
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  CCoonnssoorrttiiuumm  ggrroouuppss  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnss::  

  

  

  

Partner Name Short name Country 

JCP-CONSULT SAS JCP FR 

DEUTSCHE TELEKOM AG DTAG D 

INTERDISCIPLINARY INSTITUTE FOR BROADBAND 

TECHNOLOGY 

IBBT B 

TECHNISCHE UNIVERSITAET MUENCHEN TUM D 

KUNGLIGA TEKNISKA HOEGSKOLAN KTH S 

ADVA AG OPTICAL NETWORKING ADVA D 

ERICSSON AB EA S 

ERICSSON TELECOMUNICAZIONI TEI I 

ACREO AB. ACREO S 

MAGYAR TELEKOM TAVKOZLESI NYILVANOSAN 

MUKODO RESZVENYTARSASAG 

MAGYAR 

TELEKOM 

RT 

H 

SLOVAK TELEKOM AS SLOVAK 

TELEKOM 

SK 

UNIVERSITY OF ESSEX UESSEX UK 

 

Abstract: 
Document to be considerate as Word Template for all deliverables 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Roadmap 

 

 

D3.3 

Version: 3.0 

Last Update: 20 December 2013 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Distribution Level: PU 

 
Distribution level 

PU = Public, 
RE = Restricted to a group of the specified Consortium, 

PP = Restricted to other program participants (including Commission Services), 

 

“The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Community's Seventh 

Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under grant agreement n° 288632” 

 



 

 

Mobile GameArch project consists of following organizations: 

 
Partner Name Short Name Country 

JCP-CONSULT JCP FR 

European Game Developers Federation EGDF SE 

NCC SARL NCC FR 

NORDIC GAME RESOURCES AB NGR SE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abstract: 

This document summarizes the outcome of research and discussion with the different 

stakeholders about the necessary actions to be undertaken to improve the European mobile game 

developers’ situation. Their creative and commercial fate is of course not solely in their own 

hands, but if they could influence their conditions more, the outcome would benefit us all. We do 

not only mean in terms of quality of content and player experience, but also revenues, job 

creation, and continued creativity and commercially well-motivated R&D in this very important 

technology field. The gaps that can be bridged range from external preconditions in law, policy 

and standards, in payment systems and market conditions, to efficiency in production. The 

roadmap  is based on the previous documents (State of the Art and Gap Analysis) delivered by 

the GameArch project, as well as on the findings of the different workshops organized by the 

project. It has to be noted that stakeholders  do have   different interests or priorities and that 

therefore the document tries to reflect the priorities of the European game development 

community. 
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1. Executive summary 
 

This Roadmap is based on the previous documents, the State of the Art and the Gap Analysis, 

delivered by the Mobile GameArch project, as well as on the findings of the different workshops 

organized by the project. It summarizes the outcome of research and interaction with the stakeholders 

on how to  improve the European mobile game developers’ situation. This industry faces a number of 

gaps between where they are and where they need to be. The gaps that could or should be bridged 

range from external preconditions in law, policy, and standards, in payment systems and market 

conditions, to efficiency in production which could benefit from better tools, evolved standards and 

better implementations, to mention a few things. 

The recommendations on how to bridge the gaps takes into account both the severity and prevalence 

of the problems posed by the gaps, gauging whether it would be helpful, important or critical to bridge 

a certain gap, or if its even potentially disastrous if nothing is done. Whether a realistic solution can be 

identified has also been taken into account. Because unsatisfactory situation, a gap, may be either 

static, or developing, or subject to disruptive, unpredictable change. 

Beyond realism to suggest solving within the Mobile GameArch project, even though very real 

problems, are things like piracy and patent wars. Still, disruption like losing Europe's only remaining 

mobile handset manufacturer, Nokia, at the time of summarizing this project, just underlines the need 

for our game developers to do whatever they can to not start backsliding in the face of global 

competition. 

In weighing realism, economy and effectiveness of possible solutions, against the ability of the 

European mobile game developers as individual businesses and as a collective, we are able to suggest 

some priorities. The priorities take into account relationships and influences between different 

measures and consider external relationships with strategic partners, such as stakeholders whether 

within or outside the mobile games value chain. 

For each gap one of three principles of action are recommended; Status Quo, Select Committees or 

Forum Formation. We find that the formation of a European mobile games developer forum can 

address several of the gaps, and do so with much synergy and mutual support between efforts. Among 

the most severe gaps identified are the issues related to hardware and operating systems developments 

and to a slightly lower degree, standards-related gaps. Some gaps are best addressed with select 

committees, as expert groups or as in the pre-existing information efforts of the EGDF. A very 

important gap, content discoverability, is a very large problem that the project has tried to come to 

grips with, but its sheer size and being subject to sudden, disruptive change, it is for now best left 

alone by game developers. 

The forum gathering of developer and game ecosystems stakeholders is also needed if the 

community's ability to react to disruptive change is to be strengthened. It would be highly beneficial to 

improve the predictability of and this industry's ability to influence change. 

The creative and commercial fate of European mobile games developers is not only in their own 

hands. If they could predict, or even influence, their changing conditions more, the outcome would 

benefit us all. We do not only mean in terms of quality of content and player experience, but also 

production efficiency, revenues, and job creation. To ensure continued world-leading creativity along 

with sustainable commercially founded R&D in this very important technology field has a potential 

impact on many other fields of industry, communication and culture. 

The Mobile GameArch project, the first game developer-led research project funded by the European 

Commission, concludes, perhaps not unsurprisingly, that it is by cooperation between European game 

developers and supporting stakeholders that we can improve our situation. This Roadmap presents the 

decisions and actions to take. 
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2. Introduction 
 
This roadmap, our final step in the Mobile GameArch project, is meant to point out how the gaps 

identified in the Gap Analysis, between what the situation is and what would be desirable, may be 

bridged. 

Such recommendations must take into account both the severity and prevalence of the problems posed 

by the gaps and whether a realistic solution can be identified. The current patent war, for example, 

between Apple, Samsung, Google, Nokia and other world leaders causes problems for our industry 

and so does piracy. But suggesting solutions is beyond the scope of this paper. We do not see it as 

realistic for game developers to gather resources to address these issues that have and still occupy so 

many other actors. There are gaps much closer to home, as identified in our Gap Analysis, that need 

bridging first.  

In weighing these requisites, the realism, economy and effectiveness of possible solutions, the ability 

of the European mobile game developers as individual businesses and as a collective, we are able to 

suggest some priorities. The priorities should  take into account not only possible relationships and 

influences between the different measures - of course aiming for harmony and maximizing synergies - 

but also consider external relationships with strategic partners, such as stakeholders whether within or 

outside the mobile games value chain. 

It is assumed below that the actions needed to close a gap are actions to be taken by game developers, 

i.e. it is assumed that actions are at least initiated and/or co-ordinated by the EGDF, if not fully carried 

out by the EGDF. 

Before we are entering the discussion detail, we would like to underline with this chart again the 

relevance of games within the app economy: 

 

 
Figure 1 – Relevance of games within the app economy 
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3. Principles of action 

3.1 General principles 

The previous deliverable «D3.2: Gap analysis» has shown, that bridging of the idenitified gaps will 

require joint actions between and a very significant strengthening of the game developers community 

as a whole. Joint actions on behalf of the community will give a chance to to address a numbers of 

factors currently holding back European game developers, such as: 

 Influencing standardization bodies on aspects related to games production 

 Having a credible position in front of the hardware and OS manufacturers; 

 Have a common and coordinated view on policy and influencing policy makers (preventing of 

double taxation, protection of minors, etc.). 

The European game developers industry is composed of many small SMEs (as a rule less than 10 

employees and very seldom above 100) spread all over Europe, and is quite diverse. Therefore this 

industry as such can hardly undertake coordinated actions of the type and scope indicated defined 

above. 

Thus, in order to propose actions for overcoming this situation, three different general principles, or 

options, for how to bridge the gaps in  have been discussed within the project : 

 Option 1 - “Status Quo”: The mobile game industry chooses to remain in the same situation 

as in the past, and rely on the big players in other parts of the value chain to improve their 

situation. History has shown that this leads to unpredictable developments and is not a 

satisfactory solution. As an example, the situation of game developers was very difficult when 

operators were their main customers, as the market became very fragmented. Later, the 

emerging monopolistic situation of Apple much improved the fragmentation issue, but now 

we see fragmentation increasing again with the success of Android with its different versions 

and hardware platform implementations. The recent aqcuisition by Microsoft of the Nokia 

mobile handset business further shows the ongoing consolidation. With the main stakeholders 

of the industry not being based in Europe, access to the global market will become more 

difficult for European mobile games developers. 

 Status Quo is in the following roadmap proposed as the most appropriate  measure regarding 

the discoverability issues in the market at this time. 

 Option 2 - “Select Committees”: The setting-up of dedicated expert groups would allow 

further analysis of the different gaps and subsequent action in the name of the European 

mobile games industry. Although this can be an efficient solution, it has the following 

drawbacks: 

o Most of the gaps (see the following sections) require long-term continuous and 

iterative actions coordinated with the game industry rather than a single-step analysis-and-

action; 
o At the current stage, the game industry would need to be convinced by the efficiency 

of this option; therefore, without strong public financing this option appears as very hard 

to implement. 

The select Committe structure could be an option for research activities, bringing research and 

consulting companies togetherwith game developers. 

Actions that could  be executed by select commitee include protection of minor isssues, 

double taxation and cultural heritage – all closely related to policy. 

 Option 3 -“Forum Formation”: The organisation and structuring of a dedicated Forum 

should result in a representative body, composed of a critical number of stakeholders 

belonging (or who should belong) to the ecosystem related to game development. 
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3.2 Forum composition 

According to the vision of Mobile GameArch Consortium, at a minimum the following composition 

would make the Forum having enough weight to influence or even initiate the successful bridging of 

the identified gaps: 

 Critical mass of game developers: 

Due to the nature of the game development process, and the global games market, the size of 

the development company is decidedly not the most important factor, and weight is actually 

provided by a number of end-users of the game (i.e. gamers). By our estimations, the 

minimum volme of the end-user base would be a significant fraction of all active gamers as 

measured through game downloads. With Europe’s share of the global market, alongside Asia 

and North America, chosen to be set at a third, a „significant fraction“ set at a tenth, and the 

active gamers globally estimated at one billion, European game developers together 

representing at least thirty million downloadsin a year could be seen as representative in 

volume. However, some overlap certainly exists, but not all game players play all games – far 

from it. If we, to try to be on the safe side, assume that a given player has downloaded two 

thirds of the most popular games that a random other player also has downloaded, it follows 

that we could multiply by three to approach a semblance of a body of  unique users. A 

hundred million downloads could thus be regarded as representative. 

