commission staff from policy units with interest

in financed activities (various DGs / units) 25-30 27 33
Standardisers involved in carrying out the

financed activities (TC secretaries, 50-65 53 53
chairpersons, WG convenors and other experts)

NSB representatives 20-25 28 28
Other stakeholders (industry associations, )

interest groups, EFTA) 20-30 20 20
New Approach Consultants 5-10 7 7
Total 150-200 170 165

Below we provide, for each category of actor consulted, details on their role within the
system, our approach in terms of securing feedback from this group, and the results
achieved in terms of the numbers of interviews carried out. Any methodological issues are
also noted. In most cases interviews lasted between 1 and 2 hours, though a small minority
were much briefer (15 mins) and some considerably longer (3-4 hours).

Commission staff responsible for standardisation (13/D4)

Officials from DG ENTR Units 13 and D4 with responsibility for the management and
administration of the EC/EFTA financing were identified in the task specification as key
contributors to the study. A total of nine individuals were identified for us to speak to, each
of whom provided inputs relating to the rationale for EC/EFTA support, the organisation and
management of the system of financing, the policy objectives of the Commission in
supporting standardisation activities, and the main issues faced in the administration of the
support.

Interviews were carried out face to face in Brussels. Some of the individuals were
interviewed on more than one occasion, so the total number of interviews conducted is
counted as 12. In addition to these formally arranged meetings a significant amount of
bilateral information exchange, via email and telephone, was also carried out with officials
from Units 13 and D4.

We did not encounter any problems in securing interviews with these officials, and found
that their level of knowledge with regards to most elements of the system was very good.
Requested information was supplied on all occasions.

ESO Central Secretariat staff

The terms of reference also indicated that extensive consultation should be carried out with
management level staff of the Central Secretariats of the ESOs. These individuals are
responsible for the management and administration of the financing and the financed
activities from the ESO side, managing the flow of requests, ESO proposals, contracts,
reports and financial claims and monitoring the execution of the work.

During the course of the study a total of 15 individuals were identified and consulted, with
some being interviewed on several occasions. Most interviews were carried out face to face
in Brussels (CEN and CENELEC) or Nice (ETSI) and a small number were carried out by
telephone. In addition, there was significant additional input by the ESO Central

10




Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

Secretariats through email exchange, the supply of documents and additional telephone
discussions in relation to specific aspects of the system of financing. Overall the number of
interviews carried out was 23.

The Central Secretariat staff provided inputs relating to the rationale for EC/EFTA financing,
the Commission policy objectives supported, the organisation and management of the
system, and the overall efficiency, effectiveness and utility of the EC/EFTA support. We did
not encounter any difficulties in securing interviews with the ESO staff and in obtaining
supporting documentation and evidence, and found their level of knowledge and insight
concerning all aspects of the system of financing to be very good.

Commission staff from policy units with an interest in the financed activities

In addition to the interviews with Commission officials from the two central units that
manage the contracts, the task specification indicated that extensive consultation should be
carried out with the services of the Commission whose policy and legislation is supported by
the standardisation work.

While the main Directorate General and unit with a policy interest in the work was
sometimes identified in the contract documents, in most cases it was not and we
encountered significant difficulties in trying to retrospectively identify the correct policy unit
and a suitable named official for many of the financed actions. The problems were most
acute for the ICT standardisation work for a number of reasons, most notably reorganisation
over the past few years in how the financed activity is contracted and monitored, internal
reorganisations, staff changes and perhaps most importantly the lack of any contractual
responsibility for the financed actions within these policy units. DG ENTR Unit D4 and DG
INFSO C1 both provided assistance to help us identify relevant contacts for each of the
actions, but the lack of any central information system that shows the connections between
financed actions and Commission policy units made this process rather protracted and in
some cases fruitless. Out of a total of 63 individuals identified and contacted, a significant
proportion claimed no knowledge of the financed activities, referred us on to other
individuals (often back to DG ENTR Unit D4) or otherwise stated that they could not help. A
further group of identified individuals simply did not respond to our requests. A small
number of Commission contacts were identified in the final stages of the study but with
insufficient time remaining to enable us to speak with them.

These difficulties notwithstanding we managed to identify and speak with 33 individuals,
covering at some level of depth 59 of the financed actions. The discussions with these
policy units focused on the areas of their policy and legislation that the standardisation work
contributed to, their knowledge of how the work had or was proceeding, its actual or
intended impacts on Commission policy objectives and any issues relating to the financing.
More general views on EC/EFTA support for standardisation across the full range of support
were also sought.

We encountered a range of different levels of understanding of, and engagement with, the
financed actions among Commission officials. Understanding and engagement was
generally very good in areas where the standardisation work was linked to Commission
legislation and where the policy units had a larger portfolio of supported work within their
area or had longer-standing relationships with the ESOs, though there were exceptions to
this general rule. Other policy units, particularly those in the ICT area, had a less detailed
knowledge and insight of the financed actions, and several indicated that they do not have
either the time or the right kinds of information with which to engage with the standardisation
work. Some units feel that the primary role of the Commission is or should only be to act as
a stimulus for this ‘policy relevant’ work and, having helped to do this, and in the absence of
any contractual responsibility for the work or ‘spare’ resources with which to track it, take no
further active role in monitoring the work or assessing its impacts. This issue is discussed
further in Section 3.3.6 below.

11



Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

Standardisers involved in carrying out the financed activities

It was agreed that we would speak with key persons involved in carrying out the standards
development and related work that had attracted EC/EFTA co-financing from 2004-7. The
ESOs were asked to provide details of one or more contact persons for each of the financed
actions, with a preference being expressed for the Technical Committee (TC) chairperson
unless the TC secretary or another expert involved in the work was considered more
suitable. The ESOs provided the requested information for the vast majority of actions, with
a total of 96 potential contacts identified for the 99 financed actions.

All of the identified contacts were approached via email and then telephone with a request
to participate in a telephone interview. Out of the total number of individuals identified and
contacted, a small proportion (~5) claimed no knowledge of the financed activities, referred
us on to other individuals or otherwise stated that they could not help. A further group of
identified individuals simply did not respond to our requests. In the final event interviews
were carried out with 53 of the contacts, covering at some level of depth 69 of the financed
actions. Of the interviews carried out, 39 were with TC chairpersons, industry experts or
experts from other stakeholders involved in the standardisation work, and 14 were carried
out with TC secretaries employed by the NSBs.

The interviews covered the need for EC/EFTA financing, the value added and impacts of
the financing, and the Commission policy objectives supported by the work. Progress with
the execution and take-up of the work was discussed, and more general views on the
system of financing and on ways to improve the support were also gathered. In most cases
we did not encounter any difficulties in getting this group to respond to our request for an
interview and in all cases interviewees’ knowledge of the financed actions were very good.
Levels of understanding of the system of financing were more variable, with TC secretaries
able to offer more insight than industry contacts into the specifics of the EC/EFTA financing
arrangements.

NSB representatives

It was agreed that we would speak with representatives of the NSBs in the EU Member
states and EFTA countries at a senior level in order to collect general feedback on the
system of financing, the ways in which it supports Commission policy, and the efficiency,
effectiveness and utility of the support provided. CEN and CENELEC provided details of
key contacts within their national member bodies (NSBs), with CEN providing a ‘core’ list of
30 contacts — one for each country - and CENELEC providing ‘additional’ contacts to ensure
NSB contacts in the electrotechnical area were also covered. In most cases the contacts
supplied were the members’ appointed representatives on the ESO’s technical board (BT)
and who therefore had a good oversight and understanding of the system of financing.

All of the given contacts were contacted with a request for an interview, and most were
telephoned. In the final event we were able to interview 28 people from NSBs in 23
countries, with more than one official being consulted in the NSBs most actively involved in
the financing (BSI — UK, DIN — Germany and AFNOR - France).

No difficulties were encountered in reaching the NSBs and in securing the interviews, and
each NSB consulted had a generally good level of awareness of the system of financing
and had a great deal of useful information to offer. As we might expect, the larger NSBs
that play a stronger role in providing the technical secretariats to ESO Committees were
able to provide more information on the financing of standardisation work, while the NSBs
from the smaller and newer Member States had more to say with regard to, for example, the
support for translation in which they were more active direct participants. However, all
NSBs that we spoke with were able to provide a useful input to the study across most of our
areas of enquiry.

12
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Other stakeholders

A number of other important stakeholder organisations were identified as potential
contributors to the study. These included representatives of EFTA, as co-funder of
standardisation with the Commission, (ii) specific interest groups, such as ANEC
(consumers), ECOS (environment), NORMAPME (SMEs) and ETUI-REHS (workers), (iii)
industry bodies, associations and consortia, from a range of sectors, and (iv) sector fora
representatives. These groups have a direct interest in standardisation work and were
expected to have views on EC/EFTA support for standardisation, its utility and
effectiveness, and the extent to which it is helpful to key stakeholder groups.

In total, we obtained names and contact details for 28 stakeholder organisations, and in the
final event we secured interviews with 20 of these organisations.

The stakeholder organisations in many cases did not have an in-depth knowledge of the
financing system but most were sufficiently knowledgeable to provide useful views and
insights from the perspective of different interest groups.

New Approach Consultants

It was agreed that we would speak with a sample (n=5-10) of the New Approach consultants
who, at the request of the Commission, have been employed by CEN and CNELEC to
provide quality assessments of harmonised standards to ensure their conformity to the
essential requirements of the EU Directives. CEN provided a listing of its consultants and
from this a selection was identified, including consultants with both long and short
experience in the post and within sectors that have attracted EC/EFTA financing for
standards development work.

We were able to speak with seven consultants out of the sample of 10 that were selected,
obtaining feedback on their role, how it supports Commission policy objectives, and any
significant issues or problems faced. We also discussed the relevance, effectiveness, and
utility of EC/EFTA support for standardisation work within their sector.

We experienced no difficulties in securing feedback from this group.
Analysis and reporting

Analysis of results

Hand written notes were taken during the interviews, and the information gathered was then
typed up against the question set used to guide the interviews. All of the interview results
were then compiled and aggregated, with the findings analysed by question / issue overall
and then by category of respondent. Qualitative comments were coded into a short form in
order to allow us to group related points and identify points of both divergence and
convergence across the data set. The analysis of interview findings was supported by
reference to documentary information and data relating to the contracts.

It should be noted that the number and range of questions covered by the interviews varied
according to the type of respondent consulted and that not all respondents answered every
question. Indeed, it was often the case that interviewees, depending on their position in
relation to the system of financing, had either only a broad knowledge of the system or only
a very specific knowledge of specific parts or aspects of the system.

Reporting

A number of substantial reports have been delivered to DG ENTR and reviewed by the
Steering Group in addition to the final report. These reports provide more detailed
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descriptions of the day-to-day work carried out during the study, the methodological issues
arising, and in some cases more detailed descriptions of results or findings. The reports
reside with the Commission and are as follows:

Inception Report (30pp) — dated 12™ June 2008. This report set out progress on the
first phase of the study and contains detailed descriptions of the issues to be
addressed, approach and methodology to be followed, workplan and timetable

First Progress Report (68pp) — dated 30" September 2008. This report set out
progress during the second phase of the study and contains detailed descriptions of the
documentation and data obtained and the preliminary results of desk research to review
that evidence. It also contained preliminary information on the preparations for the main
phase of fieldwork

Second Progress Report (35pp + 36pp appendices) — dated 18™ November 2008.
This report summarised progress and results to date and provided updated results from
the reviews of documentation and data. It focused, however, on detailing progress and
in particular certain problems with the execution of the main phase of fieldwork and
included a request for an amendment to the contract to give more time for fieldwork,
which was subsequently granted via a variation to the contract

Interim Report (78pp) — dated 30" April 2009. This report set out progress against the
agreed (revised) workplan, the results to date and preliminary conclusions organised
around the main study questions. It also detailed the final elements of fieldwork to be
completed prior to delivery of this final report. This report presented the bulk of the
study findings and therefore overlaps considerably with the findings presented here
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RESULTS

This section of the report presents the findings of the study, and is based on the results of
the fieldwork (interviews) supported by factual information obtained from the documentation.

Overview of EC/EFTA support for standardisation 2004-7

Background

Standardisation is defined as “the activity of establishing, with regard to actual or potential
problems, provisions for common and repeated use, aimed at the achievement of the
optimal degree of order in a given context”. Within the European Union, standards provide
a level playing field and complement public intervention, especially in regard to regulatory,
internal market and industrial policies and enable widespread promotion and dissemination
of innovative solutions. More specifically, harmonised European standards (ENs) provide a
route by which industry can demonstrate compliance with the regulatory requirements of EU
legislation.

The European Commission has supported standardisation and the European
standardisation system for some time. In recent years, it has developed its expectations
towards standardisation in various communications and created specific tools to support
standardisation and the achievement of its objectives.

For instance, the 2004 Communication of the Commission to the European Parliament and
the Council on the role of European standardisation in the framework of European policies
and legislation (Com (2004) 674 final) highlighted the large number of policy objectives of
the Commission that are supported by European standardisation and set out further actions
that needed to be taken in order to improve the system.

Following on from this, in 2006, the decision No 1673/2006/EC of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 24 October 2006 on the financing of European standardisation
confirmed the positive benefits that standards bring and provided an explanation as to ‘why
it is necessary for the Community to contribute to the financing of European
standardisation’. In summary, the decision confirmed that there was a need for the
Commission to support standardisation because it:

* Provides a useful role in supporting the Community’s legislation and policies
* Contributes to the functioning and strengthening of the internal market
* Contributes to ensuring interoperability in certain fields

* Helps to boost the competitiveness of enterprises (especially by facilitating the free
movement of goods and services, network interoperability, means of communication,
technological development and innovation activities)

Therefore, it is stated that standardisation, although conducted by private organisations,
should be regarded as an activity of public interest. As a result, “Community financing
should seek to establish standards or other standardisation products, to facilitate their use
by enterprises through their translation into the various official Community languages, to
strengthen the cohesion of the European standardisation system and to ensure fair and
transparent access to European standards for all market players throughout the European
Union. This is especially important in cases where the use of standards enables compliance
with Community legislation.”

In view of the very broad field of involvement of European standardisation in support of
Community policies and legislation and the different types of standardisation activity, the
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Council decision formally stated that the European Commission should make provision for
different financing arrangements to support the European standardisation bodies, their
Central Secretariats and standardisation activities. The 2006 decision also formally
established the rules concerning the Community’s contribution to the financing of European
standardisation and provided a renewed legal basis for the Community’s financial support of
all European standardisation activities required to implement its specific policies, measures
and legislation.

The 2006 decision on the financing of European standardisation also made it an obligation
for the Commission “to evaluate the relevance of the standardisation activities receiving
Community financing in the light of the requirements of Community policies and legislation
at least every 5 years”. This obligation provides part of the context for the current
evaluation.

Commission policy objectives in the area of standardisation

The terms of reference for the study identified a number of official documents that
collectively set out the Commission’s policy objectives in the area of standardisation. This
documentation was reviewed in detail by the study team in order to identify and prepare a
consolidated list of Commission policy objectives to be used as the basis for assessing the
relationship between the financing of standardisation and the achievement of these
objectives.

Full details of the documents that have been reviewed and the specific statements of
objectives obtained from each are set out in Appendix B. A consolidated list of the policy
objectives identified in that documentation is shown below. The list of objectives has been
organised into two main sub-sets, as follows:

A. The first set consists of statements made by the Commission about the positive
benefits that standardisation brings to society and the economy. These statements
explain why the Commission supports standardisation. It should be noted however
that in most cases the statements do not indicate that the Commission is seeking to
make changes in these areas, but it is implicit and in some cases explicit that
EC/EFTA support for European standardisation exists because standards bestow the
positive benefits identified

B. The second set of ‘objectives’ statements concern actions and improvements that
the Commission has signalled that it would like to effect in relation to the European
system of standardisation. These statements do indicate a desired change, though
the precise nature and extent of the changes being sought and over what time
periods are not specified, nor is it clear within the documentation whether or how the
Commission intends to use its financing of standardisation to effect those changes

Set A — Benefits of standardisation

¢ Enhancing the competitiveness of European Industry

e Assisting in the completion (and improvement of the functioning) of the single market
¢ Providing a high level of protection of health and safety

e Contributing to environmental protection and sustainable development

¢  Assisting European industry to access world markets

¢ Facilitating innovation

¢ Facilitating and ensuring interoperability

e Providing a flexible and transparent platform for consensus building

* Assisting with the integration of candidate countries
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Set B — Actions and improvements identified as desirable

Increasing the role of standards in support of European policies and legislation
Promoting and increasing the visibility of the European standardisation system
Promoting the development and use of international standards

Strengthening the institutional framework and structures of European standardisation
Ensuring the financial viability of European standardisation

Ensuring effective participation of all relevant actors

Increasing the market relevance of standards development

Increasing the efficiency of European standardisation

Improving the synergies between the European Standardisation Organisations
Facilitating the take-up of European standards

Improving the timeliness of standards development

Improving the coherence of European standardisation and of its institutional framework
Improving the effectiveness of European standardisation

Using standardisation as a tool for ensuring accessibility for all

Increasing the role of standards in the area of services

Improving and extending the European key mark system

Ensuring effective use of standards by SMEs

Increasing the role of standards in the area of security

Strengthening the link between research and standards

Supporting the public interest dimension of standards

The Commission policy objectives can be further reorganised into the four categories shown
below.

Objectives relating primarily to industrial policy

Enhancing the competitiveness of European Industry

Assisting in the completion (and improvement of the functioning) of the single market
Assisting European industry to access world markets

Facilitating innovation

Facilitating and ensuring interoperability

Increasing the market relevance of standards development

Facilitating the take-up of European standards

Ensuring effective use of standards by SMEs

Objectives relating primarily to public policy / societal needs

Providing a high level of protection of health and safety

Contributing to environmental protection and sustainable development
Using standardisation as a tool for ensuring accessibility for all
Supporting the public interest dimension of standards

Objectives relating primarily to the existence of a strong EU standardisation system

Providing a flexible and transparent platform for consensus building
Strengthening the institutional framework and structures of European standardisation
Ensuring the financial viability of European standardisation
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¢ Increasing the efficiency of European standardisation

¢ Improving the synergies between the European Standardisation Organisations

¢ Improving the timeliness of standards development

* Improving the coherence of European standardisation and of its institutional framework
¢ Improving the effectiveness of European standardisation

¢ Improving and extending the European key mark system

Objectives relating primarily to the extension of the EU standardisation system and
the inclusion of relevant actors

¢ Promoting and increasing the visibility of the European standardisation system
* Assisting with the integration of candidate countries

* Ensuring effective participation of all relevant actors

¢ Increasing the role of standards in support of European policies and legislation
¢ Increasing the role of standards in the area of security

¢ Increasing the role of standards in the area of services

¢ Strengthening the link between research and standards

¢ Promoting the development and use of international standards

Many of the objectives of standardisation policy listed above can fit within more than one of
the four categories. For example, increasing the role of standards in services can be seen
to also relate to industrial policy, since the EU economy is largely service-based, and also to
public policy, since the public sector itself is the major provider of services. They have
therefore been placed within the category that provides the best fit and is most relevant.

It should also be noted that achievement of some objectives leads naturally to the
achievement of others. For example, assisting in the completion and effective functioning of
the internal market is a key mechanism for improving the competitiveness of European
industry, by removing trade barriers, opening up competition and reducing inefficiencies
associated with competing national regulatory systems.

The contribution of standardisation to the economy is an important reason for EC/EFTA
support, and what might reasonably be considered the main ‘super-objective’ or overall
objective to which the support relates. A number of economic studies have attempted to
calculate the contribution of standards to the overall economy (in GDP terms). For
example, a 2005 DTI report concluded that standards annually contribute some £2.5 billion
to the UK economy. A 2009 AFNOR study concluded that standards have contributed
about 0.93% of the French economy over the period 1961-90, broadly similar to the 0.90%
quoted by a 2000 DIN study looking at the impacts of standards on the Germany economy
over a similar time period. Selected findings from these and other studies are presented in
Appendix E.

The system of financing

The ESOs

CEN, CENELEC and ETSI are private, non-profit organisations that have been formally
recognised by the European Parliament, Council and Commission as European
Standardisation Organisations (or ESOs). The three ESOs are the only bodies that are
able, under Community legislation, to develop formally recognised European harmonised
standards (ENs), compliance with which can confer a presumption of conformity to specific
elements of Community laws, regulations or other legislation. The ESOs accordingly have a
de-facto monopoly position regarding the development of formally recognised European
standards.
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The three ESOs are membership-based organisations that finance their activities mainly
through membership fees and through EC/EFTA financing. The EC/EFTA financial support
is provided through a number of mechanisms and is intended to assist the ESOs (both the
Central Secretariats and their members — NSBs, industry representatives and other
stakeholders) in supporting the achievement of the Community objectives set out in the
preceding section.

The European Commission and EFTA establish Framework Partnership Agreements
(FPAs) with each ESO, under which proposals for financing can be addressed to the
Commission. The FPAs fix the administrative and financial rules concerning the financing of
standardisation activities and set out the general context and terms under which financial
support can be allocated.

Activities supported

There are six main areas or forms of activity that can receive financial support from
EC/EFTA under the FPAs, as follows:

e Operating Grants (OGs), previously Annual Performance Contracts (APCs) — to
support the existence and functioning of the Central Secretariats (or Management
Centres) of the three ESOs

e Standardisation Work — financing provided to support the production and revision of
standards and other standardisation products in support of European legislation and
policies

* Visibility Actions - programmes of technical assistance, cooperation with third
countries and the promotion and enhancement of the European standardisation
system

* Preliminary studies — the performance of work in connection with European
standardisation (studies, programmes, evaluations, comparative analysis, and other
supporting actions)

e Translation - of European standards or other standardisation products into
community languages other than the official languages of the ESOs

* Quality Assessment - the verification of the quality and conformity of European
standards, or any other standardisation products, to the corresponding Community
legislation, carried out by New Approach Consultants

It is important at this point to note the distinction between the Central Secretariats (or
management centres) of the ESOs and their wider membership. Each ESO has a relatively
small Central Secretariat that provides management and administrative support to the wider
body of members that make up the organisation as a whole and which participate in the
development of standards. The financial support provided through the Operating Grants
goes to the Central Secretariats of the ESOs, while the financing for standardisation work,
visibility actions, preliminary studies and translation goes towards the costs of the member
organisations’ inputs and subcontracted costs associated with the execution of the work.
The financing for quality assessment is assigned directly to subcontracted experts
performing this role on behalf of CEN and CENELEC but at the Commission’s request and
expense.

Numbers of agreements signed 2004-7

The numbers of each type of grant agreement signed between the Commission and each
ESO between 2004 and 2007 are shown in Table 2. It reveals that a total of 66 agreements
were signed with CEN, 15 with CENELEC, and 38 with ETSI. CEN has received EC/EFTA
financing across all areas of support, while CENELEC and ETSI have received financing
only in some of the areas. For example, ETSI has not received financing for translation or
quality assessment activity as these areas of support relate specifically to harmonised
European standards (ENs), which are provided mainly by CEN and CENELEC. CENELEC

19



Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

has received little EC/EFTA financing for standards development work, due to a decision on
its part to cease to claim financial support in this area due to historical difficulties with the
complexity of the financial support arrangements and problems in claiming the agreed level
of financing on completion of the work.

Table 2 - Numbers of grant agreements signed between the ESOs and the
Commission, by ESO and area of support (2004-7)

Area of support CEN CENELEC ETSI Total
APC/0OG 4 4 4 12
Standards - ICT 25 0 33 58
Standards - non-ICT 22 1 0 23
Visibility 5 6 0 11
Preliminary / studies 6 0 1 7
Translation 2 2 0 4
Quality assessment 2 2 0 4
Total 66 15 38 119

Table 3 shows the numbers of grant agreements signed between the Commission and each
ESO in each of the four years covered by the study. It shows a significant fall in the number
of agreements from 2004 to 2005 (down by 40%), a small rise in 2006 (up 7%) and then a
further significant fall in 2007 (down by 38%). This overall downward trend in the number of
agreements has been prompted by problems with the financial and administrative aspects
of managing the grant agreements, resulting in a reduced willingness on the part of the
ESOs to seek financing from EC/EFTA, particularly for relatively small amounts of money.
The fall in the number of actions also reflects attempts by the Commission to limit the
number of new agreements signed while efforts were made to clear a large backlog of
contracts that could not be closed due to problems relating to the financial claims. Finally,
there was some consolidation of elements of the financing that had previously been
contracted through individual grant agreements into the scope of the new Operating Grants
issued from 2006 onwards.

Table 3 — Numbers of grant agreements signed between the ESOs and the
Commission, by ESO and year (2004-7)

Year CEN CENELEC ETSI Total
2004 27 6 12 45
2005 9 5 13 27
2006 20 2 7 29
2007 10 2 6 18
Total 66 15 38 119

EC/EFTA financial allocations 2004-7

EC/EFTA financing for standardisation under contracts issued to the ESOs in the period
2004-7 has totalled just over €60 million, or approximately €15m per annum. It should be
noted that the figures presented here are based on the planned maximum financial
allocations agreed in the contracts and in subsequent revisions to those contracts - the
actual amount of financing provided cannot be confirmed.

The financial allocations issued to each ESO in each year are summarised in Table 4. As
can be seen from the figures, the total amount of financing allocated each year has been
broadly stable over the period, although there has been a small amount of variation from
one year to the next. Therefore, while the numbers of grant agreements signed each year
has fallen, the total amount of EC/EFTA financing allocated has remained broadly the same.
This indicates an upward trend in the average volume of EC/EFTA financing per agreement,
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from just over €350k in 2004 to just over €780k in 2007, an increase of over 120%. This
trend towards larger contracts again reflects a desire on the part of both the Commission
and the ESOs to minimise the administrative burden associated with the management of the
contracts, particularly the financial aspects. This trend is further confirmed by the fact that
40% of the agreements signed in 2004 involved EC/EFTA financing of less than €70k, while
in 2007 all of the grant agreements involved EC/EFTA financing of more than €70k.

The ESOs receive markedly different shares of the overall total, with CEN receiving almost
two-thirds (65%), ETSI just over a quarter (26%), and CENELEC the remaining 9%. This
reflects a range of differences between the ESOs, most significantly the nature and scale of
their activities and the willingness on the part of the ESOs and their members to take up the
available financing support.

Table 4 — EC/EFTA funding allocations, by ESO and year (2004-7)

Year CEN CENELEC ETSI Total

2004 € 10,219,870 € 1,462,361 €4,174,765 € 15,856,996
2005 €7,010,368 € 1,918,576 € 4,780,748 € 13,709,692
2006 € 12,341,994 € 905,826 € 3,624,290 € 16,872,110
2007 € 9,596,646 € 1,202,850 € 3,285,559 € 14,085,055
Total € 39,168,878 € 5,489,613 € 15,865,362 € 60,523,853

Table 5 sets out the financial allocations made to each ESO by type of activity. It reveals
both the relative scale of financing involved in each area, and the differing profile of the
ESOs in terms of the areas in which they are receiving financing. The APCs / OGs
represent the largest element of the financing, amounting to just over €30 million across the
period and constituting just over half of the financial allocations made. EC/EFTA financing
for standardisation work has totalled just over €18 million, or just under a third of the total
(32%) while the remaining areas of support have each attracted less than €1 million per
annum in funding allocations.

Table 5 — EC/EFTA funding allocations, by ESO and area of support (2004-7)

Area of support CEN CENELEC ETSI Total

APC /OG € 18,973,683 € 3,198,421 | €8,632,157 € 30,804,261
Standards - ICT € 4,761,228 €0 €7,072,655 € 11,833,883
Standards - non-ICT €7,478,913 € 31,381 €0 €7,510,294
Visibility € 248,562 € 977,444 €0 € 1,226,006
Preliminary / studies € 2,934,360 €0 € 160,550 € 3,094,910
Translation € 1,580,959 € 950,000 €0 € 2,530,959
Quality assessment (04/05 only) | € 3,191,173 € 332,367 €0 € 3,523,540
Total € 39,168,878 € 5,489,613 | € 15,865,362 | € 60,523,853

The average financial allocation from EC/EFTA during the period covered by the study is
just over €0.5 million per grant agreement, but this figure is heavily skewed by the
APCs/OGs which are very large actions (averaging just over €2.5 million) in comparison
with the other forms of support (averaging just under €280k each).

All of the work financed by EC/EFTA is carried out on a cost-shared or ‘co-financing’ basis,
based around the agreed eligible costs of the actions. Overall, EC/EFTA have financed
59% of the total eligible costs associated with the work, though this does vary by
agreement. For some areas of support the eligible costs are fairly close to the real (total)
costs of the actions. However, in the case of standardisation work itself, this often involves
very substantial inputs from industry and other stakeholders that are not considered as part
of the eligible costs. EC/EFTA support is therefore co-financing the actual real total costs of
the standards development work at a much lower level. While little data exists on the total
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inputs provided to European standardisation and who finances the global effort, a study by
Roland Berger (2000) identified that in 1999, inputs to the CEN ‘system’ totalled just over
€700m in equivalent costs, of which industry and other stakeholders financed 93%, national
governments 5% and EC/EFTA just 2%. Further information on the financing of standards
development can be found in Appendix E.

Management and administration of the system of financing

This section provides a summary overview of how the system of financing is managed and
administrated, focusing on the roles of the key actors involved. Further, more detailed
information on the management and administration of the individual financing elements is
presented in Sections 3.2 to 3.8 below.

Role of DG ENTR Unit I3

Unit 3 (standardisation) of Directorate | (New Approach Industries, Tourism and CSR) of DG
Enterprise and Industry is the main Unit responsible for standardisation within the EC and is
the budget holder for standardisation work. The Unit draws up and manages contracts with
the ESOs, coordinates all standards grant applications (excluding those relating to ICT), and
monitors the execution of the work from a contractual and financial perspective. It works
with other Commission services to support their use of standardisation and also provides an
annual allocation to Unit D4 to administer and control standardisation work within the ICT
sector.

Role of DG ENTR Unit D4

Since 2006, Unit 4 (ICT for competitiveness and Innovation) of Directorate D (Innovation
policy) of DG Enterprise and Industry has managed and coordinated standardisation work in
the ICT area, utilising an annual budget allocation from Unit 13. It organises an annual
programming and commissioning cycle, gathering together requests for standardisation
from across Commission services and assembling these into an annual work programme to
issue to the ESOs. It then organises and manages the evaluation of grant applications and
is responsible for drawing up and managing the contracts. The unit also coordinates and
manages the standardisation work undertaken under this work programme, and has a policy
interest in some of the supported actions.

Role of other Commission units

Beyond the coordinating units, there is involvement in the standardisation system from other
Units within DG Enterprise and Industry (particularly units H1 and 15, but also others
including B1, B2, E3, G2 and 14) and from Units within DG Information Society and Media
(including units A1, A3, C1, D3, F5, G4, H1, H2 and H3). A smaller number of units from
other Commission services are also involved, particularly from the Directorate Generals for
Transport and Energy, Internal Market and Services, Health and Consumer Affairs, and
Research. All of these Commission Units have responsibility for policy areas that are of
relevance to specific standardisation work undertaken during the study period and are
consulted by Units I3 / D4 in the management and coordination of the system of financing
(e.g. in the development of the annual ICT Work Programme, or the drafting of
standardisation mandates). Some are also involved in the assessment of proposals and the
outputs from standardisation work through a split-responsibility arrangement.

Role of EFTA
EFTA is an intergovernmental organisation set up for the promotion of economic integration
to the benefit of its four Member States (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland). It

provides 5% of the total EC/EFTA contribution to the financing of standardisation across all
six main areas of financial support. Although it largely leaves the day-to-day operations of
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the system of financing to the European Commission, it cooperates closely with the
Commission coordinating Units and maintains a key interest in the standardisation work and
its contribution to policy objectives.

Role of the ESOs

There are three ESOs: ETSI (telecommunications standardisation), CENELEC
(electrotechnical standardisation) and CEN (other areas of standardisation). They are
private, non-profit organisations formally recognised by the European Parliament, Council
and Commission and are the only bodies able (under Community legislation) to develop
formally recognised European Standards relating to EU legislation. Each is a membership-
based organisation that finances its activities mainly through a combination of membership
fees and financial support provided by EC/EFTA. The Central Secretariats (or management
centres) of the ESOs provide management and administrative support to the wider body of
member organisations, and coordinate and manage contracts with EC/EFTA. They receive
financial support through an Operating Grant with EC/EFTA towards the costs of their
Central Secretariat activities. Although they manage and facilitate other EC/EFTA financial
support (e.g. for translation or standards development) this money does not stay within the
ESOs and is paid to NSBs (e.g. towards the cost of holding a TC secretariat) and other
bodies and individuals (e.g. New Approach Consultants and sub-contracted experts).

The following sections look at each of the main areas of financing in more detail.
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Support to the central operations of the ESOs

Introduction

In this section we report on the Annual Performance Contracts (APCs) and Operating
Grants (OGs) that were signed between EC/EFTA and the three ESOs during the period
2004-7 and which provide financial support for the existence and functioning of the ESO
Central Secretariats (or Management Centres).

The APCs were a specific type of Grant Agreement for an Action that were signed in 2004
and 2005 with the objective of supporting “the execution by the [ESO Central Secretariat or
Management Centre] of tasks to improve the quality, the efficiency and the visibility of
European standardisation activities.” From 2006° the APCs were replaced by OGs, which
provide a financial contribution to each ESO’s annual work programme, supporting ‘the
existence and function of the [ESO Central Secretariat or Management Centre]”.

Nature and extent of the financial support provided
Agreements

In total 12 APCs/OGs were signed with the ESOs during the period 2004-7, with one
agreement being signed with each ESO each year and each having a ‘standard’ duration of
twelve months®.

Financial allocations

The support allocated to the Central Secretariats through the APCs and OGs totalled almost
€31 million from 2004-7, representing just over half (51%) of the financing allocated by
EC/EFTA to the ESOs across the period. The EC/EFTA financial contribution in each
agreement averaged €2.6 million, though the allocations assigned to each ESO in each
year varied significantly, ranging from €684k to €6.7 million. Over the period, CEN was
allocated a total of €18.97 million, CENELEC €3.20 million and ETSI €8.63 million.

Table 6, Table 7 and Table 8 show the eligible costs and amounts of EC/EFTA financing
allocated to CEN, CENELEC and ETSI respectively, under the APCs / OGs from 2004-7.

Looking at CEN first, Table 6 shows that CEN was allocated ~€3.9 million under each APC
(2004 and 2005) representing a contribution of ~70% of the eligible costs of carrying out the
tasks identified in the contracts. With the switch to the OGs, the scale of the eligible costs
increased significantly, almost doubling to just over €11 million per annum, while the
EC/EFTA support rate fell slightly to ~60% of the eligible costs. This resulted in an average
contribution of ~€6.7 million per annum, significantly higher than under the APCs. However,
the CEN OGs included a financial allocation of ~€1.8 million per annum (supported at 100%
of the costs) for the work of the New Approach consultants that had previously been subject
to a separate contract (grant agreement). If this significant ‘new’ element had not been
included within the OGs then the switch from APC to OG would have marked a far more
modest (i.e. ~25%) increase in the volume of support provided by EC/EFTA.

It should be noted that the OGs also include EC/EFTA financing to cover the costs of audits
required by the Commission. In the case of CEN these costs were estimated at a not
insignificant €300k in 2007. If the costs of both the New Approach Consultants and the

The switch to the OG was implemented on 1% May 06, so 2006 was a ‘hybrid’ year marking the conclusion of the APC

signed in 2005 and the introduction of the new OG

It should be noted that the OGs for 2006 lasted only 8 months to adjust for the change from APC to OG, and the
associated switch to a contractual period covering one full calendar year (Jan 1st — Dec 31%)
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audits were removed from the 2007 OG then the contribution from EC/EFTA funding would
have totalled ~€4.6 million, equivalent to 51% of the (€9 million) eligible costs of the
operations of the Central Secretariat itself.

Table 6 — EC/EFTA financing for CEN under APCs / OGs (2004-7)

Action / year | Duration (months) | Eligible Costs | EC/EFTA contribution | Support rate
APC /2004 12 € 5,664,090 € 3,894,737 69%
APC /2005 12 €5,377,870 € 3,842,106 71%
OG /2006 8 € 7,394,000 € 4,500,000 61%
OG /2007 12 € 11,169,000 €6,736,842 60%
Total 44 € 29,604,960 € 18,973,685 64%

Table 7 presents similar data for CENELEC, detailing the scale of eligible costs and the

EC/EFTA contribution under the 2004 and 2005 APCs and the 2006 and 2007 OGs.

It can

be seen that the scale of CENELEC activities is very much smaller than for CEN, with the
eligible costs for the APCs averaging around €1.1 million per annum and the eligible costs

under the OGs averaging around €3.2 million per annum.

