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0. PARTICIPANTS 

See Annex I. 

 

1. ADOPTION OF AGENDA/MINUTES 

The participants adopted the meeting’s proposed agenda and the minutes from the previous 
meeting, without changes. 

 

2. WELCOME BY EUROPEAN COMMISSION & MAYOR OF GHENT 

Mário Campolargo, Director for Emerging Technologies and Infrastructures (European 
Commission, DG Information Society), opened the meeting and welcomed everybody. 

Piotr Kepski from the Polish Ministry of Science & Higher Education welcomed all FIF 
participants on behalf of the Polish EU Presidency. A number of parallel events, involving the 
FIA, ServiceWave, Internet-of-Things, Future Internet Socioeconomics, etc. were taking place 
during Poznan’s Future Internet Week, and Mr. Kepski invited those present to participate, enjoy 
and take benefit from these events. 

 

3. FIF 2.0: CHALLENGE & THE WAY FORWARD 

The FIF launched in Prague in 2009, said Mário Campolargo, and had initial objectives of: 
sharing knowledge, experience and best practise; identifying national actors, activities and 
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complementarities between frameworks; and, devising common approaches for maximising 
synergies. Since that time, there have been a number of FIF advances, including increased 
networking, support/advice on launching EU initiatives, emerging national programmes, and the 
Future Internet now being perceived as adding real value. However, said Mr. Campolargo, the 
FIF has now reached the limit of the current process – the time for “observing” has ended and it is 
time to shift gears. 

The current economic crisis represents a call to arms and Europe must become more innovative 
productive – the Future Internet is part of Europe’s toolbox to achieve this. There is a need to step 
up EU-Member State cooperation: hence, FIF 2.0. This is captured in the R3 challenge: 

• Reinforced Membership 

• Renewed Commitment 

• Revamped Role 

FIF meetings will also have a number of new agenda points, such as: assessment of progress on 
open action points; selected themes (workshops); focussed discussions; and, operational 
conclusions. 

To assist with the transition to FIF 2.0, Members were asked to complete a questionnaire on four 
key topics1: 

1. Strengthening the role of the FIF members 

2. Participation in the Future Internet Public-Private Partnership 

3. Towards a joint European Future Internet programming initiative 

4. Working with MS initiatives 

An analysis of the answers submitted to the questionnaire was presented by Petronela Burceag, 
Project and Communication Officer at the European Commission’s Future Networks Unit. An 
overall examination of Member State replies informed the selection of the two focussed 
workshops of this particular FIF meeting: Working with Member State Initiatives and Towards a 
Joint Programming Initiative.  

The response to the questionnaire was generally very positive; sample responses are included in 
Annex II of this document. 

 
3.a. FIF AMBASSADOR ROLE 

In light of FIF 2.0, Members could also step up as Ambassadors of the Future Internet at national 
and European level. A number of considerations must be addressed regarding such a role, 
including: scope and focus of the position; strategic relevance of Future Internet in Member 
States; credentials – are they needed and who gives them (national Ministry, EU, etc.); identical 
or individual charters for Ambassadors – could each FIF Member define their own in line with 
their national perspective?; complexity of engaging with agencies involved; etc. 

                                                 
1 19 Member States responded to the questionnaire 
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A Working Group was established comprising FIF Members from the UK, Greece, Ireland and 
Luxembourg. This Group will examine the possibilities involved in the Ambassador role and will 
prepare some initial statements for circulation to all FIF Members. 

 

4. WORKSHOP I: WORKING WITH MEMBER STATE INITIATIVES 

After the opening plenary session, FIF Members broke out into four groups of 5-6 for Workshop 
discussions. At the start of each Workshop, two short presentations were made to provide a 
background context and to help stimulate discussions. 

 
4.a. SETTING THE STAGE 

Peter Fatelnig from the European Commission presented a summary of replies to the FIF 
questionnaire on the topic of Working with Member State Initiative. Regarding the Future Internet 
on Member States’ policy agenda, it was found that in many countries the Future Internet is 
related to the national Digital Agenda and/or components of other national high-tech and R&D&I 
Strategies. In some instances, it is related to specific local and regional programmes/projects. The 
majority of respondents (17/19) to the questionnaire said their Member State has a national Future 
Internet initiative/strategic document in place or at least in preparation. Similarly, 17 out of 19 
respondents expressed an interest in a specific Member State Workshop; topics included technical 
(23), societal/user requirements (7), as well as institutional interaction (3). 