The diversity and true European dimension of representation can be achieved by the gathering 

of game developers from around Europe on the scale of 3-10 per member state. The forum 

should then be able to legimtimately speak on the European mobile games developers’ behalf, 

or at the very least be seen as a participant to be taken seriously in any relevant debate. The 

Forum should be supported by specialized consultants facilitating the opoinion building 

among the community. There should in addition to the developers, ideally also be stakeholders 

through the value chain, such as publishers and service providers, present in the forum. 

 Additional stakeholders 

In the wider context, additional players, who interact with the game developers, like for 

example telecommunications operators, handset manufacturers, platform holders, middleware 

and payment providers could be attached to and assochated with the forum. 

 Launching of the Forum 

The forum option for a solution has the following potential advantages : 

o If the Forum succeeds in getting support from and active participation by the game 

industry, it can appropriately and legitimately represent the interests of game 

developers as they would be the contributors. 

o According to the priorities defined, the necessary efforts can be progressive and the 

initial investment can be reduced 

o The forum could be launched by and around a few of the main relevant European 

players for mobile games. 

o The forum can thus start from existing recognised organisations like EGDF or NGR 

for instance. 

o The forum should be the organisation most closely resembling the Mobile GameArch 

consortium structure and actions, thus being the option most likely to  carry on the 

work of the Mobile GameArch project. 

Thus, the conclusion made by Mobile GameArch consortium, is that a Forum appears the most 

realistic solution to execute most of the roadmap actions. Below is a detailed description of the 

Forum requirements. 
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3.3 Forum requirements 
Some actions to be given priority for execution by the forum are, but not limited to: 

 Follow-up and contribution to standardization (level 1 actions); (please refer to section 5.2) 

 Interface with hardware and OS manufacturers; (please refer to section 5.1) 

 Interface to different organisations including the EC for definition of policy action; (please 

refer to section 5.1) 

 Support to the game industry in funding of and involvement into R&D projects, such as  

testing/certification of game implementations through FIRE
1
 (Future Internet Research and 

Experimentation projects) or similar. 

 The forum's activities could, after the gaps herein have been addressed include activities like: 

 Initiatives in the area of education and training: design, programming, analytics/econometrics, 

in phase with the industry. 

 Supporting or creating a European Prize for the best mobile studio, the best publisher, the best 

game, and support conferences such as Gamelab, Nordic Game, Game Connection. 

 Investigating and benchmarking successful funding structures such as Tekes in Finland and 

implement them on a European scale. 

3.4 Organization of the forum 
An example of organisation is given below: 

 

Figure 2 – Forum structure and organization 

 

In order to fulfil the different tasks defined here above, the forum can be structured in different groups: 

                                                 
1
 http://www.ict-fire.eu/home.html 

http://www.ict-fire.eu/home.html
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 a commercial module which is in charge of gathering the commercial needs and requirements 

from the mobile game community. It would produce ad-hoc documents accordingly that he 

would transmit both to the technical module and appropriate standard bodies 

 a Technical module which would be in charge ot translating commercial requirements issued 

by the commercial module into technical requirement documents or specifications which again 

would be published and communicated to the appropriate standard developement 

organisations 

Each time a technical or commercial requirement document has to be produced: 

 a regulation and policy module in charge of ensuring contacts with EC and regulatory 

authorities 

 a secretariat in charge of supporting adminstrative work and IPR issues 

The forum can be attached to an existing forum; in that case the secretariat and the decision boday 

(steering group) are aprt of the larger forum. In the case where the described forum is a stand-alone 

entity, a steeering group which arbitrates any decision is needed. 

 Staff: the staff should be limited to a minimum and contributions from the members should be 

the top priority, not only for efficiency and economy, but for transparency, openness, 

involvement, and true representativity 

 Working method: consensus building should be the rule, but the processes utilized in 

discussion forums should not rule out informal polling and the like 

 Tools: website, web-based discussion forums, mailing lists, and the like should be utilized as 

preferred by the members, as activity and participation is of the highest order of importance, 

followed by documentation and communication. Efficiency in communication should be a 

priority, too, through widely communicated brief news postings and the like. 

 Complementary activities: participation at game developer events, with very brief 

presentations and penetrating, well populated panel discussions has through the project  been 

proven a good method of not only gathering input and building consensus, but of generating 

interest for the project as such. 

  

3.4.1 Resource needs estimation: 

Setting up the initial structure, not only technically, but also gathering content and inheriting Mobile 

GameArch data, documentation and contacts could amount to an initial investment of two person-

months. 

The continous work of the forum, both content-wise and regarding continuous administrative and 

technical support, maintenance and development, should require a minimum of 12 person-months per 

year for continuity, and a commitment to three years of activity for trustworthiness. The effort could 

be shared among several individuals and organisations, but the forum being truly representative for the 

European mobile games developers is very important. Thus, the careful selection of the individuals 

and organisations involved is critical for the outcome, and needs mention, even if quite obvious. 

In addition, there will be a strong need to cover basic costs for SMEs to be able to participate, not least 

in the form of travel expenses and associated costs, and getting access to events where the forum 

makes presentations and holds debates. 
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4. Resources and requirements estimation 

In this roadmap we are laying out suggestions for possible actions to address and bridge the 

gaps identified in our Gap Analysis. It should be noted that the scope of this work, the 

roadmap, does not allow for any in-depth planning of the diverse possible and recommended 

actions. Neither is it the roadmap’s ambition to do any sort of exhaustive contingency 

planning that would account for actions, or lack of response and action, of central 

stakeholders, policy makers, global competitors and the like. Nevertheless, it should serve as a 

practical to-do list of decisions and subsequent actions, and indicate the associated costs and 

resource needs. Thus this roadmap should be able to serve as a sound foundation for coming 

decision-making. 

 

This means that the work types indicated and efforts deemed necessary are estimates only, as 

specified in the present document. That being said, it should be noted that the consortium not 

only is well-connected and versed in the subject field, but also has many years of documented 

experience in surveying, reporting, establishing industry networks and organizations, building 

and maintaining information and knowledge-sharing platforms and networks, from 

conferences to website forums. Not least as manifested in the work of the Mobile GameArch 

project itself. Thus, the methodology for specifying the resources needed is no other than our 

best intuitive – but collectively checked – answers.  We are confident in our estimates being 

not arbitrary but careful. 

5. Preconditions 

5.1 Policy gaps 

5.1.1 Protecting minors from harmful content through self-regulation 

The history of the European regulation on the protection of minors systems within the computer game 

industry can be traced back to the times when parents were upset about their children playing games 

on PCs and consoles for too long and in an unregulated manner. The main motive of their anger was a 

lack of ability to understand and control the process. This had a lot to do with the “generation 

conflict”, which had been emerging in the similar way in earlier generations with the appearance of 

new media such as Rock’n Roll music or even earlier with the cinema. Self-regulation was first 

introduced in Germany with Unterhaltungssoftware Selbstkontrolle system (USK) and later in other 

European countries with Pan European Game Information system (PEGI)
2
, but rarely linked to 

governmental official interests. As a result, it was seen more as a purely industry driven parental 

advice. 

 

The boom of mobile gaming has blended different protection of minor issues together. For example, 

the existing issues regarding the protection of minor concerning mobile operators (SMS payments and 

the like) are merging with the issues concerning the content of the mobile games. At the moment, all 

relevant mobile platform holders such as iOS, Android and Blackberry do have their own proper 

protection of minor systems, only Microsoft applies PEGI. 

 

Gap severity: We find this as a critical gap that certainly needs addressing. 

                                                 
2
 Both USK and PEGI are age rating systems providing age rating labels helping consumers to make informed 

decisions on buying computer games for minors. The age ratings define the appropriate content for different age 

groups and can be supported with content description labels (PEGI) explaining the nature of potentially harmful 

content in a game. 

https://docs.google.com/a/jcp-consult.com/document/d/18x_mmBpkl0vM_WixJ48wJpaK-XO1osgRzBHqy4GSXck/edit#heading=h.e2awpwv4z6gj
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Bridging the gap: 
The protection of minors systems are usually based on different classification mechanisms. From the 

European perspective, the challenge is that the European PEGI system is more burdensome than the 

others, as it has five age rating categories instead of the four used by all others, hence its being less 

attractive for developers. As the platform holders have told the EU Commission they will not change 

their systems, any additional European regulatory complication, e.g. using the PEGI system as an 

additional measure, would become problematic and burdensome for European mobile developers, 

 

However, we envision some chances to reform the PEGI system in a way that excludes – unlike today 

– the interests of the overseas offline publishers, which have relatively little interest in the 

advancement of the European industry or the European parents and users. Consequently, the PEGI 

system has become a business model of its own and is today controlled almost entirely by non 

European retail publishers and console manufacturers where the voice of European developers is of 

minor relevance. It might be necessary to re-open the debate about censorship from a more European 

angle. European mobile content creators themselves should thus be encouraged to self-regulatory 

actions in protection of minors. 

 

In this context, it might be useful to develop technical standards on different ways of protecting 

minors in the mobile environment (e.g. setting limits for the microtransactions, presenting common 

age rating labels). On an API level, these standards would allow the implementation of a common 

protection of minors system for all mobile platforms at its highest stage in development. The research 

on making such cross-platform solutions for protection of minors possible should be done as soon as 

possible. These talks should be driven with the active support of the  content development community 

in Europe. 

 

Resource estimation: A 24 months research project should be a sufficient basis for this. The work 

could be carried out by a select committee working primarily with public stakeholders in the EU and 

the member states on one end and the European game developers on the other. 

5.1.2 Preventing double taxation in the European digital single market area 

The double taxation, as a political problem, has emerged from the fact that there have been two 

different approaches on the taxation of micro-transactions within games. On the one hand, some 

member states think of these in-game-transactions as an issue regarding the company distributing the 

game. On the other hand, some member states consider it an issue concerning the end-user who buys 

the virtual goods. There are examples of European national tax authorities taking positions on this 

issue, such as Sweden, that have actually ruined game developer studios
3
. 

 

Gap severity: At least on the individual company level, bankruptcy is per definition disastrous. For 

any company in any business, getting a sudden 20-25% retroactive cost increase due to double 

taxation is dangerous 

 

Bridging the gap: 

Double taxation is unacceptable within the common digital market. The new VAT regulation will be 

implemented in the European Digital Single Market Area from the beginning of 2015 and EGDF is 

currently discussing with Directorate General Taxation and Custom Union (DG TAXUD and other 

                                                 
3
 The Swedish tax authority claimed that the games studio Resolution Interactive AB should pay  VAT out of the 

revenue they had received from the Apple Appstore even though the store was already doing the VAT payments 

on their end. The tax authorities argued that the role of Apple should be considered to be equal to a payment 

provider. When the administrative court of appeals eventually found  that the Apple Appstore was indeed a 

distributor, and responsible for the VAT payments, the double VAT collected had already ruined the company 

finances and it had filed for bankruptcy in 2012. 
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stakeholders about the key methods to tackle the issues related to the double taxation (e.g. Mini One 

Stop Shop system a.k.a MOSS, system and auditing practices). This very concrete development is thus 

closely monitored by EGDF on the behalf of the European games industry. It is especially important 

that the new rules are implemented in a same way in each Member State. 