CENELEC activities were

supported at an average rate of 60% under the APCs, falling to 43% and then 29% under
the 2006 and 2007 OGs. If the costs of audits and New Approach consultants are taken out
of CENELEC’s 2007 OG the level of co-financing support from EC/EFTA falls to 24%.

Table 7 — EC/EFTA financing for CENELEC under APCs / OGs (2004-7)

Action / year | Duration (months) | Eligible Costs | EC/EFTA contribution | Support rate
APC /2004 12 € 1,211,200 € 684,211 56%
APC /2005 12 € 1,072,900 € 684,211 64%
OG /2006 8 € 1,929,363 € 830,000 43%
OG /2007 12 € 3,469,958 € 1,000,000 29%
Total 44 €7,683,421 € 3,198,422 42%

Table 8 presents APC/OG data for ETSI, again detailing the scale of eligible costs and the
EC/EFTA contribution under the 2004 and 2005 APCs and the 2006 and 2007 OGs. It can
be seen that the scale of ETSI activities is fairly close to that of CEN, with the eligible costs
for the APCs averaging around €4.9 million per annum and the eligible costs under the OGs
averaging just over €8.1 million per annum. However, ETSI activities were supported at an
average rate of 43% under the APCs, falling to an average of 26% under the 2006 and 2007
OGs, considerably less than that provided to CEN and slightly below that provided to
CENELEC. ETSI does not employ any New Approach consultants so the level of co-
financing of its Central Secretariat activities in 2007 can be calculated at 23%, almost
identical to that provided to CENELEC and just below half the co-financing rate realised by
CEN.

Table 8 — EC/EFTA financing for ETSI under APCs / OGs (2004-7)

Action / year | Duration (months) | Eligible Costs | EC/EFTA contribution | Support rate
APC /2004 12 € 4,687,300 €2,131,316 45%
APC /2005 12 € 5,132,900 € 2,105,263 41%
OG /2006 8 € 5,880,000 € 1,675,800 29%
0G /2007 12 € 10,420,000 € 2,500,000 24%
Total 44 € 26,120,200 € 8,412,379 32%

The three tables above show some general trends and also some marked differences
between the levels of co-financing being offered (or claimed) across the three ESOs.
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Overall the financial support offered through the APCs was set at a higher co-financing rate
(%) than the OGs, but included fewer items as eligible costs. Overall each of the ESOs has
seen a slight increase in the absolute volume of funding received under the OGs as
compared to the APCs, even though the nominal co-financing rate has dropped.

What the financing pays for

The APCs and OGs cover those elements of the Central Secretariat’'s activities that the
Commission has an interest in maintaining, and both the Commission and the ESOs regard
the financial support as a blanket grant or subsidy that covers most tasks or activities
carried out by the Central Secretariats. There are a small number of elements of work that
are excluded, for example where activity is near-commercial, or is less appropriate for public
funding (e.g. hospitality events), but otherwise EC/EFTA pay a proportion of the costs of
everything, from buildings and equipment to staff costs, with personnel accounting for the
greatest part of the budget. However, there are important differences between the two
types of contract, with the switch from APCs to OGs heralding a shift to what is widely
considered to be a more stable and natural system of support.

APCs

As indicated above, the APCs were based around a financial contribution being offered
towards the costs of executing specific tasks carried out by the Central Secretariats of each
ESO. There was some variability in the specific tasks covered by the APCs, both between
the three ESOs and between the two contracts (2004 and 2005), but the main task areas
can be broadly summarised as follows:

* Improving the quality of European standardisation
o Awareness building
Involvement of societal dimensions
Societal awareness
Optimisation of the use of European standards
Quality management and quality policy
o Analysis of relevance of European standards

o O O O

* Improving the efficiency of European standardisation
o Management (and support/optimisation) of standardisation work
Management of experts’ activities
Management of financial activities
Support to the [ESO] ICT programme
External Relations Co-ordination
Management of the information procedure according to the directive 98/34/EC
and monitoring that ESO members respect standstill obligations
Optimisation of the European standardisation production system
Improvement in electronic working
Benchmarking activities
o Quality management activities
* Improving the visibility of European standardisation in EU/EFTA countries and at the
international level
o Integration of the new [ESO] members
o Promoting the benefits of the European standardisation system at the
international level — improvements in relations with ISO/IEC
o Promoting the benefits of the European standardisation system in the world —
institutional relationships
o Promoting the European standardisation concept and benefits in EC/EFTA
institutions

O O O O ©

o O O
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o Publications, events, seminars, updating of the web-sites
*  Audits

o External audit of all specific agreements finalised during the financial year that
exceed the amounts defined for the interim and/or final payment

As can be seen from the list of main task areas, the purpose of the APCs was to enable the
ESOs to make improvements to the functioning of the Central Secretariats. However, many
of the ‘tasks’ described were part of the day-to-day functioning of the organisations, and no
explicit changes or improvements were sought, i.e. the APCs provided ongoing support for
the existence of these functions, rather than as a means to drive improvement in them. In
other areas the APCs tasked the ESOs with specific improvements to their functioning,
which were considered by the Commission to be necessary at that time.

The shift from APCs to OGs

The change from APCs to OGs was prompted in part by an intervention on the part of the
Court of Auditors wherein it was perceived that the APCs ‘bordered’ on infrastructure
support, specifically because many of the activities attracting co-financing were stable, day-
to-day operations that were carried out as a matter of course. Different financial rules apply
to ‘one-off actions as compared to subventions (subsidies to ongoing activities) and the
Court of Auditors considered the support being provided through the APCs was closer to a
subsidy than a one-off action. The switch to a system of OGs addressed this concern.

However, this was not the only identified problem with the APCs. It has been pointed out by
the ESOs that while the primary intention of the APCs was to support the Central
Secretariat operations, the system of ‘tasking’ the ESOs caused them in some cases to
have to direct resources away from certain ‘core’ activities in order to chase targets set by
the Commission. While the prescribed tasks were rarely outside the natural scope or remit
of the ESOs, the inclusion of performance indicators in some cases meant that the balance
of activities was not optimised from the ESO perspective. The requirement to achieve pre-
specified targets was in some cases considered to be an ineffective or inefficient use of
resources, and problems were created when targets were not met as this led in some cases
to a financial penalty, which in turn led to budgetary problems.

The switch in contractual arrangements therefore marked a shift from a situation where
EC/EFTA played a significant role in determining specific tasks to be undertaken by the
ESO (under the APCs) to one where EC/EFTA provided support to appropriate areas of
activity within annual work programmes (or business plans) determined by the ESOs
themselves (under the OGs). This is reflected in the wording of respective objective
statements, with the APC supporting the execution of tasks to improve European
standardisation and the OG supporting the existence and functioning of the ESOs.

It should be noted that while the switch to OGs effectively ended the ‘tasking’ of the ESOs
by the Commission, that does not mean that the ESOs stopped generating the kinds of
improvements with which they were tasked under the APCs. The annual business plans of
the ESOs in all cases encompass efforts to extend their functions and services, and to
revise and improve their processes.

OGs

Under the new OGs, the three ESOs set out their intended activities for the year in the form
of an annual work programme for the organisation, with explanation given as to the areas of
activity that are eligible for financial support from EC/EFTA. The following list provides a
broad overview of the main areas where ESO Central Secretariats undertake activities and
where EC/EFTA has provided a financial contribution.

e Corporate - maintaining and improving corporate structures, processes and
management
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* LegallFinancial — maintaining and improving infrastructure/services (contracts,
agreements, auditing, accounting, EC contractual obligations, etc.)

* IT - maintaining and improving infrastructure and services (including architecture,
operations, data, quality control, and the development, improvement and promotion of

tools)
* HR - human resource and training functions
* Facilities — providing facilities and facilitating events (interoperability events,

workshops, etc.)

e Standards - management and delivery of standardisation work, forums and outputs,
plus controlling, supporting and rationalising standardisation projects and the
standards making process

e Quality - Ensuring, developing, maintaining and promoting rules, procedures and
quality levels, plus the management and subcontracting of quality assessments

* Innovation — Encouraging and supporting the development or enhancement of new
areas of standardisation and promoting standardisation in innovative areas

* Research - Promoting links between research activities and standardisation, plus
improving relations with research and academia

* Promotion and visibility — implementation of programmes to promote the ESOs, the
benefits of European standards and the European standardisation system, through
international relations and policies, events, seminars and websites, etc.

* Relationships - Establishing, managing and improving relations, communication and
coordination with other bodies (international, ESOs, EC/EFTA, etc.)

* Membership - Providing and improving services to and communication with members
and other affiliates / partners, plus efforts to increase membership

e Europe - Disseminating and responding to EC documents, policy and information

As indicated above, financing support for the quality assessment activity carried out by the
New Approach consultants — previously financed through separate annual grant
agreements - was included within the OGs following their introduction in 2006.

Rationale for the financing

Interviews with Commission officials have confirmed that they consider it to be both
appropriate and necessary for EC/EFTA to contribute to the maintenance and ongoing
development of a strong European standardisation system that allows for the development
of European standards that directly support the implementation of European policies and
legislation. It is also considered important for the ESOs to be responsive to requests from
the Commission in order to ensure that European standardisation can be used to support
public policy as well as industrial policy objectives. Finally, it is considered important for the
Commission to have some degree of influence, if not control, over the ESOs in order to
ensure that certain fundamental principles, such as openness and transparency are being
observed.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

There is general agreement among all interviewees that the financing of the Central
Secretariats of the ESOs are relevant to, and contribute either directly or indirectly to the
achievement of all of the main policy objectives (relating to standardisation) that were
identified through our review of Commission policy documents. The relevance and
contribution towards each group of objectives is discussed further below.
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Objectives relating to industrial policy

The Central Secretariats help to manage the flow of Commission requests and manage
associated grant agreements for specific pieces of standardisation work that generate
positive benefits relating to European industry and the European economy and which are in
line with EC priorities in these areas. The financing of the Central Secretariats is therefore
relevant to all of the Commission’s objectives relating to industrial policy, though somewhat
indirectly in many cases.

The majority of standardisation work managed by the Central Secretariats has direct
relevance to, or brings benefits to the European economy by facilitating and ensuring
interoperability and therefore assisting in the completion and functioning of the single
market. Standardisation work relating to the interoperability of the trans-European
conventional rail system is a case in point. Undertaken in response to a Commission
mandate for programming and standardisation addressed to the ESOs, it represents a
significant and long-term area of work, managed by CEN, that has strong links to industrial
policy objectives and which has been partly driven by Commission requests and offers of
financial support in this area.

The standardisation system also undertakes a great deal of work that helps to enhance the
competitiveness of European industry and facilitate innovation. This is particularly evident
in relation to ICT standardisation where grant agreements managed by the ESOs have, for
example, encouraged and helped to enable collaboration on areas where it is not
appropriate or beneficial to compete. This often results itself in innovative collaborative
solutions, but also allows European industry to allocate time and resources to innovation
and competition in more appropriate areas. The standardisation itself can also form the
basis, or benchmark, for future innovation. In such cases, EC/EFTA support for the Central
Secretariats has contributed towards the costs of a platform that provides the open,
transparent and structured forum within which such joint working can take place.

Through promotion and visibility work, the ESOs themselves - and through specific grant
agreements with EC/EFTA, other actors - have promoted Europe and European
standardisation, formed closer links with neighbouring countries and internationally, and
have ultimately assisted European industry in its ability to access world markets. Such
activity is also a key strand within the business plans (and therefore also now the Operating
Grants) of the ESOs, which form the basis for EC/EFTA support of the Central Secretariats.

The ESOs also have a key role in both maintaining and improving the standardisation
system, through for example, the systems that are used and the types of deliverables that
are produced (e.g. a graduated range of types that respond to different market needs), in an
effort to increase the market relevance of standards development. Workshops, for
instance, have been developed within the CEN system to deliver formal documents through
a fast process and on a different basis of participation to the usual standards development
within TCs. Their more open structure and processes aim to bridge the gap between
industrial consortia that produce de-facto standards with the limited participation of
interested parties, and the formal European standardisation process which produces
standards through consensus under the authority of CEN member bodies.

Finally, facilitating the take-up of European standards and more specifically, ensuring
effective use of standards by SMEs is encouraged in a broad range of standardisation
activity, but not least through the translation contracts that are managed by the ESOs as
part of the Operating Grant. In terms of specific actions, those relating to pressure
equipment helpdesks and the development of a toolkit / training to promote the involvement
of SMEs in the standardisation process are good examples of the work managed by the
ESO that are aimed primarily at enabling and increasing the take-up and use of standards.
The role of SMEs (and other specific interest groups) within the standardisation process is
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also increasing through the involvement of other organisations (e.g. NORMAPME) in the
standardisation process — with membership/partnership status bestowed by the three ESOs.

Obijectives relating to public policy and societal needs

In relation to public policy and societal needs, the Central Secretariats again help to
manage the flow of Commission requests and manage associated grant agreements for
standardisation work that can generate benefits in line with Commission objectives in this
area.

For example, the Central Secretariats manage a standardisation system that undertakes the
development of Harmonised Standards that have a presumption of conformity to (and
therefore support) the essential requirements of New Approach legislation, much of which is
concerned with providing a high level of protection of health and safety. By supporting the
Central Secretariats in this role, EC/EFTA is therefore helping to promote these benefits of
standardisation.  Similarly, the Commission can encourage, through associated grant
agreements, standardisation in support of the public interest. Sometimes this relates to
health and safety (as in the case of standardisation work around fertilisers and liming
materials), but also other wider issues of public/societal concern (such as emergency call
standardisation work).

Commission “buy-in” to the European platform also enables it to encourage increased
standardisation in specific areas, such as the protection of the environment and
promoting sustainable development or ensuring accessibility for all in society (e.g. the
disabled, or elderly). Specific grant agreements on calculating the energy performance of
buildings or user-oriented handling of multicultural issues in broadband and narrowband
multimedia communications are clear examples of standardisation work with the potential to
achieve benefits in line with the Commission’s objectives in these areas. There are also
more horizontal developments such as the environmental checklist (originally developed by
ISO, and part of the CEN Guide 4 “Guide for addressing environmental issues in product
standards”) that are now being used throughout CEN to increase the impact of
standardisation in these areas.

Objectives relating to strengthening the standardisation system

The OG supports an open and transparent platform where European standardisation work
can take place and provides resources to maintain an effective and efficient European
system of standardisation that the Commission can make use of and benefit from. This line
of financing is therefore directly relevant to the majority of Commission objectives relating to
strengthening the standardisation system.

Although the OG provides only a contribution towards the costs of the Central Secretariats,
it plays a vital role in ensuring the financial viability of European standardisation at its
current level and in creating the capacity within the Central Secretariat to manage and
organise a large amount of standardisation work. It also helps the ESOs to provide a flexible
and transparent European platform for consensus building, for both economic and social
partners, plus other relevant interested groups.

The OG also helps to further develop and strengthen the standardisation system (e.g. in
terms of its efficiency, timeliness, effectiveness, coherence, etc.). A significant part of
the business plans that form the basis of the Operating Grant agreements focus on planned
efforts by the Central Secretariats to improve the quality and efficiency of European
standardisation through, for example, the involvement of societal dimensions, the
management of standardisation work, the optimisation of the European standardisation
production system and improvements in electronic workings.
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Objectives relating to extension and inclusion

As was mentioned above, the Central Secretariats help to manage the flow of Commission
requests and manage associated grant agreements for specific pieces of standardisation
work. These activities in turn generate positive benefits relating to EC priorities for industry
and public policy. The open and transparent platform provided by the ESOs offers a forum
where European standardisation work can take place that can be used to follow up on EU
policy requests/initiatives. The financing of the Central Secretariats therefore plays a
significant role in supporting the EC objective of increasing the role of standards in support
of its policy and legislation.

Further to this, the OG provides resources to assist this system to grow and expand, both in
terms of the actors involved and in terms of the areas covered by standardisation.

For example, efforts are made by the Central Secretariats to increase the extent to which
the existing system is inclusive (ensuring effective participation of all relevant actors) and
is promoted and visible to those outside of the current system. A major part of the OGs
focuses on improving the visibility of the European standardisation system, both within
Europe and at the international level, with EC/EFTA funding being used to encourage the
integration of new ESO members, promote the European standardisation system and its
benefits throughout the world and within Europe and to undertake other related activities
such as publications, events, seminars, web services, etc.

The OGs also point to the important role of the Central Secretariats in encouraging and
supporting the development or enhancement of new areas of standardisation and promoting
standardisation in innovative areas. In particular, the OG encourages the ESOs to increase
activity in new areas (e.g. security or services), or in relation to new areas of policy or
legislation (e.g. electronic signatures or information security).

Added-value and impacts of financing

Feedback from ESOs

From discussions with the ESOs it is clear that the OG has a significant and wide-ranging
impact on the structure, organisation and activities of the ESO Central Secretariats, and that
this in turn has helped to enable, strengthen and expand a European standardisation
system that contributes in a variety of ways towards the full range of Commission policy
objectives, as set out above.

The main area of added-value of the EC/EFTA support is to increase the scale and quality
of the ESO operations and to help them to provide the necessary human and infrastructural
resources to run an effective service on behalf of their members, the Commission and wider
society. The financial support provided through the OGs rarely if ever results in the creation
of wholly new or additional activity, but instead facilitates increased levels of activity and
strengthens operations in areas that are most closely linked to Commission policy and
objectives.

The ESOs, through the OG, also assist the Commission in the handling and management of
requests for standardisation and related work discussed elsewhere in this report. The
Central Secretariats provide ‘single-points of entry’ for Commission requests for such work
and they provide a significant role in helping the standardisation committees to respond to
those requests. There is a considerable administrative burden associated with responding
to Commission requests and the taking up of financial support, and much of this burden is
carried by the Central Secretariats. The financing of specific programmes of standards
development work and related exercises are therefore enabled in large measure by the
OGs. It is important to note that the co-financing of such ‘project-specific’ activity by
EC/EFTA does not include any financing element for supporting activity carried out by the
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Central Secretariat. As such, the OGs are the only element of the financing that is retained
by the Central Secretariats and which contributes to their operations. It is therefore unlikely
that this supporting activity could be maintained without the OG.

Other elements of the financing of European standardisation by EC/EFTA are also enabled
through the OGs. These include work carried out to enable NSBs to take-up the financial
support offered towards the costs of the translation of harmonised standards into
Community languages (other than the three official languages of the ESOs). The OG
financing also assists the ESOs in organising and managing the system of New Approach
consultants that carry out quality assessments of harmonised standards, ensuring that
these provide a clear and appropriate basis for the implementation of the New Approach
legislation.

The provision of a significant financial contribution to the costs of the Central Secretariats
also enables the Commission to gain a greater degree of influence over the ESOs’ activities
— though it is not considered appropriate by either party to make this feature more formal or
explicit. It helps to maintain a relationship between the Commission and the ESO, which
enables the Commission to direct mandates to the ESO, request the development of
harmonised standards and reference these and other ESO outputs in its policy documents.
It is generally accepted that the OGs encourage the standardisation bodies, both at EU and
national levels, to be more amenable to the requests of the Commission and to be more
reactive to its wishes. As an indication of the influence of the financial support, there are few
cases where the ESOs have refused to do something that the Commission has specifically
asked for. The financing provided through the OG also enables greater focus on areas of
importance to the Commission, such as for example, keeping the purchase price of
standards as low as possible and ensuring participation by all relevant actors, with these
given some greater level of priority as a result.

CEN provided the evaluators with detailed information to show the importance of the
EC/EFTA financial contribution to the CEN Management Centre (CMC) and its activities, by
presenting two different scenarios (CMC with and without EC/EFTA funding). A
diagrammatic illustration is given in Figure 1 below (next page).

In the case of CMC, the EC contribution represents about 40% of the total budget5. Broadly,
this support allows CMC to offer a more complete and proactive structure that is beneficial
to its stakeholders and suitable to the needs of the global economy. This includes actively
cooperating with the EC, supporting all relevant EU policies and actively seeking new areas
where standards could be developed.

The current work of the CMC includes:

e Setting up and running forums in various fields and growing sectors where experts
can express their opinions, exchange ideas and build consensus on measures
developed by the EC

* Offering other products (Technical Specifications, Technical Reports, CEN Workshop
Agreements) that can have greater market relevance or meet other market needs
(such as timeliness) or involve international stakeholders (CWA) - currently 1,200
such documents are published annually

* Promoting and ensuring high visibility for the European standardisation system
through its website, publications, events and Infodesk

* Representing CMC and European standardisation at events (conferences, workshops,
meetings, etc.) in Europe and in different world markets

* Actively promoting European standardisation and the European model of Conformity
Assessment through a dedicated External Policy Department, e.g. through preparing

5 The total budget includes both eligible and non-eligible costs
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promotional material, liaising and cooperating with other standardisation bodies and
by managing technical assistance programmes targeted at developing and other third
countries

Figure 1 - CMC structure and activities with (top) and without (bottom) EC/EFTA
funding

The CMC paper suggests that these activities would be reduced, wound-down or lost if the
EC reduced or stopped its support, or that they would not exist (at least in the same form) if
the support had never been provided. Without having received EC/EFTA financial
contributions towards its costs, CMC also believes that a number of other significant
differences would exist, for example:

¢ CMC would have a reduced, simplified and more basic structure

* lts objective would be only or mainly to ensure CEN'’s procedures for the production of
standards

e Support provided to the General Assembly, Technical Board and Administrative Board
would be relatively low

e IT support tools would not have been developed, for example those that allow
standardisation experts to find accurate information relating to ongoing activities
(Projex-Online) and the procedures to be followed in developing standards (BOSS)

¢ Only basic support would be provided by (a smaller number of) PMs to the TCs
(responding to queries and requests), making the work of the TCs even more difficult
and reducing the effectiveness/efficiency of the system

* CMC staff members would only be requested to carry out the tasks necessary to the
production of standards without adding any value to their work
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* CMC would focus on its core processes only and would be a reactive, not a proactive
organisation

A further area where the provision of the OG has enabled CEN to revise its processes
relates to the time taken to develop European standards. Historically much of the
standardisation work carried out under New Approach Directives has taken many years to
complete, with some individual standards taking as long as a decade to reach the market.
The Commission has, through various communications and ongoing dialogue with the
ESOs, sought to encourage revisions to processes that might shorten these development
times. CEN has implemented a range of changes to its processes to enable such
improvement, with a very clear and marked effect, as demonstrated by Figure 2. The figure
illustrates, for example, that the 248 harmonised standards (HS) published by CEN in 2003
took an average of almost eight years to produce (i.e. between acceptance of the work item
and publication of the standard in the Official Journal) while the 329 HS published to 31"
Dec 08 took an average of less than three years to produce.

Figure 2 — Development time of CEN Harmonised Standards
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Both CENELEC and ETSI have also highlighted the important role played by the OGs in
supporting and strengthening their core activities and operations.

ETSI, for example, has indicated that the OG has supported a range of different cost
centres within the overall operation and has allowed it to bring, for example, new IT
applications to fruition as well as developing existing ones. It has also strengthened ETSI
staffing levels around key Technical Body support roles, enabling the core work to be
strengthened. The grant has also contributed to the continued efficient performance of
ETSI’s editing unit, leading to fast and accurate publication. ETSI’s IT platform has also
been maintained and developed, its contributions to the ICT policy area and related
standardisation has been encouraged, and its accounting procedures have been continually
improved and adapted to meet new EU financial requirements in an efficient manner. The
grant also supports the development of new initiatives, including the introduction of new
Technical Bodies and assistance to new people participating in the ETSI standardisation
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process. The OG has also supported ETSI’s participation in external visibility activities at
the European and global level (areas such as China, Latin America, Russia). These are just
some of the ways in which the OG has helped support ETSI’s functioning and operations
and should not be taken as a complete account.

ETSI has also signalled that withdrawal of the OG would lead to a measurable reduction in
staffing and a cutting back of actions that support Commission policy and requests to the
very core level. Promotion/visibility actions would have to be significantly curtailed, ETSI's
response to EU mandates and initiatives would have to be heavily reduced, support to
Technical Bodies doing the voluntary standards work would have to be cut back and the
organisation would not be able to start new work in certain key areas of public interest.

CENELEC has similarly indicated that the OG supports a very broad range of functions of
the Central Secretariat, but has also emphasised that many of these functions are directed
specifically towards areas of work requested by the Commission or otherwise required by
the Commission as a result of its administrative requirements. For example, the Central
Secretariat expends a significant amount of time in handling EC requests (mandates) for
standardisation work, supporting the development of the OG proposal each vyear,
establishing contracts and preparing financial quotations, negotiating the FPAs, managing
the New Approach consultants, and training its members on the Commission’s financial
rules in order to enable them to access, for example, the translation support. There is also
a significant workload in ‘translating’ the information provided by its members into the form
required by the Commission. This is in addition to the ‘core’ business of running and
developing an efficient and effective secretariat to support the organisation as a whole,
extending its networks, promoting the EU system both within and outside of the EU,
assisting new stakeholders, and so on. Again, it is very clear that a considerable amount of
Commission-facing activity would have to be significantly curtailed in the absence of the
OG.

The benefits of the arrangement between the Commission and the ESOs are not entirely
one-sided though, and from the point of view of the ESOs and their members there are
already benefits to the direct requests from the Commission. The ESOs enjoy a specific
legal (monopoly) status from the Commission, and the Commission creates additional
business for the ESOs’ members by providing mandates for EU standards that can then be
sold® and which may create additional requirements for conformity assessment, certification,
and so on. DG ENTR Units I3 and D4 are also working with other Commission services to
encourage them to make (greater) use of standards, offering the potential for greater
benefits to the ESOs and their members in the future. For these reasons many of the
requests for standardisation work issued by the Commission would still be accepted by the
ESOs in the absence of the OG and the Central Secretariats would still provide the
necessary support for those activities. However, the provision of the OG significantly
enhances the ability and capacity of the ESOs to respond to those requests, ensuring that
they are dealt within in a timely and efficient manner and ensuring that the financial and
administrative rules and requirements are met.

Feedback from the Commission

Feedback from Commission units is broadly in line with the information from the ESOs as
regards the benefits of the OG support. It is generally felt that this line of financing is
necessary, important and beneficial, and that while it is unlikely that this financial support
means that anything radically different is done, a stronger system has been developed as a
result of the greater resource available. The Commission also believes that the financial
support enables a greater focus on areas of importance to the Commission and that these
are given greater priority than they might otherwise be afforded. However, the Commission
is clear that it does not try to heavily influence the work programme of the ESOs and that

6 With the exception of ETSI, where all standards are made freely available
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the OG forms part of a ‘fair deal’ between two responsible partners who can support each
other.

Feedback from NSBs

From our discussions with NSBs, it is clear that there is often limited detailed knowledge
amongst this group of the EC/EFTA support specifically for the Central Secretariats,
especially amongst some of the smaller or newer member states. Most were aware that the
financial support is provided, but not what it is given for specifically or how this might be
impacting on the operations and activities of the ESOs.

Nevertheless, the Central Secretariats themselves are seen as an important and integral
part of the European standardisation system by the NSBs and therefore EC/EFTA support
for the operations is generally welcomed and supported. The infrastructure provided by the
ESOs is seen as particularly important, and unlikely to be maintained (at least at any where
near the same level) without EC/EFTA support. The importance of the role of the Central
Secretariats in coordinating specific standardisation activities that contribute towards the
achievement of European policy objectives was also seen as particularly significant from the
point of view of some NSBs.

Virtually all NSB that were consulted believed that the de-facto monopoly position of the
ESOs was a positive aspect of the European system of standardisation, with their unique
position and clear rules providing for a coherent and non-fragmented system. Comparisons
were often made to the US system of standardisation, which was seen as a less optimal
mode of organisation.

Feedback from other stakeholders

Most of the other stakeholders consulted are aware that financial support is provided to the
ESO Central Secretariats, but many do not have an understanding of the scale of this
contribution, what it is given specifically for, or the precise ways in which activities are
enabled or expanded as a result. However, all of those consulted did see the Central
Secretariats as an important and integral part of the European standardisation system and
felt that EC/EFTA support towards those platforms is both warranted and a valuable
contribution to the system.

In particular, the OG is thought to have made a significant difference to the operations of the
Central Secretariats in terms of the volume of work undertaken within the ESOs, the amount
of standards that have been developed and the overall good progress that European
standardisation has made. It has also helped to raise awareness of the benefits of
European standards and standardisation, particularly in less ‘traditional’ fields, and
encouraged greater levels of participation and uptake.

Many stakeholders focused on the need for there to be a well functioning central point within
the system that can bring people from across Europe together, provide a platform for
consensus building, avoid duplication of effort and enable different points of view to be
discussed and resolved. It was highlighted that one of the major strengths of the European
system is that it is coherent and not fragmented, and this can be clearly seen when
compared to the problems that are caused by the hundreds of standardisation agencies and
contradicting standards that exist in the United States. A more fragmented or less centrally
supported system in Europe was generally seen as undesirable, and the role of EC/EFTA
financing in strengthening this centralised system is therefore clear. Some stakeholders also
suggested that the ESOs could now be playing a greater role internationally and provide
greater coordination of international standardisation activities, both to avoid duplication of
effort and to benefit EU interests where these are international.
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Stakeholders also highlighted the importance of the Commission’s support in encouraging
broader and more balanced participation in the standardisation process within the ESOs.
Inevitably there were differences of opinion as to the perfect balance of participation
depending on the interests of the specific stakeholders, but generally ‘non-industry’
stakeholders gave their appreciation for Commission efforts to counterbalance
representatives from industry within the process with the involvement of other interest
groups, particularly societal interests (environment, consumer protection, etc). Efforts to
encourage greater involvement from SMEs were also generally welcomed. However, some
stakeholders did suggest that there was a need for greater flexibility in the support given to
other interests in standardisation (e.g. with the possibility for sector-specific associations to
benefit from similar support). Others suggested that the Commission might like to consider
how it (and the ESOs) could better encourage greater involvement from some of the newer
Member States and those from southern Europe to balance what is currently seen to be an
overrepresentation of Northern European countries within the system (e.g. in TCs).

There is generally seen to be an ongoing need for EC/EFTA financial support to the Central
Secretariats in the future so that they can continue to provide the platform and infrastructure
within which standardisation takes place, and can continue to coordinate, support and
administer the time and resources contributed by others. The strengthening of the
European standardisation system is regarded as endless work and there continues to be a
need for a stronger system. EC/EFTA funding is important for helping the ESOs to
encourage this. Some stakeholders mentioned that if the EC were to stop its financial
support through the OG it is likely that a lot of standardisation activity would stop, especially
in areas that related closely to societal issues (public safety, health, environmental
protection, etc.). The current EC/EFTA contribution is seen as a not insignificant amount
that is integral to the current operation of the European standardisation system and that
without it the system would be greatly affected, at least in the short term.

In summary, then, the OGs are generally well regarded by all parties and are seen by the
ESOs and the Commission as a more stable basis for the execution of work than was the
case with the APCs. The support is more closely aligned to the activities established
through the ESOs’ business plans and therefore represents something closer to genuine
support for what the Central Secretariats, as professional organisations, have decided are
necessary for the ongoing maintenance and development of their operations. This naturally
includes significant activity that the Commission benefits from, and the simpler
arrangements associated with the OG allow smoother management and administration of
the support, leaving the ESOs with more space to respond favourably to the requests and
influence of the Commission. The switch from APCs to OGs is therefore welcomed and
should in the opinion of all stakeholders be retained.

Management and administration of the grants

DG Enterprise and Industry Unit 1.3 (standardisation) can be considered as the point of
origin or ‘customer’ for both the APCs and OGs. It initiates, agrees and signs-off the
contracts, and monitors the work of the Central Secretariats through formal and informal
routes.

Initiation and Proposal development

Each year proposals for the funding of the Central Secretariats are developed by the three
ESOs for submission to Unit I3 for assessment. Since the switch from APC to OG, the
content of these proposals has been closely linked to and based-upon the business plans of
the three ESOs and, as a result, they have become more varied in comparison to each
other in terms of their structure, format and content. Some initial discussions do take place
during the proposal development period between the ESOs and EC/EFTA, and this was
especially the case when switching from APC to OG in 2006, as the ESOs needed to better
understand the Commission’s expectations from the new contractual arrangements.
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However, as of today the ESOs are able to develop their OG proposals based around their
business plans with little need for input from the Commission.

Proposal assessment

The ESOs are not agencies of the Commission and so it cannot dictate their activities.
However, by supporting the Central Secretariats, the Commission can and does have some
visible influence on the work programmes of the ESOs, particularly through the assessment
of contracts. This direct influence is seen as minor, but, for example, when the ESOs
present their proposed work programme the Commission can and does on occasion go
back to the ESO with requests for modifications in relation to specific activities that are most
directly connected with the Commission and its priorities. The Commission wants to ensure
that the work programme is, as much as possible, appropriate and delivering what is
needed and will, through its negotiations, try to make sure that certain important elements
(e.g. notification procedures, NA consultants) are included within the ESO work plans.

As such, following submission by the ESOs, the proposals for funding of the Central
Secretariats go through a period of ‘inter-service consultation’ within the Commission, which
often results in a set of issues or comments on the proposal being addressed back to the
ESOs. Assuming that these issues are dealt with to the satisfaction of the Commission, a
final agreement is then reached and the contracts are signed between each of the ESOs
and the Commission.

Contracting

The APCs and OGs are very similar in format to each other. Both consist of the specific
contracts / agreements themselves (subject, duration, financial arrangements, required
deliverables, etc.) and annexes containing detailed descriptions of the tasks to be
performed, as well as budgets, payments and time schedules for delivery. Broadly, these
documents establish the obligations of the parties to carry out tasks or activities with the
support of financial support from the Community budget. Through the contract, the partner
undertakes to perform a set of tasks or activities, which are listed in the contract, and a
more detailed description of each of the tasks is provided in the annex, with (in the case of
the APCs) corresponding performance indicators.

There are no set timings for the process of agreeing the OGs. The agreements themselves
(under the OGs) cover 12 months from the beginning of January each year and so should
ideally be agreed and signed towards the end of the previous year. The ESOs suggest that
the assessment process by the evaluation committee within the Commission can take
around 6-8 weeks or longer, which would suggest that the process from initial submission
should run from September/October (at the latest) through to December. However, this
does not appear to be the case with, for example, the 2007 CEN OG signed in June and the
2008 OG signed in May.

The ESOs, some of their members and also the New Approach consultants (whose work
now forms part of the OG) have each identified problems that have occurred in relation to
the time taken to agree contracts and the resulting delays in the pre-financing payments.
There have in the past been significant delays between the proposal for the OG being
submitted and the issuing of the contract, resulting in work having to be performed before
any financing is received. This has caused problems, particularly in contractual
engagements with other individuals and organisations undertaking work.

We are aware that there have been moves to try to improve this situation, with eligible work
being able to take place before the OG is in place and a request from the Commission for
the ESOs to submit their applications by the end of September each year, so that the
evaluation of these can start earlier and result in earlier signature of contracts. However,
the ESOs have indicated that despite an earlier submission of their grant applications, these
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efforts have had little or no impact on the date that the OGs are signed. The Commission
does not know what its budget will be until March each year and, because of the size of the
OG, is reluctant to finalise the agreement until April, three or four months into the
programme of work. As such, it appears inevitable that formal agreement and pre-financing
for each ‘annual’ work programme will not be in place until April at the earliest, but more
typically May or June.

Monitoring and reporting

In terms of monitoring and reporting requirements, the APC required the ESOs to produce
an interim and final report. Both these reports were to provide a description of the work
carried out and the results obtained during the relevant reference period, with special regard
given to the performance indicators. They were also to be accompanied by a summary
showing the added value of the EC financial support through performance indicators for
each task.

Similarly, the OG also requires (i) an interim report on the implementation of the work
programme, and (ii) a final activity report describing the execution of the work programme.
The final report is required to include, for each area covered by the grant, a summary of the
relevant actions performed in order to achieve the objective, and (provided that the time-
span of the grant agreement allows) a brief assessment of their impact. In addition, the OG
also requires additional deliverables relating to the NA Consultants. For example, activity
reports (3 per year) are required to include a summary table showing the standards
assessed, the results of assessment, the work item number and any pertinent information,
plus a draft calendar of proposed missions / meetings in the forthcoming reporting period.

The interim and final reports required of the ESOs under the OG provide the Commission
with updates on progress and activities in relation to the ESO work programmes. Generally
the ESOs will follow their work programme as set out in the agreement and provide
evidence of this through the reports. Sometimes they will do something different to the
originally proposed intentions, but I3 recognises that this is inevitable and generally does
not mind if some things change - as long as the reasoning and justification is there.

In addition to the formal monitoring routes, the Commission has a range of other links with
the ESOs (including sitting on high-level groups, attending meetings, and other day-to-day
interaction with the ESOs, their members and other actors in the standardisation process)
that enable it to further monitor work on a regular basis.

Payments

Under the APC, payment was made as follows: 20% as pre-financing following signature,
40% renewal of pre-financing on acceptance of the interim report, final balance on
acceptance of the final report. Under the system of OGs the payment arrangement varied
by year and by ESO. However, the system was broadly similar with around 50-60% in pre-
payment(s) and the balance paid at the end of the contract upon submission of a final
activity report, financial statement and external audit.