Mr. Fatelnig concluded with the following questions for FIF Members to consider during their 
discussions: 

• What could be the value added networking MS initiatives (technical, societal, 
economical)? 

• How do MS initiatives/approaches (policy or programmes) differ? 

• Examples of perceived best practices to organise this (what tools should be in the 
toolbox)? 

• What are the questions to which MS or the EU should develop answers? 

• Answers to the two eternal questions of the universe: Where is the money and what do 
we do next? 

 
4.b. MAPPING MEMBER STATE INITIATIVES 

It is important to recognise the rich diversity of activities across the Member States, said Willie 
Donnelly, Irish representative to the FIF. Mr. Donnelly quoted three samples chosen at random 
from different Member States to illustrate his point: (A) Hungary has established a Future Internet 
National Technology Platform, with their R&D&I policy coordinated by the Ministry for 
National Economy and the National Innovation Office. (B) Italy has adopted an application-
driven approach which means the Digital Agenda is under the “umbrella” of the Ministry for 
Public Administration & Innovation. (C) Norway sees the Future Internet as a driver of the 
Government’s ICT policy to secure “an information society for all”. The Irish Future Internet 
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Forum was also presented as a potential use case. This initiative involved industry leaders such as 
Intel, Hewlett-Packard and IBM, as well as academic researchers and public agencies (research 
funders). A number of themed workshops had taken place and discussions are now ongoing 
regarding a national competence centre. 

Mr. Donnelly outlined the following discussions points for FIF Members to consider: 

• Why the need for a national structure and how could it be achieved? 

• How could it contribute to reduced duplication/fragmentation nationally, and between EU 
and Member States? 

• How to structure it? e.g. forum – discussion, national policy, national initiative, series of 
funded projects 

• How to link it to EU FIF? 

• How to progress from here? 

After approximately 30-40 minutes of individual group discussions, each break-out group 
presented their initial conclusions to a plenary session of the meeting. The following section 
summaries the points made by the groups: 

Discussion Point: What could be the value added networking MS initiatives (technical, 
societal, economical)? 

• Visibility and access to market 

• Building of human capital 

• Work towards a schematic of what the Future Internet involves 

• Early understanding of collaboration goals 

• Provide leadership & vision: transition from IPv4 to IPv6 (technical), e-health/smart 
cities (societal), reduce costs (economical) 

Discussion Point: How do MS initiatives/approaches (policy or programmes) differ? 

• Geographical synergies exist (e.g. between Scandinavian countries, likewise Ireland and 
the UK, etc.). Scandinavian countries use similar core technologies, for example 

• Different levels of exposure to multinational companies plays a role in Member State 
policies/programmes 

• Presence or lack of funding, based on levels of economic activity of Member States (lots 
of ideas everywhere, but sometimes there is no funding available to develop them) 

Discussion Point: Examples of perceived best practices to organise this (what tools should 
be in the toolbox)? 

• Coordinated dissemination 

• Tools for tagging information with meta-data and for mapping initiatives 
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• Portfolio of micro-funding initiatives/projects 

• Involve business leaders as well as researchers from large corporations in projects 

• National forums to bring all stakeholders in that Member State together – such a forum 
could also decide on when to collaborate and when not to. The EU FIF could be used as 
an embryo and an exemplar for national forums. 

Discussion Point: What are the questions to which MS or the EU should develop answers? 

• What frameworks currently exist for networking initiatives (e.g. ERA-NET, bilateral, ad-
hoc) and for the faster commercialisation of applied research? 

• Can a comprehensive repository be captured and maintained in real-time on current 
initiatives? 

• How best to reconcile bottom-up research with top-down strategies such as the Digital 
Agenda? For example, what if there is agreement between cross-border researchers on 
the technical priorities, but differences between their respective Member State funding 
policies? 