 

Consequently, EGDF has to mainstream the information about the new VAT system among European 

game developers and collect feedback from the way it has been implemented in different countries and 

react quickly if any administrative procedures bringing the risk of double taxation are identified. 

Furthermore, EGDF has to continue the discussions with platform holders, such as Google, in order to 

clarify witch platform holders are going to take care of VAT payments and which are not. 

 

Whereas this measure could certainly be served regarding the information exchange and dissemination 

needs by a forum organisation, this is not necessary. It is already taking place, and has the character of 

a select group of individuals working on it on behalf of the EGDF. 

 

Resource estimation: The proposed measure is ongoing discussions and monitoring taking about two 

person-months per year. 

5.1.3 Regulating payment systems 

Mobile game developers can receive payments from the app stores of platform owners, from 

aggregators from app stores operated by e-commerce platforms or app stores operated by Mobile 

Network Operators. Moreover, a wide variety of service providers offer additional income streams to 

developers/publishers with in-game advertising. Mobile game developers who are working with 

publishers receive money from the publishers, in accordance with the publishing contract they have 

closed. 

 

There are the following types of income streams: 

1. Payment for premium games (pay-per-download) 

2. Payment for in-app purchases 

3. Payment from advertising 

 

For the game development sector in Europe, in-app purchases in the free-to-play business model have 

become more and more relevant. Within this model, games are not sold as products, but items within 

the games or players adventures are monetized in a service like manner. Touching down directly to the 

end consumer was important for European game developers. 

 

Large single payments have been replaced by many small micro-payments, which become 

complicated to administer as well. In this context, it must be recognized that the experience of 

European game developers is that the more different payment solutions and billing solutions they 

integrate in their games the more money they can collect. Payment systems also differ massively from 

country to country. Unfortunately this is also true for tax related regulations and mainly for VAT 

regulations (see above). 

 

The mobile games market as a whole can be roughly divided into the Smartphone/Tablet market and 

the feature phone market. In the Smartphone and tablet market the payment solutions of Apple, 

Google and Facebook are dominating. Their systems provide integrated solutions for all three payment 

types, but are limited to credit card billing and their own internal voucher and coupon system. The rest 

of the market, mainly driven by handset manufacturers and operators, offer a variety of payment 

systems including Premium SMS billing and Operator billing. 

 

At the moment every player in the value chain sets his own rules and revenue shares, although the 

30% platform/70% developers/publisher seems to become the industry standard. 
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There are differences within the platforms. For example Apple is taking care of the whole process, 

Google allows third players, which might not be necessarily a good thing from the developers point of 

view. . The absence of rules and the monopoly of credit card payments, the absence of any form of 

platform-wide consumer protection or protection for right owners are issues of the highest importance. 

 

Gap severity: It seems important to us that European content creators get more insight, choice, and 

control over the way the selling and monetization of their property is realized. 

 

Bridging the gap: 
Google Play and Apple’s App Store have set a number of basic rules for the operation of an App 

Store. The sores of Amazon, Blackberry, Nokia, Microsoft, Samsung and the operator stores have 

followed their examples. Based on these experiences it seems important to determine exactly what the 

current issues are for developers and publishers with regard to, for instance: 

- publishing contract (rights issues, responsibilities) 

- revenue shares 

- content policing 

- piracy protection 

- pricing 

 

A second more important issue is the current payment methods most of the app stores are using. 

In practice this means that in addition to global credit card companies it is recommendable to allow 

access to other payment providers (e.g. operators, mobile payments, NFC, vouchers). This might 

require both industry actions and, if they don’t work, legislative actions. 

 

Billing, for example, could be a possibility for European telecommunication operators to re-enter the 

value chain. But we must admit that current closed ecosystems of payment do have a better impact on 

payment methods from a developer’s point of view (Apple). Therefore a loosening of the ecosystem 

should not be used to worsen the situation. European publishers and developers could share their 

experience, knowledge and thoughts on how the current payment mechanics and related issues can be 

improved and bring forward common recommendations for the large players who are now dominating 

the industry, Apple, Google and Facebook. 

 

The European developers need to be listened to when it comes to related standards and payment 

solutions. In this context we underline the necessity of having the voice of the game development 

sector heard. This could be done via information and research activities and the involvement of the 

relevant players in the discussion at an early stage. European actors should ideally be able to bill for 

their content as a web service, not be forced to use Non-European closed ecosystems for payments.

  

One should look into the possibilities given in this context by the new Single Euro Payments Area, 

SEPA, and system. The current version of the SEPA is a system that is now implemented all over 

Europe; it thus seems to be the right time to get into contact with SEPA for the next round, especially 

concerning enabling SEPA payments in mobile applications. Thus the forum should participate in 

SEPA governance forums and similar European initiatives on behalf of the European game developer 

community. 

 

Beyond SEPA, billing systems need to be better tuned from the content producers’ point of view in 

order to make Europe grow quickly and to overcome national differences within the common digital 

European market. We underline here that the games industry can develop pioneering new systems 

which could also eventually lead into a broader European industry initiative. 

 

The market for mobile games made for feature phones is very differently organized. It is organized by 
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handset manufacturers and operators, separate from the Smartphone and tablet market, dominated by 

Google and Apple,. This market would require a unified framework for the variety of billing solutions 

currently in use. This solution would facilitate the work of game developers wishing to explore their 

business opportunities in emerging countries. 

 

The forum should invite stakeholders, including the relevant trade organizations, to come with 

practical proposals to harmonize payment solutions and suggest better business practices in app stores 

in general, with a specific focus on the trading of virtual currency and virtual goods. If the main 

platform holders refuse to open the payment solutions of their platforms for competition, even 

regulatory actions could be considered. 

 

Furthermore, a relatively detailed factsheet could steer the discussion in the right direction and for that 

payment solutions in the non-app store environments would need to be inventoried. 

 

Resource estimation: The production of the factsheet would take about four person-months and the 

work of the trade organizations could take approximately six person-months. Inventoring payment 

solutions in the non-app store environments would take approximately two person-months. 

Participation to SEPA governance forums and other ongoing discussions and contributions would take 

about four person-months per year. 

5.1.4 Micro-transactions for children 

The free-to-play business model brings along a number of new discussion points. Several national 

governments of member states such as the United Kingdom and The Netherlands have started 

enquiries on the free-to-play business model. This discussion is not only directed to minors but refers 

prima facie to all citizens addressing serious issues like addiction. Part of the discussion is that the 

free-to-play business model (also very popular in mobile gaming sector of Europe) potentially 

enhances the additional risks of underage consumers as they might have less control over the financial 

consequences of their gaming experiences. 

 

However, free-to-play is a business concept which has made European game developers more 

successful internationally. Therefore a strict regulatory approach should be handled with care. Thus, 

common, good practice for in-game micro-transactions for children is needed. 

 

Gap severity: We regard this field as important. 

 

Bridging the gap: 
To monitor an industry-led initiative which could attract attention on a European scale and lead into a 

recognizable discussion process, information should be gathered both from member states and 

internationally. Concerning the legal comparative approach it needs to be indicated, that Europe is 

strong enough in supporting the protection of minors on a legal level. Therefore the application of the 

regulations of protection of minors in general civil laws could be a doable solution to the problem. 

 

A research project uniting European leading free-to-play game developers in mapping the field of 

micro-transactions for children would thus be needed. We suggest that this is linked to and spported 

by the proposed forum. 

 

Resource estimation: A research project would take 12 person-months, while ongoing discussions 

and contributions in the area could take about three person-months per year. 
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5.1.5 Securing early European digital cultural heritage 

The current legal framework for the preservation of European digital cultural heritage does not fully 

acknowledge the existence of mobile games. Although the orphan work directive and other similar 

legal activities on the European level are very useful, they do often fail to take into account the 

specific challenges related to the digital nature of mobile games. In spite of legal challenges, an 

increasing number of memory institutions are focusing on saving the digital cultural heritage.  The 

wide range of efforts made by, for example, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Computer Game 

Museum in Berlin and similar initiatives in Rome, Paris and in the Nordic countries, are good 

examples thereof. 

 

Some of these legal challenges have been addressed by the KEEP
4
 project supported by Framework 7 

program. Its legal outcomes demonstrate the relevance of the European legal framework on long term 

preservation of retail games, which has been secured against copyright infringement with technical 

measures. Unfortunately, there has not been similar initiative on the preservation of online and mobile 

games. Specific problems arise in the context of virtual worlds, online games and mobile games. 

 

A recent initiative by the International Mobile Gaming Awards (created in 2004) is the Mobile Games 

Museum, an on-line museum for mobile games covering the period of 1997 – 2008. This museum is 

intended to play a major role in the conservation and promotion of mobile games as an important 

cultural expression and an area of expertise in both artistic and technical fields.  

 

Gap severity: If policy makers on the European level would clearly acknowledge that mobile games 

are worth preserving, it would increase the public appreciation of mobile games in general and attract 

more art oriented innovative actors in the field. Furthermore, it would preserve European digital 

cultural heritage for upcoming generations helping them to be inspired from it in a similar manner 

artists nowadays get artistic inspiration from old European masterpieces. 

 

Bridging the gap: 

The legal barriers hindering the preservation of digital content in memory institutions should be 

cleared in order to secure that we do not lose early European digital cultural heritage published 

through mobile devices. In practice more studies on the specific legal and technological challenges 

associated with the long term preservation of mobile games are needed.  Furthermore, political 

lobbying is needed on European level on the topic. 

 

The political work in this context needs to be continued related to copyright regulation hindering the 

digital preservation and supporting different initiatives trying to preserve European games for 

upcoming generations. Special focus should be placed on the implementation of legal framework in 

the member states.  Our proposed measure is to continue the ongoing discussions with key stakeholder 

groups, including memory institutions, with an effort of about two person-months per year. 

Furthermore, an additional research effort on overcoming technological challenges associated with 

online and mobile games should be considered. We suggest to link this to the proposed forum. 

 

This activity can of course, with clear advantages in information and access to materials to preserve, 

be linked to the proposed forum, but should, due to its special nature and less-than-direct benefit to 

developers probably be run as a select committee type of more self-contained action. 