We have identified no major issues with the OGs in relation to payments and the
agreements certainly appear to be an improvement on the APCs in this regard. Because of
the type of activity being funded, and the minimal level of sub-contracting involved, the OGs
appear not to suffer from many of the delays and issues experienced in relation to the
contracts for individual actions. The main financial issue (already mentioned) relates to the
initial delay in signing the agreement and the financial uncertainty and risk that this can
cause for the ESOs.
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Tracking of impacts

We detected some level of desire on the part of the Commission and certain other actors to
understand in more depth the impacts of the OG and what is actually achieved with the
EC/EFTA financing. From our own analyses, the intended impacts of the OGs relate to the
existence and strong functioning of the Central Secretariats, their ongoing development and
improvement, and their responsiveness and quality of management in handling Commission
requests for standardisation and related activities. These benefits are clearly achieved and
set out in the final reports delivered by the ESOs at the end of each OG.

Developing an improved understanding of the impacts of the financing would require the
development of a fairly broad range of both quantitative and qualitative performance
indicators and the collection of a large volume of data, updated on a regular (annual) basis.
Given that the central logic or rationale for the provision of the OG is to enable the ESOs to
carry out and indeed strengthen their day to day activities and systems, the addition of
further performance indicators and associated data collection, monitoring and verification
processes appears unwarranted and is likely to add a disproportionate administrative
burden that would not be offset by gains in terms of the better deployment of the financial
support.

Other issues

Other than ongoing concerns about the time that it takes to agree the annual Operating
Grant agreement and issue the first payment, as discussed above, there appear to be few
issues now with the management and administration of these grants. There are, however, a
small number of broader concerns with the support for the Central Secretariats, which are
discussed below.

The extent of Commission influence gained through the OGs

Most NSBs and stakeholders see the amount of financial support provided to the Central
Secretariats as significant, yet few suggested that the amount was inappropriate. However,
there was some concern that the Commission may, through its financial support, have too
much power over the activities of the ESOs and cause too much emphasis to be placed on
areas that support Commission policy objectives (though concrete examples were not
given). There were also indications from a small number of NSBs that they might be willing
to consider higher national contributions to the ESOs if the Commission was indeed
wielding too much influence under the current system.

Unit I3 also noted that there were few cases where ESOs refuse specific requests from the
Commission for standardisation work and that, while this may indicate a beneficial influence
of the OG, it expects the ESOs to be saying ‘no’ in those cases when the Commission is
asking for something inappropriate. It is possible that this doesn’t always happen and that
ESOs accept requests for work from the Commission when these are not sufficiently
justified, because of the financial influence of the Commission. However, discussions with
the ESOs and NSBs confirm that if their members see no merit or value in carrying out
standardisation work they will not do it, and the existence of the OG and the EC/EFTA
financing of specific actions at current levels does not change that. The majority of the
costs of standardisation are shouldered by industry and while a contribution from EC/EFTA
is welcomed and enables industry to proceed with more impetus and resources in certain
areas it is not sufficient to cause industry to devote their own resources to wholly
unnecessary activity.

The volume of financial support provided through the OGs

Some commentators felt that European standardisation activities should be more clearly
assessed to differentiate between industrially driven work (that should rightly be financed by
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industry through membership fees and industry participation) and work carried out in
support of Community policy for which EC/EFTA and other elements of public financing
should be made available. Such an analysis would not only help to determine appropriate
levels of co-financing for programmes of standardisation work but could also help to support
judgements as to the appropriate share of Central Secretariat costs that should be carried
by EC/EFTA and the ESO’s members.

The appropriateness of the level of co-financing

As indicated above, the average level of contribution from EC/EFTA to each ESO (i.e. the
proportion of eligible costs provided) is broadly stable over time, but is set at markedly
different levels for each of the three ESOs. However, it remains unclear as to how the level
of co-financing (i.e. the share of eligible costs) provided by EC/EFTA is set, and whether it
reflects or is otherwise commensurate with the scale of the contribution that each ESO
makes to the achievement of Commission policy objectives.

DG ENTR Unit I3, which draws up and manages the contracts with the ESOs does not have
any defined system for deciding what level of contribution EC/EFTA should make towards
the eligible costs of each ESO. The Commission expects the level of co-financing sought
by the ESOs to be justified, with the volume of standardisation work that supports
Commission policy and legislation being the main driver of the share being claimed. It is
therefore felt that the differential levels of co-financing reflect differences in the volume of
infrastructural, management and administrative support that each Central Secretariat
expends in supporting standardisation work linked to Commission policy objectives.
However, the Commission has signalled that this situation needs to be ‘revisited’ to ensure
that the relative levels of co-financing are in line with each ESO'’s relative contribution to the
achievement of Commission policy.

The ESOs similarly are not able to explain clearly how the level of co-financing is decided,
although CENELEC has indicated that its members have decided to limit the extent to which
its activities are dependent on EC/EFTA support. CENELEC works out the days it expects
to devote to Commission work or other activities that directly support the Commission’s
objectives and sets a percentage request based on this. However, CENELEC’s members
have asked the Central Secretariat to limit the amount requested (to around 20% of total
costs) to preserve the financial independence of the organisation and limit its reliance on the
Commission. This ‘cap’ provides confidence to the members that CENELEC will serve its
members’ needs first, particularly at a time when standardisation, which used to be a very
technical and industry driven activity, is increasingly used as a tool of public policy. Within
this changing context it is important for CENELEC members to ensure that the organisation
serves industrial needs first.

ETSI has also signalled that it would not wish to become too dependent on Commission
financing and has indicated that it has been told informally by the Commission that only a
certain amount can be requested due to budgetary constraints. The figure in terms of the
share of overall operating costs covered by the OG is something that has been the same for
a number of years, and ETSI’'s membership is content for the OG to remain at the current
level. Were this figure to rise there is a risk that the membership would perceive ETSI as
being “over-influenced” by the Commission and this could create problems. However, if the
Commission were to ask ETSI to undertake major projects with significant overhead costs to
the Central Secretariat (e.g. EU-China Portal project) then an increased EC/EFTA
contribution through the OG may have to be considered to support this.

CEN has not signalled either a desire or a requirement to limit the level of co-financing of
the operations of its Management Centre by EC/EFTA, but is also widely regarded as
undertaking more work in support of EU legislation than the other two ESOs, so there are
no particular concerns that its level of co-financing should be higher. At present there are
no indications that the differential co-financing rates are unreasonable or that they need
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immediate revision, but the fact remains that at present there is no assessment, calculus or
metrics in place to explain the current co-financing rates, nor is there any way to determine
their ongoing appropriateness.
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Support for standardisation work (non-ICT)

Introduction

In this section we report on the standardisation work (excluding work in ICT related fields)
carried out by the ESOs under actions signed from 2004-7. Findings on the ICT
standardisation work are presented in Section 3.4 below.

Nature and extent of the financial support provided

Agreements

A total of 23 actions have attracted financing in this period. The main areas in which this
standardisation work has been performed are rail, chemicals, pressure equipment, defence,
energy efficiency / eco-design, services, textiles, media, construction and recreational craft.
CEN carried out all but one of the actions. CENELEC carried out the other action.
Financial allocations

The 23 actions have attracted EC/EFTA financing totalling just over €7.5 million. The
average EC/EFTA contribution is calculated at just over €326k, but there is a very broad
spread, with nine actions attracting less than €100k in funding and two attracting in excess
of €1.5 million. The total eligible costs associated with the actions was just over €10.2
million, so the co-financing of these elements by EC/EFTA has averaged 73%.

The average duration of the financed actions is 34.5 months.

What the financing pays for

The financial support given by EC/EFTA comes in the form of grant agreements for actions
that provide a contribution towards the eligible costs associated with undertaking the work.
The aspects of the standardisation work that constitute eligible costs are (a) the secretarial
work carried out by NSBs to organise and manage the work of the relevant Technical
Committees and (b) the costs associated with specific working group experts with primary
responsibility for the development of the standards. Also included within the eligible costs
may be subcontracted work to carry out test method development and validation, and this
typically constitutes a significant part of the costs of the larger actions. It should be noted
that the inputs provided by industry and other stakeholders as part of the national mirror
committees (Member State level) and national delegations that attend Technical Committee
meetings are not counted as part of the eligible costs.

The main driver of the costs of the actions relates to the numbers of standards and related
test methods under development and the number of TCs and working groups involved in the
work, along with the number of experts involved. Round robin testing, which usually
involves methodological development and testing within a range of laboratories in several
countries typically increases the costs of the actions by a significant amount, but is
considered vital for ensuring the workability of the standards and the integrity and accuracy
of the test methods through which conformity to (usually health and safety-related)
legislation is afforded. The two largest actions, attracting over €2.5 million in financing
between them, both included significant elements of test method development and
validation. One action related to methods of analysis for the control of animal feedstuffs and
the other related to the calculation of the energy performance of buildings.

It is worth noting that a significant body of work is being carried out to develop harmonised
standards under Commission Directives (particularly New Approach Directives) where this
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work has been ongoing for some time and the Commission financing has been provided
through actions signed prior to the period covered by this study. It should also be noted that
a significant amount of standardisation work that supports EU Directives is being
undertaken by the ESOs without any financial contribution being claimed from EC/EFTA,
even though the work would be eligible for such support. For example, CENELEC
continues to develop standards to support the implementation of the EMC, LV and RTT
Directives but because much of this work is subcontracted only a limited amount of
financing would be available and administrative burdens associated with the financing
(discussed below) have led to a decision by CENELEC and its members not to claim
financial support.

Rationale for the financing

Historically, the rationale for the financing of standardisation work has been to assist the
implementation of New Approach Directives developed by the Commission, and which are
aimed at improving the free movement of goods and services and drive improvements in the
functioning of the single market. The implementation of the New Approach depended
heavily on the development of a new body of European harmonised standards (ENs) and
the withdrawal of conflicting national standards, and during its early implementation a
decision was taken by EC/EFTA to provide co-financing towards the costs of the standards
development work, in order to provide impetus and support to industry in delivering the large
body of standards required.

It is common for the standardisers (NSBs and industry) to see part of the Commission’s
rationale for financing to revolve around a need or desire to consolidate the often diverse,
fragmented and small-scale efforts that currently exist in many areas. Standardisers see an
important role for EC/EFTA financing in supporting European standardisation work to
discourage further divergence of national efforts / requirements and to encourage and
support the migration of policy, standardisation and industrial activity towards a European
system and towards using European standards. In this way, the financial support makes an
important contribution to efforts to preserve and expand the internal market and to
encouraging cooperation between member states.

In recent years much of the co-financing provided by EC/EFTA for standards development
work is perceived to have been carefully targeted, with the rationale for the financing
relating to the need to provide a push or impetus to work in certain specific areas that might
otherwise not be prioritised by industry. Some of the standardisation work co-financed by
EC/EFTA relates to areas of public policy and it is considered unlikely that these areas
would receive as immediate attention by the standardisation bodies and industry without the
Commission providing both a policy lead and some element of financing to encourage the
work to go ahead sooner rather than later. The Commission does not wish to encourage
standardisation work to proceed in areas where there is no real demand from industry or
little likelihood of the take-up of standards. However, it does wish to provide impetus and
priority to work in areas of common interest, where public policy objectives and industrial
objectives come together. Much of the work attracting financing in the period covered by
the study falls into this category.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

Interviews with Commission officials and standardisers (NSBs and Industry) with
responsibility for the financed actions have revealed a very strong alignment between those
actions and the list of policy objectives identified in Section 3.1.2 above. Table 9 lists the
main policy objectives to which the standardisation work (non-ICT) is judged to have
contributed, based on ratings assigned by (n=20) interviewees. The objectives are listed in
ranked order, with the objectives considered to be most directly and most strongly achieved
through the standardisation work appearing at the top of the list.
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Table 9 - Main policy objectives supported by standardisation work (non-ICT)

Policy objective Average score*
1. Increase the role of standards in support of EU policy / legislation 2.75
2. Assist completion of the internal market / free movement 2.65
3. Facilitate interoperability 2.30
4. Advance the competitiveness of European industry 2.20
5. Provide a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues 2.10
6. Ensure effective participation by all relevant actors 2.05
7. Provide a high level of protection of health and safety 1.70
8. Supporting the public interest dimension of standards 1.55
9. Supporting technological innovation within EU industry 1.50
10. Improving the timeliness of standards development 1.40

*Average scores were calculated as follows: each interviewee (n=20) was asked whether the financed
standardisation work in their area makes no contribution (0 points), a small contribution (1 point), a medium
contribution (2 points), or a high contribution (3 points) to the achievement of each given objective. The most
important or primary objective (largest contribution) was given an extra point (i.e. 4 points). Scores were summed
and then divided by the number of interviewees to give an average score for each policy objective.

As can be seen from Table 9, the financed standardisation work has contributed most
significantly to increasing the role of standards in support of EU policy and legislation.
For instance, the standardisation work has contributed to the implementation of EU
Directives in the areas of rail, dangerous substances, the energy performance of buildings,
pressure equipment, construction, and recreational craft. By supporting the implementation
of the legislation the financing has also contributed significantly to objectives relating to
completion of the internal market through the removal of trade barriers associated with
multiple competing national standards across the EU. The standardisation work has also
had a major impact in improving interoperability (e.g. in the areas of railways) leading to
the further development of a well-functioning and efficient internal market. Collectively
these developments are considered to contribute significantly to the competitiveness of
EU industry within the sectors concerned.

In many cases the Commission considers it to be important that standards and other types
of agreement are developed based on a strong process of consensus building arrived at
through broad stakeholder participation, and the ESO platforms provide assurance that
these objectives are also being met. This is considered vital for the work that relates to EU
Directives, since consensus between member states as to the quality and adequacy of the
harmonised standards is necessary in order for them to be approved for publication. In
some other areas not related directly to EU legislation the need for broad stakeholder
involvement and a need to arrive at a consensus have also been identified as of critical
importance. For example, work to develop standards for the cataloguing of film archives
across the EU was very much dependent on the bringing together of all relevant actors in
order to agree common specifications for the types and formats of archive data. Successful
development and implementation of these standards is considered to be vital to ensure
interoperability between cataloguing systems, and therefore contributes to the free
movement of information within the EU, and helps to preserve and protect our cultural
heritage. Such activity would not be possible at EU level without the ESO platforms and this
work, involving public interests as much as private, was considered wholly appropriate and
indeed dependent on EC/EFTA financing in order to enable it to go ahead.

Table 9 masks some important differences in the ratings assigned at the level of specific
actions or groups of related actions. For example, five of the 20 interviewees indicated that
the standardisation work in their area contributed most significantly to the protection of
health and safety (e.g. in the areas of pressure equipment, dangerous substances,
railways and recreational craft), but this was only a secondary objective or not relevant at all
for the standardisation work covered by the other interviewees. Impacts on health and
safety therefore appear to either be very direct and significant (as in these five cases) or
hardly present at all. As a result, contributions to the achievement of health and safety rank
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only 7" in our list, despite being the most significant area of impact in a significant
proportion of cases. By comparison, the objective ranked 6" in the list (improved
competitiveness of European industry) was not rated as the most significant area of impact
by any of our interviewees, but all but one of the interviewees rated it as an area where the
standardisation work had or was expected to have some level of impact.

Several of the actions were considered to also support the public interest dimension of
standards. One good example is standardisation work in the field of fertilisers, which sought
to update the test methods used to ensure that fertilisers placed on the European market
satisfy the minimum requirements with regard to, for example, nitrate levels. This work was
considered vital to ensure an appropriate degree of consumer protection when, for example,
farmers or members of the public purchase fertilisers, and was therefore considered to
strongly support the public interest.

Most of the work was also considered to have contributed to the objective of supporting
technological innovation, as the resulting standards encapsulate the state of the art with
regard to the latest and best solutions for meeting the essential requirements.

Finally, for most of the supported actions the financing was considered to have contributed
in some way to the objective of improving the timeliness of standards development, not
through revisions to the standardisation process but by providing a necessary impetus for
the work and accelerating its onset. In some cases interviewees could clearly see that the
financing of standardisation work under New Approach Directives (e.g. in the areas of rail
interoperability and pressure equipment) had helped to mobilise industry to take on the not
inconsiderable challenge of developing harmonised standards. In addition, two small
actions launched in 2006 have supported the development of standards in the area of
customer contact (call) centres and business services for SMEs, and have helped to
accelerate the development of standards in services. In both of these cases it is felt that
without the Commission policy lead and the availability of financing this work would not have
gone ahead for several years to come, if at all.

The standardisation work is also considered to contribute to policy objectives of the
Commission other than those shown in Table 9 above, but at a lower level, less directly or
because only a small proportion of the actions have contributed to those objectives. For
example, some of the work has contributed significantly to the objective of providing a high
level of environmental protection, for example standardisation in the areas of eco-design
and the energy performance of buildings. For these particular actions the main area of
impact is clearly in relation to environmental protection, yet this does not appear in the table
of main policy objectives supported by the standardisation work because impacts in this
area are only significant for a minority of the financed actions. Another example is
standardisation work to develop a handbook for defence procurement, which brought
together in one place guidance relating to a large body of national, EU and International
standards. The aim of this action was to ensure that an established, single reference point
for such standards was made available and thereby to facilitate the take-up of standards
by defence procurement agencies.

Added-value and impacts of financing

Feedback from the Commission

In most cases the Commission officials consider EC/EFTA financing for standardisation
work to be necessary and appropriate, given that the Commission has an interest in
ensuring that the New Approach is successful and that the internal market is completed as
fully and as quickly as possible. Most officials are convinced that implementation of EU-
level legislation is facilitated by the rapid development and deployment of standards and
therefore consider it appropriate for the Commission to provide some kind of contribution to
the costs if it wishes its legislation and policy to be implemented effectively. The financing is
seen to have been important in providing an initial prompt to the standardisation bodies to
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respond to Commission mandates and to ensure that this work is afforded a high priority
within the wider body of standardisation work that they manage. Without the financing it is
believed that the implementation of the New Approach Directives and completion of the
internal market would have taken longer, as conflicting or competing national standards are
only withdrawn on publication of the ENs.

In a small number of cases Commission officials were not fully convinced that the financing
offered for standardisation work under NA Directives was necessary or appropriate, and
cited certain problems that the financing had created. Specifically, concerns were
expressed that the availability of financing in some cases (mainly in the past) had led to
some kind of market distortion whereby too many standards development projects were
launched, some of which were considered to be ‘financing led’ rather than ‘industry led’. It
was felt that the NSBs and private ‘experts’ (both of which attracted financial support) rather
than industry (which does not) were driving the development of the standards in some
cases, and this led to a situation where some of the standardisation actions failed during
their development and / or implementation. Some officials argued that since industry has to
comply with the legislation it should be left to industry to decide when and where the
development of standards (as a route to compliance) were needed and worth developing, at
which point industry should find the means to finance the work. The necessity of financial
support being offered to NSBs (TC secretaries) was also questioned, since the NSBs
generate revenues from the sale of the standards. These commentators argued that it is
only the ESOs - who act as important intermediaries but do not benefit directly from the
development of new standards - that should attract financial support from EC/EFTA.
However, such positions can be considered as a ‘minority view’ with most officials arguing
strongly that EC/EFTA support in this area is both appropriate and necessary to support and
accelerate the implementation of the New Approach Directives.

The financing for standardisation work in other areas (not relating directly to EU legislation)
is also seen as vital by most of the Commission officials consulted. The units that have
policy responsibilities view standardisation as an important mechanism for bringing
stakeholders together and see the ESOs as offering a vital platform for consensus building.
Any attempts to successfully develop and implement ‘EU-wide’ policies, mechanisms or
agreements rely heavily on the involvement of a broad range of stakeholders from across
the EU, and the ESOs provide the platform and processes to enable this. The financing
provided by EC/EFTA is considered to give the Commission access to that platform, along
with the administrative support processes that the ESOs and their members can provide.
The official recognition of the ESOs by the Commission provides confidence that standards
and agreements developed through these systems are based on well-defined, transparent
and quality assured processes, giving confidence in the resulting normative documents and
agreements.

The dialogue effected by the Commission with the standardisation bodies and groups of
stakeholders prior to the onset of standardisation work, and the financing provided by
EC/EFTA, is considered to add value by providing the impetus for the initiation of the
standardisation work. The Commission helps to ensure that the work goes ahead sooner
rather than later, (though it should be noted that the contracting process is often cited as
delaying rather than expediting the formal commencement of the work), and the financing
agreements in some way provide a framework (timetable, workplan, etc.) that helps to
commit the various parties involved to the execution of the work. Without the financing
there is a greater risk that the work will commence later rather than sooner, with less
administrative support, less urgency, and with a lesser commitment to ensure that all
interested parties have been brought into the process.

While the Commission has a strong policy interest in ensuring that the standardisation work
goes ahead, care is taken to ensure that EC/EFTA financing is not set so high that it
motivates stakeholders, in particular industry, to carry out unnecessary standards
development work that ultimately will not be taken up. It is not clear that such distortions
have in all cases been avoided but there has been a conscious decision not to finance
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industry inputs into the process, and to instead concentrate the financing on the (ESO /
NSB) infrastructure that coordinates and administrates the work, and then to only cost-share
this activity. The financing does extend to the work of experts who undertake the drafting
within Working Groups, but does not support the national mirror committees or national
delegations through which most industry and other stakeholder input is provided. As such,
the financing of standardisation does not follow a traditional ‘market failure’ logic wherein
public money is used to support economically or socially useful activity that industry will not
finance itself. In fact, if industry is not willing to input its own resources to the
standardisation work neither would the Commission or EFTA, as this would foster the
development of redundant standards. Instead, the financing follows more of a cost-sharing
model, where it is recognised that common interests are being pursued and that it is
therefore appropriate that some level of support is provided through public financing.

Feedback from Industry / standardisers

Because of the relationship between standardisation and legislation in many non-ICT areas,
standardisers and industry tend to see the Commission as an important stakeholder that
has a clear rationale to encourage and support the necessary standardisation activity. In
fact, from the standardisers’ perspective, the EC is often one of the main drivers of the work
that is taking place, mandating the activities and being involved in early stage discussions
about the possibilities for standardisation, because the results are expected to assist in the
realisation of the objectives of its own directives or related legislation. Having said this, the
beneficiaries of standardisation work are never just the Commission and in the case of each
of the actions covered, there is a need within industry or society that is also being met.

All of the ESOs, NSBs and industry representatives consulted felt that EC/EFTA financial
support had been important and often critical for standardisation work to go ahead, at least
in the time period that it did. Although a small number suggested that some kind of related
work may have taken place regardless, this would likely have been of lower quality and
smaller scale and would have started later and proceeded more slowly. As well as
providing the financial resources necessary to undertake work in a shorter period of time,
the contractual arrangements also result in a strong commitment to work within time
constraints and progress faster than would otherwise be the case. Commonly, those
involved thought that it would not have been possible to get the necessary expert input
without financial support as the individuals involved and their employers would not have
wanted to give the entirety of the large commitment of time and resources necessary for
standards development.

EC/EFTA financing also supports standardisation activities that are seen as early steps in
what will potentially be long-term areas for European standardisation activity. The financial
support is commonly providing much of the initial impetus for work in these areas, helping to
build a critical mass of stakeholders and effort, and ‘placing a spotlight’ on new areas of
standardisation activity. These areas of work, as well as having direct use and benefits in
the short term, are thought likely to lead to further standardisation activity in the future which
may be operated without the need for further EC/EFTA support.

Feedback from other stakeholders

Standardisation — especially for the development of Harmonised Standards — is felt by
stakeholders to have made an important contribution to efforts relating to the completion of
the single market and European industrial competitiveness. However, those consulted had
few comments to make specifically regarding EC/EFTA financing of the (non-ICT)
standardisation actions. In fact, it would appear that they broadly consider other areas of
the standardisation system (i.e. ftranslation, visibility, technical assistance, Central
Secretariats) as now being more important (and more deserving / appropriate) for EC/EFTA
financial support.
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Some stakeholders suggested that there is not commonly a very strong case for EC/EFTA
intervention in this broad area and that it should really ensure that there is a strong (public
policy or societal interest) argument for supporting standardisation work and/or a clear case
of market failure before getting involved. As such, it should largely avoid supporting
standardisation work in areas relating to industrial policy where these would be more
appropriately left to the market.

Having said this, it was also felt that there were a minority of areas where Commission
support was appropriate and here, the financial contribution and political will are well
received. Where it is appropriate for EC/EFTA to support work, stakeholders generally felt
that the Commission helped to create a sense of direction and purpose to work and
encouraged the appropriate stakeholders to get involved in the process. In such cases, the
‘drive’ from the Commission is well received within the relevant technical bodies and
amongst wider stakeholder groups and is appreciated. Indeed, in specific cases, some
stakeholders suggested that more resources could be provided to support this work.

Management and administration of the grants

Initiation and proposal development

As indicated above, much of the standardisation work is directed towards the development
of standards that offer a route to conformity with EU Directives. Under the New Approach
principles, the legislation sets out the essential health and safety requirements that must be
satisfied before products can be placed on the market, but they do not specify the means by
which those requirements are met. Standards offer the potential for industry to develop its
own solutions that encapsulate the ‘state of the art’ as to how conformity to the essential
requirements can be achieved and demonstrated. There is therefore a clear separation
between the legislative requirements placed on industry (set out in Directives) and the
means by which those requirements are met (independent testing or compliance with
agreed harmonised standards).

The starting point for much of the standardisation work supported by EC/EFTA is therefore
the production or revision of European Directives. Industry and other stakeholders are
consulted as part of the development of Directives, and following their publication the
Commission undertakes extensive dialogue with the standardisation bodies and other
stakeholder groups concerning the development of standards to support the implementation
of the Directives. The Commission then develops and issues mandates (formal requests) to
the ESOs, which set out the areas where it has been agreed that standardisation work is
needed. Depending on the identified need for EC/EFTA financing, the mandates will in
some cases invite the ESOs to apply for a financial contribution while in other cases they
will not.

The Commission, based on prior discussions with the standardisation bodies, may also
issue mandates for standardisation work that does not relate to Directives. In rare cases no
mandate is issued and the ESOs are simply invited via negotiation to submit grant
applications for work that has already been discussed between the Commission and the
ESOs. The financing system also formally allows the ESOs to submit ‘unsolicited’
applications for funding but it is very rare for this to happen in the absence of some level of
prior discussion and informal agreement that the Commission would consider supporting
that activity.

All parties indicate that the need for standardisation work almost always begins with industry
and other stakeholders, and the Commission is more of a political amplifier of expressed
needs. Once a standardisation need is ‘on the table’ and a draft mandate (or sometimes
even the idea for a draft mandate) is in place then in most instances the Commission
actively seeks and takes on board the views of the standardisers and stakeholders through
mutual communication channels. The resulting mandate is almost always known to the
standardisers, its basis and its request is appreciated and understood, and consequently
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will in most cases be accepted by one or more of the ESOs through the technical board (or
equivalent).

The seeking and taking on board of comments on draft mandates by the EC can be a
relatively lengthy process (over several months) and might include attendance of EC
representatives in technical body meetings and/or the holding of additional meetings and
subsequent discussions on successive versions of the draft mandate in order to come to the
final one. The final mandate can be very different from the original idea or first draft.

Once a need for work has been identified and a mandate or request issued, the ESOs
coordinate the development of proposals (or grant applications) that detail the
standardisation work that will be carried out, who will be involved, what benefits this work
will bring, and how the financing will be utilised. One or more NSBs usually take the lead in
the development of a proposal, drawing on inputs from existing Technical Committees or
other discussion groups, and with the support of the ESOs. Standard templates for grant
applications are used, though these are not completely uniform across the three ESOs.

Proposal assessment

Once developed, the grant applications are submitted to the Commission for evaluation.
The Commission implements a formal evaluation procedure for grant applications
irrespective of whether it has formally requested the work through a mandate. The
evaluation procedure follows a reasonably well-defined (though not particularly well-
documented) process involving the following steps:

* DG ENTR Unit I3, which acts as the coordinating unit for all non-ICT grant
applications, will assemble an evaluation panel comprising at least three Commission
officials, at least one of which must be from another part of the Commission. The
evaluation panels typically include both policy and financial officers, and in all cases
an official from Unit I3 will occupy the role of panel chairperson

e Each member of the evaluation panel is asked to independently evaluate the proposal
against a defined set of three criteria

= Relevance of the proposal to the objectives and the priorities of the
Commission, including whether the proposal responds to a mandate or other
form of Commission request

= Quality of the proposal, in terms of how well the project plan is described, how
clearly defined the deliverables are, and the extent to which planned project
outcomes are clearly defined and may be objectively verified

= Budget and cost-effectiveness of the proposal, in terms of the extent to which
the amount of EC/EFTA financing sought is commensurate with the expected
results and the extent to which the work requires EC/EFTA financing in order to
proceed

* [Each assessor scores the proposal against the three criteria, with marks being
awarded out of 100 (35 — relevance, 35 — quality, 30 — budget), and provides
supporting comments to explain their judgements. An overall recommendation to
approve the proposal or not is also made. The scores and comments are submitted
to Unit 13. Unit I3 then assembles and combines the individual assessments, arriving
at an overall (mean) score for the proposal

* The proposal, along with the assigned scores and comments, are then discussed at a
meeting of the evaluation panel, during which a decision is taken whether or not to
approve the proposal. A minimum threshold is observed, with proposals only being
accepted for financing if they achieve an overall score of 70 points out of 100, and
pass (i.e. score at least 50%) on each of the individual assessment criteria.
Proposals that fail to meet these requirements are automatically rejected. However,

50



Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

we understand that in most cases ESOs are asked to clarify, revise or improve some
elements of the proposal prior to formal acceptance, irrespective of whether the
threshold is passed. In this respect the proposal is often the starting point for a
contract negotiation process that may involve several iterations before the
Commission is prepared to support the application

* A decision letter and comments are prepared and sent to the ESO, after which the
proposal may be abandoned, revised and resubmitted, or taken forward to the
contracting stage

Some of the Commission officials interviewed indicated that the proposals submitted by the
ESOs are generally of a good quality, while others have described the proposals as being of
generally low quality.

The ESOs and NSBs have expressed serious concerns about the time taken to assess /
approve proposals and agree the contracts, and there are clearly differences of opinion
about how much and what types of information need to be provided. There is some
dissatisfaction with the number of iterations proposals typically have to go through before
being accepted, often due to requests for very minor revisions, and in some cases the
ESOs / NSBs have simply elected to proceed without the financing as the delays and costs
incurred in agreeing the contracts are simply not worth it. The ESOs would find it helpful if
Commission officials could ensure that assessments are carried out within a reasonable
time period, i.e. a decision and feedback within a maximum of two months. It would also be
helpful if the officials could discuss any comments / feedback on proposals in a physical
meeting or telephone conference, rather than solely through written comments. This would
in their view reduce considerably the risk of misunderstandings and the need for multiple
iterations, and may therefore save time as well as helping to improve proposal quality. The
ESOs would also welcome more information on the procedures followed by the Evaluation
Panel.

The ESOs have also bemoaned the fact that in some cases the Commission appears to
change its mind about work that it had previously signalled a high interest in taking forward.
In some cases the ESOs and their members have put a significant amount of effort into the
development of proposals requested by the Commission, only to discover that the
Commission has lost interest in the idea or no longer affords it the same priority. It has
been claimed that in some cases proposals have ‘disappeared’ inside the Commission, with
no response provided for many months and in extreme cases years, eventually resulting in
a decision not to support the proposal but for unclear reasons.

Contracting

Once an application has been agreed, the contracts are prepared and signed. The contracts
typically allow for an initial payment on signature, one or more interim payments based on
the approval of defined intermediate outputs or progress reports, and a final payment on
satisfactory completion of the project.

Monitoring and reporting

Unit I3 monitors the execution of the work from a contractual and financial perspective, and
one or more policy (or sectoral) units are asked to assess the outputs from the work in
terms of their content and conformity to the contractual requirements. This ‘split-
responsibility’ arrangement works well in some cases, with sectoral units actively involved in
monitoring the work and able to report on progress and issues arising in the execution of the
contracts. Where this ‘high’ level of engagement exists it tends to be based more on the
interests of individual officials rather than perception of the ’importance’ of the work.

However, a number of sectoral units have indicated that they do not have the resources and
in some cases the competence to track the work or ‘judge’ the quality of the outputs
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produced, and are therefore simply not able to perform this function. In many cases these
units have pointed out that their role is mainly to provide a stimulus for the work, and having
achieved this, subsequent success or failure lies in the hands of the standardisation bodies
and industry. Many feel that it is not appropriate or necessary for them to seek to monitor or
manage the work directly, and as a result there is only a very limited sense of ‘ownership’
on the part of the Commission over the outcomes and impacts of the financed work.

Some sectoral units have also cited a lack of adequate communication on the part of Unit 13
as a barrier to effective monitoring. Concerns have been expressed that units have not
been notified when the contracts have been signed, have not been invited to progress
meetings, have not been supplied with copies of interim reports, and have no resource to
proactively monitor the work. These sectoral units ‘expect’ Unit 13 to keep them informed as
much as possible and some have indicated that since this is not happening it is not
reasonable for Unit 13 to expect them to ‘approve’ the outputs at the end of the project or
provide assurance that the contractual requirements have been fully executed.

In its defence, Unit I3 has pointed out that it is the responsibility of the sectoral units to
monitor the work from a policy perspective. While Unit 13 encourages them to do this
through direct liaison with the ESOs, and can assist to some extent, it does not have the
resources to act as an interlocutor between the standardisation bodies and the sectoral
units on all aspects of the work. However, it is clear that some units, particularly those that
are using standardisation for the first time, need more specific assistance and Unit I3 may
need to look at how this can be done within its limited resources.

A new inter-service agreement, recently issued by Unit I3, seeks to extend the role of the
policy units to also include approval of the financial elements of the contracts. This calls on
the policy units to judge whether all elements of the work attracting financing have been
carried out, something that many units will not be able to do given the problems of
information and communications highlighted above.

Some of the interviewees involved in carrying out the standardisation work mentioned that
they would have preferred to have greater ongoing interaction with Commission officials and
more formal feedback on work activities at the interim and final stages of projects (focusing
on the content of the work, rather than administrative/bureaucratic issues). Where EC
officials have been involved (in early discussions and ongoing through TC attendance) this
is seen as hugely beneficial and important, allowing a relationship to develop, and allowing
valuable Commission input to be gained during all stages of the work. It is therefore
regrettable that resource constraints within the Commission are effectively ‘detaching’ them
from the process, particularly given that ongoing input is welcomed, and that greater
engagement would clearly bring benefits to the Commission.

Payments

The ESOs and NSBs have in most cases highlighted very significant problems in reaching
agreement with the Commission over the eligibility and correctness of the cost claims
submitted on completion of the contracts. The permitted basis for calculating costs, the
nature and extent of evidence required to support cost claims, and the financial rules
themselves are cited by the ESOs and NSBs as both difficult to understand and subject to
constant revision, and there is clearly a very high administrative burden associated with the
management of the contracts from a financial perspective. It is also alleged that different
officials within Unit 13 interpret and apply the rules differently, and understandings reached
with one financial officer may be ‘overturned’ by another. This compounds the situation,
and leaves the ESOs unclear as to how to interpret and apply the rules, and with little
confidence that what has previously been agreed (either formally or informally) at the outset
of the work will still hold at the point that the final payment is requested.
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The problems appear to be most acute with respect to work that has been subcontracted to
third parties (i.e. work not carried out directly by the NSBs) and have in recent years
become so serious that a significant backlog of (completed but not closed) contracts had
built up. In the last couple of years a major effort has been undertaken to clear this backlog,
with some degree of success as we understand it. However, the problems have already led
some of the NSBs (notably BSI and SIS) to refuse to enter into any new contracts with the
Commission, foregoing the financial support that they could potentially claim. CENELEC
has also agreed with its members that they will not seek financing for future standardisation
work, irrespective of whether it supports Commission policy or legislation, as the difficulties
associated with the contracting and cost claim elements are considered disproportionate to
the benefits that the financing brings. These issues are discussed further below.

Tracking of impacts

The ESOs are formally required to report on the impacts of the work carried out under the
contracts, but in most cases this is simply not possible, as the contracts do not allow time or
resource for such activity to be carried out. It may take several years for standards to be
widely taken-up and implemented and the impact of standards on, for example, industry
competitiveness or completion of the internal market may take many years to be realised. A
contractual arrangement that places the final deliverable and final payment at the point in
time that the standardisation work is completed naturally precludes any kind of reliable
assessment as to the impact that those standards have in the market place.