• Where do Member State and EU strengths lie, and are they in line with respective 
priorities? 

Discussion Point: Answers to the two eternal questions of the universe: Where is the money 
and what do we do next? 

• Potential lies in applying ICT, rather than perhaps continuous investment in core-ICT – 
though there are examples of recent investment in core-ICT paying off significantly: 
IPv6, federated e-ID, and roaming for mobile devices 

• Areas where potential savings could be made, such as using Cloud computing and 
virtualisation to reduce computational overhead 

• Long-terms loans to permit investment in new technologies with slow Return-On-
Investment (ROI), such as IPv6 

 

5. WORKSHOP II: TOWARDS A JOINT PROGRAMMING INITIATIVE 

5.a. TOWARDS AN ERA-NET+ 

Maurizio Pilu is the UK representative to the FIF and his organisation, the Technology Strategy 
Board2 (TSB), have been involved in a number of ERA-NET+s. The TSB is committed to 
networking with its European neighbours and their technology teams take a strategic approach 
when choosing which ERA-NETs to get involved in. Mr. Pilu presented sample strategic criteria 
from the TSB to help inform discussions with other research and innovation funders who are part 
of the FIF. Such criteria includes answering questions like, “Does the UK [Member State] have 
                                                 
2 The Technology Strategy Board is the UK’s Innovation Agency. It is a national body that was established 
in 2007 to invest in business innovation. It works with businesses, universities and government agencies, 
and has an annual budget of £300 Million. 
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the capability to exploit opportunities?”, “Is the idea ready?”, “Can the TSB make a difference – 
can it add value beyond money?” 

In parallel to these considerations by the research funder, the ceFIMS project has identified a 
number of potential broad themes for a specific ERA-NET+ on the Future Internet. These 
include: infrastructure, mobility, security, services, social media, and testbeds. National and EU-
level funders of research may also find that they have certain approaches to Future Internet 
research in common, such as: clean-slate vs. incremental (closer to market); enablers vs. 
applications; multidisciplinary vs. technology-only; living labs vs. testbeds; research-driven vs. 
innovation-led; etc. 

Mr. Pilu posed a number of questions regarding added value to help stimulate discussions: 

• Why an ERA-NET+ over other mechanisms? 

• Where is the added-value for the commission? 

• Where is the added-value for Members States? 

• Large space, little money → added-value needs focus 

• Where does Member State cooperation can lead to competitive advantage (Recall GSM) 

 
5.b. REINFORCING PROGRAMMING COORDINATION 

Jorge Pereira from the European Commission outlined a number of programming coordination 
initiatives to the meeting. These included: 

1. ERA-NET Scheme 

The overall objective is to develop and strengthen the coordination of national and regional 
research programmes through two specific actions: 

• ERA-NET actions: provide a framework for actors implementing public research 
programmes to coordinate their activities e.g. by developing joint activities or by 
mutually supporting joint calls for transnational proposals. 

• ERA-NET+ actions: provide, in a limited number of cases with high European added 
value, additional EU financial support to facilitate joint calls for proposals between 
national and/or regional programmes. 

Within FP7, the Work-Programme indicates which topics are open for the submission of new 
ERA-NETs or for the extension of existing ones. Under an ERA-NET+, the European 
Commission supports the organisation of joint calls between national research programmes by 
“topping‐up” joint transnational funding with Community funding. 

2. European Technology Platforms (ETPs) 

ETPs are industry-led stakeholder forums which help define research priorities across a broad 
range of technology areas. ETPs provide a framework for stakeholders, led by industry, to define 
research priorities and action plans on a number of technological areas where achieving EU 
growth, competitiveness and sustainability requires major research and technological advances in 
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the medium to long term. Some European Technology Platforms are loose networks that come 
together in annual meetings, but others are establishing legal structures with membership fees. 
ETPs in the area of ICT include: ARTEMIS, ENIAC, ISI, Net!Works, NEM, NESSI, EUROP, 
EPoSS, Photonics213. 