 

Resource estimation: This kind of research project should probably be realized as a European 

research project, of the type that normally takes several hundred person months (see KEEP
4
 project).  

  

 

                                                 
4
 http://www.keep-project.eu 
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5.1.6 Pan-European licensing for music 

At the moment, due to fragmented copyright environment European music used in games is either 

published outside European collections societies seriously hindering the co-operation between 

European games and music industries or it is licensed in North America meaning that part of the 

profits of co-operation go to the hands of overseas actors. The Pan-European licensing for music 

should make it easier to use European music for European mobile content. This especially concerns 

the problem of music licensed on the national regimes so far. But beyond the pure music issue, the 

European licensing system has to be pushed further from a regulatory point of view. The current 

“license for Europe” platform in which EGDF is involved is a step in the right direction. Standards and 

payment solutions integration are needed. 

  

Gap severity:  If it would be easier for European game developers to license European musical works 

it would both European music and games industry, as the cross-promotion of their respective IP’s 

would become much easier.  

 

Bridging the gap:  

The EGDF is supporting the idea of a single European digital market area for music although the 

differences among the game markets within Europe cannot be 100 percent lifted because of the 

cultural differences. Thus EGDF is already involved the licenses for Europe initiative
5
 discussing 

processes which has been started by the European Commission. Within these discussion processes, 

measures such as the lifting of legal barriers and complications are taken to allow for an improved 

European digital market. 

 

Consequently, the current legal questions could be part of a legal study mapping the national 

differences in music licensing and building proposals for overcoming legal challenges. This activity 

can of course, with clear advantages in information exchange, be linked to the proposed forum, but 

should, due to its special nature and less-than-direct benefit to developers probably be run as a select 

committee type of more self-contained action. 

 

Resource estimation: Realizing the study would take about 10 person-months, while participation in 

ongoing discussion and contributions on behalf of game developer community would take three 

person-months per year. 
 

5.2 Standards Gaps 

5.2.1 Adopting standards 

Standardization, especially in the domains addressed (cloud gaming, billing interfaces/ payment 

solutions, middleware/game engine, operating systems, low level APIs) requires a series of formal 

steps from market identification to standard approval, and testing. 

 

The game developer community is composed mainly of small SMEs which have limited knowledge of 

standardization and limited resources to spend on this issue. Moreover, these companies are mostly 

focused on short term development, and do not want to spend resources on long term strategy; indeed, 

standardization processes take from four to six years from the definition of requirements until standard 

approval and testing phases. Additionally, mobile games technologies address a few standard 

committees like ETSI, W3C, ISO-MPEG, ITU-T, IETF, and many fora. 

 

However, we have had many examples of damages and costs due to lack of standardization or 

monopoly of proprietary solution, e.g. in the game engine domain. Moreover, if cloud solutions 

                                                 
5
 http://ec.europa.eu/licences-for-europe-dialogue/en/content/about-site 

https://docs.google.com/a/jcp-consult.com/document/d/18x_mmBpkl0vM_WixJ48wJpaK-XO1osgRzBHqy4GSXck/edit#heading=h.e2awpwv4z6gj
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become real, game developers interest will be confronted with operators and cloud provider strategy. 

 

Therefore it is necessary that the game community unify their forces to define and defend their 

common interests in standardization. 

 

Gap severity: It is crucial that the game developer community closely follow standards’ 

developments and be ready to contribute where their interests are concerned. 

 

Bridging the gap: 

One can summarize these standard steps as in the simplified way of the figure below. 

 
Figure 3 - Roadmap for classical actions in adopting standards 

 

 

The recommendation from this project is that the forum depicted in paragraph 3 would be active at 

least on level 1 activities, i.e. based on medium term market interests, to define use cases and 

scenarios, and produce commercial and technical requirements according to these scenarios. The 

forum would act with dedicated staff to introduce these requirements in SDOs (Standards developing 

organizations) and follow up the specification/standardization process in those SDOs. 

 

Dedicated staff in the forum is necessary to gather market interest, publish requirement documents and 

defend the forum interest in front of standard bodies. It is believed that reduced staff is enough to have 

this minimum standard activity. 

 

Resource estimation: The resource estimation is highly dependent on the real activity of such a 

forum, but at least one person needs to address standard topics within the forum and gather game 

development community contributions. This person has to interact with the relevant standard bodies 

and to monitor their activities in order to plan the contributions in the right time. The workload should 

be approximately ten person-months per year. 

5.2.2 Developers and HTML5 

The idea that developers need to be better informed on and more involved in HTML5 implementation 

has been one clear finding of the Mobile GameArch project. At times, HTML5 has been heralded by 

some as the general solution for all platform and device fragmentation, while we have yet to see it 

even approaching the “write once, run everywhere” potential for mobile games in general. In practice, 
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this should mean that developers need to be much more engaged in browser development, to be active 

and vocal, ensuring that features vital to their production actually make it into the latest browser 

versions. (Please refer to the Mobile GameArch “HTML5 report”, annexed to the final version of the 

Gap Analysis.).) 

 

However, our workshops and other activities of the project have made it quite clear that HTML5 - and 

thus for simplicity’s sake, web-based projects - have more fundamental problems than lacking sound 

implementations, insufficient 3D support, and broken browsers in general. 

 

Gap severity: even though it is unsatisfactory that a promising standard does not support currently 

dominating business models, the situation is certainly bad, but not critical as other avenues exist as 

well.  

 

Bridging the gap: 

Hypothetically, HTML5 could have clear mutual benefit for developers and end-users alike,  but for 

HTML5 games to have greater promise than that of Flash games, for example, some factors are 

necessary. The most important may very well be improving discoverability, or how the 

players/customers find the developers game/product. Another critical area is that of payment 

transactions, or how the parties securely, conveniently, efficiently, and with minimum drain from 

middlemen, exchange money.. 

 

That being said, HTML5 certainly has a place in games-like applications, such as advergames (games 

used as commercial promotion vehicles, much like commercial TV ads), interactive training 

applications, and a lot of other products that are to some extent part of the games industry. Not in the 

sense that they are games, strictly, but in the sense that such products are a source of not only revenue, 

but also of wider media and other industry relations for the individual game development companies. 

When the aforementioned problems will be overcome (either by game developer involvement or the 

slower process of passage of time) HTML5 will become a more viable platform for all sorts of 

development and especially so in the mass-segregated market of games. 

 

Overcoming the discoverability and payments processing gaps by setting up a general mobile games-

listing site that would become a global – or at the least European – leading authority, and establishing 

trusted, easily implemented payments solutions, are obviously endeavors involving special skills and 

several man-years. But this would be for an unclear benefit. A middle road between these two 

extremes might be a game developer organization-led initiative, not so much to establish such 

resources, but just to list, rate, and advise game developers and developers of discoverability and 

payments solutions. Still, this is no trivial matter, and would require several man-months investment to 

come to know the field technically, as well as market-wise, and would need continuous coverage, on 

the scale of a part-time position, to maintain and develop.  

 

One imaginable way of supporting game developers’ input to browser implementation is to try to build 

consensus on sets of minimum browser features and performance. We have established that through 

forum and peer discussions actual test beds are fairly easily built. Publishing these in easily found 

locations such as HTML5benchmark.com
6
, in clear versions, the game developers, the hardware, 

operating system, and browser manufacturers, as well as the users, could easily find out whether or not 

a game will run in a given configuration. 

 

Making a serious effort at involvement in the HTML5 standards process, particularly addressing 

standards implementations and thus browser quality, and also supporting and evolving game 

discoverability and payment systems in HTML5 is no small undertaking. 

 

                                                 
6
 Note: Domain registered to by NGR parent co. 
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Resource estimation: A couple of man-months of investment would be needed at the outset and some 

sort of part-time ongoing engagement to maintain and develop resources such as test beds, 

benchmarks and the like. 

 

With a basis in the earlier described forum, involvement in the HTML5 standards process, and its 

implementations, is  most likely an endeavor involving at least one to two man-years in establishment 

and in total corresponding to a full-time position in continuous development and maintenance. 

5.2.3 The free-to-play related payment issues and solutions integration 

At this moment in time the free-to-play business model is dominating in the world-wide market for 

mobile games. 

The free-to-play business model is working very well for a limited number of developers in Europe, 

such as Natural Motion, Digital Legends, King, Wooga and Supercell. By mid-april Supercell was 

earning 2,4 Million US$ per day with their two games Clash of Clans and Hay Day. 

 

The companies who are successful in this field all have access to the following tools: 

 

1. Substantial investments in server back-end technology 

2. Advanced analytical tools and expertise 

3. Expertise to translate analytics into changes in the virtual objects offered and in game 

design (optimize monetization) 

4. Substantial marketing budgets 

5. Robust financing: Supercell raised 11 million EURO before becoming profitable. 

 

This means that those companies who do not want or not can adapt to this new trend in publishing will 

have more and more difficulty in becoming profitable. 

Some critics of the free-to-play model argue that his system is prioritizing monetization above the 

quality of the product. 

In the area of payment solutions, the specific gaps are related to the procedure according to which 

payments are processed and to the information required for these processes. Furthermore, there is a 

demand for technological standards on how to integrate different payment solutions in a mobile app. 

The second step, after the initiation of policy-oriented actions (see section 2.1.3 Regulating payment 

systems) is to provide a European payment standard available to developers that offer a high degree of 

flexibility and stability regarding a multitude of different types of payments (micro transactions, 

subscriptions, etc). To facilitate such a solution, a large development project must be started that 

would aggregate many different payment solutions and make them easily available to game 

developers. As traction is acquired, this system should be lobbied to current holders of payment 

systems and digital storefronts, to be used in their system as well. Of course, with every proprietary 

storefront the owner must receive a portion of the sale, as it is today, and this system should facilitate 

that as well. 

 

Gap severity: Many companies are growing very fast and substantial investments are made, but on 

the other hand, premium game developers are closing shop. We regard this new economic reality as 

very important and in need for harmonization and a set of industry rules. 

 

Bridging the gap:  

First of all, knowledge about the free-to-play business model could be described in a comprehensive 

white paper and widely distributed. In this white paper the 5 different tools mentioned above can be 

described in detail, illustrated by interviews with executives of the successful European companies 
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mentioned above. 

Secondly an industry-wide discussion is needed to create a framework whereby free-to-play can find 

its place next to other models, such as premium.   

 

Thirdly we see that there are currently no rules for free-to-play games and the pricing of virtual items. 

An initiative to develop a model cross-platform payment standard would be much appreciated. On the 

other hand reactions from individual countries in Europe responding to complaints from consumers 

can lead to a very fragmented set of national regulations, something everybody should try to avoid. 

This action is most likely best served by the forum structure. 