The Commission policy units consulted have varying levels of understanding of the impact
of the standardisation work, with most able to offer general information on the progress with
respect to the implementation of their policy and legislation, and the extent to which the
financed standardisation work has supported this. Understanding of the impacts of the
standardisation work is most developed in cases where the standards support directly the
implementation of Commission legislation (e.g. in rail interoperability, energy performance of
buildings). This understanding assists in the revision of Directives, and in some cases has
led to the initiation of specific actions to support the wider take-up of standards, for example
in the case of the ‘pressure equipment help-desk’ that has been used to support the
implementation and subsequent revision of what is a very large set of complex standards.

Other identified issues

Role of Unit I3

Several of the policy units that make use of standardisation have expressed a high level of
support for the coordination function provided by Unit 13. Many of the policy units that wish
to make use of standardisation lack the necessary understanding of the standardisation
system and lack direct relationships with the standardisation bodies. The support provided
by 13, along with the centralised budget, facilitates wider use of standardisation within the
Commission, and extends the range of policy areas that are supported by it. Several
officials commented that they would not have been able to take on the task of initiating
standardisation activity without the support of Unit I3, and we received a number of
complimentary remarks about the helpful guidance and advice provided by individual
officials from that unit. This is particularly the case for units that have only made occasional
use of standardisation, or those who have only recently ventured into this area.

We have also discovered widespread support for the existence of a stable, central pot of
funding to support European standardisation. The need for standardisation work is ‘lumpy’
as viewed from the perspective of any single policy unit, and it is felt that there would be
significant problems if each unit had to hold its own budget. Inevitably demands for
standardisation work would rise and fall, and would create budgetary problems from the
perspective of the Commission and also probably for the ESOs. The central pot helps to
‘smooth’ the flow of work and financial support, allowing a shifting pattern of utilisation
across the Commission but within a stable overall envelope.
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Other units with a more longstanding relationship with the standardisation bodies and with
more experience of the system make less of Unit I3, and some question whether the Unit
provides any added-value in their cases, particularly given the significant problems that
surround the financial administration of the contracts. As indicated above, these problems
have caused some of the ESOs and NSBs to limit or cease entirely their involvement in
action grants. This has not, so far, resulted in any obvious reduction in the willingness of the
standardisation bodies to continue conducting standardisation work within these units’ policy
areas, but there are concerns that such a situation may occur in future if a more stable and
agreeable system of financing cannot be developed.

Finally, some policy units have indicated that Unit 13 has not kept them sufficiently well
informed about the ongoing status of the projects, and this has diminished their connection
to and sense of ownership in relation to the actions. Resource constraints within Unit 13
may account for this, and resource constraints certainly limit in many cases the extent to
which the policy units feel they can be fully engaged in monitoring and tracking the work.
Some are not interested in doing this, but many would like to be able to take a closer
interest in the work on an ongoing basis, and would urge Unit I3 to provide more regular and
complete information on the status of the work. Feedback from the standardisers suggests
that in many cases greater input and involvement from the Commission during the
execution of the projects would be welcome.

The influence of the financing

A small number of commentators have expressed concern over whether the financing of
standardisation work may on occasion push standards development work in the wrong
direction, either by causing work that is not needed (i.e. by the market) to go ahead or to
otherwise cause duplication of effort. There have been no suggestions that the financing
has prompted unnecessary work to go ahead, at least not in the recent period, as the
financial contribution from EC/EFTA is at too low a level (i.e. too small a share of the total
costs involved) to encourage work that the market sees no merit in. However, it seems that
in a small minority of cases Commission policy has led to the initiation of work that has
failed to live up to its promise or where consensus could not be reached, possibly because
the area was not yet sufficiently developed for the standardisation work to be successful.
Particularly when starting standards work in new areas some such cases would appear
inevitable, and there are no reasons to suggest that this has been happening to a significant
extent in the recent past.

One area where it has been suggested that the financing may be influencing
standardisation in an unhelpful way is by encouraging EU-level standardisation work that is
not sufficiently linked to work carried out at other levels (e.g. international standards
development in 1SO) and which may therefore lead to duplication of effort. Two areas
mentioned were supply-chain security and societal and citizen security, where there may be
some conflicts between the EU-level activity and work going on in ISO. However, it is
arguably down to the ESOs and their technical bodies to decide how best to proceed with
the standards development work, and the Commission would reasonably expect that such
duplication would be avoided.

In addition, there is the potential to use preliminary feasibility or scoping studies or indeed
early programming work to properly scope new areas to ensure that any EU-level work is
properly aligned with related activities at International level, and indeed one of the
objectives of the Commission is to ensure strong links between the EU and International
levels.

Commission influence over who is involved in standards development

A small number of commentators have suggested that EC/EFTA financing could be used as
the basis for exercising greater influence over who participates in the standards
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development work, with the Commission taking a role in ensuring that certain key groups
are represented. This ‘influence’ happens informally at the moment, and in a relatively
subtle way, via Commission requests (through mandates and other communications) that
certain groups should be invited to participate, although there is no formal contractual
requirement for the ESOs to do this and of course there is no obligation on those parties to
become involved. The ESOs, NSBs and their technical bodies wish and indeed actively
encourage relevant stakeholders to become involved in the standardisation work, so there
seems to be no particular issue with this level of influence on the part of the Commission.

The problem comes when the idea of balanced or managed representation is put forward.
Some commentators, particularly when discussing standardisation work that relates strongly
to public policy or public activity, argue that there is a need to ensure that certain groups are
involved, and also that the involvement of different groups should in some way be managed
to ensure a ‘balanced’ input to the process. Some of those people question whether the
Commission is doing enough to ensure that this happens, particularly when its financing is
contributing to the costs. However, caution has to be exercised here if the Commission is to
observe the principles of the New Approach and keep any influence at the technical level to
a minimum. Arguably the most important role for the Commission is to influence the system
to ensure that it is sufficiently open, accessible and transparent for those actors that wish to
participate to be able to participate, which is something that is being done through this
system of financing. This appears to be the correct approach in the view of most actors and
any greater degree of ‘interference’ in specific activities at the technical level is counselled
against.

The sale of standards

A number of interviewees, primarily Commission officials and some stakeholder groups
have argued that enhancing take-up of standards is of critical importance and an objective
that the financing could be used more strongly in pursuit of. More specifically, some
commentators have suggested that if the Commission is ‘paying’ for the development of
standards then those standards should be made freely available, rather than being sold by
the NSBs. This is considered particularly important for SMEs who may struggle to afford
the purchase price of the standards that they need to use. The sale of standards (or not) is
something of a controversial issue, with the Commission encouraging NSBs, through
various communications, to make standards freely available or available at a minimum
possible cost in order to facilitate their take-up, as is the case in the ICT (ETSI) area.

The idea of making all standards freely available is an attractive concept but one that has
also encountered strong objections from CEN, CENELEC, the NSBs and many industry
representatives. The first objection is that the Commission does not ‘pay’ for the
development of the standards — the vast majority of the costs are carried by industry, and
EC/EFTA pay only a share of certain specific elements of the overall input. A further
problem with this idea is that the business models under which the NSBs operate rely
heavily on income generated through the sale of standards. For example, roughly two-
thirds of BSI's income is from the sale of standards and related products and a further 15%
is through membership fees, which are paid largely in order to allow members to get a 50%
reduction in the purchase price of standards. At present, only around 20% of BSI’s income
is from public sources, and making standards freely available would effectively lead to a
loss of the other 80% of the income. Clearly a switch to making standards freely available
would require a very substantial additional input to NSB operating costs from the public
sector. A third argument against making standards freely available is that they are a
legitimate business cost or investment. There are many things that businesses need to buy
in order to operate effectively, and within the overall scheme of things the purchase price of
standards is a relatively modest element. A fourth, and important objection to making
standards freely available is that it would mean that large sections of industry that have
made no contribution to their development would gain the same rights of free access as
those that have contributed significantly to their development.
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One important risk of pushing the idea of free standards is that the public sector would in
large respects have to take over the financing of the NSBs and may also have to increase
the extent to which it supports the wider costs of development of the standards, reducing
the extent to which standards development is an industry-driven as compared to a publicly-
driven activity. The principles of the New Approach strongly suggest that standards
development should be left to the market, and this principle arguably extends to questions
about how their development costs are financed / recouped. The danger is that a push for
free standards would involve a shift towards a model where the public sector pays a much
higher share of their development costs, potentially leading on to a situation where the
public sector exercises greater controls concerning how and where they are developed, who
participates, etc. This would inevitably mark a shift away from the principles of the New
Approach, with unclear but possibly unwelcome consequences for the functioning of the
system as a whole.

The overall level of support provided

Some stakeholders have highlighted the possible need to increase the level of EC/EFTA
financing for standards development in order to reduce the demands on other contributors
to the system, particularly in areas where the standardisation work is closely linked to public
policy or legislation and where the overall scale of the effort has been high and has
extended over many years. Other stakeholders, particularly those from industry, have
argued that the level of financing must be at least maintained in order to help offset
industry’s costs, which, as we have indicated above, are considerable.

A significant number of other stakeholders have questioned the relative need to provide
support for standards development, in comparison with other forms of activity where the
case for the financing is often seen as stronger. For example, the Central Secretariats
could legitimately receive more support due to their central and horizontal role in supporting
Commission policy and legislation. Support for translation, visibility and preparatory work
were all considered important areas where EC/EFTA support plays an important role and
where the other actors are less able to contribute to the costs.

Financing for round robin testing to support standards development

The ESOs have signalled the importance of round robin testing to validate test methods
developed as part of the standards, the accuracy and integrity of which is vital if the
standards are to be workable and useful in the real world. There are strong indications that
there is unsatisfied demand for financing from EC/EFTA in this area. Round robin testing
has to be contracted to specialist laboratories and can be very costly to implement but is
considered vital in some cases before a standard can be released into the market.

One example provided by CENELEC is in the area of energy efficiency of household
appliances, where the standards have been developed but require validation through round
robin testing prior to publication. The TCs are unable to release the standards until this
work has been completed but the Commission has been reluctant to give a decision on
whether it will contribute to the costs of the round robin tests. There have been a number of
discussions over more than a year, and while this is clearly an area of ‘public policy’ where
the case for public support is relatively strong and the case for industry financing is relatively
weak, no firm decision on EC/EFTA financing has been made. CEN has also confirmed
that the Commission has been reluctant to support round robin testing, as have some of the
National Standards Bodies, who see EC/EFTA support for this work as vital in enabling the
smooth and timely implementation of Community legislation.

The Commission’s reluctance relates to two factors. The first is the high cost associated
with the work, which is sometimes hard to justify on single projects within the context for
demand for support more generally. However, there seems to be something of a
consensus among those involved in standardisation work that these tests present a major
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bottleneck (in terms of financing) and that there is arguably a greater case for supporting
these costs as compared to some of the other areas where financing is currently being
provided (e.g. NSB secretarial costs). The second factor influencing the Commission is that
almost all of the work is subcontracted to third parties, and there is little or no ESO or NSB
activity involved. As such, this type of support, were it to be provided, should arguably be
issued following a full competitive tender, as the ESOs’ monopoly status cannot necessarily
apply to the financing of round robin testing.

Financing for the revision of standards

The standardisers have highlighted that there may be a reluctance on the part of EC/EFTA
to finance the revision of standards, and feedback from some sectors of industry
demonstrate that a real need exists for ongoing EC/EFTA support, particularly when
revisions to large suites of standards have been prompted by new or revised legislation in
those sectors. Industry has inputted large amounts of time to develop standards to support
Community legislation, and sees no reason why EC/EFTA should not contribute to the costs
of additional work designed to improve the conformity of the standards to the requirements
of directives, and to increase their wider application and use. The revision of Directives
and associated suites of standards is seen as important in ensuring ongoing implementation
of Commission policy and legislation and EC/EFTA is as much a stakeholder in this as it
was in the original standards development work. As such industry would welcome ongoing
support for the revision of standards along similar lines to that given for their initial
development.

Financing for actions to support the uptake of standards

Standardisers have also in some cases highlighted the need for additional financial support
for follow-up activity to support standardisation work, particularly relating to dissemination of
outputs and the promotion of their uptake. This is seen as essential if the standardisation
activity is to fully realise its potential benefits, and it is felt that EC/EFTA financing should
provide (selective) support for this endeavour, particularly in areas where the standards
support legislation or where the Commission is pushing for an increased role for standards
within specific domains.

Financial issues

Longstanding problems with the financial elements of the action grants have, as indicated
above, led to a number of significant problems relating specifically to effective and efficient
completion of the work and closure of the contracts. The ESOs and many of the NSBs have
provided information to indicate that the financial rules are (a) extremely difficult to
understand (b) subject to regular revision, (c) open to more than one interpretation (and
often interpreted differently by different Commission officials), and (d) disproportionately
burdensome in relation to the size of most EC/EFTA contributions, and in light of the fact
that EC/EFTA is providing only a small proportion of the real costs of the work”. The
Commission has also alerted us to these issues.

Each ESO has indicated that the financial rules have caused either them, some of their
members or some of their Technical bodies to no longer apply for financial support, and this
is, by considerable margin, the issue that most exercises almost all of the parties to the
financing of standardisation by EC/EFTA. We therefore discuss this issue in more detail
here, though it should be noted that similar problems exist in relation to the other forms of
support issued through action grants (e.g. visibility actions, preliminary studies, etc.)

To give just one example of this, BSI has calculated the total EU-wide effort involved in developing the Eurocodes
as on the order of €360 million, of which EC/EFTA financing has contributed ~€5 million (i.e.~ 1.4% of the total
development costs)
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According to the ESOs and their members, the main problem with the financial rules is not
so much the complexity of those rules per se but the ways in which the rules are open to
constant revision, and the fact that Commission officials apply differing and sometimes
conflicting interpretation of those rules. As a result the ESOs and their members find it
impossible to determine how the rules should be applied and whether their own (and the
Commission’s current) reading of those rules will apply when it comes to the point of
seeking the final payment.

This situation is compounded by the fact that the Commission’s approach is almost always
to interpret the rules in an increasingly ‘risk averse’ direction, leading to ever more onerous
requirements in terms of supporting information and proof to support the claims, and with an
increasingly punitive outcome with regard to the final scale of the payments made if the
newly required proofs are not forthcoming. It is alleged that there has been little or no
pragmatism on the part of the Commission in the past when differences over the
interpretation of rules are encountered, with the decision always going in favour of not giving
the financing until more proof / certainty / evidence has been provided.

While a simpler set of rules would be beneficial if it could be found, what appears to be
needed most is a consistent interpretation / application of the existing rules. The ESOs and
NSBs can cope with (and indeed support the idea of) strong financial controls when dealing
with public financing, but they cannot cope with constantly changing rules where the basis
for interpretation of those rules differs over time and according to the EC officer involved.
This is considered a breach of trust, counter-productive and non-value adding, detracting
from the benefits that both the financial and human inputs to the process could otherwise
bring if they were not so embroiled in administrative complexity.

The ESOs and NSBs therefore argue for the need for EC financial rules to be better defined
and/or for EC Officers to be better trained in order to avoid any kind of misinterpretation
when applying these rules. A very recent concern relates to the new FPA provisions that
ensure NSB co-financing is already achieved through the “scales of unit costs” and which,
therefore, allow EC/EFTA to fund up to 100% of the eligible costs identified in the quotation.
There are concerns on the part of the ESOs that, without such training, these provisions
would not be understood consistently across the EC’s financial officers and that some would
insist, out of routine, that financing of less than 100% of the costs presented in the proposal
has to be applied.

A further consequence of these problems is that relatively small issues affecting relatively
small amounts of money can freeze or delay important final payments. The lack of clarity
concerning the level of detailed information (e.g. receipts, agendas, minutes, etc.) required
as financial verification on completion of the actions often results in significant and
‘unacceptable’ delays in receiving the final payments. As a concrete example, BSI cited the
case of Unit I3 raising concerns over the quality of many of the invoices submitted in relation
to co-financed work on the Eurocodes. Missing or incorrect project references on invoices
or invoices submitted on paper without a letter head were rejected by the Commission,
despite the fact that BSI's auditor was satisfied that the invoices were correctly submitted by
the experts and that they related to eligible costs, and despite the fact that BS| had already
settled the invoices. The Commission insisted that further information be provided to
support the invoices before it could accept them, creating a significant additional
administrative burden and time delay, although in most cases the eligibility of the costs was
finally accepted.

CENELEC has also indicated that it has decided itself to render certain types of travel
claims as non-eligible costs because it was simply unable to persuade the Commission to
accept its explanations and proofs concerning the eligibility of those claims. Although the
EC rules formally allow CENELEC to implement its own travels policy, the Commission has
on many occasions required CENELEC to justify them according to its own rules, which for
various reasons it has been unable to do. A further example of the burden of proof required
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to support financial claims concerns meetings that CENELEC attended at the request of the
Commission, and which were organised and hosted by the Commission. When claiming
costs back for attendance at these meetings CENELEC was asked to then provide
justifications for its attendance, agenda and minutes of the meetings, etc. According to
CENELEC gathering the information, together with the approval procedures of the
Commission delayed the payment by two months.

The financial difficulties have proved significant enough for BSI (UK) and SIS (Sweden) to
formally no longer seek any Commission financing, and for a number of other NSBs to hold
a ‘reluctant’ position.

CENELEC and its members also no longer apply for EC/EFTA financing for standardisation
work, other than in exceptional cases. While EC/EFTA support for standards development
is welcomed in principle by CENELEC, a very strict (but inconsistent) interpretation of the
rules by the EC, a lack of clarity in the justifications required and a lack of proportionality
between the volume of the financing and the amount of administration has resulted in what
CENELEC sees as unsolvable obstacles preventing the organisation from accessing
aspects of the available financing. One of the main problems faced by CENELEC is that the
secretarial role of its TCs is organised differently to that of CEN, with NSBs providing only a
coordination (overview, problem solving) role and the traditional secretary role (organising
meetings, papers, day to day work) being assigned to an expert from industry. This is
something that CENELEC encourages as it wishes industry to lead on the work wherever
possible. However, the current financial rules relating to support for standards development
state that while industry representative are eligible to receive the financial support this can
only happen if those experts are appointed following an open call and a transparent and
robust selection procedure. Such a practice is believed to be a superfluous administrative
burden because the CENELEC system inherently includes a selection mechanism where,
based upon consensus building at technical body level, the best expert de facto gets the
job. Running open call procedures every time a TC secretary is appointed goes against the
way CENELEC naturally works, and adds time and cost to the process of starting new work
items. This example highlights just one of several ways in which the ESOs’ way of working
is not fully aligned to the way in which the Commission (or more specifically its financial
rules) would like the ESOs to work. It is inevitable that a certain amount of standardisation
work has to be subcontracted to third parties, and the ESOs have established systems for
doing this. The members and technical bodies of the ESOs are naturally reluctant to adopt
slower and more onerous selection procedures simply in order to attract what are often
relatively small amounts of co-financing within the overall context of the body of work as a
whole.

While this situation does not appear to have had any major impacts on the extent to which
work requested by the Commission has gone ahead to date, this situation has created a
loss of goodwill and has caused both the Commission and the ESOs and their members to
expend a vast amount of time (and hence money) on administrative aspects that add little or
no value. The regular need for further justifications and evidence to support (at the end of
contracts) financial claims that have been agreed at the beginning diminishes the utility of
the support, the efficient functioning of the system, and damages the important relationship
between the Commission and the ESOs — one that should be built on trust and mutual
recognition, rather than on mistrust and conflict over what are often small sums of money
when placed in the context of the overall activity. There is a real risk that continuation of
problems with the financing will result in further withdrawal of interest on the part of ESOs
and their members, possibly rendering the system of financial support as sub-critical. Such
a situation does open the possibility that the positive benefits of the financing will be lost,
with a corresponding weakening of the system and a corresponding slow-down in the extent
to which it supports the achievement of Commission policy and the implementation of EU
legislation.

From the Commission’s perspective, Unit I3 has pointed out that it does not create or revise
the financial rules, and so many of the problems are outside its direct control. Unit I3 has
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also indicated that it has had to apply a precautionary approach, since there is an obligation
on its part to ensure that there are no financial irregularities within the financing system, and
there have been enough cases where external audits have identified problems with ESO
and NSB cost claims (e.g. in relation to, for example, counting of overheads, inclusion of
ineligible costs, etc.) that they have to check everything carefully against the ‘rule book’. It
is acknowledged that there have been many changes to aspects of the financial rules over
the past decade, and that a more stable and straightforward system of financing would be
desirable.

Some of the ESOs and NSBs have pointed to the fact that far simpler and less onerous
arrangements seem to apply to other areas of Commission financing, and have queried why
such arrangements could not be applied in the case of support for standardisation. It seems
that there are two main reasons why a simpler arrangement is not possible:

* The first concerns the de facto monopoly status assigned to the ESOs; some might say
‘enjoyed’ by them. However, this monopoly is allowed specifically because they are in a
unique position, being the only organisations at EU level that have sufficiently well-
developed systems to support the development of formally recognised European
standards that can offer the presumption of conformity to Community legislation under
the New Approach. However, the monopoly status should enable the Commission to
make the financing of the ESOs easier (e.g. by avoiding the need for competitive
tendering) rather than more difficult. However, this appears not to be the case — the
monopoly status appears to make the Commission officials even more nervous as
regards financial impropriety to the point where the administrative burden and financial
rules are far more onerous than they would be if the ESOs had tendered competitively
for the work

e The second concerns that fact that when supporting the development of standards the
Commission does not own the output, which means different financial rules have to be
applied. However, the Commission is contributing very little to the actual development
costs of the standards, given the inputs that all parties make to the production of the
document, so it seems wholly appropriate that it shouldn’t own the output. EC/EFTA is
only co-financing some specific elements of the overall programme of work involved in
the development of a standard and it seems strange that a minority contributor to the
development costs of any given output would have to apply such rigorous controls to
their share, simply because they don’t own the final IPR to the final output

While the rules being applied by the Commission may make sense and indeed may be
necessary in some areas, they seem disproportionately burdensome and in some regards
inappropriate as currently applied to the financing of standardisation. The Commission only
pays a tiny share of the costs of what is a very large system and enjoys massive benefits as
a result, so the money it gives should be provided in as helpful and enabling a way as
possible.

It should be noted, however, that Unit I3 has made some significant progress in resolving
some of the longstanding financial problems, and that all ESOs and many NSBs are
complimentary about the efforts made. These have helped to improve relationships
between the ESOs, NSBs and the Commission, and have put the financial arrangements on
a (hopefully) more secure footing. While the system is still considered to be too complex
and onerous, and while further revision would be welcomed, the main requirement as
indicated above is for a consistent and fair application of the current rules, rather than
constant changes and revisions to those rules. It is therefore suggested by the ESOs that,
following the signing of the new FPA, the focus should be on ensuring that any points of
uncertainty are clarified quickly and that all Commission officials apply those rules
consistently. Any further efforts to revise the rules should concern fundamental overhauls
within the context of new financing decisions, with minor revisions avoided unless expressly
required by either the ESOs or published changes to the financial regulations.
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Roles and responsibilities of Commission staff responsible for the financing

CEN has indicated that it is very difficult for its staff (CMC) to understand the roles and
responsibilities of EC Officers involved in CEN work. It seems that it is not clear which
officer is in charge of each contract, what different officers’ roles and responsibilities are,
who has decision making authority, and so on. There also appears to be a system of split
or joint responsibilities between different officers, and the confusing picture is compounded
by regular staff changes. Given the complexities of the financing system and the difficulty in
some cases in obtaining a decision from the Commission it is considered important for CEN,
and indeed the other ESOs, to understand who they are dealing with and who is responsible
for what. The absence of clarity with regard to this creates inefficiencies in the
administration of the work and adds considerably to the costs from the ESO side, part of
which are of course carried by EC/EFTA through the Operating Grants.

61



3.4

3.41

3.4.2

Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

Support for standardisation work - ICT

Introduction

In this section we report on the ICT-related standardisation work carried out by the ESOs
under actions signed from 2004-7.

Nature and extent of the financial support provided
Agreements

A total of 58 ICT standardisation actions have attracted financing in this period. This
includes six actions that specifically relate to interoperability events organised by the ETSI
Plugtests Service (a professional unit of ETSI that specialises in running interoperability
events for telecommunications, internet, broadcasting and multimedia converging
standards).

The main areas in which this standardisation work has been performed are eAccessibility,
elnclusion, eBusiness, eGovernment, eHealth, eldentity, eSkills, e-Learning, ICT networks,
data protection, IPR and ePrivacy, and ICT-related aspects of transport (e.g. eSafety and
Intelligent Transport Systems). Just over half of the actions have been carried out by ETSI,
and the remainder has been carried out by CEN.

Financial allocations

The 58 actions have attracted EC/EFTA financing totalling just over €11.8 million. The
average EC/EFTA contribution is just over €200k, but there is again a very broad spread,
with 15 actions attracting less than €100k in funding and five attracting in excess of €500k.
The very large actions (€1million+) that are found in the non-ICT areas and which
encompass large programmes of testing are not required in the ICT area and this reduces
the average overall size of the actions. However, the specific group of actions relating to
interoperability events do account for €1.8 million of the EC/EFTA financing in this area.

The total eligible costs associated with the 58 ICT actions was just over €14.2 million, so the
co-financing of these elements by EC/EFTA has averaged 83%. The average duration of
the financed actions is 23.1 months.

What the financing pays for

As with the non-ICT work, the financial support given by EC/EFTA for ICT standardisation
work comes in the form of grant agreements for actions that provide a contribution towards
the eligible costs associated with undertaking the activity. The aspects of the
standardisation work that constitute eligible costs are (a) the secretarial work carried out by
NSBs to organise and manage the work of the relevant standardisation committees/groups
and (b) the costs associated with specific experts with primary responsibility for the
development of the standards. Also included within the eligible costs may be subcontracted
work to carry out test method development and validation, and this typically constitutes a
significant part of the costs of the larger actions. It should be noted that the inputs provided
by industry and other stakeholders as part of the national mirror committees (Member State
level) and national delegations that attend European standards meetings are not counted as
part of the eligible costs.

The main drivers of the costs of the actions relate to the numbers of standards and related
products under development and the number of experts involved. For example, the second
largest action in terms of EC/EFTA financing (standardisation in the field of intelligent
transports systems) involved nearly 900 expert man days across ten separate work items to
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develop a set of seven standards / technical specifications and a further four technical
reports. The proposal for this particular action provides a justification for the need to
subcontract large amounts of work to expert project teams in certain cases. It explains that
the proposed technical drafting requires specialised and high expertise that is not available
within CEN and its members, or through the voluntary contributions of those stakeholders
participating in the standardisation process. In addition, in such areas where expertise is
concentrated in only a very few stakeholders, the contractual obligations required for
subcontracting have the benefit of ensuring a well-balanced and transparent process.

The interoperability events deserve a specific mention as they represent a distinct and
slightly different group of actions. The six interoperability actions in question have between
them covered 27 events on a broad range of issues including Powerline Technology, GRID
technology, NGN, Security, etc. The EC/EFTA contribution to these actions tends to be
higher than many of the other ICT standardisation actions, partly because of the costs that
are involved, but also because one contract tends to include more than one event. ETSI
are increasingly moving towards interoperability event contracts that cover an ‘area’ of
standardisation, whereby a contract will propose a number of interoperability events in a
specific area (e.g. fixed mobile convergence), but with more flexibility to finalise or change
the precise details of the individual events after the contract is agreed. As a result, these
contracts are likely to continue to be sizeable in terms of their financial allocation. EC/EFTA
financial support here contributes towards the costs of specific technical support needed for
the events. The costs of the project management and administration of the events are met
by ETSI and participants contribute through their time and resources.

Rationale for the financing

Most of the policy areas where the ICT standardisation development work is being carried
out fall within the sphere of responsibility of DG Information Society. In addition, DG ENTR
Unit D4 coordinates the ICT standardisation work programme and has a policy lead in some
of the areas relating to industrial competitiveness and innovation (e.g. eBusiness, eSkills),
while DG TREN has an interest in the transport-related actions (e.g. Intelligent Transport
Systems, electronic road tolling).

The ICT standardisation work does not relate closely to the implementation of specific
directives or legislation, but instead generally supports the implementation of other areas of
EC policy. In particular, standardisers highlighted the role of the funded work as part of the
broader effort to develop ‘eEurope’, enabling and encouraging member states and
European citizens into the connected age and supporting initiatives across Government,
health, business, society, etc. in their increasing access to electronic communication
networks. The need for interoperability to solve problems with the variety of fast-paced
developments is seen as very important.

Much of the work is seen as being driven ‘bottom-up’ from within existing ESO
groups/forums or ESO membership and from previous work undertaken. However, the
importance of top-down (i.e. Commission) encouragement and support to new
standardisation work was also regularly mentioned as an important driving force, with close
alignment between the needs identified by the wider community and the policy objectives of
the EC for the activities that are funded.

As such, there is a much stronger public policy interest in the areas being financed in this
area compared to the non-ICT sector and this is reflected in the greater involvement of the
public and those representing the public (or sections of it) in the standardisation work itself
(through ftrials, consultations, direct participation, etc). However, this does not mean that
industry is not in part behind the drive for work or that many actors do not contribute actively
to the standardisation work. It also does not mean that there are not commercial benefits to
the standardisation work, though these are more commonly seen as indirect benefits and
less important drivers or objectives for the work. The contribution to industrial policy instead
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focuses mainly on the reduction of duplicated effort and the encouragement of cooperation
where this is necessary and appropriate for driving forward innovation.

Much of the standardisation work being funded in this area is about ensuring and
encouraging effective, universal and fair access to the products and services made possible
by ICT and allowing these benefits to flow as widely as possible. The issue of availability
and accessibility for all is a key feature of much of the work and a primary driver for public
funding. Enabling the benefits of ICT to be accessed by all, including the elderly, the young
or disabled and regardless of location, culture, language or prior knowledge (in an
expanding EU) is a core policy objective of the European Union.

The pace of the ICT world was a common factor in discussions with standardisers and was
seen as a legitimate reason for public support to standardisation work. There is certainly
seen to be a role for the ESOs and for the EC/EFTA support to stimulate standardisation
activity in the market and bring together the necessary actors. The level of need to update
and develop new rules, procedures, methods and tools is seen as large and ever-increasing
in light of the continuously changing ICT / telecommunications environment. Standards
need to be able to keep pace with this technology change and ensure that users are offered
the same usability, access, security, etc. that was offered from older technologies.

Finally, the interoperability events serve a specific function within the other standardisation
work being undertaken. Plugtests events usually occur early in the standardisation process,
while a standard is still in development, although they can continue to take place throughout
the process, validating work on an ongoing basis. They are primarily a resource for
standardisation bodies (TCs, WGs, etc.) within ETSI that are developing a standard or
specification, to allow them the opportunity to validate this existing work by testing it in a real
environment in a quick and efficient manner.

Specifically, the events are usually used to check the coherence of the specifications,
enable the identification of ambiguities or areas for improvement in the developing
standards and possible obstacles to deployment. They can also serve as an opportunity to
test early ideas and alternative options before further work is undertaken, or to identify
additional elements that should be tackled by the standard. By then feeding this information
back into the standards making process, the interoperability events therefore help to
improve the quality of specifications and increase the probability of interoperability and
interworking.

This process is not essential, but it is thought to be highly beneficial in many cases and
plays an important role in preventing market fragmentation and in reducing costs / delays in
the development of standards and in the deployment of the technology. The Plugtests
Service was initially seen as an added extra, but has become an increasingly integral and
important part of the standardisation process for ICT, across the majority of areas of work
covered by ETSI and it has become a strong component in the development strategy of
technical bodies. The cost to companies of attendance (travel, equipment/set-up, time of
key staff) is considerable and shows their commitment to the process, as well as their
recognition of its importance and benefits. However, without EC/EFTA support it is unlikely
that any of the funded actions would have taken place. Potential events are postponed if
necessary in order to agree a contract with EC/EFTA, as the alternative would be to not
hold the event at all, or to do so on a much smaller and less beneficial scale.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

Interviews with Commission officials and standardisers (NSBs and Industry) with
responsibility for the financed actions have revealed a very strong alignment between those
actions and the list of policy objectives introduced earlier. Table 10 lists the main policy
objectives of the Commission and shows the extent to which the ICT standardisation work
has been identified by interviewees as contributing to each objective. The objectives are
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listed in ranked order, with the objectives considered to be most directly and most strongly
achieved through the work at the top of the list.

Table 10 - Main policy objectives supported by non-ICT standardisation work

Policy objective Average score*
1. Facilitate interoperability 3.29
2. Provide a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues 2.54
3. Assist completion of the internal market / free movement 249
4. Support technological innovation within EU industry 2.27
5. Increase the role of standards in services 2.10
6. Increase the role of standards in support of EU policy / legislation 1.95
7. Ensure accessibility for all 1.76
8. Ensure effective participation by all relevant actors 1.73
9. Supporting the public interest dimension of standards 1.68
10. Advance the competitiveness of European industry 1.63

*Average scores were calculated as follows: each interviewee (n=41) was asked whether the financed
standardisation work in their area makes no contribution (0 points), a small contribution (1 point), a medium
contribution (2 points), or a high contribution (3 points) to the achievement of each given objective. The most
important or primary objective (largest contribution) was given an extra point (i.e. 4 points). Scores were summed
and then divided by the number of interviewees to give an average score for each policy objective.

As can be seen from the table above, the financed standardisation work has contributed
most significantly to facilitating interoperability. The fast-moving pace of ICT
developments opens up many opportunities but there are significant challenges relating to
the interoperability of different systems, and much of the standardisation work is aimed at
resolving these problems as a means by which to accelerate the rate at which Commission-
led initiatives and strategies are implemented. Around half of the interviewees responsible
for standardisation actions in the ICT area cited the resolution of interoperability issues as
the primary (i.e. most important) objective being pursued, and all but two of the remainder
indicated that the work was expected to make a medium or high contribution in this regard.
The interoperability events are not included within the table, but they would likely increase
the significance of this objective considerably further.

The resolution of interoperability issues between different systems in Europe is also
important within the context of completion of the internal market and so it is unsurprising
that a similar proportion felt that standardisation work in their area was contributing to this
objective. A small number of interviewees felt that the contribution of work in their area was
most significant in relation to this objective. Activities in the field of eBusiness appear to
have been particularly relevant in facilitating interoperability and assisting in the completion
of the internal market, though standardisation work in other areas, such as eHealth and
eTransport, where multiple and fragmented solutions often exist across the EU, are also of
high relevance.

The ESOs are also recognised by the Commission as providing the platform for
consensus building on identified issues and a means by which effective participation by
all relevant actors can be assured. The Commission policy units consider these elements
to be vital to the achievement of their strategies and initiatives, and so cite these as
important objectives that are realised through the financing of standardisation work. In the
ICT field there are many other fora and consortia that develop standards (beyond the
recognised ESOs) and many units of the Commission believe that a more active ‘official’
use of these consortia would be beneficial in the future. However, it is currently felt that
these other platforms and consortia lack the openness and transparency offered by the
officially recognised ESOs, and so an important motive for financing the standardisation
work is to ensure that it takes place within CEN or ETSI such that there can be more
confidence in the process. Neither of these objectives were cited as the most relevant or
important objective of financed standardisation work in most cases, but responses from

65




Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

interviewees suggest that they are clearly important benefits from the majority of financed
actions.

The standardisation work is also a primary mechanism through which the Commission can
support technological innovation within EU industry, although it is often stated that the
standardisation work codifies rather than drives the innovation process. This objective was
considered highly relevant across the majority of standardisation work, but particularly in
relation to actions dealing with issues of interoperability in ICT networks and the internet.

The rationale for Commission financing of standardisation work in the ICT area tends not to
relate to the implementation of EU Directives or legislation. Instead the main focus here is
to support the implementation of Commission policy in a number of ‘public policy’ areas
such as eHealth, elnclusion, eGovernment, etc. where the public sector acts on behalf of
society to ensure effective and widespread development and adoption of ICT-related
infrastructure, technologies and services, particularly in the public arena and in relation to
societal rather than commercial needs. In this respect there is less of an ‘industrial policy’
logic to the support, though this is still present, and a stronger ‘public policy’ interest. As
such, feedback suggests that the work is important in both advancing the
competitiveness of industry and supporting the public interest, with over half of
interviewees rating standardisation work as making a medium or high contribution in both
cases. Standardisation work relating to eAccessibility and a range of electronic public
services (eHealth, eGovernment, etc.) emerged as particularly relevant to supporting the
public interest dimension of standards. Most interviewees agreed that areas of societal or
public interest should be the main focus of EC/EFTA support in a standardisation system
that might otherwise focus too solely on market interests.

The table masks some important differences in the ratings assigned at the level of specific
actions or groups of related actions. For example, over one-third of interviewees indicated
that the standardisation work in their area contributed highly to ensuring accessibility for
all (e.g. in the areas of eAccessibility and electronic (public) services), but this was not
relevant at all for the standardisation work covered by another third of interviewees.
Impacts in this area therefore appear to be very polarised, either being very direct and
significant, or hardly present at all. It is considered that markets in some ICT-related areas
are less mature and less certain, and the development of European standards can help to
enable markets to open, for the benefit of both industry and society more generally. The
elnclusion / eAccessibility area is a case in point, as the markets for ‘assistive’ technologies
(i.e. to help old people retain independence, or to ensure ICT access for disabled people)
are small, uncertain and not necessarily very lucrative. Here the standardisation work is
important in agreeing common platforms, protocols, etc. which in turn gives more
confidence to industry, broadens the potential markets, and allows industry to develop
solutions that have a greater chance of being commercially viable. Standardisation is
therefore seen as an important ‘market stimulation’ measure.