3. Joint Technology Initiatives (JTIs) 

JTIs are a means to implement the Strategic Research Agendas (SRAs) of a limited number of 
ETPs. In these few ETPs, the scale and scope of the objectives is such that loose co‐ordination 
through ETPs and support through the regular instruments of the Framework Programme for 
Research and Development are not sufficient. Instead, effective implementation requires a 
dedicated mechanism that enables the necessary leadership and coordination to achieve the 
research objectives. These initiatives combine private sector investment and/or national and 
European public funding, including funding from the FP and loan finance from the European 
Investment Bank. DG INFSO has launched and is responsible for two of the six JTIs established: 
Embedded Computing Systems (ARTEMIS) and Nanoelectronics Technologies 2020 (ENIAC). 

4. Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) 

PPPs are part of COM (2008) 800, “A European Economic Recovery Plan”. They are 
partnerships to support innovation. PPPs can be either Institutional, Contractual, or a 
combination of both (hybrid). From a management point-of-view, PPPs are multi-level, 
aggregated structures. They can involve the amalgamation of several local projects within a large 
portfolio because of the economies of scale and international interest, and they can be multi-
staged structures – central project design and local project execution. Intensive participation by 
local authorities is required in PPPs, at various stages: design/definition, selection, and 
implementation. A number of challenges must also be addressed, including: ownership of projects 
& mandate for negotiations; cooperation between local entities & private parties; and, the danger 
of local drop-outs from projects, possibly due to long contract negotiations. 

Mr. Pereira concluded by presented a number of issues to consider during the break-out 
discussions: 

• What types of joint programming: soft (ad hoc), hard or in between? 

• What type of MS participation? How to promote and handle it? 

o Stronger MS commitment & cooperation [is critical] 

o Mix of central to local, ministries to funding agencies, research councils, etc 

• What type of focus? 

o As broad as the FI? (Rather) Focused? 

o Mix of large-scale [deployments], pan-European living lab/testbed 

o Consequences? 

• How to align this with ongoing and planned activities, FP and otherwise? 

                                                 
3 ceFIMS held a plenary workshop with a number of these ETPs in December, 2010. A report from the this 
workshop is available on the ceFIMS website: http://www.cefims.eu/files/2011/08/D4.5_WS2.pdf 

http://www.cefims.eu/files/2011/08/D4.5_WS2.pdf
http://www.cefims.eu/files/2011/08/D4.5_WS2.pdf
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o Aligned with ongoing activities (e.g. FI‐PPP, FI EU Roadmap) 

o Need awareness of MS[/Regional] Funding available & Timeframe 

• Is ERA-NET+ the thing for you? If not, then what? 

• How best to coordinate across instruments: FP, ETP, PPP, >ERA-NET+? 

After suitable instruments, themes and approaches are also important for discussions, taking into 
consideration the added value for participating Member States. 

After approximately 30-40 minutes of individual group discussions, each break-out group 
presented their initial conclusions to a plenary session of the meeting. The following section 
summaries the points made by the groups: 

Discussion Point: What types of joint programming: soft (ad-hoc), hard or in between? 

• Soft, ad-hoc approach should be taken within FP7 – this would be appropriate for 
fostering flexibility, inclusion and bottom-up initiatives, with respect to the scope and 
focus of funded activities 

Discussion Point: What type of MS participation? How to promote and handle it? 

• Staged approach, with less hard objectives at the outset of the ERA-NET, avoiding the 
need to focus on a limited number of aspects 

• Facilitate a more bottom-up approach within ERA-NET 

• Twin-track approach needed, involving central and local administration. This could also 
promote cooperation of existing programmes at different levels, with objectives being 
driven by thematic benefactors 

• Collaboration tools should be assessable and inclusive (especially for SMEs) 

Discussion Point: What type of focus? 

• Dynamic, flexible system to address market failures – including suitable time frames 

• “Drivers” would be wide thematic benefactor areas, rather than technological progress 

• Specific goals, set according to national priorities and selected for their measurable 
economic impact 

• Build on large-scale facilities that already exist 

Discussion Point: How to align this with ongoing and planned activities, FP and otherwise? 

• More agility needed at planning stage 

• Align with FI-PPP to benefit transparency 

• Dedicate a percentage of structural funds to Future Internet initiatives 
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Discussion Point: Is ERA-NET+ the thing for you? If not, then what? 