 

Resource estimation: We estimate the initial effort in writing a white paper on the free-to-play 

business model to 12 person months (2 consultants for 6 months) and setting up an industry-wide 

discussion on free-to-play best practices also 12 person months and the organization of a one-day 

industry event, during one of the European game developer conferences. 

 

5.2.4 Gaining payment solutions acceptance 

When a common system (as described above) that already integrates common European payment 

systems (including mobile payments, etc.) is in place, a large effort must be undertaken to make actors 

outside Europe adapt to this new system. Walled garden ecosystems will be the hardest to convert as 

the largest actors also sit on large budgets with the will to force monopolization and their proprietary 

system to stay in place. This should be done in a manner that insures that current giants will lose very 

little (or nothing) of their financial gains by switching to the new system. If a storefront takes 30% of 

the profits today, they should keep getting a number similar - if not identical - to that figure. 

 

Securing this is paramount to the healthy future of the European digital distribution ecology and also 

would insure that new and healthy ways to distribute products without being locked out by a certain 

actor. 

 

Gap severity: We regard this as part of a very important field to secure the future of the European 

digital distribution ecology. 

 

Bridging the gap: 
Consequently, a dialogue on mainstreaming the operator billing in platform devices should be started 

between European telecommunication operators and global mobile platform holders. Furthermore, the 

mobile platform holders should be strongly encouraged to accept SEPA payments in addition to credit 

card payments (see other chapters). To get any sort of traction, this is a measure probably best done 

under the umbrella of the proposed forum. 

 

Resource estimation: It would take about two person-months per year to facilitate the discussions 

between key stakeholder groups in this field. 

 

5.3 Infrastructure Gaps 

5.3.1 Adapting the cloud to mobile game requirements 

The different workshops organized on cloud or including cloud (FIA Aalborg and FIA Dublin, Malmo 

Workshop, workshop on standards) have shown that game developers and game engine providers see 

an interest in cloud as far as the business model remains simple for them. Cloud evolution for mobile 

gaming requires significant improvement and complexity of cloud architectures, but will happen 

thanks to the advantages it brings to operators see this evolution as more strategic and some of them 



  Roadmap 
 

MobileGameArch 
FP7 – ICT– GA 288632 

Page 22 

have a vision including mobile gaming, and standardization. 

Gap severity: This gap is not of the utmost importance, but the game development community must 

actively monitor the evolving cloud gaming landscape to avoid unfavorable monopolistic and 

proprietary situation to occur. 

 

Bridging the gap: 

We identify three steps in cloud development for mobile games: 

 

1. Optimizing server resources to share common assets between gamers, and adapting game 

engines accordingly; game engine evolution would include: 

Evolutions for single payer: 

 Multiple players playing the same single-player game sharing assets. 

 Multiple players playing different games based on the same engine sharing engine code in one 

process. 

Evolution for multiple players: 

 Resource-sharing hosting of multi-user games 

 Structural changes required for decoupling of world management and simulation (to be shared 

between all players) and output generation (e.g. activation/deactivation and culling of relevant 

sound sources and visible objects).  

 

2. Evolve the cloud for mobile games, including all required technologies and architecture. 

This is a natural step of cloud evolution towards mobile cloud (i.e. ensuring application mobility 

according to user QoE (Quality of Experience), mobile device consumption, user mobility, etc.) that 

will occur anyway. It will require coordination (already occurring) between cloud infrastructure 

providers and operators for common architecture and minimal standardization of interfaces to ensure 

openness and interoperability]. It will include the different frameworks like architecture, security, 

roaming, handover, application partitioning. For details refer to the gap analysis D3.2
7
 

 

3. Evolve and optimize game engines for cloud: 

 Provide true engine modularity, decomposed in components as real time services 

 Decouple/share views, assets, game states, simulation 

 Optimize for cloud computing 

 

As highlighted in Figure 4, these steps would require/benefit from: 

 Setting up a forum representing the interests of game developers in standardization (see D3.2
8
) 

 Interaction between this forum and other stakeholders (operators, cloud providers, appstore,..) 

 Standardization of some interface and APIs, which are expected to happen anyway for mobile 

cloud 

 

The figure below presents possible roadmaps with necessary actions for adapting cloud to the need of 

game developers: 

 

                                                 
7
  http://www.mobilegamearch.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/D3-2_Mobile-Game-Arch_Gap-Analysis-v.2.pdf 

8
  http://www.mobilegamearch.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/D3-2_Mobile-Game-Arch_Gap-Analysis-v.2.pdf 
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Figure 4 – Roadmaps and actions for adapting cloud to the needs of game developers 

 

Resource estimation: One person needs to address standard topics within the forum, and gather game 

development community’s contribution. This person has to interact with the relevant standard bodies 

and monitor their activities in order to plan the contributions in the right time. The workload for the 

specific cloud actions should be approximately two person-months per year, given that the standards 

activity is in place. 

 

5.4 Hardware and Operating System Gaps 

5.4.1 Introduction 

In our gap analysis, we found that game developers need to be better informed on and more influential 

in hardware development processes. Furthermore, we found that too little is known - even for central 

actors and organizations in this field - about hardware manufacturers' relations with game developers. 

 

Regarding operating systems, the situation was found to be analogous: Game developers need to be 

better informed on and more influential in development paths for operating while too little is known - 

again, even for central actors and organizations in this field - about operating systems manufacturers' 

relations with game developers. 

 

It can be argued that it is for these reasons that manufacturers have developer programs, where you 

sign up for access to information on features of products, SDKs (software development kits), code 
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examples and APIs (application programming interfaces), discussions forums and the like. Such 

forums are certainly repositories of information not generally available for people that have not signed 

up, but whether they serve as avenues of influence, we have no idea. Manufacturers can certainly 

monitor the forums for problems and solutions, ideas and suggestions and the general wishes of the 

game developer community. 

 

Whether manufacturers actively monitor their developer forums and to what extent this is a directing 

factor in hardware and operating systems development, we do not know. We do know that developer 

access to such information is critical, though. On the introduction of iPhone, Apple did not allow non-

US developers access to the developer program until after six months. In circumventing this, by 

“hacking” and “jailbreaking” (exploring the OS by trial-and error and circumventing safety blocks for 

application installation) grey-import iPhones early, a well-known Swedish games developer laid the 

foundation for their current success. Without any further analysis, it can thus certainly be claimed that 

at times it is a disadvantage to be a European games developer, and it is at times also a disadvantage to 

play by the rules in relation so hardware manufacturers. 

 

The gap analysis reported these as four distinct, if related, gaps. A priori, we here assume that it is not 

economic to treat these gaps as separate from now on, both from a mapping of existing relations, as 

well as pure efficiency. 

 

Gap severity: The situation is seemingly critical. This may have to be revised after the initial mapping 

is done.   

 

Bridging the gap: 

Extending our knowledge of existing relations between hardware and operating systems manufacturers 

- which in several cases are one and the same - is the natural departure point for addressing this gap (or 

set of gaps). After establishing that, to some extent, we can continue to discuss how game developers 

could be better informed on and more influential in hardware and operating systems development 

paths.  

 

Any such study, whether in survey or some other form, must dig deeper into the nature of professional 

relations, information and influence. It is of course fairly obvious to anyone, but there are many 

possible levels of interaction that exist, ranging from the individual professional, over the local place 

of employment, within a global group of companies and their subsidiaries, to industrial standards and 

working groups, or industry trade bodies and the like. 

 

It should also be recognized that relations may not be symmetric or continuous. Imagine a situation 

where a mobile handset manufacturer hires a couple of talented game developers from Sweden for its 

new R&D department in California. Does this mean that the manufacturer gains insight into game 

development and game developer needs, while game developers increase influence on how hardware 

and operating systems evolve? Yes, it does. But it does not necessarily mean that game developers as a 

community of professionals, or as an industry, gets any reciprocal benefits at all.  

 

Given the varying nature of relations, it is quite possible that a top-down research approach, e.g. 

asking the global headquarters of a manufacturer about these issues, is not the optimal solution. One or 

more geographically delimited areas could be selected for such a study, areas with a known 

concentration of both mobile industry and games industry. 

 

As the gaps discussed here - between hardware and operations systems manufacturers on the one hand 

and game developers on the other hand - both involve collectives, and also different informal or formal 

groupings, a symmetrical approach could be fruitful.  

 

In practice, this means that a mapping of, and subsequent efforts to improve, relations between 
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manufacturers and game developers is not necessarily solely focused on links between individual 

companies on the global scale. We know which dozen-or-so manufacturers we are talking about, and 

we know the hundreds and hundreds of European mobile game developers, but a mutual, total survey 

may not be optimal. 

 

Also on the manufacturers’ end organizations, networks and structures exist that gather the 

stakeholders. What easily comes to mind here, are the European local or regional clusters of the 

mobile telecom industry. Most notable among these, or at least most obvious to the authors, are 

Helsinki-Espoo, and Lund-Malmö with the Mobile Heights organization providing a joint platform 

(Note: NGR sister company Redikod is a member. So are Blackberry, Ericsson, HTC, Huawei, Sony 

Mobile, STC Ericsson, and others). 

 

As we are arguing that the lack of links between manufacturers and European mobile games 

developers are holding both parties back, it would be an advantage if that one or more of the organized 

manufacturer clusters in Europe could not only support or take part in the survey work, but also serve 

as central parts of the coming, strengthened links. This means that such clusters and organizations 

should be a very early focus for the efforts in establishing the proposed forum earlier. 

 

Resource estimation: As the reasonably expected results are unclear not only in establishing co-

operation but also for useful results from survey work, such as reaching the relevant parties within 

companies, achieving meaningful response rates, we are hesitant to specify resource needs. However, 

a man-month should serve to do a meta-survey of manufacturer locations in Europe, clusters and the 

like, and to design a survey on the game developer end. Depending on the routes taken, two to five 

man-months could be sufficient to map the existing manufacturer-developer relations. During that 

time, the foundation would more or less explicitly have been laid for closer - evolved and continuous - 

co-operation. Setting up a mutual information exchange and network for deeper consultations would 

be fairly trivial, but the maintenance and daily work involved should most likely not be estimated at 

anything less than a significant part  time, or six or more person-months per year.  

 

Surveys of existing relations, of manufacturer clusters and the establishment of clear, identifiable 

manufacturer-developer contact nodes will be needed on the scale of half a person-year in 

establishment and corresponding to a half-time position in continuous development and maintenance, 

just regarding hardware and operating systems. These gaps are of course at the core of the focus of the 

actual forum structure and at the top of the list of activities discussed in-depth earlier (please refer to 

section 3). 