The standardisation work is considered to contribute to policy objectives of the Commission
other than those shown above, but at a lower level (e.g. facilitating the take up of
standards), less directly, or for only a minority of the financed actions. In the latter case,
only a minority of financed actions are felt to have contributed significantly to the objectives
of increasing the role of standards in security (notably those relating to
network/information security and ePrivacy) or improving synergies between the ESOs
(where standardisation work has involved the establishment of wide networks/consultation
or a coordinated work programme — e.g. in relation to eHealth). By comparison, other
interviewees tended to rate the relevance of work to these objectives as low or non existent.

There are differences in the extent to which the Commission and industry / standardisers
rate the contribution of the work to the different policy objectives. For example, all of the
Commission officials see the financed actions as helping to strengthen the links between
research and standards, and this forms an important part of their own objectives for the
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work. Industry representatives are far less likely to rate this as a significant area of either
purpose or impact, and as such this objective is not rated highly enough (overall) to appear
in the table above.

Most of the Commission Units have published policies or strategies (for example, the
eHealth and eSafety initiatives) that are being implemented through large programmes of
research, development and demonstration funded under the EU Research and
Technological Development (RTD) Framework Programmes (e.g. FP7) and the
Competitiveness and Innovation Programme. One major challenge faced by the policy units
is how to ensure that these investments bear fruit via the application and adoption of new
products and services, and standardisation is increasingly seen to be a route by which this
can be affected. Very large investments in programmes of RTD are helping to develop new
solutions and the consortia involved are increasingly being asked to consider and to
become involved in standardisation work as a means to codify results and to develop
consensus on new solutions. In many respects standardisation is seen as a vital step in
transferring research results through to application and take-up. Strengthening the link
between research and standards is therefore a primary rationale for much of the work,
particularly from a Commission perspective.

Added-value and impacts of the financing

Feedback from the Commission

Most of the policy units in the ICT area do not actively monitor or track the standardisation
work, seeing their role as primarily to provide the impetus to get things going in areas that
are socially and economically useful, and where the Commission in some way has a policy
lead and is already committed to action. The main added-value of the financial support is
to facilitate the launch of standardisation work that has been identified jointly between the
Commission and industry as necessary, supports Commission policy (strategies, roadmaps,
etc.) and where the potential markets for new products or services are not sufficiently clear
for industry to wish to undertake the standardisation without Commission support. The
financing of the standardisation work by the Commission ensures that the public interest
dimension is retained and the use of the ESO platforms ensures that open, transparent and
inclusive procedures are employed. The platforms also help to minimise any commercial
‘bias’ or ‘power-plays’ that may be (more) present within other consortia that develop
standards in the ICT arena.

The policy units interviewed detailed the challenges involved in supporting what is a very
broad set of developments being carried out by many different stakeholders across a range
of areas and on a global basis. The fields involved are very fast-moving and involve many
actors (globally) that are constantly forming themselves into new groups and undertaking
new initiatives. A great deal of informal standardisation exists and is underway and together
it creates a rather complex ‘patchwork’ of activity, making it difficult for the Commission to
understand and make sense of all of the developments, to identify the gaps, and to decide
where their inputs would add most value. The RTD activities supported by the policy units
also involve a significant amount of formal and informal standardisation work, both within
and outside of the CEN and ETSI systems, and there is insufficient resource within the
Commission to track and make sense of all of the developments.

This situation is cited as one of the main reasons why the Commission units do not in most
cases actively track the financed standardisation work once it has been initiated - the
resources to do so are simply not there. In most cases tracking the research activities, to
which significantly larger budgets have been allocated, and programming future support
activities are prioritised over monitoring of the financed standardisation actions. As such a
range of actions have been launched but there is little insight from the Commission side as
to the quality or utility of the standards being developed, or their level of take-up and the
benefits derived in the wider world. There is accordingly little insight into the actual impacts
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of the financing in terms of the contribution that the developed standards make in practice to
the achievement of Commission policy objectives.

Despite this there is considerable confidence that standards are an important and indeed
under-utilised tool and all of the units we spoke with expect their demand and support for
standardisation to increase in the short to medium term. Feedback from the standardisation
bodies and industry consortia confirm that the financing is being deployed in areas where
industry is less motivated or able to finance all of the costs of the work itself, and the Units
are confident that by providing the necessary financial support and by participating in
agenda setting they are increasing the volume of policy-relevant standardisation work.
However, it is clear that many units are still in the process of learning where and how they
can play a useful role in relation to standardisation work, and would need more resource in
order to begin to track the impacts of their inputs and to learn how to optimise these over
time.

Having said this, some units and officials are connected closely enough to the work to
understand whether it is progressing well or not and why, and are even able to report on
achievements in some areas. For example, standardisation work supported by the
Commission in the eLearning area is portrayed as problematic with slow progress due to
conflicting aims and objectives among the various players developing standards and
specifications globally, many of which are pursuing different agendas than those put forward
by the Commission. However, in the eSkills area there is a much clearer common vision
about what should be done, and a strong group of participants driving the work forward. As
a result, faster, better progress is being made and the Commission is confident that the
standardisation work will make a marked contribution to the achievement of its strategy in
this area.

Feedback from industry / standardisers

From discussions with standardisation bodies and industry it is clear that EC/EFTA financial
support has been an important catalyst and contributor to standardisation work in the ICT
area. Most commented that the work that has taken place (with EC/EFTA funding) was
unlikely to have done so at the same level (if at all) without this support and that the funds
have certainly enabled much faster progress for standardisation and the sector as a whole
than would otherwise have been the case.

Speed appears to be a key factor in the ICT area, with technology often described as
becoming more and more important and at faster and faster rates. As such, it is seen as
very important to get standardisation work initiated quickly and to create a situation where
the results of this work are able to be part of the early stage development of technology and
can influence and speed up implementation. The role of CEN Workshop Agreements and
ETSI Technical specifications are highlighted because of their ability to develop standards
work relatively quickly and therefore to fit with market needs. Standards will often become
outdated or need change/refinement relatively quickly and there is a need for users and
standardisers to be reassured that their time and efforts will not be wasted.

The EC/EFTA money itself and the expertise and administration that it helps to support are
directly important to the work being undertaken. But, the financial contribution also has a
role as a sign or indicator to others that the work is going ahead, that it has EC support and
that it will go above and beyond related activity that is taking place elsewhere (e.g. at a
national, industry, or consortia level).

The idea of creating a ‘proper solution’ rather than lesser solutions or inconsistent solutions,
or a situation where there are a variety of competing alternatives is also key in the ICT area.
Sometimes there has been no standardisation activity to date. But, more commonly there
are evolving industry standards being developed in an ad-hoc and fragmented fashion,
meaning duplication of effort, incompatibility, confusion and a lack of realisation of the
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opportunities afforded by the ICT sector. Even if the area is heading towards increased
standardisation at a wider scale, this route will be much slower and inefficient than
European standardisation through the ESOs. European standardisation is therefore seen
as offering a sensible solution, but one that will not necessarily happen of its own accord.
Existing work is recognised and many of the activities funded include at least an element of
research to map and determine current and past standardisation activities, to assess the
market, build on what has been done before and to identify the state of the art. The idea is
not to create competing solutions but to create a better solution.

Often the standardisation work focuses in a particular area — for example mobile technology
— yet the potential to replicate or re-use this work in other areas is common, or indeed to
further build on the work in the same area. Many of the processes or methods developed or
the outputs produced are at least partly transferable to other areas of standardisation work.
Therefore the benefits of the work are not just in its implementation, but in its broader use
within the ICT sector in helping to further standardise. There appears to be considerable
interaction and cross fertilisation of ideas and work between different groups working on ICT
standardisation activities that are benefiting from the achievements in other areas. It also
appears to be quite common for work to continue in similar areas, sometimes funded by
EC/EFTA, often not. This again highlights the importance of the financing as a catalyst for a
much greater work effort. As an example of the wider benefits of the financing, there is
currently a big standardisation project on public procurement being undertaken which is
making considerable use of the work and lessons learned (including the reliable and proven
processes that have been developed) within eCAT workshop activities funded by EC/EFTA.

Comments on impact focused more on the impact of the financing on the standardisation
work than the impact of the work itself. This is somewhat inevitable where work is
incomplete or only very recently completed. However, as with the Commission officials,
there is also a lack of knowledge from an individual’s perspective as to the general level of
interest, uptake, use and benefit of standardisation work. For ETSI in particular, the outputs
of standardisation work are made publicly available for free and there is little or no tracking
(or way to track) the extent to which they are downloaded / used. Often the knowledge of
standardisers as to the impact of standardisation work comes from informal indications of
general levels of interest from relevant industry or other stakeholders or from the references
to, or use made of, outputs in other standardisation work in related areas.

In addition, it is often the case that ICT standardisation work is dealing with and trying to
keep pace with new and fast emerging technologies where there has often not yet been
widespread implementation of this technology. Wider implementation is often expected in
the near future though, sometimes as a direct result of the standardisation work itself. It is
often considered necessary for standardisation work to be undertaken at this early stage so
that technology develops using common European or international standardisation, but it
does mean that the impact is often a little way off in terms of the benefits to end users. To
take a specific example, EC/EFTA funded work to develop generic spoken command
vocabulary for ICT devices and services was related to standardising speech recognition
technology that - although not new - had only in recent years become commercially
available and had seen limited uptake. However, the costs of this technology were reducing
rapidly and the accuracy was improving. Combined with an ageing population, rapid growth
in mobile technology and other factors, the uptake of such voice recognition technology is
expected to see exponential growth in the near future. It is only then that we will be able to
get a clear and more accurate picture as to the true importance of the standardisation work
and of the scale of the benefits that have been achieved.

Although commercial benefits are not a common focus of the EC/EFTA financed ICT
standardisation work, there have been a few cases where the activities are more closely
related to commercial activities and where the standardisers were able to point to possible
commercial impacts. Standardisers involved in developing a generic methodology for
multilingual product description and classification, for example, stated that it had been
calculated 10 years ago that the cost of establishing product information for one product in
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one language was 10 dollars. If you then consider that some companies have 50 markets
and languages and thousands of products, and use electronic and different media and
formats, plus user manuals and technical manuals. And you then consider how many
companies there are. The result is an incredibly large amount of money. The potential
benefits therefore of a process that establishes a common approach in which individual
organisations do not have to constantly reinvent the wheel, are widespread and very large.

Feedback from other stakeholders

Other stakeholders had few comments to make specifically regarding ICT standardisation
actions beyond the fact that standardisation work in this area was seen as important and
EC/EFTA financial contributions broadly supported where this was appropriate. As with
non-ICT standardisation work, the Commission support was felt to help drive work forward
and encourage stakeholder involvement in the process. However, stakeholders did want
the Commission to limit its interventions to areas where there was a clear need.

There is some concern in relation to ICT standards as to the appropriateness of the ESO
system to different situations and sector needs. ICT is seen as a fast developing field where
there is often a desire for quick and sometimes only short-term solutions that are responsive
to the needs within the sector. The formalised mechanisms and controls within the ESOs,
and the process of wide stakeholder consultation and agreement was seen as beneficial in
many ways, but it was also felt that this needed to be balanced against the needs of the
sector. Having said this, the range of standardisation processes now used and the different
types of documents now produced within the ESOs was seen to go some way to allaying
these concerns. Nevertheless, a small number of stakeholders suggested that there may
still be a need to further consider the possibilities for closer working with other consortia in
the ICT sector, where this is appropriate.

Management and administration of the grants

Initiation and proposal development

The initiation of ICT standardisation work is organised through a different process to the
non-ICT work, being based on an annual programming cycle rather than the more
continuous ‘mandating’ process employed in the non-ICT fields.

It is considered important for the financed standardisation work to have clear links to
Commission policy, and to support the public interest dimension of standards rather than
purely commercial aspects, so rather than asking the ESOs to develop and submit
proposals on an ad-hoc basis, Unit D4 has implemented an annual programming and
commissioning cycle that gathers together Commission requests for standardisation (from
across various DGs and Units) in specific policy areas and assembles these into an annual
work programme that is then issued to the ESOs.

The programming cycle begins in November of the previous year (i.e. planning for the 2008
work programme begins in Nov 07) with requests issued by ENTR D4 to other Commission
services for ‘ideas’ for ICT-related standardisation work. This is a relatively informal
process, with the policy units permitted to submit their requests in whatever form they like,
and it is common for units to consult with D4 as part of the idea development process. As
indicated above, the policy units are in constant dialogue with their stakeholders and
research consortia and use these to identify areas ‘ripe’ for standardisation and which
support the implementation of Commission policy.

Unit D4 collects and consolidates the various requests and develops a first draft of the work
programme, which is circulated to the other Commission services. The document is revised
through successive iterations to the point where the Commission policy units are content,
and a reasonably clear and stable position has been arrived at. The ESOs are then invited
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to a meeting at which D4 presents the work programme and invites comments. Unit D4
then finalises the work programme and submits it to the 98/34 Committee for consultation.
While some comments are usually received the overall shape and content of the work
programme does not usually change significantly.

The work programme is then issued to the ESOs, usually around the middle of March, with
an invitation to submit proposals. The ESOs are given two months to respond, which is not
considered long enough, but early sight of the draft work programme usually enables the
various Technical Committees and other interested ESO bodies to begin to consider how to
respond prior to receipt of the official version.

This annual system of programming of the ICT work programme is well regarded inside the
Commission and has widespread support from the policy units that make use of it. The
level of interaction is high, with D4 offering whatever support is needed to allow other units
to incorporate their ideas into the plan. However, it does rely on a very considerable level of
input from D4 and there are suggestions that a less (human) resource intensive mechanism
might be preferred. However, part of the reason that the process is well-regarded by other
units is that D4 implements a relatively informal process that minimises the burden on other
units but which inevitably imposes a high cost on D4 in dealing with a wide range of loosely
structured inputs.

Members of the various ESO Technical Committees, with support from the Central
Secretariats, prepare and develop proposals in response to the ICT standardisation work
programme and submit these to the Commission by the required deadline, which is usually
around the middle of May.

Proposal assessment

The proposal assessment process employed for the ICT-related grant application process is
identical to that described for the non-ICT applications, described in Section 3.3.6 above.

As with the process employed by Unit 13, one of the three ‘tests’ applied to the submitted
proposals is ‘relevance’ meaning the fit with and likely contribution to the achievement of
Commission policy. However, it is acknowledged that the policy objectives that are being
referred to are not made explicit, and so it is not easy to build up any clear picture of what
the objectives actually are and the extent to which the proposals are or are not fully
addressing all of these. However, in general terms standardisation work that supports
regulation is considered to have the closest ‘fit' or of most importance, followed by work that
relates to or supports recently published policies or initiatives.

As with the non-ICT work, it is relatively rare for a proposal to be accepted without some
kind of clarification or revision being requested by the Commission. Unit D4 indicates that
its aim is to ensure that the proposals are clear (as to what will be done, who will be
involved, etc.) rather than to steer the technical direction of the proposals. However,
proposals that are considered to be too far away from (i.e. not sufficiently well-targeted on)
the Commission requests contained in the work programme are rejected, as are poor quality
proposals.

Comments from the Commission services indicate that the proposals submitted by the
ESOs are generally considered to be of a reasonable quality, but inevitably are somewhat
‘mixed’ and a minority of proposals are considered to be poor. Some Commission officials
have stated that they would expect the ESOs to exercise a better system of ‘quality control’
for proposals and to filter out those proposals that have not been sufficiently well developed.
Others recognise that proposal quality is probably based on which TCs or individuals have
been involved in developing them. It is also suggested that proposal quality is a good proxy
indicator for the level of ‘priority’ assigned by industry and other stakeholders - a more
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uniform set of proposals in terms of their quality would reveal less about what industry is
and is not interested in taking forward.

Other policy units have expressed more serious concerns about the ‘variable’ nature of the
response from the ESOs, and would welcome more information to help to explain why some
ideas have been responded to while others haven’t, and why a great deal of effort seems to
have gone into the development of some proposals while others appear to have been
hurriedly stitched together. Feedback from the ESOs regarding what is and is not
considered important by their Committees, and why, would help for future planning.

From the ESOs’ perspective, the quality of the proposals is affected by both the specificity
of the work programme and the time that they are given to respond to it. If the Commission
made its work programme and mandates more precise and if the ESOs were given more
time it would be easier for them to respond to in a detailed, clear and considered way.

Comments and decisions on proposals are submitted to the ESOs by the end of July, with
revised proposals submitted from September onwards.

D4 has indicated that the ESOs do not have the resources to apply to undertake work in
relation to all elements of the work programme, so respond only where the interest of their
members is highest and most closely aligned to the ideas put forward by the Commission.
This means that not all requests set out in the work programme are responded to, but this is
not considered to be a bad thing. What is being sought are the areas of alignment between
Commission policy and the industry consortia and other stakeholders that are able to carry
out the standardisation work. The Commission is in any case able to issue mandates to
deal with key areas of policy that have not been picked up through the work programme.
The mandates are submitted to the 98/34 Committee for approval so have stronger ‘buy in’
from the member states, which is felt to encourage the ESOs to take action in these areas.

The ESOs have signalled that the major bottleneck actually relates to the time that they
have to respond. The process of developing and approving work items and proposals may
be relatively fast, but a two-month window is considered not sufficient to provide a complete
and comprehensive response to the entire work programme, involving inputs from all
relevant TCs. From the perspective of the ESOs, the work programme ‘requests’ are also
sometimes rather too vague or open to allow the ESOs to have confidence in what is being
asked for, although the situation has improved with the introduction of the ICT
standardisation work programme, as compared to the previous eSAP calls managed under
the eEurope initiative. There is still felt, however, to be considerable scope for misalignment
between what is proposed and what is actually considered relevant or important from the
Commission’s perspective. Greater specificity in the work programme could potentially
improve the efficiency of the process, and cut down on the abortive costs of developing
proposals that ‘miss’ their target.

It has also been suggested that if the annual ICT standardisation work programme could be
developed and issued at the start of the year and if the ESOs were given 3-4 months (rather
than two) to prepare their proposals then this would encourage a broader range of
stakeholders to respond, which would in turn improve both the choice of offers available to
the Commission, and also the extent to which the different elements of the programme are
covered. It should also help to improve the quality of the proposals, as the groups involved
will have had more time to prepare them.

A further issue with the timing relates to the time that the Commission takes to assess and
take funding decisions on the proposals, and to agree the contracts. It is stated that one of
the reasons why some ESO TCs/TBs do not respond is because the process is too slow.
The main problem seems to have been the length of time it takes to move from idea to an
agreed contract, which can often be up to a year. However, it has also been indicated that
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the situation has improved with the transfer of contract management across to Unit D4 in
2006 for actions beginning in 2007.

Contracting

Most contracts are signed between September and December in order to fit with the annual
budgeting cycle. Unit D4 receives an annual allocation from Unit I3 of ~€3 million per
annum for standardisation work under the ICT work programme. This is considered to be
the minimum amount required, and D4 has indicated that if more financing was available it
would be possible to initiate more (policy relevant) work. However, none of the other policy
units consulted have signalled that budgetary constraints are curtailing the volume of
standardisation work that they can support, although most expect their unit's demand for
standardisation work to increase in the future. The size of the ICT standardisation budget
does not presently appear to be under any significant pressure, though this situation may
change in future.

Monitoring and reporting

Formal monitoring and reporting of the contracts is organised along the same lines as the
non-ICT work, with Unit D4 taking over responsibility from Unit I3 for contracts awarded
from 2006.

Significant problems were noted, however, with what appears to be a lack of active
monitoring and indeed interest on the part of some policy units in tracking the
standardisation work that has received EC/EFTA financing within their policy areas. A
range of factors have been identified that contribute to this situation, including a lack of
technical expertise within some units, staff changes, resource constraints, the fact that the
units have no direct contractual responsibility for the actions, and a requirement in many
cases to focus on policy development and management of significant research budgets.
Because the standardisation work in the ICT area is less closely linked to legislation,
monitoring of the standardisation development work from a policy perspective is also seen
to be less important. The primary objective of the units is to encourage standardisation
work to proceed in areas of relevance to Commission policy and which the standardisation
bodies require financial support for. Having identified and supported those actions the
standardisation work and indeed the wider take up and utility of the standardisation products
is left to the market without further active interest from the Commission.

There is, however, an identified need for Unit D4 to more proactively keep the policy units
informed of developments, and to seek to engage them actively in the monitoring of the
projects. However, some policy units draw a clear distinction between the contracts that
they are responsible for (which are actively monitored) and those that they are not
responsible for. Most of the units have a very heavy workload of their own contracts to deal
with, and since Unit D4 holds the contracts for the standardisation work (at least those
signed from 2007 onwards) it is expected that D4 will monitor these, which of course it does
but primarily from an administrative perspective. The split responsibility between the
coordinating unit (D4) and the policy units in some cases creates a situation where neither
of the concerned units takes full ownership over the work and as a result monitoring of the
work from a policy perspective is largely absent.

Payments

Fewer problems were cited by the ESOs in relation to the submission and approval of cost
claims on completion of the contracts with the ICT-related standardisation contracts,
although some problems are already evident. This ‘improvement’ may simply reflect the
fact that Unit D4 has only been responsible for the management of the financial elements of
the contracts for a couple of years, and so it is not yet clear whether similar problems with
the financial aspects will reveal themselves. However, this appears less likely as Unit D4
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has signalled that it will actively seek to avoid such financial problems and aim for a clear,
stable, and mutually acceptable basis for the calculation of eligible costs and a clear and
stable agreement with the ESOs as to what kinds of supporting evidence are required to
support their cost claims.

Tracking of impacts

Our interviews with Unit D4 and with the other policy units supporting ICT standardisation
work have confirmed that in many areas there is little or no clear understanding of how the
financed actions have had an impact in the outside world. The extent to which the
developed standards are being used and the benefits they bring is simply not tracked, partly
due to a lack of resources but also because there does not appear to be any clear
mechanisms to enable this to happen.

Other identified issues

Role of Unit D4

Prior to 2006 the entire annual Commission budget for the financing of the ESOs was
administered directly by Unit 13 and all contracts signed up to late 2006 remain their
responsibility. Since then Unit D4 has received an allocation, which it administers and
controls directly. The reasons for this change are not entirely clear, but they relate partly to
the backlog of contracts that had built up over many years, and efforts to reduce it on the
part of Unit I3 were made possible through the shift in responsibility for at least part of the
budget across to Unit D4. As the unit within DG Enterprise & Industry responsible for
competitiveness and innovation aspects of ICT development, Unit D4 also has a stronger
policy and technical interest and understanding of the ICT standardisation work than Unit I3
so the transfer of responsibilities makes sense also from that perspective.

The transfer of management responsibility and part of the budget to Unit D4 appears to be
widely supported, and is felt to be a more useful arrangement than in the past. Feedback
on the contribution of Unit D4 has been generally positive.

Split policy / contractual responsibilities

There are clearly problems relating to the shared responsibilities between Units I3 and D4
and other Commission services, with a lack of clarity over which policy units prompted or
otherwise have an interest in the actions and could provide the evaluators with information
as to the rationale for Commission support for these actions. The problems are in
significant degree accounted for by the fact that this evaluation has covered a transitional
phase in how the ICT-standardisation work has been requested and in how it is managed.
Contracts si%ned in 2004 and 2005 and the early part of 2006 were developed in response
to the eSAP” programme and were managed by Unit 13. From 2006 an annual call for ICT
standardisation work was managed by Unit D4, and Unit D4 took over responsibility for the
management of new contracts signed under those calls.

Much of the work that was funded under the eSAP (contracts signed from 2004-6) could
arguably not be considered to have been requested or supported by specific policy units,
but were instead generated in response to a fairly open call relating to the wider eEurope
Initiative. At the time, Unit D4 was able to advise on the relevance of the proposals to
Commission policy but there was no mechanism to formally connect the actions to specific
units or to require them to become engaged. While the situation has improved with the
switch to an annual call for ICT standardisation work, managed by D4 with inputs from other
services of the Commission, it is fair to say that in many cases there is still a lack of
‘ownership’ on the part of some Commission units. Several units appeared to be unaware

The eEurope Standardisation Action Plan - one of the pillars of the eEurope 2005 Initiative
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of standardisation work that is being carried out in their area, even for some recently
approved actions, so it is clear that communications between Unit D4 and the other services
of the Commission could be strengthened, as could the policy units’ engagement in the
work, resources permitting.

Awareness of the opportunity to use standardisation

A number of interviewees have signalled that there is a need for more awareness raising
within the Commission to promote the use of standards as a means by which to support the
implementation of Commission policy. We are aware that some efforts to do this are
already carried out by both Units 13 and D4, and it is likely that resource constraints within
those units may limit the extent to which they are able to proactively ‘market’ standardisation
to the other services of the Commission. However, our discussions with Commission
services across a range of areas suggest that the time may be right for just such a
campaign.

Strengthening the link between research and standards

This is something that is being widely discussed at present but some units have indicated
that it has been on the agenda for many years and what is missing are any active processes
to ensure that this happens. The Commission invests very heavily in RTD activity and one
of the major challenges is to convert these investments into social and economic benefits.
Standardisation offers the potential to help in this endeavour, but the benefits of
standardisation and how it can be used is not widely understood across all of the
Commission policy units that could make use of it. A stronger internal campaign, linked to
the more general promotional efforts mentioned above, is therefore required in order to
promote the benefits and to inform the Commission services of the role that DG ENTR Units
I3 and D4 can play in facilitating access to the system.

Representation in the standardisation process

It has been mentioned that while Unit D4 and other policy units would like to make use of
other consortia that are developing ICT standards, the processes employed within these
other ‘fora’ are not sufficiently transparent at present to ensure that the public interest is
being served and that all of the important stakeholders are granted access to the process.
Because much of the ICT standardisation work relates to areas of public policy it is
particularly important that certain stakeholder groups are properly represented (e.g.
consumers, health authorities, etc.). While the three ESOs are considered to be open and
transparent platforms, some Commission officials have argued that even here not enough is
done to ensure that the right kinds of stakeholder are involved, and argue for some form of
‘managed’ representation for Commission-financed actions to ensure that the right balance
of interests is in place and contributes to the standardisation work. This is a minority view,
however, and most commentators argue that the Commission’s influence in the process at
this level of detail should be avoided.

The Commission officials consulted in relation to the ICT actions have in some cases
indicated that the ETSI system of direct representation is more suitable for the ICT work
than the system of national representation in place in CEN and CENELEC. The
CEN/CENELEC systems are based primarily on national representation and are considered
to be most appropriate for ‘harmonisation’ work where competing national standards exist
and are to be replaced by European ones. In these cases there is a need for national level
input and agreement on the new standards that will be adopted at national level across the
EU. However, in other fields such as the ICT domain where many different fora work at
many different levels to develop ‘new’ standards, systems of national representation have
less meaning and direct participation is preferred. Within the ETSI system, for example, any
person or organisation can become a member and all members are given the right to input
into the standardisation process and to vote. CEN workshops follow this direct participation
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model and are considered a strong option in fast moving technological domains, having
been widely applied in the ICT domain with more than 70 Workshops having been created
since 1997. As such, the two different ‘models’ employed by the ESOs are considered
suitable for their respective domains.
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Visibility actions

Introduction

In this section we report on the visibility actions carried out by the ESOs under grant
agreements signed from 2004-7.

Nature and extent of the financial support provided
Agreements

A total of 11 visibility actions have attracted financing in this period. The number of visibility
actions signed each year has declined over the period, with six actions signed in 2004, two
in 2005, two in 2006, and only one in 2007. We are not aware that this is a conscious policy
— support for visibility actions appears to be rather ad-hoc.

Most of the visibility actions have been directed to the candidate countries, accession
countries, neighbouring countries, or important economies such as China, and most have
been organised around specific topics, such as transport or interoperability, or around
specific target groups (e.g. SMEs). In addition, the visibility actions include the development
and delivery of training packages on, for example the integration of environmental aspects
into standards. The largest action (€585k in EC/EFTA financing) is rather different from the
rest in that it supports the placement of a dedicated standardisation expert in the
Commission’s delegation in Beijing for a four-year period.

All of the visibility projects have been contracted with CEN (5) or CENELEC (6), though
ETSI has also participated and contributed to some of the actions. Several of the actions
have been carried out jointly between two or all of the ESOs. Involvement of the NSBs in
the visibility actions is high, with several usually involved in delivery of the work.

Financial allocations

The 11 actions have attracted EC/EFTA financing totalling just over €1.2 million. The
average EC/EFTA contribution is just over €110k, but most of the actions have attracted
funding of €50k or below. The total expenditure and average size of action is skewed
heavily by the single contract mentioned above where the EC/EFTA contribution is over
€500k. EC/EFTA funding has financed just over half of the eligible costs of the actions.

The average duration of the financed actions is 14.5 months.

What the financing pays for

The financial support given by EC/EFTA for visibility projects comes, as with the
standardisation work, in the form of grant agreements for actions that provide a contribution
towards the eligible costs associated with undertaking the work. The financing provides a
contribution towards the costs of the ESOs, NSBs and other parties in organising,
implementing and reporting on the visibility actions, and includes travel and other costs.

Rationale for the financing

The Commission has a strong policy interest in the ongoing promotion of the EU
standardisation system, in order to promote its wider adoption internationally, to assist with
the integration of new member states, and to support actions that bring stakeholders
together to discuss needs and opportunities in the context of new legislation or policy. All of
the visibility actions supported by EC/EFTA are based around these objectives, and can be
organised into three main groups as set out below:
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Subject-specific, EU-level discussion platforms / training

Conference to discuss future needs and the role of standards in developing a single
market in transport — Brussels

Conference on railway standardisation, in the context of the creation of the new
European Railway Agency (clarify positions, discuss needs, join everyone up) -
France

Seminar to promote and discuss measures to incorporate environmental aspects in
standardisation — Slovenia (could also fall under the category below)

Toolkits and training for standardisation experts on integrating environmental aspects
into standards, and to train environmental experts on the European standardisation
system — various countries

Integration of new EU member states

Conference to increase awareness of interoperability issues and encourage new
member states to become involved in relevant standardisation activity - Poland
Toolkits and training for SMEs in new member states on the European
standardisation system — various countries

Promotion of European standardisation internationally

Promotional activity in the field of pressure equipment, in order to promote the EU
system - US

Seminar to promote EU electrotechnical standardisation to industry in the
MERCOSUR region - Uruguay

Workshops in Mediterranean countries to promote the benefits of the European
standardisation system — North African countries x 4

Meeting and seminar to exchange information on electrotechnical standardisation
between the EU and China — China and Brussels

Action to place a European standardisation expert in China for a four-year period in
order to promote the European standardisation model - China

The rationale for the financing is therefore that these actions assist with integration of new
member states, completion of the internal market and the wider application of EU-style
legislative and standardisation systems around the world. The latter objective is considered
important in contributing to strengthening of EU industry and facilitating access to world
markets. There is therefore a strong ‘market’ logic to the financing.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

Table 11 shows the ratings assigned by interviewees concerning the actual or expected
contribution of the visibility actions to the achievement of Commission policy objectives.
Only the ten most highly rated objectives are shown. It should be noted that different actions
address significantly different objectives based on their focus (e.g. environment, SMEs) and
underlying logic (trade, integration of new member states).
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Table 11 - Main policy objectives supported by visibility actions
Policy objective Average score*
1. Increase the visibility of the European standardisation system 3.25
2. Integration of candidate countries to the Community market 2.00
3. Assist European industry to access world markets 1.88
4. Facilitate interoperability 1.75
=5. Ensure effective participation by all relevant actors 1.38
=5. Advance the competitiveness of European industry 1.38
=7. Provide a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues 1.25
=7. Promote the development and use of international standards 1.25
=7. Provide a high level of environmental protection 1.25
10. Assist completion of the internal market / free movement 1.13

*Average scores were calculated as follows: each interviewee (n=8) was asked whether the financed
standardisation work in their area makes no contribution (0 points), a small contribution (1 point), a medium
contribution (2 points), or a high contribution (3 points) to the achievement of each given objective. The most
important or primary objective (largest contribution) was given an extra point (i.e. 4 points). Scores were summed
and then divided by the number of interviewees to give an average score for each policy objective.

Table 11 confirms that almost all of the visibility actions (covered by the interviews) have as
their primary objective, and make the most direct contribution to increasing the visibility of
the European standardisation system, while the other objectives reveal why this is
important.

Unsurprisingly the differing subject/topic areas and intended audiences of the various
visibility actions means that each group relates most closely to different Commission
objectives. Those focusing on the promotion of European standardisation internationally (in
the US, MERCOSUR, China, etc.), for example, have high relevance to helping to facilitate
access to world markets and promoting the development/use of international standards,
whilst those focused on new member states and the Mediterranean region strongly support
the integration of candidate countries to the Community market.

The visibility action to incorporate environmental aspects into standardisation and train
environmental experts was highly relevant to providing a high level of environmental
protection, while the actions relating to rail transport are relevant to facilitating
interoperability, the completion of the internal market and advancing industrial
competitiveness.

Added-value and impacts of the financing

Feedback from the Commission, ESOs and involved stakeholders

Interviews with the Commission, ESOs and other stakeholders closely related to specifc
actions have confirmed widespread support for these actions, with all involved stakeholders
confirming that EC/EFTA financing has helped to ensure that the activities are
professionally organised, widely promoted, and achieve their purpose. It is doubtful that
many of the actions would have been possible without this support. It was suggested that
there would be less point in proceeding with a visibility action if there was no political
imperative behind approaching the countries and that EC/EFTA financial contribution
implies Commission backing to the activities in the longer-term.

We have not been able to gather feedback on the impacts of all of the actions in detail, but it
is clear that several have been highly effective. For example, the seminars in the
MERCOSUR countries have led to introduction of ‘EU-style’ directives and other legislation,
and standardisation work is following in the electrotechnical fields. This should in time
enhance trade links in the related fields between EU industry and these countries. Similar
developments have been identified in the North African countries targeted by the workshops
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here, where European practices are being taken up, for example in Tunisia, Algeria and
Morocco (who have all become affiliate members of CENELEC).

Those involved in running the seminar in Slovenia commented that the seminar was well
attended by representatives across Europe and was felt to have had a strong impact on
raising awareness of environmental considerations in standardisation. One particular
session on training activities relating to environmental issues (covering tools and methods
used in Sweden) has contributed to the subsequent development in 2006 of a European
training programme, also funded by EC/EFTA, and which is also reported on here. This
programme, run by CEN, trains standardisation experts on how to systematically integrate
environmental aspects into European standards and has also trained environmental experts
on the European standardisation process. There are 10 different training opportunities in
Brussels for participants from all countries in Europe.

The meeting and seminar in China and Brussels to exchange information on
electrotechnical standardisation was felt by the project manager to have offered a friendly,
open forum for comments and discussion that resulted in strong interest from both parties
for further cooperation. It achieved its goals of revealing more about the Chinese system to
European parties and contributed to possible improvements to the efficiency, transparency
and costs of systems. Most importantly, one of the main results of the project was the
establishment of the seconded expert to China. The project manager felt that this EC/EFTA
funded post would probably not have happened without the earlier phases of the China
project (including the seminar) that first established the relationships.

The large action to second a standardisation expert within the Commission’s delegation in
Beijing is also identified as generating significant benefits, and has led to further cooperation
in specific areas. This activity not only helps with the promotion of European
standardisation principles in China, it also allows the EU to track developments in China and
to exert an influence to ensure that they are moving in the ‘right’ direction. While in some
areas China can be identified as following its own path, there are specific areas where
China has been persuaded to follow the EU and ISO systems. There is significant
competition with the US here, and it is argued that without an ongoing presence the
likelihood of competing US-style practices would be more widespread. The activities of the
expert also help EU stakeholders to better understand the Chinese system, how it is
developing, and where the opportunities exist to enhance trade. The expert is required to
return to the EU twice per year to debrief the main stakeholders on developments.

The conference to discuss railway standardisation has also been cited as very successful.
The introduction of the new European Railways Agency heralded a number of significant
changes for regulation and standardisation within this sector, and there was a clear need to
bring the stakeholders together to discuss the change and to clarify roles and
responsibilities, and decide on actions to drive forward EU-wide harmonisation of railway
legislation and standards. The main EU industry trade body in the railway sector described
the conference as very successful, with large attendance, and a good balance of
stakeholders. The conference was also highly productive, contributing significantly to the
reactivation of standardisation work following the changes to the regulatory structure.

Feedback from other stakeholders

Other stakeholders (not directly involved in the actions) were only able to comment very
briefly on promotion and visibility activities, though overall this area of work was seen as
important and in probable need of additional efforts and EC/EFTA resources.