• Balance must be struck between the scheme not being overly complex but not too 
lightweight for coherence 

• One size does not fit all: an ERA-NET+ could encompass multiple Calls, multiple topics, 
and a non-static participation list 

• Available all the time (e.g. FET Open Calls) 

• An ERA-NET+ can present relative budget restrictions, and can sometimes require a 
limited focus at its outset. Since it often has short-term objectives, the timing restrictions 
can also be present. 

• An ERA-NET+ for a particular topic (such as one related to the Future Internet) could 
benefit from the assistance of a Coordination-Support Action (CSA). This CSA could 
help administer a diversity of funding instruments, which could be applicable in different 
scenarios. 

• An experimental pan-European lab for open access to actors from all Members States 
would be complementary to the aforementioned CSA. (Questions regarding duplication 
of existing funding would then have to be addressed). 

Discussion Point: How best to coordinate across instruments: FP, ETP, PPP, >ERA-NET+? 

• The soft and flexible characteristics of the instrument would facilitate the coordination 
with other initiatives and instruments already in place 

• The involvement of funding agencies, the EC and representatives of other initiatives 
(such as EUREKA) in the coordination forum (or mirror group) of the new instrument 
would also allow for that coordination, in articulation with the FIF 

 

6. PPP UPDATE 

Peter Fatelnig provided the meeting with an update on the FI-PPP process: 

• Technical requirements: first loop now completed; 

• Dissemination of preliminary work being ramped up; 

• M6 Reviews are in progress; 

• 2013 Work Programme will be available in February/March 2012. 

Additionally, FI-WARE will launch their Open Call in January 2012. This is specified in 
Objective 1.7 of WP2011-12 and has a budget of €12.3 Million. There will be two Open Calls of 
€8.0 Million and €4.3 Million. This will allow for responding to emerging user needs (covers 
many usage areas, new technologies, new business models). New Generic Enablers will be 
developed by additional beneficiaries and standard competitive Call procedures will be followed. 
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Call 1 (€8 Million) will open in January 2012, with a deadline at the end of February 2012. Call 2 
(€4.3 Million) will open in January 2013, with a deadline at the beginning of March 2013. 

FI-PPP Phase II – Call 2 opens on 18th May 2012, and the deadline is 24th October 2012. It has a 
budget of €80 Million and covers Objective 1.8 (Use-case Scenario Pilots – phase II) and 
Objective 1.9 (Capacity Building). 

Phase III of the FI-PPP is also in preparation. The current Work Programme provides guidance on 
this third phase:  

• Provide and maintain a stable infrastructure for the large scale trials; 

• Expand the core platform, the use-case specific functionalities and their demand-driven 
instantiations; 

• Run large-scale trials populated with a variety of applications challenging the overall 
platform, and proving the viability of the concept; 

• Prove the value of services mash-up across use-cases as the basis for a new dimension of 
services and applications; 

• Involve SMEs at large as developers and providers of services and applications. 

 

7. UPDATE FROM CEFIMS 

ceFIMS has now produced a near-final draft of its first interim roadmap, said Willie Donnelly, 
Coordinator of the project. Mr. Donnelly outlined how the project’s activities over its first 12 
months have culminated in this roadmap; discussions at this FIF meeting, however, would inform 
its finalisation. The roadmap presents a preliminary analysis of the current landscape in European 
Future Internet research, and sets out a vision of a future involving enhanced cooperation among 
key Future Internet stakeholders. The current landscape section covers the state-of-the-art in 
Future Internet research, the various stakeholders, existing collaboration instruments, the relevant 
activity levels of Member States and the policy context. The vision of the future section describes 
the modalities of an ERA-NET+, the barriers and challenges that must be overcome, and potential 
thematic content and approaches that Member States and the EC may have in common. Finally, 
the next steps required to advance an ERA-NET+ on the Future Internet are outlined. 

ceFIMS has also produced a report on potential synergies between Member State and EU Future 
Internet initiatives in the period. The next stage in this potential synergies work involves 
contacting the initiatives identified, identifying their levels of possible engagement, and then 
subsequently establishing plenary contact between them. 