6. Making 

6.1 Production Gaps 

6.1.1 Evaluating APIs 

The fact, that overviews for evaluating APIs (Application Programming Interface, pre-made resources, 

code libraries and the like, that when included in a software application project allows access to lower-

level operaing-system and hardware resources, but can also provide access to external data repositories 

and/or processing platforms) are needed - has been a clear finding leading of this roadmap. Already a 

lot of volunteer resources exist, as has been shown and exemplified quite extensivelyn our earlier 

publications (please refer to the Gap Analysis). 

 

One example, close to EGDF and NGR, is the GamesMiddleware.org
9
 website, that has listed a high 

volume of middleware components, and draws interesting traffic volumes. However, with no income 

                                                 
9
 Note: Domain registered to NGR parent co. 
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and no budget it is hard to keep up motivation in maintaining and evolving such resources. There are 

even more examples available today. 

 

It can certainly be argued that as there are a lot of resources already available, reasonably easy to find 

through search engines, this should not be a priority. But that is just the first hurdle. The second is how 

to judge the authority and coverage of these, as a rule, web-based resources. This is certainly not 

unique for this field, it is a general internet information problem. But it is just as relevant in this area. 

Evaluation, curating, and editorial selection of content could bring a lot of value, especially for the 

not-so-experienced start-ups. 

 

Gap severity: Given that there was a way to pool the enthusiasm, if low-priority, of the many private, 

as a rule individual, initiatives in the games API, middleware, tools, listings, ratings and forums, a 

quite useful resource could be established. 

 

Bridging the gap:  

It would reduce duplication of effort and insecurity if obvious, central and trusted resources that 

provide an overview and can support game developers in evaluating APIs to use for their projects. It 

would most likely take an effort of several man-months to establish such a resource, in way that after 

that does not require a lot of continuous editorial work.. Doing this activity in concert with the 

proposed forum would not only improve efficiency of work, but certainly also the authority and 

usefulness behind such an effort. 

 

Resource estimation: An initial investment of effort n the scale of four person-months would be 

needed to map, link, collate and communicate with existing resources and setting up a viable, 

sustainable cooperative structure. Subsequent maintenance should thus be limited to about one person-

month per year. If associated with, or even incorporated in some form in, the proposed forum 

structure, this activity would have a much improved probability for success. 

 

6.1.2 Unified production formats and APIs 

Unified production formats are needed for tools and APIs to be synchronized across platforms. The 

effect of having to juggle multiple production formats is a multiplication of game data that quickly 

becomes unmanageable. Differences in formats also bring other problems, ranging from different 

quality of performance on different platforms/engines to completely different handling in the code 

base. Every asset that is forced to be split across multiple formats for different platforms lowers the 

minimum overall quality guarantees that the developer can make.   

 

As for APIs, the problem is more difficult both to specify and to solve. When using an API to access a 

service (such as cloud hosting/virtualization, or social media connectivity) there is a lot of different 

platform providers and thus a multitude of APIs available. In the end, many of these APIs provide the 

exact same thing (access to storage and virtual servers, or information about a user in a social media 

network including; friends, activity, etc.) but can differ wildly in implementation and their intended 

use. The ideal case would be to have a base-line API solution for “similar services”. Meaning that, 

regardless if the developer is trying to fetch data from the Amazon cloud or the Google cloud, there 

should be a baseline of functionality that behaves exactly the same and requires the developer to write 

and test it only once. A simple analogy can be drawn: web pages and browsers. Writing a web page in 

HTML gives you a base-line of functionality that all browsers will support and display correctly, 

which makes it very easy to write simple pages. If one needs a higher degree of advancement, 

functionality and complexity,, however, the browsers’ discrepancies emerge and you need to write 

code specifically for different browsers and maybe even for different hardware constellations.  

 

Both problems stated above have a quite complex solution that requires a serious, organized 
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information and negotiation effort. Producers of de facto standard tools need to be convinced to 

support the same format across all different tools within a category (such as 3D modeling software, 

audio creation software, video compositing software, motion capture, etc.). The organisation should 

after serious, in-depth dialogue with game developers decide on formats for each discipline as common 

formats that the organisation will attempt to get incorporated into every industry-used production tool. 

 

The API-solution is similar, but needs a more technical approach. First, standard APIs must be devised 

for various services (cloud hosting, video streaming, social media connectivity). These should of 

course be created in collaboration with game developers to ensure a structure that is easily being 

integrated into games. Once the design phase is over, these APIs must be promoted to current owners 

of APIs. A secondary solution that does not involve such promotion is to implement a stand-alone web 

service for each of the proposed simple APIs that acts as an aggregator towards the complex APIs we 

wish to simplify. E.g. a simple social discovery API can be crafted and implemented on a stand-alone 

server that aggregates simple and similar functions of social media giants like; Facebook, Twitter, 

LinkedIn, and many more. 

 

Gap severity: It would be helpful and save much waste, in the form of re-inventing wheels etcetera, if 

more conformity was achieved among APIs and formats, but the field cannot be regarded as very 

important for the future of European mobile games development in general. 

 

Bridging the gap:  

Dialogue, negotiation and promotion, led by parties speaking on behalf of the game developers, for the 

adoption of common formats by tool, middleware and API producers would be needed. A sound basis 

for this, both as a type of action, and as a platform for influence, is the proposed forum structure.  

Developing a base-line API for specified services must be well-founded, thus requiring that an 

intelligent and informed selection of data formats is made. This process should be done in four 

proposed steps: 

 

1. Research and identify suitable data formats in four vital fields: 

1. 3D graphics (including animation) 

2. 2D graphics (including animation) 

3. Audio 

4. Video 

2. Implement a base-line API that covers the previously selected formats on all relevant 

platforms 

3. Research and identify suitable APIs to bridge from the following vital fields: 

1. Social media such as Facebook, Twitter, Google+, etc. 

2. Gaming-based services such as GREE, Google Play, Apple Game Center 

3. Cloud storage services 

4. Implement bridging of previously selected APIs in a single well-defined API 

 

The first step is a pure research and data-collection oriented task that is fairly easily designed and 

carried out. Game developers in the mobile sector need to be interviewed to ascertain their preferred 

tools in the four fields suggested here. Once this data is collected an informed decision can be made 

regarding which formats to support. 
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Figure 5 - Developing a base-line API 

 

Step two is a more advanced step, as it involves technological development on a semi-large scale. 

Similar to how it was previously stated, a cross-platform API needs to be available on a minimum of 

three different languages: C++, C#, Java and Javascript (see “Bridging the gap” in the above section 

on ”Evaluating APIs”). The mission of this so called base-line API is to import the common formats 

and expose their data in a platform-friendly manner to simplify game development. The figure above 

illustrates the basic overall components and what adaptations need to be made per platform. 

 

Step three and four are optional and mainly serve to facilitate adoption. They complete the offering by 

adressing some more, common fragmentation isssues. These issuesare less critical fields, as they do 

not immediately influence the user experience. It is more about convenience in impementing added 

functionality. These steps do follow the overall process that steps one and two use, both in research 

and execution. The same restrictions regarding platforms and languages also need to be paid attention 

to. 

 

Resource estimation: Gathering the facts should take about four person-months, and maintaining the 

dialogue and communication efforts about one person-month per year. A base-line API for specified 

services could be developed in about four person-months, 
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6.1.3 Lock-in and lock-out risks 

As use of middleware for part of a game production becomes the de facto standard, the threat of lock-

in and lock-out risks grows immensely. 

 

By lock-in we mean the phenomenon where the middleware or game engine has such a unique 

ecology that any product developed in the system is locked to that particular environment. This causes 

migratory problems, where a product would benefit from changing the game engine or middleware 

solution, but tin fact cannot, as the time required to do so would exhaust any remaining budget. The 

choice to migrate to a different system might be enforced by lack of features, performance or support 

issues, just to name a few. For developers of middleware, the lock-in versus open is a tricky see-saw to 

balance. By locking in developers, the system enforces dependency for not only the current project, 

but for any future project that could re-use code and sometimes even resources. However, the system 

might be much more attractive for assimilation by developers if it supports a more open mindset, 

minimizing the lock-in risk in the eyes of the developer. 

 

The lock-out phenomenon is easier to understand, as any middleware or game engine solution has 

platforms it does not support. When developers choose to develop in a certain middleware/engine 

system they effectively become locked-out of the unsupported platforms. The lock-out effect is not 

exclusive to platform support either, but can also affect features or formats. In the former case, certain 

game engines might not support the bleeding-edge lighting calculations that lock-out a product from a 

segment of the market (such as the hard-core gamer) due to the lack of these market-enforced “must-

haves”. In the latter case (format lock-out) a middleware or game engine system might lock the 

developer out of using certain third party tools, or even other middleware, by enforcing specific file 

formats. This can influence anything from the choice of 3D-modelling software to the choice of 

scripting language. Needless to say, this is a vicious cycle, as enforced formats might bring their own 

lock-in and lock-out risks. 

 

Gap severity: The situation is beyond irritating and possibly for some, becoming critical. 

 

Bridging the gap: 
Both lock-in and lock-out risks are problems that should be addressed by making sure European game 

developers are well-informed of the risks and limitations of most commercially available middleware 

and game-engine solutions. This requires no more than a general mapping of current limitations and 

documentation of some historical cases, to reinforce the argument . Informed developers can then 

make intelligent choices and become a driving market force that ensures a positive direction of 

middleware and engine development. 

 

This information, discussion and negotiation organization should then work primarily towards 

middleware and engine developers to make sure lock-in and lock-out risks are minimized by favoring 

open formats, multi-platform availability (that is relevant from a European perspective) and selecting a 

common ground of must-have features that are in demand by the European gamer. 

 

Resource estimation: There is certainly overlap, or synergy, in such efforts with the establishment of 

the forum discussed extensively before, especially if the API and unified production format gaps are 

addressed by forum activities. The investment in the expansion on that, for lock-in and lock-out risks, 

would be on the scale of several man-months, but the additional maintenance effort may not be 

prohibitive. 
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6.1.4 Use of Data and Data Analytical tools 

Today, sophisticated tools provided by companies such as Flurry, App Annie, Distimo, Apmetrics, 

Kontagent and Game Analytics, enable game developers to track exactly what their customers are 

doing with their game. Successful European companies such as Supercell and King and the US-based 

Kabam and Wooga are using in-house tools and dedicated staff to keep track of the performance of 

their titles and to optimize the monetization.  

 

These powerful analytics provide the management of these companies with a detailed daily updated 

dashboard, as well as with information on the moment and length of each gaming session, personal 

information on each player, the money spent by each player, on which item the money was spent, total 

spending per individual, etc. Moreover, the analytics provide detailed information on where the users 

are coming from and therefore detailed information on the effectiveness of marketing campaigns. 