A distinction was made between those actions aimed at a European audience and
European end-users, and those actions that focused on audiences in other parts of the
world. The two were seen as quite different in many respects, not least in terms of their
rationale (and therefore justification for EC/EFTA support). Both were generally seen as
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important and there was broad support for EC/EFTA financial contribution to work in both
cases. Overall there was a slightly greater tendency to see the ‘external work’ as being of
greater significance or more appropriate for EC/EFTA support, not least because of the
importance of the international dimension to many sectors of the European economy.
However, some NSBs in particular suggested that additional support with awareness-raising
at the national or regional level would also be beneficial (preferably also delivered at this
level).

Some stakeholders highlighted the visibility work in China as a good initiative and an
example of the positive work that is being undertaken externally with EC/EFTA support.
However, even here there was felt to be greater potential for benefit if more effort and
resources were available and if EC/EFTA and the ESOs could develop a more long-term
strategic plan for international promotion and visibility and use well-resourced, clearly
defined and targeted actions.

None of the representatives from newer Member States talked very extensively about the
role or importance of visibility and promotion activities to them as ‘candidate’ and ‘new’
members of the EU, or about the extent to which any such activity had helped them
acclimatise to the European Union. However, some did highlight that the problems they
faced (as relatively new entrants to the European standardisation system) could not be
solved with increased funding, but rather that stakeholder attitudes in their countries needed
to improve, as did general awareness of the role of standards. There would appear to be a
general demand for there to be more training offered to new NSBs (so that they are better
prepared to contribute to the European system) and greater funding of visibility and
promotion initiatives to raise awareness to end-users in the new EU countries.

Management and administration of the grants

Initiation and proposal development

Many of the ideas for the visibility actions originate with the ESOs and NSBs rather than the
Commission, but the ideas for the actions have in all cases been developed in close
discussion with DG ENTR Unit I3. No mandates were issued for these actions but some
have been developed in response to Commission policy documents (e.g. the
Communication on integration of environmental aspects into standardisation, 2004) or in
response to new developments such as the creation of the European Railways Agency. In
other cases, they follow directly an agreed position between the ESOs and the Commission
whereby the standardisers will seek to organise at least one major conference or event
each year to promote the EU standardisation system to either new Member States or to
other regions of the world.

Other aspects of management and administration

Other aspects of the management and administration of the actions follow similar lines to
those reported for the (non-ICT) standardisation work and have not been repeated here.
Similar issues also apply.

Other issues

No specific issues with the actions themselves were identified, with the visibility work being
described in positive terms by all of the interviewees to date. For this reason the decline in
the number of actions over the period covered is notable.

CENELEC has indicated that the Commission has recently appeared ambivalent over
whether or not to support specific visibility actions, often signalling an ‘in principle’
agreement to support specific actions when the idea is first discussed but then subsequently
appearing reluctant or unwilling. It has been attested that the major project to place a
standardisation expert at the Commission’s delegation in China involved many iterations
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over more than a year before the Commission finally agreed to the proposal, and that a
related plan to post a standardisation expert in India has now had to be put on-hold (after
considerable preparatory work on the part of the ESOs) due to a lack of available EC/EFTA
financing. Another proposal for CENELEC to carry out visibility work in Brazil initially had
strong support from the Commission but its final decision was delayed, again for more than
a year, after which the Commission decided not to support the action. Planning such
actions and preparing proposals and detailed financial quotations takes a lot of time and
effort, involving inputs from many parties, and a decision at the end, after lengthy
deliberation on the part of the Commission, not to finance the work generates a
considerable loss of confidence in the financing system and has ultimately caused
CENELEC and its members to decide that it is simply not worth the trouble to apply for the
support. As a result fewer visibility actions are now being proposed, and there is a marked
fall off in the number of new contracts being issued in this area, despite most stakeholders
considering this to be one of the core areas where EC/EFTA financing can add value and
where there is no strong case for industry to carry the costs.

Both CEN and ETSI have signalled difficulties in relation to the administrative and financial
aspects of visibility actions in the past, and this has also impacted on their members’
willingness to propose and participate in them in future.

The ambivalence of the Commission and the resulting reluctance on the part of the ESOs to
pursue further ideas is regrettable, as the visibility actions are widely considered by
stakeholder groups to be an important and valuable activity for which EC/EFTA financing is
both necessary and appropriate. Stakeholders also emphasised the need for follow-up
activities to ensure that the good work started through the visibility actions is maintained.
The actions create a certain impetus for further developments, but without the means to
carry out any follow-up work there is a danger that the impacts will be limited and short-
lived. There is accordingly a case to revisit the actions some time after the event and
establish what kind of follow-up work (e.g. technical assistance) would be useful.
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Preliminary work / supporting actions

Introduction

In this section we report on the pre-standardisation work and other types of supporting
actions carried out by the ESOs under grant agreements signed from 2004-7.

Nature and extent of the financial support provided
Agreements

A total of seven actions have attracted financing in this period. CEN has carried out six of
the actions, ETSI the remaining one. The work supported is summarised briefly below:

* One action to produce a report to determine the potential of the use of standards in
eGovernment

* One action to assess the feasibility of developing standards in the area of hydrogen
and fuel cells

* One action to identify the key aspects of use of ICT in vehicles and to determine
where guidelines and technical specifications are needed

e One (major) action to determine the demand for and feasibility of developing
standards in services, focusing on 11 identified areas

* Three actions to develop and run standardisation ‘help desks’ in the field of pressure
equipment (one of these actions was terminated early on)

It can be seen from the list that the actions can be split into two groups.

(i) The first group of actions constitute preliminary scoping (or pre-standards) work to
determine the potential for the development of standards in new areas. It should be
noted that some of the financed actions for standardisation work have included
elements of planning or programming of standardisation activities within them, but
these also include work to develop the standards and therefore fit better under the
standards development than preliminary studies area.

(ii) The second grouping relates to the pressure equipment migration help desks, which
were aimed at facilitating understanding and uptake of a large body of new
standards in that field, where the complexity of the standards implied a need to
provide ongoing support for their implementation and to identify aspects of the
standards that required early revision.

Financial allocations

The seven actions have attracted EC/EFTA funding totalling just under €3.1 million. The
expenditure is dominated by a single contract where the EC/EFTA contribution is over €2.5
million — the remaining actions average just under €100k each. EC/EFTA funding has
financed 87% of the eligible costs of the actions. In terms of the two broad groupings, the
first (scoping) group was allocated €2.9 million, while the second (pressure equipment
migration) was allocated €165k.

The average duration of the financed actions is 22.7 months.

What the financing pays for

The financial support given by EC/EFTA for preliminary studies and supporting actions
projects comes, as with the standardisation work, in the form of grant agreements for
actions that provide a contribution towards the eligible costs associated with undertaking the
work. The financing provides a cost-shared contribution towards the costs of experts to
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carry out the work, and an element for NSBs to organise and manage the projects, though
in some cases it is the NSBs that have provided the main input to the actions (i.e. occupying
the expert role). In the case of the largest action — feasibility studies of standardisation in
the field of services works — there were twelve co-financed NSBs involved in total and the
work divided between them.

Rationale for the financing

The rationale for EC/EFTA financing for these actions is slightly different to many of the
actions covered in preceding sections, in that much of the work is strongly Commission-led.
The pre-standards planning / scoping studies all seek to investigate the potential for the
development of standards in new areas that are being driven by the Commission as part of
its policy agenda. In the fields of services, eGovernment, fuel cells, etc. the role of
standards is (or was) not clear, and yet the Commission believed that standards could
potentially play a useful role in helping to advance and support industrial development and
competitiveness in these fields.

For example, in the case of the pre-study on standards in services the rationale for the work
related to the fact that the EU economy is based as much on services as it is on
manufacturing, and yet there are relatively few standards in this area. In order to enable the
free movement of services within the internal market it was expected that standards might
have an important role to play. This study was therefore prompted by the Commission in
order for it to develop its own policies and decide on where support and action was required
within this domain. Similarly, Commission communications had highlighted the importance
of eGovernment to improve public services and democratic processes, and the use of
standards had been recognised as an important pre-requisite for success in this area. An
eGovernment Roadmap was therefore initiated (and mandated) by the Commission as a
first step to developing a pan-European and trans-national view of eGovernment and to
better understand the wide range of initiatives already in place. The potential long-term
public benefits of work in this area is clear, but it is necessary to begin with a broad
investigation of existing initiatives and a gap analysis to help determine the possible role
that standards could play in eGovernment to provide recommendations for future standards
work. It is unlikely that this work could be led from anywhere other than the Commission
(through the ESOs). The fact that these preliminary scoping studies are strongly
‘Commission-led’ is revealed by the fact that the EC/EFTA contribution towards the eligible
costs is set at the highest level of all financed actions (in most cases over 90%).

In the case of the feasibility study in the area of hydrogen and fuel cells, the work was also
heavily driven by Commission policy and was carried out in direct response to a mandate.
Here, though, the rationale as highlighted by the standardisers was slightly different. An
increasing scarcity of resources and a desire to reduce dependency on fossil fuels had
created a policy desire to look closer at the possibilities of alternatives and whether there
was a need to facilitate the integration of a new technology to society. The technology was
also at an early stage of development and would require the set up and maintenance of a
new infrastructure, raising a range of ‘public’ concerns about security, safety, user
friendliness, etc. on top of interoperability requirements or related issues. In addition, the
US and Japan were pursuing long-term standardisation projects in the area and it was
considered politically important to at least monitor this international work from a European
perspective.

The pressure equipment migration help desks constitute a third and rather different case
and were supported because the Commission could see a clear case for assisting in the
take-up of a particularly large and complex set of standards, as part of its desire to ensure
that the related Directives were successfully implemented, and that the New Approach was
successful in this area. While the Commission had an interest in supporting these actions
and could see that the work would support its policy objectives, these actions attracted
EC/EFTA financing at just below half of the eligible costs in recognition that the help-desks
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were essentially a service to industry, and it was therefore appropriate that the
standardisers / industry should fund the major part of the (eligible) costs.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

Table 12 shows the profile of ratings assigned by interviewees for the contribution of these
actions to the achievement of Commission policy objectives.

Table 12 - Main policy objectives supported by preliminary / supporting actions

Policy objective Average score*
1. Increase the role of standards in support of EU policy / legislation 2.50
2. Provide a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues 2.33
3. Facilitate interoperability 2.00
4. Facilitate the take-up of standards 1.83
5. Provide a high level of protection of health and safety 1.50
=6. Increase the market relevance of standards 1.33
=6. Advance the competitiveness of European industry 1.33
=6. Assist completion of the internal market / free movement 1.33
=6. Support technological innovation within EU industry 1.33
=6. Ensure effective participation by all relevant actors 1.33

*Average scores were calculated as follows: each interviewee (n=6) was asked whether the financed
standardisation work in their area makes no contribution (0 points), a small contribution (1 point), a medium
contribution (2 points), or a high contribution (3 points) to the achievement of each given objective. The most
important or primary objective (largest contribution) was given an extra point (i.e. 4 points). Scores were summed
and then divided by the number of interviewees to give an average score for each policy objective.

The two different types of work supported predominantly contribute to different policy
objectives. The preliminary scoping studies contribute directly to the first two objectives in
the Table, to increase the role of standards in support of EU policy and legislation and
to provide a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues. These objectives
are rated highly because the Commission made use of the ESO platforms to enable a broad
dialogue with stakeholders on the potential for standards in these new areas, and sought to
determine whether the role of standards could or should be increased. For the preliminary
studies it was also important to ensure that there was effective participation by all relevant
actors in the consultative processes.

Most of the other objectives in the list are addressed primarily by the pressure equipment
help-desks, which supported directly the take-up of new standards, which were designed
to facilitate interoperability while providing a high level of protection of health and
safety. The helpdesks were also seen to contribute directly to the objective of increasing
the market relevance of the standards by helping to create an ongoing dialogue between
the help-desk and industry on the applicability of the standards and any problematic areas
where the standards were conflicting with, rather than supporting, the operation of the
market. This would then lead to revision of the standards to increase their market relevance
and uptake.

All of the supported actions also contribute to wider policy objectives of the Commission
relating to the competitiveness of EU industry, assisting in the completion of the internal
market and the free movement of goods and (particularly) services, and supporting
technological innovation through standardisation.
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3.6.5 Added-value and impacts of financing

Feedback from the Commission, ESOs and involved industry / stakeholders

From the perspective of the standardisers and industry involved, EC/EFTA support for these
actions has been vital and it is clear that they would not have been carried out without the
financial support.

Taking the preliminary / scoping studies first, the main added value of EC/EFTA financing is
to enable these actions to be carried out in the first place, and the Commission policy units
(as well as the standardisers) could be taken to be the primary beneficiary as they directly
inform the direction of Commission policy. The central questions being asked within these
studies are whether, where and how standardisation could play a useful role in these areas,
and in many respects these questions are answered in terms of whether the standardisation
work would support the implementation of Commission policy objectives (interoperability,
internal market, industry competitiveness, etc.). In these areas the demand for
standardisation is not being driven bottom-up by industry, so the Commission is effectively
enquiring as to whether stimulation measures on its part would be appropriate and effective.
It is therefore considered that this preliminary / scoping work helps to inform Commission
policy directions in these fields, and to reduce abortive costs both in terms of policy
formulation and stimulation of standardisation activity that would ultimately turn out to be
unsuccessful.

The feasibility study in the area of hydrogen and fuel cells provides an interesting example
as it showed that at the moment there is no evident need / demand for the development of
European standards. ISO and IEC are developing standards that were found to be
appropriate at present and were preferred to a European-specific alternative. Also, whilst
some potential gaps in standards were identified, these did not seem to be ‘missed’ by
stakeholders. The study did suggest a need to ensure that international standards continue
to match European legislation and that there should be an improved input from Europe to
the international standardisation work beyond the small number of companies already
involved, and that checks should be made in the future to ensure standards continue to be
in line with needs. However at this time there did not appear to be any plans to legislate
specifically for this new fuel type in Europe and the international policies seemed to be
heading in an appropriate direction. Although the study marked something of an end to
European standardisation work in this area, it was seen by the standardisers to be
absolutely necessary, as it checked for relevance and appropriateness as a precursor to
standardisation work within CEN and helped to determine the policies and future actions of
both the ESOs and the Commission. By comparison, the eGovernment Roadmap did
highlight a need for further European standardisation work and a new CEN workshop (eGov
Share) has now been established to continue the work of the roadmap and follow-up on
some of the recommendations from the original work.

The financing of the pressure equipment help desks by EC/EFTA is considered to have
added value in enabling such support activity to take place and to ensure that there has
been sufficient financing available to run a professional service on an ongoing basis.
EC/EFTA financing was particularly important in getting the service up and running and,
having provided support for a number of years, there is now better scope for this activity to
be run without EC/EFTA support in future. The initial helpdesk (EN13445) receiving
EC/EFTA financing has also provided the blueprint (including the tools and processes) for
those that followed.

The pressure equipment helpdesks have not only been directed towards assisting industry
to understand and apply the standards, but have been used as a vehicle to inform future
standardisation activity and in particular the revision of standards. This creates something
of a virtuous circle whereby industry is assisted to apply the standards, while at the same
time the need for revision and improvement of the standards is informed through that
dialogue, lessening the need for proactive support over time. This kind of supporting
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measure makes clear sense in cases where attempts to implement New Approach
legislation are particularly complex and might possibly fail. The helpdesks have, as
intended, “provided in an accelerated fashion, official answers to questions regarding the
application of newly adopted standards, as well as providing updated information on the
evolution of the standard” and acted as an important tool in the promotion and use of what
is a very important body of health and safety-related standards.

Those involved see the helpdesks as necessary for the future of the standards concerned,
for the ongoing participation of experts and for the uptake of the standards by industry. Not
only does the EC/EFTA grant support the running of the helpdesks, but it also provides an
important signal to the community that the standards have the ongoing support of the
Commission, that the standards are likely to continue to be important and that they are
therefore worth engaging with.

It has been possible to obtain some information on use of the helpdesks, which may go
some way towards indicating their impact. The EN13480 helpdesk for instance has
received 220 queries to date and issued 11 official answers regarding interpretations of the
standards. The EN13455 desk has received substantially more — 569 separate enquiries
since it first began in 2002 — and contributed to the need to re-issue the standard 33 times
since it was first published.

Feedback from other stakeholders

Although most other stakeholders did not feel able to comment on specific preliminary work
and supporting actions, many did argue that pre-standardisation work was an important
area to support. They highlighted the importance of preliminary work and pre-
standardisation research within the wider standardisation activities in order to achieve
appropriate, good quality standards later in the process that were economically sustainable.
This type of work is seen as particularly appropriate in ‘new’ areas where there is a desire to
encourage the use of standards, but there has been little or no previous activity at the
European level and therefore less is known. Here, preliminary studies and other related
work are an appropriate way to understand an area and see what is feasible and are
therefore seen as an important step before “jumping into full-blown standardisation”. Links
to research, particularly within the Framework Programme, were also seen as positive and a
possible area for greater Commission focus.

A small number of stakeholders questioned the appropriateness of encouraging
standardisation into new ‘non-traditional’ areas where standards may not be a suitable
route. While the concern here is that EC/EFTA may use the funding of preliminary work to
initiate standardisation in inappropriate areas, it could also be argued that preliminary
studies are a good way in which to test this ‘appropriateness’, before committing time and
resources (both EC/EFTA and others) to further standardisation work.

National Standards Bodies in particular confirmed the importance of preliminary work in
ensuring that standardisation meets the needs of the market and does not result in
unnecessarily wasted time and effort. Many highlighted the need for scoping studies and
other preliminary work to be thorough and based on a wide consultation. As such,
EC/EFTA support was seen as of both necessary and of high value and could legitimately
be extended both in its range and level.

Management and administration of the grants

These action grants are managed and administered in a broadly similar way to the
standardisation and visibility work described above, and so these processes are not re-
described here.
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Other issues

There were few specific issues raised by interviewees in this area, other than to confirm the
importance of EC/EFTA financing and to suggest that the Commission should consider
making greater use of these types of supporting actions.

It is not always easy for the Commission to understand the needs of stakeholders in new
areas of policy, or to determine whether and to what extent it should be seeking to
encourage and stimulate standards development work. In some cases industry and other
stakeholders may not welcome or be ready for standards, and these actions help to identify
the areas where stimulus measures might be counter-productive. They also help to identify
areas where some kind of policy lead and support from the Commission would be useful in
helping to support industrial competitiveness and the completion of the internal market.

It has also been suggested that EC/EFTA might consider using its financing to build-in
linked follow-up impact assessments (several years later) to determine the take-up of
standards in specific policy areas and to determine the actual contribution of the EC/EFTA
financing on the achievement of policy objectives. This type of ‘supporting study’ may be
instructive and could further underpin justifications of the need for the financing and the
positive benefits that it (and the wider activity it supports) bring to the economy and wider
society. Itis acknowledged, however, that tracking the uptake and use of standards and the
benefits they bring to users can be an extremely complex and time consuming exercise and
it would be relatively costly to implement such investigations even within a single policy
area.
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Translation

Introduction

In this section we report on the Community financing of the translation of European
standards or other standardisation products into community languages other than the three
official languages of the ESOs (English, German and French).

The system of translation was already evaluated by GHK / Technopolis in 2006, and as
such has not formed a main focus of the current evaluation. Nonetheless it was agreed that
the study should cover these activities with specific regard to (i) the contribution of the
financing of these activities to the achievement of Commission policy objectives, (ii) the
extent to which the findings, conclusions and recommendations provided in 2006 have been
acted upon in the intervening period, and (iii) whether any new issues have arisen in relation
to these elements of the overall support package since 2006.

We have therefore focused our efforts on a series of interviews with appropriate individuals
within CEN, CENELEC and 13, and with 26 representatives from 19 National Standards
Bodies that have been consulted. In addition and where possible we have sought views and
feedback on this area of financing and its contribution to Commission objectives from other
stakeholders within the European standardisation system during interviews. The findings in
this section are also reported against the main areas of focus as set out above.

Nature and extent of the financial support
Agreements

A total of four translation actions have attracted financing in this period.
Financial allocations

The four actions attracted EC/EFTA funding totalling just over €2.5 million. As can be seen
from Table 13, the majority of this total was allocated to CEN (62%), while a smaller
proportion (38%) was allocated to CENELEC. In both cases, the EC/EFTA contribution
constitutes half of the eligible costs of translation.

The Commission does not provide a grant for the translation of ETSI standards, and we are
not aware that the Commission has any plans to do so in the future. ETSI produces its
outputs in English as this is the dominant language within the ICT / Telecoms sector. There
is no perceived need for ETSI to produce its outputs in other languages and no sense that
industry use of the standards is in any way curtailed by this single-language approach.
However, some NSOs / national administrations do translate some ETSI standards into their
own languages as and when they consider it necessary.

Table 13 — EC/EFTA funding allocations to ESOs for translation (2004-7)

CEN CENELEC Total
2004 € 837,500 € 500,000 € 1,337,500
2005 € 743,459 € 450,000 € 1,193,459
Total 2004-7 € 1,580,959 € 950,000 € 2,530,959

The translation grant agreements cover variable periods of time and have often been
subject to amendments to extend the duration and the scope of the financing to cover
periods and translation of standards not foreseen at the point of drawing up the agreements.
Support for translation did remain broadly stable over the period 2000-5 at just over €1.4
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million per annum, but no further agreements were signed after this date. Instead, the 2005
agreements have been subject to amendments continuing the duration of the actions
through to 2009.

The new Framework Partnership Agreements signed between the Commission and the
ESOs make significant provision for a reorganised system of financing for translation
(discussed further below), and it is expected that this element of support will proceed on a
more stable and regular footing in future.

What the financing pays for

The ESOs publish each harmonised standard in three official languages and invite the
NSBs either to endorse the standard in one of those languages (English, French or
German) or to adopt the standard, translating it into their own national language. The
Commission provides a financial contribution to this wider translation effort, to facilitate more
extensive use of harmonised standards by industry.

Specifically, in order to facilitate the use of European standards by industry, the
Commission provides a financial contribution towards the costs of the translation of
European Harmonised Standards by Member States into the remaining seventeen official
languages of the European Union. This contribution is based on Grant Agreements signed
between the Commission and the ESOs. However, CEN and CENELEC do not actually
undertake any translation under the agreements and do not benefit from the financing.
Rather, they act as the manager and administrator of the agreements on behalf of their
members (NSOs), and act as the conduit for the flow of information and financial claims.

Rationale for the financing

The 2006 evaluation found that there is an evident need for many HS to be made available
in Community languages other than English, French or German, to facilitate comprehensive,
timely and uniform implementation. The translation of standards encourages and facilitates
their use across Europe, increasing their penetration and effectiveness and ensuring greater
adherence to EU directives.

Stakeholders argued strongly that in order for HS to be effective, it is necessary that they
can be correctly understood and applied by a range of different users, and in most cases
this means that they have to be available in the user’'s own native language. Standards are
considered complex and technically detailed documents that many users would fail to use
correctly, or be put off from using at all, if they were not available in their native language.
Therefore, the overriding opinion is that if a standard is only available in English, French or
German language versions, the standard will be less widely and less consistently applied
than would be the case if a localised version were available. There are sectoral and
national differences in the extent to which users can engage with the ‘official’ language
versions of HS, but with very low levels of capability in some cases. There was also thought
to be a particular need for translations amongst SMEs, who were commonly singled out as
the main users and beneficiaries of translated versions of HS.

While there might be a strongly argued case for HS to be translated, it does not necessarily
follow that it is the responsibility of the Commission to pay for it. The case for public support
in relation to a particular action often relies on a ‘market failure’ argument, which generally
means that no or insufficient provision is being made by the private sector for a particular
action or outcome that is considered to be important or necessary from the perspective of
public policy. The arguments set out within the 2006 evaluation point strongly to the
existence of a ‘market failure’ in the provision of financial support, from both private and
public sources, for the translation of HS at the Member State level. At present they are not
able to translate all HS for which there is felt to be a need or demand and the Commission’s
financial support enables the translation of a greater number of HS than would be possible
otherwise.
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The majority of contributors to the 2006 evaluation were also of the opinion that
responsibility for public action should rest at the European level, even if its implementation
is managed through a distributed approach. In a practical sense, the case for Commission
support revolves around its obligations to ensure uniform implementation of the New
Approach and to be even-handed in the support it provides to one Member State as
compared with another. Provision of HS only in English, French and German misses 50%
of the business community and the majority of Member States, and furthermore, the largely
fixed cost of translation is more affordable for these larger Member States than for the
smaller ones, which must pay their own way, in part, under the current arrangements.

The significant issue is Europe-wide take-up and compliance and the sense that one
Member State cannot easily address the take up of a standard in another sovereign state,
where a supranational body can, which is to say that the Commission and the ESOs are
better placed to pursue the Single Market than any individual country. Short term incentives
pose a dilemma for many Member States in that slower or weaker compliance may tend to
protect national producers in domestic markets at the same time that the markets of other
countries and cross-border regions open up and experience the challenges and benefits of
competition. In this scenario, it is arguable that the majority need to insist on the translation
of standards for all, as well as other active support for widespread implementation, in order
to secure level playing fields and to facilitate economic well-being for all in the longer term.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

There is no official statement of objectives for the Commission’s financial support of
translation. However, the officers of the Commission are quite clear that this financial
assistance is provided to facilitate take-up of harmonised standards by industry, and thereby
contribute to the achievement of a range of Commission objectives. Taken together, the
importance of translation for these objectives amounts to a mandate for the Commission to
facilitate rapid and uniform implementation of harmonised standards across Europe and
across industries.

Framework Partnership Agreements between ESOs and the Commission have stated that
“it is in the interest of the EU that adopted standards are implemented uniformly in all
Member States of the Union, thereby contributing to the completion of the internal market
and strengthening the competitiveness of European enterprises”. Given that standards are
considered by the Commission as a means by which to increase innovation and industrial
competitiveness it is important that the relevant industrial sectors have access to standards
and are able to use them. The Commission is committed to removing technical barriers to
trade and ensuring the free movement of goods between Member States. According to
commentators, non-availability of Harmonised Standards in languages that SMEs can use
represents a significant barrier — perhaps the major barrier - and in their view the
Commission has a legitimate interest and indeed a responsibility to assist in its removal.

The Commission also wishes to support the New Approach to standardisation, as this is a
central policy mechanism for developing the single market. By providing translations, users
across Europe are given more equal access and ability to participate in the internal market.
The publication in only English, French and German would have competition implications
because of the differing levels of knowledge of these languages across different member
states.

Supporting standards is also an integral part of the Commission’s SME policy because it
creates a stable framework for enterprise to operate in, makes it easier for companies to
expand abroad and helps to create a common trading language for business. Translation of
HS into national languages increases the usability of standards for a wide range of end-
users by enabling a better understanding of what are often highly technical and complex
documents. The translation of standards therefore encourages and facilitates their use
across Europe, increasing the visibility of standardisation, the take-up of standards and
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the participation of relevant actors in the standardisation system. It also increases the
penetration of standards across the EU and ensures greater adherence to EU directives.

Added value and impacts of the financing

The overall conclusions from the 2006 evaluation were that whilst there is an evident need
for translation and clear benefits to this activity, rates of translation are low and the
penetration of EC/EFTA financial support is quite limited. For example. although 90% of
eligible HS were translated by at least one NSO under the 2003 and 2004 grant
agreements, only 18% of 17,225 total possible translations were carried out, and on
average, each HS was translated into only two or three other Community languages. As a
result, the extent to which translation (and the financial contribution available) supports
Commission objectives is likely to be significantly below its potential.

The utility of the system was greatly reduced with the changes to the terms and conditions
of contract in 2003, principally the switch to a co-financing model in line with the
requirements of the new financial regulations. The translation system became less
generous and more bureaucratic at the same time as the number of HS being implemented
increased dramatically, and this resulted in a situation where Member States had to
increase significantly their contribution to wider translation and, where that was not possible,
to reduce translation rates below the level desired.

The evaluation findings were clear that the new financial regulations are at the root of the
decline in translation activity and uptake of financial support, and in particular the move to a
co-financing arrangement. The value of Commission support has been further reduced by
several other changes to the financial assistance package, for example restrictions on the
elements eligible for support and a maximum tariff for translation rates. The combined
impact of these changes has resulted in member states contributing rather more than half of
the full economic cost of translation, and in some of the more expensive countries cost
recovery may be as low as 20-30%.

Translation accounts for a tiny fraction of the total cost of the development of HS, and yet
difficulties around the financing of this last step have the potential to lower or delay the
benefits expected to arise from the entire HS development programme, with the impact
falling most heavily on the areas of greatest need, in health and safety terms (smaller firms)
and cross-border trade (new member states). In absolute terms, translations cost around
€1,000 to €1,500. In 2003 and 2004, Commission support amounted to around €380 for
each translation.

On average over the study period of the 2006 evalaution, translated versions of standards
took twice as long to implement as those endorsed in an official language. However, the
available evidence indicates that the impact of the Commission’s financial support on the
speed of translation is limited. There is some evidence to suggest that the fixed end date
set in the Commission’s grant agreements may accelerate translation of some standards,
but the effect is not large. The statistics also suggest that since the end of the 2004
contract, translation times have actually reduced, but this is attributable to a fall in the total
volume of translations being undertaken during this period.

On balance therefore, the system for financing the translation of HS that has existed over
recent years has not been ideal. The system’s effectiveness is compromised in practice by
its overall financial strategy (co-financing), the narrow scope and mechanical treatment of
eligible costs and the rigidities surrounding the time periods set out in the contracts.

92



3.7.6

Evaluation of community financing of standardisation
Final Report

Feedback from stakeholders

As the 2005 translation contract was extended and no further contracts were then put in
place, there has been little opportunity for changes to the system of financing in this area.
As such, our discussions with stakeholders during the current evaluation have provided little
additional information to that previously collected.

Translation was certainly recognised by many stakeholders as an important part of the
standardisation system and a vital contributor to the completion of the European single
market. It was seen as particularly important for the involvement and benefit of SMEs and
smaller / newer Member States. As such, where stakeholders had an opinion, they tended
to support the ongoing financial assistance for translation and, often, an increase in the
resources expended in this area.

However, NSBs consulted during the course of this study continue to point to the system of
translation — and in particular its financial rules — as one of the main weak points in the
standardisation system. The contractual/financial rules were often disliked, cumbersome
and, in some cases, regarded as “unacceptable”. Others were unhappy about having the
financial rules changed retroactively, and without being informed by the Commission.
Whilst the NSBs understand the inherent administrative nature of dealing with the
Commission because of the need for transparency in the use of public funds, it is felt that
the financial bureaucracy in this case is disproportionate to the funding received and was
particularly burdensome for smaller NSBs. As a result, NSBs said that they felt like ‘mere
beneficiaries’, and would prefer a more partner-like role and contracts that better reflected
an equal relationship. Many of the NSBs also commented that it was not worthwhile
requesting translation funds from EC/EFTA because of the real possibility that they would
end up losing money through costly administrative and auditing procedures.

The extent to which findings and recommendations (2006) have been acted
upon

Based on the findings summarised above, the 2006 evaluation gave an overall
recommendation that the Commission should renew its commitment to provide financial
support for the wider translation of harmonised standards into the other national languages
of the EU, as well as promoting wider translation as a basic requirement and offering
support in the most appropriate guise.

More specifically we recommended that it revisit its financial strategy and terms and
conditions of contract in an effort to (i) reverse the significant and negative impact that
recent changes have had on the proportion of standards translated, (ii) overcome the highly
uneven take up of support across Member States, (iii) reduce the likelihood of an
interregnum occurring again, (iv) more closely align the detailed design of the financial
support with the needs on the ground in Member States, and (v) move away from a
mechanical specification of contractual rules in favour of more performance-oriented
requirements (e.g. around translation rates, timeliness and compliance).

Because the 2005 translation contract was extended and there have now been a number of
months where there has been no contract in place, there has been little opportunity for the
Commission and other stakeholders to implement changes to the system of financing and
act upon the recommendations above. There appears to have been no change in the
situation since the 2006 evaluation and possibly even a further deterioration of translation
rates and the extent to which financial support has been taken up. NSBs consulted during
the course of this study continue to point to problems with the financing of translation, and
so the findings and conclusions of the previous evaluation therefore still largely stand.

However, we are aware that the new Framework Partnership Agreement includes a number
of revisions to the arrangements for the financing of translation that should now address
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several (though not all) of the problematic areas associated with translation that were
identified in the 2006 evaluation.

In particular, the new FPA introduces a system of flat-rate EC/EFTA financing for the
contributions of individual NSBs to translation and other types of actions. Within the FPA,
these flat-rates (or ‘scales of unit costs’) are established for two categories of staff (project
management staff and administrative support staff). The rates are calculated on an
individual NSB basis and are based on 90% of direct employment costs (the remaining 10%
corresponding to the partner's co-financing), plus the related indirect costs to the NSB
(based on 30% of the direct employment costs). These scales are calculated and agreed at
the outset of the FPA and set for the duration of the agreement. They will be reassessed
and adjusted as necessary by the Commission every two years. This new system of unit
costs should simplify cost calculations within individual contracts, while allowing
differentiation between the different cost-levels within the different Member States.

Under the new FPA, the NSBs may also subcontract work related to translation (e.g. to
translation companies and / or single translators), with EC/EFTA financial contributions to
the eligible elements of this subcontracted work now calculated separately. The
requirements on NSBs in relation to such subcontracting vary according to the level of
financing involved in the contract being awarded. There are five tiers of requirements
ranging from payments of €500 or less (where these may consist simply of payments
against invoices without prior acceptance of a tender), through to procurement contracts
where the value of the award exceeds €60,000 (where the NSBs have to comply with
Financial Regulations applicable to the general budget of the European Communities,
including requirements on procedures for calls for tender).

We also understand that instead of limiting the standards that are eligible for translation to
recently published or upcoming standards, a far more flexible arrangement has been put in
place whereby all published harmonised standards are eligible for translation support at any
time. This should significantly increase the flexibility within the system and enable NSBs to
undertake those translations that make most sense, based on current priorities, as and
when the necessary human and financial resources are in place. There are further benefits
to this new arrangement from the new Member States in that the financing support can now
be applied to the translation of HS published prior to their accession. Under the new FPA
NSBs are required to indicate the likely scale of translation activity in the coming 12-month
period, but this is only necessary to enable the Commission to reserve an appropriate
budget for translation work.

A further change that has been introduced within the scope of the new FPA is an increase in
the share of the eligible costs provide by EC/EFTA, up from 50% to 75%. This should go
some way to addressing the rather low take-up of the financing support due to an inability
on the part of many NSBs to finance the other half of the costs from their own resources.
While the requirement to carry 25% of the costs may still act as a barrier in some cases this
change will almost certainly enable more widespread take-up of the available financing.

Nevertheless, many of the complexities identified in the 2006 evaluation remain, particularly
around co-financing rules, raising concerns that only those NSBs with sufficient internal
resources to manage such complexities will be able to access the support. The situation
may be moving broadly in the right direction, with some specific improvements that are likely
to be very beneficial, but the legacy of problems over recent years and a need to further
reduce the complexity of funding may continue to impact upon the willingness to take-up the
support available and mean that the full benefits of the system continue not to be realised.
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Quality assessment by New Approach Consultants

Introduction

In this section we report on EC/EFTA financing of quality assessment work undertaken by
the New Approach Consultants during the period 2004-7. This activity covers the
verification of the quality and conformity of European standards, or any other
standardisation products, to the corresponding Community legislation, carried out by the
New Approach Consultants.

The system of Consultants was evaluated by GHK / Technopolis in 2006, and as such has
not formed a main focus of the current evaluation. Nonetheless it was agreed that the study
should cover these activities with specific regard to (i) the contribution of the financing of
these activities to the achievement of Commission policy objectives, (ii) the extent to which
the findings, conclusions and recommendations provided in 2006 have been acted upon in
the intervening period, and (iii) whether any new issues have arisen in relation to these
elements of the overall support package since 2006.

We have therefore focused our efforts on a series of interviews with appropriate individuals
within CEN, CENELEC and DG ENTR Unit I3, and with a selection of seven New Approach
Consultants. In addition and where possible we have sought views and feedback on this
area of financing and its contribution to Commission objectives from other stakeholders
within the European standardisation system. The findings in this section are also reported
against the main areas of focus as set out above.

Nature and extent of the financial support
Agreements

The quality assessment activity was originally financed through separate annual grant
agreements, but since 2006 been included within the Operating Grants. The agreements
have required the ESOs to hire external, independent consultants to perform the quality
assessments and to report their findings to the relevant ESO bodies.