 
7.a. FUTURE INTERNET AWARD WINNER: TRILOGY PROJECT 

Phil Eardley, from British Telecom (BT), represented the Trilogy project4 at the FIF meeting. 
Mr. Eardley briefly summarised the project:  

                                                 
4 Trilogy – Architecting the Future Internet: http://trilogy-project.org/home.html 

http://trilogy-project.org/home.html
http://trilogy-project.org/home.html
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Trilogy focused on the key control functions of the Internet, in particular Reachability and 
Resource Control. The project’s results include architecture, protocols, simulations, prototypes 
and standardisation at the IETF. Their bold objective was to re-architect the world’s ICT 
infrastructure. They believe they have succeeded: in particular by developing two new, important 
control functions that will be deployed widely on the future Internet and will significantly 
improve it. These are Multipath TCP and CONEX. Economic thinking has been central to their 
work and has strongly influenced their protocols. They have also been influenced by real 
measurements that were performed on the Net. The Trilogy project has also successfully invested 
a lot of effort on standardising their work at the IETF. They believe that these factors greatly 
increase the chances that their work will see real deployment and so change the world. Already 
some parts are in use and industry outside Trilogy is working on implementations. 

8. FIA ALBORG – MAY, 2011 

Christian Holstein outlined initial plans for the next FIA event, which will take place in 
Aalborg, Denmark on 9-11 May, 2012. The event will have a theme of “Smart Cities and the 
Internet-of-Things” and is being held in Aalborg’s Congress & Culture Centre. More information 
can be obtained from Dr. Neeli R. Prasad (np@es.aau.dk), Centre for TeleInFrastruktur, Aalborg 
University, Denmark, and at: http://fi-aalborg.eu/ 

 

9. CONCLUSIONS 

Mario Campolargo drew conclusions from the meeting: 

• Next FIF meeting will take place during Aalborg’s FIA event (9-11, May, 2010) 

• Concrete proposals for joint programming (beyond ERA-NET+? e.g. continuous Calls, 
bottom-up approach, etc.) require further study and will be drafted in the coming months 

• FIF Strategy 2012-2013 for adoption will be presented in Aalborg 

• A Working Group comprising FIF Members from Greece, UK, Ireland and Luxembourg 
will circulate a draft document on the possible Ambassador role of FIF before the end of 
2011. The document will be finalised in March 2012. 

• INFINITY PPP project will publish its initial repository of Future Internet test 
infrastructures in March 2012. ceFIMS data-gathering work is on-going and both these 
projects will compliment each other. An ad-hoc tool for classifying and/or analysing 
these catalogued initiatives is being investigated and will be shared among FIF Members. 

• The possibility of establishing national FIFs will be examined. 

mailto:np@es.aau.dk
http://fi-aalborg.eu/
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Annex I: Participants 
 

Future Internet Forum - 25 October 2011 
Poznan, Poland 

NAME, First Name Role 

Tuma, Miroslav CZ FIF Member 

Holstein, Christian FIF Aalborg 

Kuosmanen, Pauli FI FIF Member 

Thouroude, Anne-Lise FR FIF Member 

Schouller, Patrick FR FIF Member 

Peschke, Christoph DE FIF Member 

Askoxylakis, Ioannis EL FIF Member 

Nemeth, Vilmos HU FIF Member 

Collins, Sandra IE FIF Member 

Donnelly, Willie IE FIF Member 

Zeevi, Aviv IL FIF Member 

Laforenza, Domenico IT FIF Member 

Pleckaitis, Andrius LT FIF Member 

Ladid, Latif LU FIF Member 

Meihuizen, Sjoerd ceFIMS Project 

Lech, Till Christopher NO FIF Member 

Kepski, Piotr PL FIF Member 

Ponte, Ana PT FIF Member 

Canadas Fernandez, Jesus ES FIF Member 

Nou, Peter SE FIF Member 

Leinen, Simon CH FIF Member 

Basak Akoz, Ebru TR FIF Member 

Pilu, Maurizio UK FIF Member 

Magen, Jacques FIRE STATION 

Titcen, Ryan CONCORD Project 

Litwin, Andrej Observer 
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Rad, Olaug Observer 