 

The importance of analytics is relatively new to the industry although it is the most valuable asset for a 

game developer who wishes to launch a free-to-play game. These tools allow a game developer to 

know exactly what the players are doing with the game, for instance how many players continu to play 

the game after 1 day, 3 days and a week (retention), how many players are buying virtual items, how 

much they are spending and which items they are buying. Furthermore the tools tell developers 

whether players are male or female, which age groups and where they live. Today the average game 

developer knows about Flurry and App Annie or Distimo, integrates his SDKs in the games, but does 

not know what to do with this data. They do not have the knowledge and resources to translate the 

acquired date into actions, such as changes in game design, level design, user interface, design of the 

in-app purche shop or the individual items. 

 

The challenge for developers is to use the analytics to change the design of the game and the user 

experience in such a way that the monetization of the game is optimized. This can only be done if the 

studio can re-iterate; launch and re-launch the game in a period of several months, without making any 

money. 

 

Large successful companies can afford the tools described above, but smaller companies will need to 

invest substantial amounts to obtain the knowledge and tools needed to be able to compete. 

 

 

Gap severity: This field is important, particularly for the smaller businesses that lack the resources to 

build and utilize their own analytics tools. 

 

Bridging the gap:  
Producing a whitepaper on analytics should be part of the whitepaper on free-to-play games mentioned 

in 5.2.3. 

 

One of the recommendations of this white paper could be to propose the launch of specialized courses 

in analytics at several universities and stimulating the dialogue between universities and game 

developers could be done by national trade organizations or a small workgroup of consultants, game 

developers and university representatives. 

 

To close the gap in knowledge, whitepapers could be published and made available to game 

developers. Also, universities could start providing insights to game developers in the form of 

partnerships. Several faculties, such as econometrics and statistics could launch post-master programs 

to train professionals as analysts for games companies and companies in related industries. 

 

Resource estimation: This would take approximately 12 person-months 
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7. Marketing 

7.1 Marketing Gaps 

7.1.1 Consumer awareness 

The mobile games industry is very young: the first games were launched in 1997. The success of the 

App Stores is very recent (2008) and the emergence of free-to-play games with virtual currency and 

items is even more recent (2010). Furthermore, with close to 200 new games launched each day on the 

App Store, it is hard for consumers to find their way. 

The app store allows users to browse their listings and game collections, which have improved 

significantly over the past few years. Apple continues to invest in this and provides advertising 

opportunities in the app store. Of course this information is not a pure journalistic product but a 

commercial one. 

Next to the publications of Steelmedia (Pocketgamer and 148 Apps) there are relatively few serious 

and professional European publications consumers can go to get informed about mobile games. 

There is currently no consumer event informing the general audience about games, nor is there any 

trustworthy source about the history and the culture of mobile games.  

These discovery problems are not in any way new. NGR tried to address basically the same issue in 

2007-2008 through the MobileGameList.com initiative. Even though a not insubstantial effort was put 

in, it became obvious that this sort of resource, especially when aimed at the general public, suffers 

from serious chicken-and-egg problems (or threshold/barrier to entry type marketing problems). 

Without a lot of interesting games and data on games you do not get the traffic, and vice versa. The 

investment needed to establish a significant, known, consumer resource should not be underestimated. 

Next to a lack of general awareness about all aspects of mobile games, such as the history, cultural 

relevance, cross-media relevance and many other aspects, issues have arisen over the last few months 

related to the protection of minors. There is no comprehensive methodology today, which allows 

parents to evaluate the content of games. All games, especially those who are free are easily accessible 

to children. 

Discoverability of games by consumers becomes an important issue today, when 200 new games are 

launched on iOS only. Large companies with deep pockets can use marketing and user-acquisition 

tools to boost the visibility of their games. Smaller developers need publishers to help them reach their 

audiences. 

The establishment of an information portal, listing and documenting both current and back-catalog 

games, would also lay the foundation for the conservation, preservation, documentation and study of 

mobile games in an organized manner. This could be beneficial for the mobile games industry. (See 

2.1.5 above for specific preservation aspects.) This activity could be centralized in one city and 

location, but could also be a collaborative effort of several industry leaders and academics. 

Discoverability is a fundamental problem for game developers and the potential solutions are changing 

very quickly. A solution working today will probably not work anymore in six  months, due to the 

disruptive changes that affect the market time and time again. It is thus not worthwhile, in our 

judgment, to propose anything at this time that has any lasting value, and serves as a sustainable 

integral part of a roadmap. 

Gap severity: The lack of information and consumer awareness is an essential step in the maturity of 

the industry and is considered as essential. 

Bridging the gap:  

A large number of initiatives could be supported by both the regions, the national governments, the 

EU and the industry, as is currently the case in the area of theatre, music, opera, film, TV, etc. 

It seems to us that mobile games have now entered into a level of cultural and economic relevance that 

it deserves a place in the cultural infrastructure, both on a European as on a national level. 
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What is needed is a European approach advising how different cultural institutions could integrate 

mobile games into their collections, programs, funding, curricula, expertise, etc. 

A first step could be a series of interviews with leading cultural institutions on this subject on the basis 

of the Mobile GameArch documents. These interviews could identify opportunities for these 

institutions to incorporate mobile games into their cultural activities. The goal should be a joint effort 

to enhance visibility within Europe. 

These institutions are cultural centers, cultural research institutions, musea, archives, universities, 

preservation initiatives, festivals, funds and others. 

It should be secured, that marketing issues and the related technology questions are well placed in the 

work program of Horizon 2020 calls. Strategically it could also be useful to evaluate whether the 

Creative Europe programme (MEDIA Strand) could open its distribution and promotion support to 

mobile games. At the same time useful initiatives relating to mobile games promotion and 

conservation could be identified. This should be regarded more in terms of the actions to preserve our 

digital cultural heritage, and most likely in the select committee form, rather than as an action to be 

prioritized by the proposed forum. 

Resource estimation: A feasibility study for a consortium would take approximately 24 person-

months and a substantial travel budget. 

7.1.2 Addressing and reaching the right markets 

Game developers have access to international markets through the app stores. The App Store, for 

instance, is available in 155 countries today. Existing specialized service providers can help with 

translation and further localization of games in each of the 155 countries. 

However, some game developers choose to work with local distribution partners. 

Finding the right reliable partner in each market is a lot of work and not many developers have the 

time and the money to investigate this. It can require traveling to conferences, meeting partners, 

visiting them in their country, before a contract can be signed. 

Furthermore, in countries where the app store is not the predominant route to market, such as in the 

emerging markets (Middle East, Africa, India, Brazil etc.), working with operators can be a better 

solution. 

Optimizing distribution and developing partner networks in large markets such as Japan, Korea and 

the US can be instrumental to the success of a European game developer. Therefore, exchange of 

information on reliable partners and success stories can be very beneficial for the European mobile 

games industry. 

Gap severity: If regarded as very beneficial we must, in relation, see this field as important. 

Bridging the gap: 
Optimizing distribution and developing partner networks in large markets such as Japan, Korea and 

the US can be instrumental to the success of a European game developer. Therefore, exchange of 

information on reliable partners and success stories can be very beneficial for the European mobile 

games industry. It seems to come naturally to propose this action to come under the actions to be 

prioritized within the forum discussed earlier. 

In order to provide access to latest advertising solutions in different market areas, we need to produce 

a white-paper on international distribution based on the success stories from the game developer 

community. This paper should be regularly updated and made available on-line. 

Resource estimation: It would take approximately five person-months to produce the white paper and 

two person-months to build the website with a reasonable budget. It would take two person-months 

per year to keep the information updated. Part of these costs could possibly be covered by a 

subscription fee paid by users. 
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8. Conclusions on actions and priorities 
 

8.1 Overview 
 
In this paper we have documented a number of gaps facing European mobile games development 

companies, and addressed how to bridge these gaps, indicating decisions, resources, and time needed. 

Below is an overview, and review, as a basis for our following discussion on possible actions and 

priorities between actions. 

 

In the following tables we have indicated the severity of the gap, ranging from “1”, indicating a 

disastrous or potentially disastrous situation to “4”, a situation that is more than just irritating, and 

causes some wasted effort, but is not really important. A further verbal interpretation of our suggested 

severity categories could be where “2” indicates that it is critical for, “3” that it is important to the 

European mobile games developers that the gap in question is bridged. 

 

We also indicate the decisions needed to fill the gap in question, as well as  what decision are to be 

taken by whom, and what the actions tare o be carried out in implementing the decisions. We also 

suggest the volume of resources needed for the actions, both as initial investments and as on-going 

communication and including other maintenance resource requirements. 

8.1.1 Preconditions - closing gaps in policy, standards, infrastructure, hardware and 

operating systems 

POLICY GAP Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource needs 

European creators of mobile content 

should be encouraged to self-regulatory 

actions in protection of minors. 

2 Game developer 

organizations’ 

commitment 

Research project 

funding granted 

Select committee. 

 

Definition of technical 

standards and 

development of API 

24 pm 

VAT regulation must not lead to double 

taxation. 

1 (Ongoing) Select committee. 

Discussions with EC 

and member states, 

including about MOSS 

2 pm/yr 

European actors should be able to bill for 

their content as a web service, not be 

forced to use Non-European closed 

ecosystems for payments. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Information to 

developer 

organizations’ members 

and community about 

SEPA 

12 pm 

4 pm/yr 

Common, good practice for in-game 

micro-transactions for children is needed. 

3 Game developer 

organizations’ 

commitment 

Research project 

funding granted 

Forum action. 

A research project, and 

ongoing discussions 

and contributions 

12 pm 

3 pm/yr 

The European copyright framework 

should secure that we do not lose early 

European digital cultural heritage 

published through mobile stores. 

4 

 

 

Game developer 

organizations’ and/or 

KEEP stakeholders’ 

commitment 

Research project 

funding granted 

Select committee. 

Legal study & lobbying 

Research to be done 

4 pm/yr 

 

 

Further 

research: 

24 pm 

The Pan-European licensing for music 4 (Ongoing) Select committee. 10 pm 
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should make it easier to use European 

music for European mobile content. 

Legal study & lobbying 3 pm/yr 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

2.8 

Rank: 

3 

 

 

 

 

28 to 

82 pm 

16 pm/yr 

  

STANDARDS GAP Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource 

needs 

Game developers should follow 

standards development and be ready to 

contribute 

2 Game developer 

organisations’ 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Developments,  

standardisation 

10 pm/yr 

 

 

Developers need to be better informed 

on and more involved in HTML5 

implementation. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Surveys, information 

aggregation and 

dissemination 

24 pm 

12 pm/yr 

A single payment solution does not exist. 2 Game developer 

organizations’ 

financial commitment 

R&D project funding 

granted 

Forum action. 