Financial allocations

The overall EC/EFTA contribution to this activity over the period was €6.8 million. As can
be seen from Table 14, the majority of this total was allocated to CEN (90%) as it employs
most of the New Approach consultants carrying out this work, while a smaller proportion
(10%) was allocated to CENELEC. ETSI has not received financing for quality assessment
as this area of support relates specifically to harmonised European standards (ENs) and the
Commission has not introduced the system of formal quality assessment within ETSI
sectors. It should be noted that the financing element provided by EC/EFTA covers the
costs paid by the ESOs to the New Approach consultants only and does not include an
allocation for the Central Secretariats to manage this work. This latter element is co-
financed through the OGs.

The overall annual contribution has risen over the period from €1.7 million in 2004 to €2.0
million in 2007. The total contribution in 2006 was lower than in other years, but this was
because the operating Grants for 2006 lasted only 8 months to adjust for the change from
APC to OG (the Operating Grants suggest that full 12 month costs would increase the total
contribution for this year to around €1.9 million, fitting in with the overall trend).
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Table 14 — EC/EFTA funding allocations for quality assessment (2004-7)
CEN CENELEC Total
2004 € 1,557,627 € 164,730 €1,722,357
2005 € 1,633,545 € 167,637 €1,801,182
2006 € 1,133,333 € 120,000 € 1,253,333
2007 € 1,828,000 € 196,400 € 2,024,400
Total 2004-7 € 6,152,505 € 648,767 € 6,801,272

What the financing pays for

During the period covered by the last evaluation (2002/3-2005/6) 26 or 27 consultants were
active each year, with a total average annual effort of 3,167 person-days, equivalent to 14.4
person-years. CEN employed 24 or 25 consultants annually across the period, representing
90% of the total effort under the agreements. The other two consultants were contracted to
CENELEC, and together carried an average annual workload of 318 days, representing
10% of the total effort. The number of days worked under the contracts remained broadly
stable for the latter three years, following a 15% drop from the 2002-03 to the 2003-04
contracts.

Over the four year period from 02/03 — 05/06, the CEN consultant fee rate averaged €479
per day, rising from €465 to €494 across the period. The CENELEC fee rates were broadly
the same, averaging €478 per day, and rising from €475 to €485 across the period.

Rationale for the financing

The system of consultants is a necessary and important element within the New Approach
to Standardisation. Under the New Approach, legislative harmonisation is limited to
essential requirements (ER) that products placed on the Community market must meet, if
they are to benefit from free movement within the Community. The technical specifications
of products meeting these ER are set out in harmonised standards that are developed by
industry and other relevant stakeholders and which are formally adopted following a system
of national voting by the National Standards Bodies. Products manufactured in compliance
with harmonised standards benefit from a presumption of conformity with the corresponding
essential requirements (as identified in the Annex ZA to the standard). The Annex ZA is an
important element of the Harmonised Standard, as it sets out the relationship between the
clauses of the standard and the essential requirements that they address.

In order to ensure that the final texts of the standards satisfy the essential requirements of
the relevant directives, the Commission asked the ESOs to develop and implement the
system of quality assessment by New Approach consultants. The Consultants provide the
ESOs with technical assistance to ensure that the harmonised standards are compatible
with the directives. The consultants study the draft standards and report their conclusions to
the Technical Committees, identifying potential inconsistencies and shortcomings in the
draft standards, and ensuring that wherever possible the final assessment carried out by the
consultant is positive. The work carried out by the consultants therefore enables the ESOs
to provide the Commission with an assurance that the HS fully comply with the initial
request and support the implementation of the legislation. The consultants also have a
significant role in educating TCs and WGs on how to prepare the Annex ZA and provide
support to its preparation as well as final verification of its accuracy and quality.

Although both CEN and CENELEC understand the rationale for the New Approach
Consultants and believe that they have had a positive impact on the standards development
process, it is unlikely that such a system would have been introduced without EC/EFTA
financial support. The introduction of the Annex ZA as an essential component of
harmonised standards, and the introduction of New Approach consultants to validate them,
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to a large extent came ‘hand in hand’, and at the time of their introduction the ESOs
believed that existing processes (public enquiries, formal voting by national members)
assured the quality and conformity of the standards. However, the Commission requested
the introduction of these additional formal elements and it is highly unlikely that the ESOs
would have implemented them unless EC/EFTA financing was also provided in order to
cover the costs of this new activity. While the ESOs have come to recognise the value that
the New Approach consultants have brought to the process, it remains unlikely that the
system would continue, at least in its present form, in the absence of the financing support.

Contribution to Commission policy objectives

The system of consultants is designed to allow the ESOs to guarantee the Commission that
HS correctly support the implementation of related legislation. The consultants’ work
therefore most directly relates to the objective of increasing the role of standards in
supporting the implementation of Commission legislation.

Through this process, the Consultants also help to ensure that the standards (and
legislation) produced are properly contributing towards a wider range of central policy
objectives, particularly in relation to providing a high level of protection of health and safety
and the completion of the internal market. The New Approach to technical harmonisation
and standardisation is an important instrument in the creation of a single market within the
EU and the free flow of goods and services within its borders. It also contributes towards
delivering improvements in the competitiveness of European enterprises by removing
technical barriers to trade while ensuring protection of the health and safety of citizens.
Overall conclusions from the previous evaluation were that the system of consultants was a
necessary and important element within the New Approach to Standardisation, and one that
contributes to the protection of health and safety in the relevant sectors.

In addition, the involvement of New Approach Consultants within the standardisation system
is intended to contribute towards strengthening the institutional framework of the EU
system more broadly and increasing the efficiency (e.g. reduced formal objections),
timeliness (“getting it right first time”) and effectiveness (in meeting legislative
requirements) of European standardisation. Overall, the previous evaluation found that the
consultants have a strongly positive and beneficial impact on many aspects of the
standardisation process, and that they have made a significant contribution to improvement
in the standardisation system over the past ten years. The majority of drafting committees
have welcomed the consultants’ inputs, find them to be both relevant and helpful and rate
the consultants as delivering significant ‘added-value’ to the process. Most have also
indicated that the consultants are exerting a strongly positive overall influence on the quality
of HS. In discussions during the previous evaluation, many respondents were also
absolutely convinced that the consultants inputs increase the efficiency of the drafting
process by identifying and correcting problems early on, thereby reducing the likelihood of
standards being rejected at formal vote or having Formal Objections raised against them.
Other commentators indicated that by explaining the Directives to committee members and
in setting out the reasons why certain paths are acceptable and others are not, the
consultant is able to prevent or cut short what might otherwise be protracted arguments.

Added value and impacts of the financing

The 2006 evaluation investigated the impacts and added value of the consultant system in a
range of areas, including the extent to which HS cover the ER, the general quality of HS, the
usability of HS, the numbers of formal objections raised against HS, and the efficiency of the
drafting process, as well as the added value they provide to the drafting bodies. The system
was found to be largely successful in meeting the range of objectives and needs expressed
by the Commission, while also maintaining a degree of flexibility that allowed it to address a
range of related needs and deliver benefits to a wider range of stakeholders.
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Most of the impacts investigated concerned the added value that consultants bring to the
HS drafting process and the scale of impact they have on the final form and content of
individual standards. Our enquiries established that these are indeed the primary areas of
impact, but they certainly do not represent all of the benefits that consultants bring. Some
of the ‘other’ areas where consultants are seen to bring significant benefits include:

* Improvements to the quality and coherence of Commission mandates®

* Improved communication lines between the different parties with which the
consultants interact

* Improved consistency of treatment of risks across different standards
* Faster resolution of conflicts between TC members

* Improved continuity and consistency of understanding, treatment, etc. over time, due
to long involvement (acting as the collective memory)

* Improved understanding of the standardisation work on the part of the Commission
and other stakeholders (CAs, NBs, etc)

* Improved confidence on the part of the Commission when publishing HS

* Improved ability on the part of the Commission to answer technical and other queries
concerning European standards

Feedback from new approach consultants

Feedback from New Approach consultants during the current study suggests that concerns
over contractual and financial arrangements continue to be important issues. Many
highlighted problems that they had experienced in recent years, particularly in relation to
both delays in the issuing of contracts and in receiving payments for work. However, most
felt that they had seen some improvements over the previous 12 months and were very
hopeful for further improvements to contracting and financial administration issues in the
next contract period.

The eight-year rule was highlighted as having been an important obstacle to the work of the
New Approach Consultants over recent years because it had prevented continuity in the
work carried out by the consultants, limited the availability of experts and increased the
workload and pressures on those employed. Some of the consultants pointed out that they
are relied upon to provide continuity for the Commission in the face of its regular transition
of staff, and to provide continuity within the consultants system itself through their long-term
experience and the good working practices they had established with TCs over time.
Although it was recognised that there may be some justification for the 8 year rule to ensure
that consultants don’'t impose a certain way of working that becomes ingrained (i.e. to
‘shake-up’ the system), it was felt that the rules and procedures in place, plus the common
understanding amongst consultants as to their role, meant that this was not really an
important issue to be addressed. Instead, on balance they felt that it was better to have
continuity, even if this allows slightly different situations to emerge between different
consultants and in different TCs. Those consulted for this study would therefore
unanimously support the abolishment of this rule under the new Framework Agreement.

Several interviewees also reiterated that a lack of understanding of the role of the NA
consultants within TCs had led to them being undervalued and underutilised in some areas
over recent years. While they generally felt that their role was now clearly defined and
understood by themselves and some others involved in the system, there continues to be a
need for better communication of this role more widely and further efforts to increase the
level of understanding of the consultants and their role within the standardisation system.

Finally, several consultants were keen to point out that their role often goes beyond the
technical work of standardisation and they are often involved in meetings and events as a
representative of the ESO and an expert in a particular area of standardisation, presenting
and explaining about standards and the relevant legislation. This was felt to be important,

Includes equivalent documents in other sectors, such as TSls (rail)
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as even those who are closely involved in standards development often need additional
information about the system they are working in (directives, essential requirements and
what standards need to do in relation to these). The consultants also serve a number of
audiences and often provide assistance to the EC, e.g. in the revision of directives, utilising
their expertise in a field and experience and knowledge of the standardisation process. This
was felt to be particularly important for ensuring that the legislation does not set the
standards itself.

The extent to which findings and recommendations (2006) have been acted
upon

The previous evaluation found that the consultant system performs well overall and delivers
a high level of positive impact in its intended areas of influence, and that the system should
be continued, and indeed protected into the future. However, while the system appeared to
perform well overall, some problems were identified that disrupted the effectiveness and
efficiency of the system either in part or in whole. The main issues have been summarised
below, along with specific recommendations that were made at the time as to possible ways
to improve the system. We are aware that at least some of the specific recommendations
have been addressed by Unit 13 and the ESOs and that there continue to be changes to and
improvements in relation to the system of New Approach Consultants. We have therefore
also provided updated information against each recommendation to explain any changes in
the situation since the last evaluation and show the extent to which the findings and
recommendations from 2006 have been acted upon.

Ownership and management of the consultant system

In the 2006 evaluation we found a situation where the different units within the Commission
were pulling the system in different directions, leaving the ESOs and consultants often
unable to satisfy conflicting requests that they received. Some within the Commission
questioned the legitimacy of the ESOs managing their own quality check because of the
potential conflict of interest between them and the consultants and because this prevented
the Commission from gaining proper access to the consultants. At the same time, other
units argued that the Commission should not intervene in the standardisation process at all.
We therefore recommended that the Commission should agree a consistent position and
act with a unified front in relation to the system.

Discussions with CEN during the current evaluation suggest that whilst no formal changes
have been made, the last couple of years have seen some changes and improvements to
the situation, meaning that the consultants are no longer being pulled in different directions
to the same degree.

Role of the consultants

Beyond the primary functions of the consultants, we found a fair amount of confusion and
indeed disagreement over what is or should be the ‘correct’ boundaries of the consultants’
role and specific elements within the tasks they perform, resulting in perceptions of both
underperformance or overstepping boundaries. As existing descriptions of roles and tasks
were not sufficiently detailed or tailored to the necessary audiences, we recommended that
the Commission and ESOs should develop fuller guidance on the consultant system
(including the limitations and boundaries of the work) and issue this to all relevant parties.

It is our understanding that such a guide has now been produced and was adopted by the
CEN and CENELEC BT at the end of last year. This will be published shortly.

Need for early involvement by consultants

The evaluation concluded that the system works most effectively and efficiently when
consultants have sufficient time to (i) interact with Technical Committees early in the drafting
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process, and (ii) carry out enquiry stage assessments as well as at pre-formal vote stage.
This ensures that TCs are given a proper opportunity to understand the essential
requirements and correct any problems with the draft standards. However, high workloads
and peaks in workload meant that some consultants were often felt not to have an earlier
enough input. We therefore recommended that the ESOs should ensure that consultants
are introduced to TCs from the outset of the HS development process and that the
consultants provide assessments at enquiry stage in all cases (with sufficient resources
made available by the Commission to enable these improvements).

It is our understanding that CEN have made efforts to address the first of these
recommendations. These changes will be set out more formally as part of the soon to be
published guide and will increase in practice as new consultants are contracted from this
point forward. There remains no formal process to encourage consultants to provide
assessments at the enquiry stage and there appears to continue to be an issue with the
time and resources available to the consultants to be able to undertake their work in the
most effective and efficient way.

Power of the consultants

While serious complaints about the specific inputs of Consultants were relatively limited,
there did appear to be a lack of clarity over the grounds on which a consultant may issue a
negative assessment, and more specifically no clear basis by which consultants notify the
TCs as to what changes are necessary in order for a positive assessment to be issued.
There was also some confusion and misunderstanding as to the ‘power’ of consultants,
particularly in relation to preventing drafts from proceeding to formal vote. We therefore
recommended greater clarification in these areas and suggested that the ESOs ensure
consultants provide appropriate supporting information when issuing a negative
assessment.

We understand that clarification as to the basis on which consultants can issue negative
assessments and the power consultants have in relation to blocking HS will be provided
within the forthcoming guide and further promoted through sector fora. This will clarify that
the Consultants do not have an ultimate veto and that there is a mechanism in place to raise
an issue with the BT for arbitration where necessary.

Performance of the consultants and performance assessment

While the performance of the consultants is good overall, we encountered a number of
problem areas that are not being adequately identified and addressed through the routine
monitoring and performance assessment processes that are currently in place. Some
problems are created because consultants are overloaded and unable to meet all of their
responsibilities in a timely fashion and we therefore recommended the ESOs develop a
more detailed and transparent picture of how the consultants spend their time in order to
improve resource planning, and that the Commission ensure that there is sufficient resource
for consultants to perform all of their tasks in a timely fashion. We also suggested that the
ESOs should improve their monitoring and feedback mechanisms relating to consultant
performance and objection rates.

CEN have informed us that they will look more closely at the allocation of days to
consultants as part of the annual OG contracting process. No formal process has been put

in place to monitor consultant performance, but CEN report that through informal means
they are able to identify any issues as they arise and deal with these appropriately.

Continuity

The effectiveness and efficiency of the consultant system is highly contingent on the
competencies and experience of the individual consultants, and on the development of
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productive working relationships between them and the TCs whose standards they assess.
The ‘eight-year rule’, limiting consultants’ maximum term in post, caused the system to have
to lose a significant number of highly experienced consultants and the ability of the system
to attract equally skilled replacements was in doubt. We saw little benefit from the
introduction of this rule and recommended its repeal, alongside a more broad and
transparent recruitment process and additional resources allocated to training and
handover.

The repeal of the eight-year rule has already been implemented informally and two
consultants have been contracted beyond their eighth year. We understand that the rule
will be formally excluded within the new Operating Grants. CEN have also indicated that
they have tried to raise awareness of calls for new consultants, making greater use of their
own website and using commercial websites where necessary. Improvements to the
training and handover package will also be seen in line with the publication of the new guide
and there are now more than one consultant per sector to assist with continuity issues.

Planning and contracting

The annual contracting process between the Commission and the ESOs was found to be
difficult and protracted, with negotiations typically not concluded until several months after
the contracts should have been in place. We therefore suggested the need for a more
permanent, multi-annual financing arrangement or at least earlier contract negotiations to
prevent delays. We recommended that the Commission provide whatever guarantees it
could concerning continuity of funding for the consultant system and that the contracting
process should be initiated earlier each year.

There have been efforts to begin negotiations as early as is practicably possible and
changes to the contracts between the ESOs and the EC (i.e. the inclusion of the financing
for NA consultants within the Operating Grant) are seen as providing a greater ongoing
commitment to this area of financing. However, there are still concerns that contractual and
financial issues will remain and that delays in the issuing of the annual Operating Grants
and associated delays in the receipt of the financing that is used to pay the consultants will
continue to be an issue.

Concerns have also been raised by the ESOs as to what should and shouldn’t be included
within the remit of the OGs. It is generally agreed that New Approach Consultants are
thought to be inappropriate for inclusion within the OG, as they are a Commission
requirement and not a ‘natural’ ESO function.

Monitoring and reporting

Another identified issue with the financing of the New Approach consultants, picked up
through our recent discussions with the ESOs and a selection of the consultants, is the
burdensome level of reporting required and the rather onerous requirements for justifying
time expenditure. The Commission has come to expect the consultants to provide time
sheet data to justify their cost claims, and the Commission can now see down to a level of
detail where, for example, specific meetings attended by the consultants can be called into
question. Increasingly the Commission is asking for copies of meeting agendas / minutes
as well as explanations and justifications from the consultants to explain why they needed to
be at those meetings. From the Commission side there is a need to check that the
consultants are only spending time on activities that are necessary, but the Commission has
often been the driver for the consultants’ attendance at those meetings, and in any case it is
not clear that the Commission’s own officials should be responsible for judging how the
consultants best utilise the available time in the fulfilment of their required duties, particularly
since this activity has been deemed by the Commission to be an ‘ESO’ activity rather than
an activity of the Commission.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall conclusions

The overarching objective of the evaluation was to “assess to what extent the financing of
European standardisation by the European Commission contributes to the achievement of
the objectives of its policy”. It also aimed to determine “whether the current financing
scheme and the cost/benefit ratio are optimised to reach the objectives of the actions”.

Our overall conclusions are as follows:

e The financing of European standardisation by EC/EFTA is both appropriate and
necessary, and attracts strong support inside the Commission, from the standardisation
bodies at EU and national levels, and from industry and other stakeholders

e The financing granted from 2004-7 has supported activities that are of clear and high
relevance to the policy objectives of the Commission, as set out in the financing
agreements and in various communications issued by the Commission

* The six main areas of activity that have attracted EC/EFTA financing each contribute
significantly to the achievement of multiple Commission policy objectives, but to
different extents and in different but mutually supporting ways

e The main role of the financing is to support and strengthen the ESO platform and to
facilitate and support standards development work in areas closely linked to
Commission policy and legislation

* The system of financing is effective and has delivered a high level of positive benefits in
its intended areas of influence, but its efficiency has been severely hampered by
administrative burdens which detract from the overall added value of the support

* The financing is of significant utility to the European standardisation system, providing
additional management capacity and expertise and helping to offset the costs to
industry of standards development in areas closely linked to Commission policy

* The overall financial allocation by EC/EFTA is modest in the context of the total costs of
EU standardisation and in relation to the benefits that the financing delivers, but only
appears to be under a moderate amount of pressure under the current arrangements.
The pressure has been alleviated significantly by the withdrawal of some ESOs and
NSBs from certain lines of support due to problems with the detailed, complex and
unstable financial rules and the high administrative burden

* Under improved conditions there would be a strong case for an increased budgetary
allocation due to the significant benefits that the support can deliver

The following sections present more detailed conclusions and recommendations, organised
around the issues that the evaluation was asked to address and the questions that it was
designed to answer. The main body of this report sets out the information and data that
have been used to arrive at these conclusions and recommendations, and contains further,
more detailed information that may be useful for strengthening the system of financing in
future.

Relevance

Commission policy objectives regarding standardisation

The terms of reference for the study asked the evaluators to identify and describe the policy
objectives of the Commission regarding standardisation. A review of the supplied
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documentation has identified the following objectives of the Commission that are all
intended, in some way, to be supported through the financing of standardisation:

Objectives relating primarily to industrial Objectives relating primarily to public policy

policy | societal needs

» To enhance the competitiveness of European  To provide a high level of protection of health and
Industry safety

» To assist in the completion (and improve the » To contribute to environmental protection and
functioning) of the single market sustainable development

» To assist European industry to access world » To use standardisation as a tool for ensuring
markets accessibility for all

» To facilitate innovation * To support the public interest dimension of

» To facilitate and ensure interoperability standards

¢ To increase the market relevance of standards
development

» To facilitate the take-up of European standards
» To ensure effective use of standards by SMEs

Objectives relating primarily to the existence Objectives relating primarily to the extension
of a strong EU standardisation system of the EU standardisation system and the
inclusion of relevant actors

» To provide a flexible and transparent platform for » To promote and increase the visibility of the
consensus building European standardisation system

» To strengthen the institutional framework and To assist with the integration of candidate
structures of European standardisation countries

» To ensure the financial viability of European To ensure effective participation by all relevant
standardisation actors

» To increase the efficiency of European To increase the role of standards in support of
standardisation European policies and legislation

» To improve the synergies between the European To increase the role of standards in the area of
Standardisation Organisations security

» To improve the timeliness of standards To increase the role of standards in the area of
development services

» To improve the coherence of European To strengthen the link between research and
standardisation and of its institutional framework standards

» To improve the effectiveness of European To promote the development and use of
standardisation international standards

» To improve and extend the European key mark
system

These objectives relate to both the positive benefits that standardisation brings to society
and the economy, which help to explain why the Commission provides financial support to
European standardisation, and to more purposeful objectives relating to desired
improvements in the overall structure and performance of the EU standardisation system.

The relevance of the financial support to the achievement of these objectives

The study was asked to assess whether the allocation of financial support is relevant to the
achievement of these objectives. We have found that the financing of standardisation by
EC/EFTA is considered by all stakeholder groups to be highly appropriate and necessary
and that the specific activities attracting financing in the period 2004-7 are very strongly
linked to and are of clear relevance to the achievement of Commission policy objectives.
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The different elements of the financing and the different activities supported are relevant to
different groups of objectives as follows:

The financial support provided to the central secretariats of the ESOs through
Operating Grants can be seen to be of clear relevance to the achievement of all of the
identified policy objectives. The financing enables the central secretariats to strengthen
the EU standardisation system and platform, and provides additional capacity to enable
a timely and effective response to Commission requests for standards development
work and related activities in support of its policy and legislation. This includes
standardisation activities designed to support industrial policy objectives (e.g.
innovation, competitiveness, interoperability, single market), public policy objectives
(e.g. health and safety, environmental protection, accessibility for all) and objectives
relating to the extension of the EU standardisation system (e.g. into new areas of policy
and legislation such as services) and the inclusion of relevant actors (e.g. SMEs, NGOs,
etc.)

The financing provided to support specific standards development projects (actions) is
relevant to the achievement of industrial policy objectives, as the majority of the actions
are intended in some way to improve interoperability, assist with the completion of the
internal market, promote innovation and the take-up of innovative solutions, and thereby
enhance the competitiveness of industry. The majority of the financed standards
development projects are also of clear relevance to public policy objectives, given that
they are often aimed at providing a high level of protection of health and safety,
contribute to environmental protection or otherwise support the public interest
dimension of standards. The standards development work is also of relevance to the
extension of the European standardisation system, in particular by increasing the role of
standards in support of EU policy and legislation

The financing provided to support visibility projects is of most clear relevance to the
policy relating to the extension of the system and the inclusion of relevant actors. The
activities that have attracted EC/EFTA financing have been aimed at increasing the
visibility of the European standardisation system both inside the EU but particularly
internationally, and are of relevance to the objectives of helping to integrate candidate
countries and ensuring the effective participation by all relevant actors. The financing of
visibility projects is also of clear relevance to the industrial policy objectives of assisting
European industry to access world markets, assisting in the completion of the internal
market, and facilitating the take-up of standards (through, for example, an increased
awareness of European standardisation and increased participation within it)

The financing for preliminary work / supporting activities has also been found to be
of clear relevance to several of the identified policy objectives, including in particular by
helping to increase the market relevance of standards development, facilitating the take-
up of standards, and increasing the role of standards in support of EU policy and
legislation

The financing for translation of European standards is also judged to be of high
relevance to Commission policy objectives, particularly those relating to industrial policy,
by for example, helping facilitate the take-up of standards and ensuring their effective
use by SMEs, and thereby helping to facilitate interoperability and assist with the
completion of the internal market. The financing of translation is also of clear relevance
to the objectives of extending the EU standardisation system and inclusion of relevant
actors, by for example, helping to increase the visibility and use of European standards
in specific countries and by assisting with the integration of candidate countries to the
Community market

The financing of quality assessment work carried out by New Approach consultants is
of relevance to a range of policy objectives, in particular by increasing the role of
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standards in support of European legislation and helping to ensure a high level of
protection of health and safety and in some cases environmental protection, thereby
assisting in the completion of the internal market. This line of financing is also of
relevance to the objectives of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of European
standardisation and improving the timeliness of standards development

As indicated above, most of the financed activities have the potential to contribute to
multiple different policy objectives of the Commission, though there are clear differences
between the lines of support, with some contributing in general terms to large numbers of
objectives while others are of more specific and direct relevance to a more limited set of
objectives.

It is therefore concluded that there are clear links between the Commission policy objectives
(industrial, environmental, market, regulatory) and European standardisation, particularly in
those areas that have attracted EC/EFTA financing.

Mechanisms to ensure the relevance of the financial support

The study terms of reference asked us to assess how the Commission evaluates the
relevance of the financial support requested by the ESOs with respect to their achievement
of its policy objectives.

In the case of the Operating Grant, the link between the policy objectives and the financed
activity is in large measure given or assured through the type of financing provided (this
holds to some extent for the other areas of support also). The activities of the Central
Secretariats are known to support many of the objectives of the Commission, and the
provision of the Operating Grant is provided specifically because of this contribution, and in
order to provide additional capacity to deliver on those objectives. However, in addition, the
ESO grant applications, submitted each year and based around the central secretariats’
annual business plans make clear the ways in which the activities will contribute to
Commission policy objectives, particularly by strengthening the ESO platforms and
activities, and also by ensuring an effective and efficient management of requests issued by
the Commission for standardisation work throughout the course of the year.

The OG proposals submitted by the ESOs are evaluated by the Commission with regard to
their relevance to Commission policy objectives. However, it should be noted that the
Operating Grants are intended as a subsidy or subvention to the day-to-day activities of the
central secretariats because of the important role they play in supporting the achievement of
Commission policy. The intention of the evaluation is therefore to confirm that relevance
rather than as a mechanism to identify ways in which the ESOs could better support
Commission policy.

However, a range of other mechanisms are used to convey the Commission’s policy
objectives to the ESOs, and the ESOs can clearly be seen to respond to those signals
through revisions to their processes and improvements to their functioning. One obvious
example is efforts undertaken by CEN to speed up the standards development process in
response to signals from the Commission that this was a priority objective. Another
example is efforts undertaken by all of the ESOs in recent years to better integrate
environmental aspects into standardisation, which were carried out in response to a 2004
Commission communication on this specific topic. In the years following publication of this
communication the ESOs, with the assistance of the Operating Grant, implemented a
number of process improvements and developed specific tools to enhance the ways in
which their technical bodies integrate environmental considerations into their work.

In the case of the more specific action grants issued to the ESOs to support standards

development work, preliminary studies, visibility actions, etc. a formal proposal evaluation
process is implemented in order to assess and ensure the relevance of the proposed work
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to the achievement of Commission policy. While the policy objectives themselves are not
made explicit in the assessment process, Commission officials with responsibility for
standardisation policy and those responsible for policy in specific sectors (e.g. railways,
eHealth, chemicals, etc.) participate in the evaluation of the proposals and assess their
relevance to Commission policy. Based on the information available there have been few if
any problems relating to this aspect of the process, largely because the mandates or work
programmes issued to the ESOs and against which the proposals are submitted, reveal the
objectives of the Commission and serve to ensure that both the proposed actions and the
financing are closely targeted in policy-relevant areas.

We have not encountered any cases where work supported from 2004-7 was of limited or
unclear relevance to Commission policy, and most actions are relevant to the achievement
of multiple objectives. Within the current system most of the ESO grant applications are
evaluated largely on a case by case basis, on their own merits, rather than in competition
with each other. It is not clear how the Commission might use the relevance criterion to
choose between competing proposals for financing, although the work supported under the
annual ICT standardisation action plans offers perhaps the closest approximation to a
competitive environment, with the number and value of proposals submitted exceeding the
notional budget available for ICT standards development. Within that system, work
intended to support directly the implementation of EU legislation is afforded the highest
priority, so could be considered most relevant to the achievement of policy objectives. Work
that is closely aligned and supports the implementation of ‘flagship’ or newly announced
initiatives of the Commission is judged to be the next most relevant category of work to
support. As such, there is something of a gradation in the adjudged relevance of the
proposals, based not on the number of objectives addressed but rather on the adjudged
‘importance’ or ‘priority’ of the policy areas to which they contribute.

In addition to the evaluation process that is implemented by the Commission to ensure the
relevance of the proposed work prior to the financing being granted, the work is also
monitored during its execution and assessed at the end, and there is the potential at these
points to identify problems with the relevance of the work to the achievement of Commission
policy. However, the major effort at these stages is devoted to monitoring and assessment
from a contractual and financial perspective, ensuring that workplans and timetables are
being followed and that financial rules have been observed when submitting claims for
payments. There is little or no desire on the part of the Commission to actively ‘steer’ the
work to ensure or maximise its relevance to or fit with Commission policy objectives, other
than in isolated cases for specific reasons. This seems largely appropriate, as the objective
of the Commission is not to get involved or ‘interfere’ in the work at a technical level, but to
use its financing to support and to some extent to encourage and accelerate the flow of
work that is relevant to its policy objectives. The relevance test is therefore applied,
correctly, prior to the initiation of the work.

Care is also taken not to ‘distort’ the market by pushing too strongly for standards
development work in policy areas, or by specifying too precisely what is needed and how
that work should be carried out. It is considered important by the Commission (and other
actors) that its role should not extend too far into the technical level, and that it should
instead act as an amplifier of European policy objectives and as an enabler and supporter of
actions that fit with those priorities but which, crucially, have a sufficient level of industry
support. The additional resources, in the form of financing, are offered in order to
strengthen the activities rather than to cause them to go ahead, and the level of support
offered is not sufficient to drive the work forward if there is no industry demand to carry it
out. Again, this is an appropriate level of intervention under the principles of the New
Approach, which sees standardisation as an industry-driven activity and not something that
the public sector should be controlling or driving directly.
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Alternative ways to support standardisation and the achievement of its
objectives

The study was asked to assess whether there are alternative ways for the Commission to
support standardisation to contribute to its objectives. Based on our consultation with all of
the main groups of actors involved in the financing and the work, there are no obvious
alternative ways for the Commission to support standardisation, although as we will go on to
explain progression to a more stable and less complex financial support system appears
warranted.

It should be noted that the support to standardisation comes not just through financial
means, but by the development of European legislation and policies that have provided
much of the basis for European standardisation over the past 20-30 years. Previously
standardisation was carried out mainly at a national level, and the Commission has played a
central role in encouraging the creation of a single market within Europe and the removal of
national barriers to trade. This effort has been underpinned by a strong industry policy
logic, with advancement of the competitiveness of EU industry at its heart. A significant
number of commentators have highlighted the important role played by the Commission in
promoting this ‘single vision’ and in arguing strongly and supporting actively a centralised
European system of standardisation, albeit one that relies heavily on national-level activities
and inputs. Reference is often made to the ‘inferior’ US approach to standardisation, which
is described as highly fragmented and less efficient and effective as a result. Therefore the
Commission supports standardisation not just through its financing but through its strong
lead In promoting the concepts of a single Europe, a single market for products and
services, and an EU-level standardisation system based on the principles of the New
Approach. These are also seen to be key mechanisms through which the Commission has
helped to support the achievement of its own policy objectives.

The study was also asked to assess whether there are areas or actions where means other
than financing could better contribute to the achievement of the objectives. We did not
identify any such area or actions, or indeed any other means by which the Commission
could support the achievement of its objectives. Therefore we have concluded that there
are no alternative systems or mechanisms that could better serve the defined needs than
the current one. However, suggestions for improving the basis of the financial support were
readily identified, and therefore form the bulk of the concrete recommendations that we
make in this report.

Ways to increase the relevance of the financing to the achievement of
Commission policy

As indicated above, all of the activities that have attracted financing from EC/EFTA from
2004-7 were found to be of clear and high relevance to the achievement of Commission
policy objectives, and we therefore have no specific recommendations for improving the
relevance of the support.

Effectiveness

Communication of policy objectives to the ESOs

In order to ensure the relevance of the financed activities to the achievement of Commission
policy objectives it is important that those objectives are communicated clearly to the
standardisation bodies. This is done in a variety of ways and at a variety of different levels.

The objectives that we have used to guide the study were identified from within
communications, policy papers and other documents relating to European standardisation
and in some cases relating specifically to the financing of standardisation by EC/EFTA.
These documents all, in various ways, set out in general terms the objectives of the
Commission’s standardisation policy, explaining both why the Commission wishes to
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support standardisation and the kinds of improvements it feels are necessary in order to
improve the performance of the system as a whole.

Some of the most important documents among these include:

* General guidelines for the cooperation between CEN, CENELEC and ETSI and the
European Commission and the European Free Trade Association (2003/C 91/04)

e Decision No 1673/2006/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council - On the
financing of European standardisation

e Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament - on
the role of European Standardisation in the framework of European Policies and
legislation (COM (2004) 674)

The documents are communicated to the ESOs, and there is good evidence that they
provide an effective means for conveying the Commission’s standardisation policy to the
ESOs in general terms. The ESOs are aware of the texts and have considered them all
carefully and make use of them on an ongoing basis. This, therefore, is the first level at
which the objectives are communicated to the ESOs.

The second level of communication of policy objectives is through the mandates and work
programmes addressed to the ESOs and which provide specific requests for
standardisation work. The documents often set out the ‘policy context’ behind the request
for the work and convey in more detailed terms what the objectives of the Commission are
in one or more specific policy areas and how the ESOs are being asked to contribute.
These documents vary considerably in terms of how they set out to explain or convey the
policy objectives that lay behind the requests, and naturally tend to focus more on what is
required or where it is required rather than why its is required.

Again there is good evidence that the mandates and work programmes offer an effective
means by which to convey further information about the Commission’s policy objectives,
intentions, needs and so on. There is evidence to suggest that some of these
communications can also prove confusing to the ESOs but this tends to relate to
uncertainties about what specifically is required rather than the general policy objectives
that underpin the requests.

The third and perhaps most important way in which the Commission’s policy objectives are
communicated to the ESOs is through the many forms of dialogue, meetings, day to day
communications and interactions that guide the relationship on an ongoing basis. This
helps to ‘fine tune’ the communication of objectives at the level of specific actions and also
helps to reinforce the importance of certain higher level objectives contained in the general
policy documents used to guide this study.

Again, while this third level of communication is an effective means by which to convey
policy objectives to the ESOs, it is clear that too much of the dialogue between the two
parties is taken up with discussions about financial rules and detailed administrative issues,
detracting from the amount of time that can be devoted to explaining the ‘bigger picture’.
However, this third layer also supports to some extent an improved understanding of the
Commission’s policy objectives.

Overall, then, a largely effective set of mechanisms is in place that allows the ESOs to fully
understand Commission policy at a sufficient level of detail to ensure that their activities fit
with and support those objectives. Having said this, there is no single source or reference
for the ESOs to refer to, and the flow of documents that in some way convey the
Commission’s policy objectives are many and various. In addition, while there are many
documents that can be said to contain Commission policy objectives, there is no way to
clearly discern their relative importance or priority vis-a-vis each other and how this might be
changing over time. Itis clear to us that the 29 policy objectives that we identified and have
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used in the course of our work are not all equally important, and indeed many are inter-
related and mutually supportive while others ‘stand alone’. As such, while all of the
objectives are clear, their relative importance or priority at any given point in the policy cycle
is far from clear. As such, they provide only a general indication of the kinds of benefits that
standardisation is expected to deliver and the kinds of improvements that the ESOs are
being asked to make.

As such there is a case for a more organised regular (annual or multiannual) process by
which the Commission could convey its policy objectives to the ESOs, and which may help
them to better respond to new and ongoing priorities. There is also a case for describing
the objectives in more purposeful terms, making them a little more specific and a little more
actionable on the part of the ESOs.

We recommend that the Commission seeks to develop a clearer statement of its main
policy objectives in the area of standardisation, and refreshes this list on an annual
or multi-annual basis. The objectives should be cast in the form of specific,
purposeful statements as to the kinds of benefits, impacts or changes that it wishes
to make

Establishing the link between the objectives and the financial support

The policy objectives of the Commission and the financing are linked in a number of ways,
both in official documents that provide the formal basis for the financing and through the
processes and procedures of the Commission and the ESOs when deciding on specific
actions.

At the first of these two levels the various documents that relate to the financing, including
the Council Decision, the guidelines for cooperation, and the Framework Partnership
Agreements all establish a general link between the financing and the objectives. This does
not, however, go beyond general statements to the effect that the financing is provided
because of the role played by the ESOs in helping the Commission to meet those
objectives.