Sesena, Julian Observer 

Sullivan, Kieran ceFIMS Project 

Alvarez, Federico INFINITY Project 
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Annex II: Sample Responses to FIF Consultation Questionnaire 
 

1. Strengthening the role of the FIF members 

“A concrete strategic framework/roadmap towards clear (common) objectives, action 
plan, milestones, focus areas, target groups, resources, and achievements’ indicators” 

 “Bidirectional representation and information (EU-MS; MS-EU)” 

“Knowing/supporting the MS stakeholders (public-central/local, scientific, business); 
close cooperation between each MS, its regions and national technological platforms” 

2. Participation in the Future Internet Public-Private Partnership 

“Leverage on: MS mirror programmes (could be considered as use cases for FI-
PPP?), strategies, initiatives, projects; MS partners in EU-funded projects; MS 
professional organisations…” 

 “Facilitate Standardisation and Interoperability (crucial for SMEs)” 

“Public Information to align programmes and activities and collect citizens’ 
requirements (crucial for Smart Cities)” 

3. Towards a joint European Future Internet programming initiative 

 “Mix of large scale, pan European livinglab/testbed” 

“Stronger MS commitments & cooperation; larger mix of MS partners (central to 
local, from ministries to funding agencies, research councils)” 

 “Awareness of MS Funding available & Timeframe” 

“Focus on one or maximum 3 areas of EU & MS added value that cannot be 
addressed using other mechanisms and where cooperation would be essential” 

 “In line with ongoing initiatives (e.g. HORIZON2020, FI-PPP, FIA Roadmap)” 

4. Working with MS initiatives 

 Future Internet on Member State policy agenda: 

“Relates to MS Digital Agendas and/or components of other MS High-Tech and 
R&D&I strategies, and specific local programmes/projects” 

 Topics suggested for national workshops: 

 Technical (23) - mostly IoT, Networks, Cloud-related 

 Societal/user requirements (7) - mostly Smart Cities-related 

 Institutional interaction (3) - mostly EU-MS interaction-related 
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Annex III: Work-plan for FIF Activities 

(A) “FIF 2.0” and nomination of national Ambassadors: 

A Working Group comprising FIF Members from the UK, GR, IE and LU will exchange 
ideas regarding a number of considerations around the Ambassador role and will circulate 
initial statements for discussion by all FIF Members at the Aalborg meeting (May 2012).  

The considerations to be addressed include:  

• Scope and focus of the position; 

• Strategic levels/sectors of relevance of Future Internet in Member States; 

• The usefulness of credentials for the role / legitimacy; 

• The feasibility of personalised charter for each Ambassador; 

• Complexity of links with agencies involved in the area and best practices at national and 
European levels.  

The ceFIMS Secretariat will support this work, particularly regarding the mapping of entities 
involved in Europe in the Future Internet domain at national level and on their strategic 
sectors of relevance in this domain. 

 

(B) Mapping Member States initiatives: 

The Commission will continue to work closely with ceFIMS and INFINITY on the survey of 
information about national activities and programmes in the Future Internet field. 

Member States should provide continuous update on their Future Internet national activities 
for the ongoing mapping exercise that ceFIMS is developing5. 

 

(C) Instrument for national FI initiatives coordination: 

The Commission will consider a coordination instrument based on the FIF discussions in 
Poznan (25th October, 2011), namely with the following guidelines: 

• The new instrument should be flexible and decentralized, allowing for bottom-up 
initiatives to arise between different groups of countries and on distinct topics of 
interest; 

• Objectives should be established based on measureable impacts in economy sectors; 

• Transparency with the Future Internet PPP should be ensured; 

• The ERA-NET scheme already in place has limitations on budget and timing and 
requires an excessively selective focus for the intended purposes, but a comprehensive 

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

http://www.cefims.eu/database/
http://www.cefims.eu/database/
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and “improved ERA-NET” could be the best solution, by providing an integrative forum 
for different funding schemes.  

 
This proposal should be discussed in the Aalborg meeting (May 2012). 
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