Lobbying for legal 

removal of all 

monopolized structures 

Development of 

proprietary European 

cross-platform payment 

solution 

20 pm 

1 pm/yr 

 

 

Non-European mobile ecosystems and 

distributors should integrate European 

payment solutions. 

2 Game developer 

organizations’ 

financial commitment 

R&D project funding 

granted 

 

 

Forum action. 

Development of 

proprietary European 

cross-platform payment 

solution 

2 pm/yr 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

2.25 

Rank: 

2 

 

 

 

 

20 to 

32 pm 

27 pm/yr 

     

INFRASTRUCTURE 

GAP 

Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource 

needs 

Mobile cloud-based games need 

definition of management of application 

components, surrogate discovery, and 

security. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Developments,  

standardization 

2 pm/yr 

(with 

standards 

above) 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

3.0 

Rank: 

4 

 

 

 

 

2 pm/yr 

        

HARDWARE 

GAP 

Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource 

needs 

Developers need to be better informed 

on and more influential in hardware 

2 Game developer 

organizations’ financial 

Forum action. 

Information aggregation 

2 pm 

6 pm/yr 
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development processes. commitment, securing 

partnerships with other 

organizations 

and dissemination, 

establishment of 

manufacturer - game 

developer contact node 

(incl OS 

below) 

Knowledge of hardware manufacturers' 

relations with game developers is 

needed. 

2 Game developer 

organizations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Survey 

6 pm 

(incl OS 

below) 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

2.0 

Rank: 

1 

 

 

 

 

8 pm 

0 to 

6 pm/yr 

     

OPERATING SYSTEMS 

GAP 

Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource 

needs 

Developers need to be better informed 

on and more influential in development 

paths for operating systems. 

2 Game developer 

organizations’ financial 

commitment, securing 

partnerships with other 

organizations 

Forum action. 

Information aggregation 

and dissemination, 

establishment of 

manufacturer - game 

developer contact node 

2 pm 

6 pm/yr 

(incl HW 

above) 

Knowledge of OS manufacturers' 

relations with game developers is 

needed. 

2 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Survey 

6 pm 

(incl HW 

above) 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

2.0 

Rank: 

1 

 

 

 

 

8 pm 

0 to 

6 pm/yr 

8.1.2 Making the game - closing gaps in production 

PRODUCTION 

GAP 

Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource needs 

Overviews for evaluating APIs are 

needed. 

4 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Information aggreg./ 

dissemination 

4 pm 

1 pm/yr 

 

Developers lack insight into how 

analytics providers process and retain 

their data. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Whitepaper research 

Courses and training 

proposal 

6 pm for 

research 

12 pm for edu. 

Middleware and game engines brings 

the risks of lock-in and lock-out. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Information aggreg./ 

dissemination 

4 pm 

1 pm/yr 

(If w API action 

above) 

Unified production formats are needed 

for tools and APIs to be synchronized 

across platforms. 

4 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

Lobbying towards 

adaption of common 

formats to tool, 

middleware and API 

producers 

4 pm 

1 pm/yr 

(plus 4 pm for 

solution in 4.1.4 

re APIs) 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

3.5 

Rank: 

5 

 

 

 

 

26 pm 

3 pm/yr 
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8.1.3 Selling the game - closing gaps in marketing 

MARKETING 

GAP 

Severity 

 

 

Decisions Actions Resource needs 

The European mobile consumer's 

awareness of available games is low. 

3 EU project funding 

granted 

On discoverability: 

Status Quo. 

On awareness: 

Select committee. 

Feasibility study for 

center for mobile 

games 

24 pm 

(plus travels) 

Developers cannot make informed 

decisions on what markets to address 

and how to reach them. 

3 Game developer 

organisations’ financial 

commitment 

Forum action. 

White-paper and 

website 

documentation on 

international 

distribution 

7 pm 

2 pm/yr 

SEVERITY AVERAGE RANK AND 

TOTALS 

Avg: 

3 

Rank: 4 

 

 

 

 

31 pm 

2 pm/yr 

8.1.4 Summary of gap severity 

Below is a summary of our gap severity approximations per gap sector. These severities are a 

foundation for the priorities to be set in any roadmap that takes into account the resources available. 

SEVERITY 

 

 

Rank Gap sector 

1 - “disastrous”   

2 - “critical”   

2.0 1 Hardware 

2.0 1 Operating Systems 

'2.25 2 Standards 

2.8 

 

3 Policy 

3 - “important”   

3.0 4 Infrastructure 

3.0 4 Marketing 

3.5 5 Production 

8.1.5 Totals of resource needs in relation to severity 

Below is an overview of our resource needs estimates, both for initial investments in actions to close 

gaps, and the continuous efforts to do so, expressed as totals per severity category as documented in 

the preceding sections. These totals will be referred to in the following section. 

 
SEVERITY 

 

 

Resource needs - initial 

investments 

 

Aggregated 

Resource needs 

- ongoing and 

maintenance 

 

Aggregated 

1 - “disastrous” 0 0 12 pm/yr 12 pm/yr 

2 - “critical” 60 pm 60 pm 21 pm/yr 33 pm/yr 

3 - “important” 79 pm 139 pm 21 pm/yr 58 pm/yr 

4 - “helpful” 46 pm 185 pm 9 pm/yr 67 pm/yr 
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8.2 Priorities and some possible scenarios 
In an ideal world, the game developers could come up with and pool the necessary resources, and then 

the needs, the severity of the problems inherent in the gaps, and the time should dictate the priorities. 

However, when the resources are not available, or at least not in their entirety, we need to look closer 

at how to prioritize. 

In the following, we will suggest a couple of scenarios as a basis for discussion among the game 

developer community on how best to utilize the roadmap presented here. This roadmap, once again, 

shows gaps and possible ways of bridging them. The scenarios are possibly a form of “meta-

roadmaps”, addressing both resource scarceness and possible synergies between efforts that are 

parallel, but directed at different gaps. 

8.2.1 Basic scenario 

In a basic scenario, no external financing is secured to continue the work of Mobile GameArch. This is 

the situation today, at the time of writing. No person-months for initial, start-up work, and no person-

months for continuous development and maintenance are available up-front. 

For a very minimum continuance, and first steps to be taken to fill the gaps, one or more of the 

consortium partners may choose to commit some resources. However, it should be noted that EGDF, 

the core game developer partner has very limited resources. 

8.2.2 Maximum scenario 

Just aggregating the necessary initial investments and maintenance costs for the “disastrous” and 

“critical” gaps identified (see 5.1.5 above), assuming a three-year period, we need a total investment of 

159 person-months or 53 person-months per year over three years. This translates to five full-time 

employees, where the EGDF has about one. The scope of the investments needed are about three times 

the size of the present Mobile Game Arch project, for just the top two categories of gaps to be bridged. 

To fill all our identified gaps an investment on the size of more than ten full-time employees for three 

years seems necessary. 

8.2.3 Gradual growth scenario 

As an expansion scenario, we can allow us to imagine a situation where a modest take-up gathers 

support and momentum. Starting out as a minimum scenario, where all effort is put in by developer 

organizations, such as the consortium partners, enough private and/or public sector interest is 

eventually established for additional funding to be raised and additional efforts being put into the 

imagined activities, after the end of Mobile GameArch. 

The forum formation that is proposed herein seems to most closely resemble a structure allowing for 

gradual growth, taking action after reaching consensus on priorities among the involved stakeholders 

committing to take part in the practical work required. This allows addressing gaps and action points 

in a somewhat flexible and adaptive manner. 

9. Final remarks 

9.1 In closing 
The Mobile GameArch project has been the first game developer-led project supported by the 

European Commission, and this roadmap is the final deliverable and the legacy of the Mobile 

GameArch project, that we hereby present to our stakeholders. 

The consortium members would here like to express their gratitude towards the European Commission 

and to the European community of game developers for the trust, support and patience shown us. 
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ANNEX 1 - Planned and started activities for achieving the goals outlined 

in the roadmap, including the future role of the EGDF 

As the result of the roadmap, the consortium members have already started the work targeting to 

implement the immediate actions (identified as severity class 1 in the Roadmap).   

VAT and payment systems-related issues (See chapter 5.1 of D3.3 Roadmap) 
On the VAT issues EGDF has, as a pilot project, launched a committee on the topic that has seven 

active members (including leading industry actors). EGDF is closely monitoring and influencing the 

VAT directive and implementation processes in co-operation with the committee members. . 

Furthermore, parallel to this, after this roadmap was initially published several EGDF members have 

expressed interest in taking action in the fields of payment systems and user protection in in-game 

micro-transactions. In addition a first meeting with Google has taken place. EGDF is preparing to set 

upp committees to work on both topics.  

Standardization-related issues (See chapter 5.2 of D3.3 Roadmap) 
The EGDF board decided to launch a standardisation forum in its meeting on the 25th of October. The 

call for participants was published during December 2013 and the forum will start it work in the 

beginning of 2014. The standardisation forum launch will be based on the roadmap recommendations. 

Cloud and middleware-related issues (See chapters 5.3 and 6.1 of D3.3 Roadmap) 
Work is ongoing among the consortium partners regarding project proposals on decentralised cloud 

and middleware for gaming, and also CSA on cloud converging mobile games and cinema.  

NGR will bring the cloud insights of MGA to the PaaSport project (starting December 2013), which is 

”a semantically-enhanced marketplace of interoperable platform-as-a-service offerings for the 

deployment and migration of business applications of European software SMEs”, aiming to provide 

European alternatives to overseas lock-in cloud service-provisioning solutions. 

Hardware and Operating Systems-related issues (See chapter 5.4 of D3.3 Roadmap) 
The standardisation forum described above quite naturally also addresses the standards and 

emerging(de facto-)-standards issues inherent in hardware and operating systems development and 

evolution.  

When building the forum, a mapping of existing relations between European game developers and 

hardware and operating systems manufacturers also comes quite naturally. 

Market-related issues (See chapter 7.1 of D3.3 Roadmap) 
In line with the raising of consumer awareness for European mobile games, NCC continues its work 

on a proposal for a European mobile games center. 

Addressing and reaching the right markets will be considered especially carefully by NGR in drawing 

up the program for the 2014 Nordic Game conference, which promises to be one of the fully leading 

professional game developer events in Europe during that year. 

Other actions 
All actions should be based on the roadmap findings, in light of the positive feedback on the roadmap 

document from many sources. It is, for example, currently used as a reference for NGR in the planing 

and securing of the mobile content for the next Nordic Game conference, which will take place on 

May 21-23 2014. 

Also the Gap Analysis that preceded the roadmap has met with appreciation, including during the 

review process. We feel that this shows that it, and thus the Mobile Game Arch project, provides a 

viable framework for addressing the challenges for the European mobile games industry, now and 

going forward. 