The more meaningful link is provided through the work programmes and mandates that
constitute requests for standardisation work and through the proposals submitted by the
ESOs in response. At this level the Commission’s needs in very specific or more general
policy areas are set out and the ESOs are invited to propose work to address those needs.
The grant applications that are then prepared by the ESOs, with inputs from their members
and technical bodies, further establish the links between the actions to be financed and the
policy objectives of the Commission. However, this is done within a reasonably open
format, and there is no specific requirement (although a general convention) to provide an
explanation of how the two fit together.

Based on our analyses the link between the financial support and the objectives are in some
respects not as clear as they could be. In particular, the extent to which the financing is (or
should be) being deployed purposefully in pursuit of specific objectives is unclear. It can be
seen that there are ‘spikes’ in financial support directed to specific areas of policy (e.g. the
environment) following the publication of a new communication, strategy or initiative in a
particular policy area, but the duration of those spikes and how and when it is decided that
enough attention and financing has been given is rather more difficult to determine.

At the same time we can identify certain trends, such as the fall off in the number of visibility
actions from 2004-7, but have no way to account for these trends, other than to guess that
this objective was more of a policy priority in 2004 than it was in 2007. There is little to
indicate that any kind of assessment is being made to establish how much of the financing
is being devoted towards each objective or policy area, or that any judgements are being
made as to whether this is sufficient or not. As such we believe that the connections
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between the financial support and the objectives being addressed could be more effectively
monitored and assessed.

We recommend that the Commission establishes a mechanism to assess, on a
regular basis, the extent to which its financing is being deployed in pursuit of each of
its main policy objectives, in order to more clearly establish the extent to which each
‘area’ is receiving sufficient support

The extent to which the financing has contributed to the Commission’s policy
objectives

The study was asked to evaluate the extent to which the financing of standardisation
activities has contributed to the Commission’s objectives of its standardisation policy,
especially towards SMEs. We were also asked to assess the effect of the actions financed
by the Commission, in view of the implementation of the EU standardisation policy.

At an overall level we can state that the financing of standardisation by EC/EFTA has made
a significant positive contribution to the achievement of Commission policy objectives:

* Most of the financed actions are considered to have contributed to the achievement of
(multiple) Commission policy objectives, or are expected to do so in the fullness of time

e The financial support has encouraged standardisation activities to become more aligned
with Commission policy objectives and has provided impetus to activities in specific
‘priority’ areas

e The existence of expressed Commission policy need and the availability of financing in
combination provide confidence and encourage commitment on the part of other actors,
accelerating the work in those areas

* The financing allocated by EC/EFTA strengthens the activities by expanding the level of
management and coordination support available, the level of expertise involved in the
work, and its overall size and scale

e The financial support has been effective in enabling significant improvements in the
operations of the Central Secretariats of the ESOs

e There is little overt focus on supporting SMEs through the financing, though there are
some specific examples where actions have been financed that are directly targeted on
SME needs

* The principle that standardisation activity should be an industry-driven venture is
broadly observed, and the financing is not used to proactively ‘direct’ the
standardisation work (which seems appropriate). However significant influence is
exerted over time through a range of relatively subtle mechanisms

While the financing clearly supports the achievement of the policy objectives of the
Commission there are unfortunately no reliable means available to determine the scale of
the impacts or the economic return on investment. The policy objectives are stated in terms
that are too open (non-specific) to gauge the extent to which they are being achieved, and
insufficient data and evidence exists to quantify the scale of the benefits achieved through
the financed activities, either separately or in aggregate.

Having said this, our evaluation has enabled us to build up something of a profile of the
extent to which the different actors involved believe that the different policy objectives have
been supported by the financing in the period 2004-7, and the results of these analyses are
presented in the main body of the report, organised against each element of the financing.
This is a fairly crude analysis, based on discussions and ratings assigned by interviewees
as to the contribution or expected contribution of the supported actions to the achievement
of Commission policy. This has confirmed that most of the policy objectives have been
supported by multiple actions and that most are addressed by more than one of the forms of
activity attracting support. This analysis has also demonstrated that some policy objectives
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have received little attention and there is little to indicate that the financing will have
contributed significantly to their achievement, at least in comparison to other objectives.

To summarise this analysis we can say that the financing has had the strongest and most
positive impact on the following objectives:

- Facilitating interoperability

- Assisting completion of the internal market

- Supporting technological innovation within EU industry
- Advancing the competitiveness of European industry

- Providing a high level of protection of health and safety
- Supporting the public interest dimension of standards

- Providing a mechanism for consensus building on identified issues
- Improving the effectiveness of European standardisation
- Improving the timeliness of standards development

- Increasing the role of standards in support of EU policy / legislation
- Increasing the visibility of the European standardisation system

- Assisting the integration of candidate countries

- Ensuring effective participation by all relevant actors

Industrial policy

Public policy

Strengthening European
standardisation

Extending the system
and increasing inclusion

The study was specifically asked to assess how the Commission’s financing policy and
practices have contributed to the integration of new Member States. Our conclusion is that
the financing of standardisation by EC/EFTA has effectively contributed to this objective
both through support for a small number of specific actions targeted in this direction
(visibility actions, training programmes, etc.) and through more general improvements
(simplification, information) effected through the provision of Operating Grants to the ESOs.

This question and answer provides an opportunity to consider how the Commission actually
uses its financing to address specific objectives of its standardisation policy, and whether
there is a case for a more organised and concerted effort in specific areas. What this
means is that when the Commission decides that one of the objectives of its standardisation
policy is to assist with the integration of new member states, should there be an explanation
as to how it intends to do this and an indication of the level of resource it feels is appropriate
to devote towards that objective? This would certainly help to ensure that specific
objectives are given a certain status through clear statements about what the Commission
is hoping to achieve, which in turn would help to encourage proposals from the ESOs as to
how EU standardisation could help to meet those objectives. In this way there could be a
clearer communication of specific objectives, better targeting of resources on those
objectives, and the basis for a clearer assessment (subsequently) as to the impacts that the
financing and the supported actions have had on the achievement of those objectives.

Some of the more specific (or targeted) policy objectives where the intentions of the
Commission remain somewhat unclear include, for example, improving and extending the
European Keymark system, increasing the role of standards in security, and ensuring the
effective take-up of standards by SMEs.

We recommend that the Commission seeks to explain more clearly how it intends to
use its financing to pursue the achievement of specific policy objectives, and that it
considers earmarking funding for those purposes

4.3.4 How does the Commission measure the achievement of its objectives?

The study was asked to assess how the Commission measures the contribution of
standardisation to the achievement of its policy. Based on our work we have to say that it is
not clear that the Commission seeks to measure (or even assess qualitatively) the
contribution of standardisation to the achievement of its objectives on any kind of regular
basis. Having said this, it is clear that due to the very general or ‘high-level' nature of the
objectives being pursued, the absence of performance indicators and data with which to
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gauge their achievement, and the inevitable problems associated with attributing the
specific role that the financing plays in relation to all other inputs to those objectives, means
that it is unlikely that any kind of robust quantitative assessment could be made.

However, the recommendations already made above concerning (i) the need for more
purposeful statements of objectives and (ii) clearer explanations as to how the financing is
expected to contribute to these should, if implemented, provide a better basis for assessing
retrospectively the contribution that the financing has made to their achievement.

Effective deployment of the financing

The study terms of reference asked the evaluators to identify whether there are actions of
the ESOs, which, although not financed by the EC, contribute to the achievement of its
policy objectives, and whether the objectives would be better achieved with EC/EFTA
financing support.

Based on our findings we can say that there are many and various actions performed by the
ESOs that contribute to the achievement of Commission policy but where no financial
support is currently given. One of the most obvious examples is work carried out by
CENELEC under New Approach Directives (RTT, LV and EMC), which supports directly the
implementation of Community legislation, but for which CENELEC no longer seeks financial
support due to past negative experiences associated with many elements of the
administration of the financial support. CENELEC and its members have elected to no
longer seek support delivered through action grants due to the delays, high administrative
burden, and the complex and unstable financial rules that do not fit well with how the ESO
systems operate, involving as they do significant elements of subcontracting of tasks to
experts appointed by TCs. However, given the open nature of the Commission’s policy
objectives it is clear that most of the activities the ESOs undertake can be seen to be of
relevance to and support in some way Commission policy. However, a significant portion of
that work does not currently attract financing.

It is clear that, based on the findings of this report, the financing brings significant benefits
from the perspective of all actors, and in this sense a financial allocation by EC/EFTA for
this work would be beneficial. However, the current punitive financial rules and the high
administrative burden associated with accessing the support are limiting seriously the
propensity of the ESOs and their members to take-up the available financial support.
Unless a more stable and reasonable basis for providing the support can be found there is a
danger that the real underlying extent of demand / need for the support will not be revealed,
and that a lot of work that could be enhanced by EC/EFTA financing will have to make do
without it.

The study was also asked to identify whether there are actions carried out by the ESOs that
could contribute to the achievements of the policy objectives of the Commission but which
are not being performed, because of a lack of financing, and if so, would a Commission
financial support help develop such actions. Based on our assessment it does not seem
that there are any significant activities that are considered desirable / necessary that are not
being performed at all because of a lack of financing, but it is clear that certain activities are
carried out less frequently or with less resource due to limitations in the financial support
available.

The first area identified where a majority of commentators felt that important work was going
on at a lower level than is desirable and where the level of support might reasonably be
increased is in the area of translation. Most commentators consider that making standards
available in the national languages of their intended users is absolutely vital if the standards
are to be widely used and the potential benefits of standardisation are to be fully realised.
The 2006 evaluation of EC/EFTA support for translation identified a range of problems
limiting the uptake of the available support, and we are pleased to report that a number of
measures have now been put in place to overcome some of those problems. However,
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these changes have only recently been implemented and it is therefore important that the
Commission monitors closely the extent to which these changes are having a material
impact on the uptake of the support over the next few years.

We recommend that the Commission closely monitors the level of uptake of
financing for translation over the coming 2-3 years to assess the effects of recent
improvements to the financial arrangements, and that it takes corrective action as
necessary if the changes are not having the intended (positive) effect

We have also identified strong support for increasing the level of financing for visibility
actions, as this is widely seen as an area where EC/EFTA financing is both legitimate and
most value adding in the sense that other actors are unable or unwilling to finance the work.
More specifically, there is no strong case for industry to support the wider promotion of the
European standardisation system, but it is considered to be vital for helping EU industry to
access world markets, to assist with the integration of New Member States, and to support
the take-up and use of European standards.

Problems with the administrative complexities of the financing as detailed elsewhere in this
report have limited the willingness of some ESOs and their members to participate in these
actions, but we have also identified a diminishing desire on the part of the Commission to
encourage such actions in recent years, leading to a sharp fall in the extent of support for
these activities. While much of the standardisation work is likely to proceed at some point in
the absence of EC/EFTA financing, visibility actions are unlikely to, and we therefore
recommend that the Commission restate its commitment to promoting the European
standardisation system internationally, and ensure that resources are made available for
this purpose.

We recommend that the Commission restates its support for visibility actions and
ensure that sufficient resources are available to support these projects in future

Over the period covered by the study EC/EFTA financing has successfully contributed to a
number of preliminary scoping or feasibility studies that have investigated the potential for
standards development in new areas such as services and fuel cells. It has also financed
other ‘supporting’ activities such as ‘helpdesks’ to assist with the implementation of large
suites of standards (e.g. pressure equipment) and encourage their wider take-up.

These actions are widely considered to be important areas for EC/EFTA financing for a
number of reasons. The feasibility / scoping studies hold the potential to either confirm the
need to proceed with standards development in new areas of Commission policy, and help
to avoid the possibility that the Commission would encourage such work before the market
is ready. The helpdesks have been shown to assist in the uptake of standards, thereby
supporting directly the implementation of New Approach legislation. There is also the
potential for other types of supporting or preparatory actions to be used in order to generate
similar / additional benefits.

There was relatively few of these types of actions supported from 2004-7 and we believe
that there is the potential for them to be supported more actively by the Commission,
particularly as a means to investigate the role of standards in new policy areas and to
support the dissemination and uptake of standards, thereby supporting both ends of the
standards development cycle, while leaving industry to drive the main body of standards
development work itself. We therefore suggest that the Commission also restate its support
for these types of actions and ensure that financing is available to support them.

We recommend that the Commission restates its support for (i) preliminary studies
that assess the potential for standards in new areas and (ii) other forms of support
action that contribute to the wider take-up and use of European standards
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As regards support for standards development work itself, there is clearly a strong case for
EC/EFTA financing to continue to be used, as it clearly helps to provide impetus for and
strengthen work going on in areas closely linked to EC policy and legislation. However, of
all the forms of support provided it was the area where many stakeholder groups were more
ambivalent about whether there was a real need and whether the financing might have
negative effects as well as positive ones. We are reluctant to suggest that EC/EFTA should
withdraw from this line of support, or even curtail its expenditure due to the clear and
positive impacts that the financing has in encouraging and strengthening work in areas
related to public policy and where the public interest dimension of the standards is clear.

We did, however, identify strong demand for increased support for a specific element of the
standardisation work, namely round robin testing to validate the test methods that form an
integral part of many standards. The ESOs, NSBs and some industry stakeholders have
indicated that certain areas of standards development work were effectively ‘stuck’ due to
an inability to find financial resources to carry out round robin tests. The bodies of
standards affected all support directly the implementation of Commission Directives or
legislation and the accuracy and validity of the test methods is of vital importance in
ensuring that compliance with the standards ensure the necessary level of protection of
health and safety or environmental protection, and as such there is a strong case for public
support.

We understand that the Commission’s reluctance to finance round robin tests relates partly
to the high costs and partly to the fact that this element of the work involves little input from
the ESOs and NSBs, and as such the work may need to be tendered competitively. Itis not
clear whether this is actually the case as the programme of testing would have to be
coordinated and directed in some way by the TCs responsible for developing the standards.
Even if it turns out that the work has to be competitively tendered then this route should be
followed in order to allow the standards development work to be completed in a timely
fashion. As regards the costs, the overall EC/EFTA budget for standardisation is relatively
modest given the scale of the benefits realised and there is certainly a case for seeking to
increase the budget in the face of increased need. We therefore recommend that the
Commission seek to find ways to provide a greater level of support to round robin testing.

We recommend that the Commission seeks ways to provide a greater level of support
to round robin testing in order to ensure that important bodies of standards can be
completed and used to support Community legislation

One final area where there is a case for increased funding from EC/EFTA is for the revision
of standards, particularly where the need to revise standards has been prompted by
changes to EC Directives or other forms of legislation. Under these circumstances,
changes required to bodies of standards to ensure that they can continue to be used to
support the implementation of the legislation is as much in the interest of the Commission
as it is industry, and it therefore seems appropriate that EC/EFTA should help to support
that revision process where possible.

We recommend that the Commission provides support for the revision of European
standards in cases where the need to revise has been prompted by changes to
Directives or other legislation

Strengthening the role of Units 13 and D4

DG ENTR Units I3 and D4 provide a valuable service in facilitating other Commission
services’ access to standardisation. This role is effective but based on the feedback
received it could be further strengthened.

One of the key roles played by these two units is to promote the wider use of
standardisation across the Commission, helping other policy units to understand the
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benefits that standards can bring and providing a route by which they can make use of
standardisation in support of their own areas of policy and legislation. We spoke to a
number of units that spoke very highly of the ‘service’ provided by these units, some of
which indicated that they would have struggled to address requests to the ESOs and
provide an impetus to standardisation work without their help. Some of these units have
indicated that more could be done to promote the benefits of standardisation within the
Commission, and that standardisation could be given a higher profile. We are aware that
resource constraints within units 13 and D4 limits the extent to which they can undertake
such promotional work, although both have been effective in these roles in the past. We
hope that in future more time can be given to continue this good work.

We recommend the Commission seeks to more actively promote the benefits of
standardisation within the Commission, helping to extend the range of Directorates
and policy units that use it in support of their policy

Many of the policy units manage their own links to the standardisation work being carried
out in their policy areas. Most of these units are responsible for New Approach Directives
and have long-standing links to the ESOs, and in some cases the Technical Committees
that are undertaking the work. These units usually communicate directly with the ESOs and
some also access the ESO’s information systems directly in order to stay appraised of
progress. In addition, some of the units meet regularly with the ESOs, through standing
committees and other bodies connected to the standardisation work, with a minority also
attending relevant Technical Committee meetings.

Some units, however, rely on unit 13 or D4 to keep them informed about the standardisation
work that they have (or should have) a policy interest in, but lines of communication in many
cases are weak, and in some cases non-existent, meaning that these units are not being
kept properly informed about the work. Indeed, we struggled ourselves to identify which
units have an interest in some of the actions, and there seems to be no centralised system
for documenting the links and ensuring that regular communication is maintained. The
situation was most acute with respect to ICT standards work, which has suffered from
changes in how the work has been organised and managed from a contractual perspective,
and from the fact that the work is no longer (or only rarely) requested through mandates
developed by specific policy units. There are also clearly resource constraints inside many
Commission units, and a lack of specific technical expertise that might help the units to
engage in the standardisation work directly, without relying on Units 13 and D4. These
factors certainly go some way to explaining the problems.

However, we believe that both unit I3 and D4 could and should develop clearer and stronger
processes for connecting the actions for which they have contractual responsibility to the
units whose policy areas the work is intended to contribute to, and for ensuring that the
relevant units are kept regularly informed about the standardisation work. As such there is
a need for the relevant policy contact or contacts to be named in the grant agreements and
for some system to keep that information updated in the event of staff changes. In this way,
units 13, D4 and the ESOs would always be aware of which individuals and units within the
Commission have a policy interest in the work.

A related concern raised by some of the policy units concerned the nature of the information
they receive in relation to the work, which is often considered to be too technical in nature
and not sufficiently tailored to their needs. The best way to facilitate their interest and
engagement in the work would be to provide regular information on the work, in laypersons
terms, identifying any specific issues that the Commission might need to be aware of. The
ESOs, via their TCs/TBs would be in the best position to provide such information, though
there would be a cost to this that could reasonably be met by EC/EFTA as part of the
eligible costs of the actions.
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We recommend the Commission establish (i) a clear process for linking specific
actions that have attracted EC/EFTA financing to named officials within the relevant
policy units, and (ii) an improved process for ensuring that those officials are
provided with regular updates concerning the progress of the work and any issues
arising.

The policy units are also interested in the impacts of the work and in particular would like to
be kept informed about the extent of take-up of the standards and whether the standards
are proving useful in resolving, for example interoperability problems or improving
compliance with Directives. Such information is not easy to obtain, and there are no
processes currently in place to collect it.

We believe that stronger engagement by the Commission in the work, facilitated by
improved lines of communication with the ESOs, would help to strengthen the relationship
between the Commission and the ESOs, and would allow the relationship to be based more
around common objectives, the progress of the work, and the benefits realised than about
the administrative rules, payment delays, and time delays, which unfortunately often seem
to be the most salient feature of the support system.

Efficiency

Proportionality of the financing allocated to the ESOs

The study was asked to assess whether the financial support allocated by the Commission
to the ESOs is proportionate to their contribution to the achievement of the policy objectives.
Based on our evaluation we conclude that the total volume of financial support provided by
EC/EFTA for standardisation appears to be relatively modest, given the important role that
standardisation plays in the implementation of EU legislation and policy. The Commission
is able to make significant use of, and enjoys significant influence over, the standardisation
system in relation to the scale of its financial contribution. In this sense the financing
delivers very good value for money, and there is a case for an increased level of financing in
specific areas in order to address identified needs.

We believe that there is something of a contradiction between the statements made by the
Commission about the importance of standards to the economy and society and its very
modest, some might say ungenerous, approach to financial support in this area. Despite
the key role played by the ESOs in implementing the New Approach and supporting
Commission policy and legislation, only €15 million per annum is currently spent and a
significant portion of that is consumed in meeting the administrative burden that has to be
complied with in order to receive that support. Regrettably one of the ESOs, several NSBs
and a number of Technical Committees and Bodies have elected to no longer apply for
support delivered through action grants (other than the OGs) as a result of the financial and
administrative difficulties and the delays that are associated with the financial support, and
this is testament to the fact that the political ambition is not being met by corresponding
levels of (useful) financial support. We might have expected that the standardisation unit
(13) would be keen to expand its budget and to do more to help and assist with the effort in
areas that contribute to Commission policy, but the approach is invariably to question or
doubt the need, or to seek to minimise the amount of support that is offered, despite the fact
that the Commission’s input into the overall costs of standardisation is very modest.

Under the current arrangements the budget only appears to be under a moderate amount of
pressure. The pressure has been alleviated significantly by the withdrawal of some ESOs
and NSBs from certain lines of support due to problems with the detailed, complex and
unstable financial rules and the high administrative burden. Under improved conditions
there would be a strong case for an increased budgetary allocation due to the significant
benefits that the support can deliver. Many policy units plan to make more use of standards
in future, and we have identified a range of areas where an increased level of financing
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would be useful, but it is not clear that the ESOs and their members and technical bodies
will make full use of that support unless the administrative and financial problems can be
significantly reduced. If this can be done, and we make a number of recommendations for
doing so below, then there is significant potential for increasing the budget and using it to
extend the range of ways and the number of areas in which the financing can support the
implementation of Commission policy and legislation.

We recommend that the Commission seek to increase its budget for standardisation
in the medium term, in order to better reflect the considerable benefits that the
support can bring and in order to provide support to an increased range of activities
across a broader range of policy areas. In order to ensure that the support is taken
up and used effectively, an improved set of administrative arrangements should be
put in place to ensure that the financing can be accessed easily and used for its
intended purposes / benefits rather than being consumed in administrative costs

We have also looked at the question of whether the volume of financing allocated to each
ESO is proportionate to their relative contribution to Commission policy. This is not easy to
answer as there are no agreed indicators for making such an assessment. It is clear that
the three ESO systems and their central secretariats are very different, and it is clear that
the range of sectors covered by each ESO impacts on the level of financing that each is
allocated. However, a host of other factors also affect the volume of financing they receive,
including conscious decisions on the part of some to limit their level of financial reliance on
the EC/EFTA support. It is therefore not possible to say whether the current balance is
correct, but we received no indications from any of those consulted that the balance was
obviously wrong or required adjustment. Having said this, if the Commission clarifies its
policy objectives and provides more detail on how it expects standardisation to contribute to
those objectives, this may provide a better basis in future for arriving at a clearer
perspective on how each of the ESOs is contributing to these. This could help to determine
the appropriate scale of the Operating Grants and may provide the basis for deciding a
suitable ‘allocation’ for standards development work within a more straightforward future
system of financing, if one could be found. However, under the current arrangements we do
not see any strong need to undertake such an exercise.

The de-facto monopoly position of the ESOs

The study was asked to assess whether the de-facto monopoly of the ESOs generates a
loss of efficiency regarding the financial support allocated by the Commission. It is our
contention that the de-facto monopoly position of the ESOs does generate a loss of
efficiency, but this is not because the ESOs abuse in any way the position that they hold, or
seek to maximise their gains because they can access financing in a largely non-
competitive environment. The loss of efficiency is created by the financial and
administrative rules that are applied by the Commission because of the monopoly position.

Under normal circumstances the Commission issues open, competitive calls for tenders
when wishing to support specific forms of activity undertaken by external organisations.
However, the ESOs are formally recognised as the three European standardisation bodies,
and as a result they are uniquely qualified to undertake certain types of work, specifically
those relating to the ‘core process’ of developing recognised European standards (ENs). As
such, the Commission financing rules indicate that a full competitive tender is not
necessary, and specific provision is made in the financing decision to allow the Commission
to direct requests to the ESOs and provide financial support without running an open
tendering process. This facility is intended to make the financing of the actions more
efficient, as it saves time and money associated with the full tendering process.

However, it seems that the de-facto monopoly status of the ESOs brings into play a number

of other financial rules and creates a certain nervousness on the part of the Commission,
which together have led to a situation where the financial controls and administrative
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requirements have now become excessively demanding and bureaucratic and seem to go
far beyond the level applied to competitively tendered work. Many of those rules also
appear to be a poor fit with the ESOs’ natural ways of working, which inevitably involve a
certain level of subcontracting, and there have been significant problems associated with
frequent changes to the rules and an inconsistent application of the rules by different
officials. This situation has created a significant loss of efficiency and has led to a situation
where a significant element of the financing allocated to the ESOs is expended in
administering the grants rather than carrying out the work. The administrative burden is no
longer commensurate with the level of EC/EFTA contribution to the real costs of the work.

This situation has led to a breakdown in relationships between the Commission and the
ESOs and their members, to the point where the support is no longer viewed in as positive
terms as it should be, and where little time or energy is left for positive, creative discussions
about how to enhance the system as a whole and how to maximise the value added by the
support. The underlying trend now appears to be for the ESOs to avoid applying for action
grants wherever possible. This is clearly a regrettable situation and one that needs to be
addressed as a matter of urgency. It should be noted, however, that significant efforts have
been made in recent years to reduce the administrative complexity and develop improved
process in order to increase efficiency, with some positive effects. However, further more
substantial improvements would be beneficial, and a more straightforward, stable system of
financial support would bring significant benefits. Our recommendations in this area are set
out in Section 4.4.3 below.

The terms of reference also asked the evaluators to determine whether the achievement of
the policy objectives of the Commission would be better supported if the Commission were
to allocate grants or contracts to other organisations, especially as far as promotion actions
are concerned. It is our conclusion that it is unlikely that the allocation of grants or contracts
to other organisations for similar activities would better support the Commission’s policy
objectives. The ESOs are all highly organised, professional organisations that have, by a
long way, the best command of European standardisation and are in the best position to
carry out the full range of tasks that currently attract EC/EFTA financing.

How can the current method of financing be further simplified and
streamlined?

The study terms of reference asked us to assess how could the current method of financing
be further simplified and streamlined, and how could project management be further
simplified, bearing in mind the role of the Central Secretariats of the European Standards
Organisations and the role of National Standards Bodies.

As indicated in the preceding section and as discussed extensively in the main body of this
report, the current method of financing has become bogged down by a high level of
administrative burden, with unstable and complex financial rules, an atmosphere of mistrust,
and significant delays in certain parts of the process that together significantly diminish the
level of value added by the financing. Unfortunately, this has come to be the most salient
feature of the system of financing implemented by the Commission and has come to
dominate the basis of the relationship between the Commission and the ESOs. The
problems have become so serious that take-up of the support is in decline, despite the
considerable positive benefits that it can and often does bring to both parties.

We are aware that the situation has been improved in the past couple of years and that the
new Framework Partnership Agreements signed this year (2009) offer the potential for
smoother and less burdensome processes in relation to certain elements of the overall
administration of the grants. However, while significant efforts have been made to improve
the situation and address the significant backlog of actions where there has been a failure to
agree on the final cost claims, significant problems remain and in many respects the
damage has already been done.
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It is our contention that a shift to a radically simpler, faster and more stable arrangement is
necessary in order to increase the efficiency of the financial support and in order to ensure
that it is fully utilised and indeed extended in future. The ESOs have signalled that there
have been enough minor revisions to the rules and processes in recent years and that what
is now needed is a period of stability and consistency in the application of the current rules
and processes, and a serious attempt to find a more suitable financial arrangement in the
medium-term. In the short term we also believe that the Commission should apply a more
constructive and proportionate approach to the resolution of any points of confusion or
disagreement over the interpretation of the financial rules and administrative requirements,
in order to facilitate improved uptake of the support as opposed to a further diminution of it.

We recommend that the Commission seeks to identify a significantly simpler and
less bureaucratic set of arrangements in the medium term, and that in the interim the
administrative requirements and financial controls are defined as clearly as possible
and are then applied fairly, proportionately and consistently across the various
contracts.

While the administrative problems surrounding the interpretation and application of the
financial rules have been the most serious problem area, there are also notable problems
concerning the (slow) speed of certain processes. We have identified that one of the major
benefits of the Commission’s financing support and policy lead can be to accelerate the
onset of new standardisation work in areas closely linked to public policy, bringing
confidence to stakeholders and providing impetus for the work to move forward. However,
having signalled its need or wish to support standardisation in a particular area, the process
of agreeing the financing and drawing up the contracts can in many cases delay the start of
the work, in some cases by more than a year. This causes frustration among the
standardisation bodies and industry, and in some cases has caused those involved to not
apply for the support, electing to proceed instead with less resources in order to avoid the
delays and administrative burden associated with EC/EFTA financing.

The main cause of the delays appears to relate to the time taken to evaluate and assess
ESO grant applications, and to agree and sign the contracts. These problems affect both
the annual Operating Grants and the individual grants for actions that support the standards
development work, feasibility studies, visibility actions, and so on. The reasons for the
delays appear to relate mainly to the time that the Commission takes to organise and
undertake the evaluation process, and the number of iterations that proposals have to go
through before the contracts can be agreed. There also appear to be problems with the
Commission’s own budgeting cycle, with signature of contracts sometimes being delayed
pending a decision on the size of the budget for the coming year. There were also some
suggestions that there have been specific shifts in policy priorities within the Commission,
which has meant that standardisation work in new areas originally prompted by the
Commission has subsequently (following a grant application) been de-prioritised, leading to
uncertainties as to whether the work is still required. Such situations may also have
delayed decisions on some occasions, but are perhaps not easy to always avoid within a
policy environment.

Given the simplicity of the evaluation process used to assess the proposals it appears in
many cases to take too long, and the process should be accelerated wherever possible in
order to expedite the start of the work. It would be helpful if the Commission could agree
and observe a maximum period of 1-2 months to undertake the evaluation of proposals and
to render a decision or request for further information, with requests for minor revisions to
otherwise acceptable proposals being agreed and made without the need for formal
resubmission and reassessment of grant applications. In cases where more substantial
revisions to proposals are needed the ESOs should be given a further month to respond,
and the Commission a further month to review the changes and take its decision. The
drawing up and signing of contracts should take no more than a further month to achieve.
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The Commission has indicated that one of the reasons why it takes so long to assess
proposals and agree the contracts is the variable quality of the proposals submitted by the
ESOs, which in many cases are adjudged to be insufficiently developed or containing
mistakes that then need to be rectified. They suggest that if the ESOs implemented an
improved ‘quality control’ process before releasing proposals there would be a reduced
need for the Commission to ask for revisions or further information before the contract can
be agreed. In response, the ESOs have indicated that the comments received are often
very minor, and that under-developed proposals tend to occur when the Commission’s
requests are too open or unclear or when the time that their Committees have to respond to
the requests is too short to allow a full and considered response. It is contended that the
time given to prepare proposals is often less than the time that the Commission takes to
read and assess them, and given the relative workloads involved, the evaluation process
should be able to be carried out much more quickly than the development of the proposals.

We recommend that the Commission defines a clear process with agreed time limits
for carrying out the evaluation of ESO proposals and issuing decisions, and strictly
observes those time limits. In addition, requests for minor revisions to proposals
should be negotiated directly and if complied with should obviate the need for a full
re-evaluation of the proposals

The ESOs have also indicated that a standard template and guidelines for the development
of proposals would be helpful, which go beyond those already developed and which provide
a more functional specification concerning the types of information the Commission needs
and the preferred length and format of the information. If such a template and associated
guidelines can be agreed it should improve the extent to which the ESOs are able to get
their proposals ‘right first time’.

We recommend that the Commission define more clearly its requirements concerning
the format and content of proposals, and that the ESOs observe these requirements
in order to minimise the extent to which proposals have to go through multiple
iterations before contract signature

Utility
Is the financing vital to the ESOs?

The study terms of reference asked us to determine whether the financial support delivered
by EC/EFTA is vital to the ESOs, and whether the ESOs would contribute the same way to
the achievements of the Commission policy objectives if the financial support were not
available.

Our conclusion is that the financial support is of significant utility to the ESOs, NSBs and
industry and in many cases is the critical driver for the decision (by industry and other
stakeholders) to proceed with standardisation work in a given area. In other cases the
financing affords additional priority to the work, and causes it to happen sooner rather than
later. The ESOs would certainly not be able to contribute to the achievement of
Commission policy objectives fo the same extent in the absence of the financing, though it
is clear that they would continue to contribute to the achievement of Commission policy
objectives, due to the high degree of alignment between the Commission, the ESOs and
industry stakeholders involved in the standardisation work. There are many points of
common or shared interest and part of the rationale for EC/EFTA support is to contribute to
the wider body of activity that contributes to community objectives as part of a ‘fair deal’
between the various stakeholders.

The question of whether the work is vital to the ESOs is more difficult to answer. Certainly
the Operating Grants are vital in enabling the central secretariats to continue their
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operations at the current levels, respond to Commission requests and requirements, and to
continue to drive the same level of improvement within the standardisation system than they
are currently able. It is not however vital to their ultimate survival, nor should it be. The
other forms of financing are vital to certain actions being undertaken, in particular the
volume of visibility work, preliminary studies, supporting actions and a certain amount of
translation work. The support is less vital to the continuation of the standards development
work, but certainly has a significant role to play in encouraging and strengthening that work
in defined areas related to Commission policy and legislation.

Industry perceptions of the financial support

The study terms of reference asked us to assess whether industry (including SMEs)
perceives the financial support allocated to the ESOs as a useful contribution to the
European policy. Feedback from industry representatives and industry participants
consulted as part of this study strongly confirms that industry sees the financial support
provided by EC/EFTA as of significant utility, not only to European policy but to industry
itself by helping to co-finance at least some aspects of the system that industry might
otherwise have to carry itself. It is clear that industry players see their own inputs into the
overall standardisation effort as the largest share (which it is) and many believe that
EC/EFTA could and should do more to help to offset the costs of the activities, which are
significant and which in some sectors have been very considerable, extending over many
years. There is a strong view from industry that the Commission should do more rather
than less to support European standardisation from a financial perspective. Industry
representatives and NSBs have also noted the important and valuable non-financial role
played by the Commission in developing and promoting the New Approach principles and in
observing those principles by limiting the extent to which it seeks to direct or control the
standardisation process.

The counterfactual

The study terms of reference asked what would be the impacts if the Commission stopped
its financing.

Our conclusion, based on the study findings, is that if EC/EFTA withdrew its financing
entirely there would be a very significant negative impact on the activities of the ESOs and
the work undertaken in support of Commission policy would be significantly reduced or
weakened. The various benefits that the financial support brings would be lost or
significantly diminished and the ability of the Commission to influence the system would be
weakened. This is not, therefore, a course of action we would recommend.

A related question contained in the terms of reference asked whether there are alternative
sources of financing for the ESOs for the same actions. One way to answer this question is
to say yes, there are alternative sources of financing and these are already being used to
finance the actions. All of the financing provided by EC/EFTA is co-financing the activities,
covering only a share of the real full costs. As such, other contributors to the system,
primarily industry, are already ‘alternative’ sources of financing.

If we are asked whether there are alternative sources of financing for those elements of the
costs currently being carried by EC/EFTA, the answer in most cases is no. As indicated
above, industry already finances the vast majority of the costs of European standardisation
and public sector inputs are fairly low in real terms. It is unlikely that alternative sources of
financing could be found to support the additional capacity within the ESOs provided
through the Operating Grants, and it is also unlikely that alternative sources of financing
could be found for the visibility actions and preliminary / supporting actions, or for the
translation of standards. In some cases alternative sources of financing for standardisation
work could be found, but in most cases the activities would simply be carried out later, over
a longer period of time, and with less management resource and expertise.
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Negative effects of the financing

The study terms of reference asked whether there are any negative effects to the financing
allocated to the ESOs.

We received a small number of indications that on occasion the financing may have
prompted standards development work to start at EU level, undertaken by the ESOs, when
there are already parallel developments underway either at international level (ISO) or
within other fora that develop standards. However, in most cases such duplication of effort
has been avoided and we believe that it is unlikely that ‘parallel’ efforts would be going on
without each party having some awareness of the activities of the other. It is therefore
unlikely that the financing has created any significant level of duplication.

The main negative effects that we have identified relate to the loss of goodwill and wasted
effort associated with complex and unstable financial rules, which has created something of
a rift between the Commission and the ESOs, at least with regard to the financial and
administrative elements.

The financing is given in light of the fact that EC/EFTA and the standardisation bodies have
common objectives and shared interests, and the financing is intended to support and
enable the activities of the ESOs where their activities and objectives align with those of the
Commission. It is therefore vital that the financing is provided within an atmosphere of
mutual trust and respect, and that all parties work together to ensure that the financing is
delivering the maximum value and is used in the most effective ways possible, and with a
minimum of administrative burden. It is therefore necessary for the Commission officers
involved to see their primary role as to help and support the ESOs and to enable
Commission policy units to make greater use of the system. Financial administration and
control are or should be secondary roles, and ones that should not interrupt the core
business of expanding and strengthening the system. It would seem that these ‘principles’
are regrettably not always being observed, and we hope that this report can signal the start
of a new phase of stronger cooperation between the Commission and the ESOs.
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