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Abstract: This deliverable summarizes the results of FutureTrust Task T5.5. Accordingly, it 
provides and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results of FutureTrust pilots and 
demonstrators. Presented evaluation results have been obtained during three evaluation phases 
(ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post). Findings derived from obtained evaluation results have assisted pilot 
and demonstrator providers in continuously improving their applications. After the final evaluation 
phase, only minor issues have remained open. Detailed analyses show that these issues do not 
pose serious threats to the success of the pilots and demonstrators or to FutureTrust overall. 
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1. Executive Summary 

Key Findings 

 

• All FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators have been evaluated throughout the entire 
project in three evaluation phases: ex-ante, mid-term and ex-post. 

• Conducted evaluations have focused on the two dimensions “Pilot Evaluation” and 
“Impact Analysis”. 

• Evaluation results have been collected by means of questionnaires filled by providers 
of FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. 

• Obtained pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results are satisfactory for all pilots 
and demonstrators. 

• All pilots and demonstrators have shown considerable improvements between 
consecutive evaluation phases. 

• No severe issues have been identified that could threaten the success of the 
respective pilot/demonstrator or of FutureTrust overall. 

• For all pilots and demonstrators, further potential for improvement could be identified 
for selected aspects. 

• Recommendations have been made to pilot and demonstrator providers to further 
improve their solutions based on findings derived during pilot evaluation and impact 
analysis. 

• FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators have achieved their primary goal to 
successfully apply FutureTrust trust services in practice. 

 

This FutureTrust Deliverable D5.4 reflects the results of Task T5.5 of the FutureTrust project. In 

the project’s description of work, the purpose of Task T5.5 is defined as follows: 

“T5.5 will first develop SMART evaluation and impact analysis criteria. Criteria will be 

reviewed for effectiveness 3 months after pilot launch. Three interviews with the pilot 

teams are carried out: ex-ante, mid-term, and ex-post.” 

[FutureTrust Grant Agreement - Annex 1] 

Accordingly, this deliverable focuses on the evaluation and impact analysis of FutureTrust pilots 

and demonstrators. A management summary of this deliverable is provided in this section. This 

management summary sums up the goals behind this deliverable and its related task T5.5, 

sketches the evaluation method applied, and summarizes results obtained from conducted pilot 

evaluations and impact analyses. 
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1.1 Goals 

Work on FutureTrust Task T5.5 has pursued the following goals derived mainly from the task 

definition provided in the FutureTrust description of work. 

• Two dimensions of evaluation: Evaluations need to be conducted in two dimensions. 

In the first dimension, a pilot evaluation is carried out to assess FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators by means of defined evaluation criteria. In the second dimension, pilots 

and demonstrators are analysed by means of an impact analysis. 

• Three evaluation phases: Following the given task definition, both pilot evaluation and 

impact analysis must be carried out in three consecutive evaluation phases. Concretely, 

pilots and demonstrators are evaluated before going live (ex-ante), during operation 

(mid-term), and after termination of the respective pilot or demonstrator (ex-post). 

• Evaluations based on SMART evaluation criteria: According to the definition of Task 

T5.5, evaluations have to be carried out with the help of SMART evaluation criteria, i.e. 

criteria that are Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound.   

• Continuous adaptation of evaluation criteria: To meet the requirement defined by the 

definition of Task 5.5, which states that criteria must be reviewed for effectiveness three 

months after pilot launch, the more general goal has been defined to continuously adapt 

evaluation criteria to consider changing circumstances of pilots and demonstrators.  

• Measurable and comparable evaluation results: Evaluations and impact analyses 

conducted in Task 5.5 must yield both measurable and comparable results that enable 

comparisons between pilots and demonstrators and support the derivation of meaningful 

findings.   

• Show progress of pilots and demonstrators: A basic aim of conducted evaluations 

and impact analyses is to show the progress of pilots and demonstrators during the 

entire project lifetime. Accordingly, evaluations and impact analyses are continuous 

processes that accompany pilots and demonstrators during all lifecycle phases. 

1.2 Evaluation Plan 

Based on the goals described above, an evaluation plan has been defined first. This evaluation 

plan defines the evaluation method to be applied and specifies both evaluation and impact-

analysis criteria. Details of the evaluation plan are provided in Section 5. In the following, the 

most important cornerstones of the defined evaluation method are summarized: 

• Evaluation phases: In compliance with the goals defined above, pilot evaluation and 

impact analysis have been carried out in three phases: ex-ante, mid-term, and ex-post. 

• Distribution of efforts: To demonstrate the progress of FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators over the entire project lifetime, most effort has been put into the ex-ante 

evaluation. This way, a solid assessment of each pilot and demonstrator has been 

achieved and potential shortcomings have been identified early. Subsequent evaluations 

have tracked improvements on shortcomings identified and have monitored the progress 

of pilots and demonstrators during the entire project. 
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• Data acquisition: In each evaluation phase, the fulfilment of evaluation and impact-

analysis criteria has been verified by means of questionnaires containing questions 

derived from evaluation and impact-analysis criteria. Developers and operators of pilots 

and demonstrators have filled provided questionnaires, which have then been analysed 

and interpreted. 

• Alignment of results: When necessary, evaluation and impact-analysis results derived 

from the analysis and interpretation of filled questionnaires have been aligned bilaterally 

with pilot developers and operators to eliminate potential misunderstandings. 

The listed cornerstones of the defined evaluation method emphasize the relevance of a proper 

definition of criteria for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. Only if these criteria are defined 

thoroughly, meaningful pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results can be assured. To meet all 

goals defined above, criteria have been defined in a hierarchical way as shown in Figure 1. 

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

Goals of 
Evaluation Phases

Pilot/Demonstrator 
Descriptions

General 
Project Goals

P I L O T   E V A L U A T I O N I M P A C T   A N A L Y S I S

 

Figure 1. Definition of criteria for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. 

Figure 1 shows that criteria have been defined on three levels of abstraction (for both pilot 

evaluation and impact analysis). First, general criteria have been derived from general goals of 

the FutureTrust project. From these general criteria, pilot-specific criteria have then been derived 

for each pilot and demonstrator. These criteria are SMART (according to the goals defined 

above) and take into account specifics of the respective pilot or demonstrator. Furthermore, a 

MoSCoW prioritization (“MUST”, “SHOULD”, “COULD”, etc.) has been assigned to each pilot-

specific evaluation criterion. Finally, pilot-specific criteria have served as a basis to derive 

specific questions for the questionnaires of the respective evaluation phase. 

Defining criteria on different levels of abstraction is advantageous in two aspects. On the one 

hand, criteria are detailed enough to consider specifics of pilots and demonstrators. On the other 

hand, more abstract criteria enable direct comparisons between different pilots and 

demonstrators. Overall, reliance on a hierarchical model for evaluation criteria ensures that the 

evaluation-related goals defined above are met. 

All criteria used for pilot evaluation and impact analysis are detailed in Section 5. For a first 

impression, general criteria defined for pilot evaluation and impact analysis are listed below. For 

pilot evaluation, the following seven general criteria have been defined: 
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• General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection: The pilot implements means to 

protect reliably sensitive data stored, processed, and communicated by the application. 

• General Criterion E.2: Functionality: The pilot implements all necessary functionality 

required to meet the pilot’s goals. 

• General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction: The pilot achieves a sufficient 

level of usability, so that provided functionality is not restricted to certain user groups. 

• General Criterion E.4: Interoperability: The pilot achieves interoperability and is not 

limited to users of a certain country. 

• General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability: The pilot is implemented such that 

its components and building blocks can be easily reused and all stakeholders can benefit 

from lessons learned. 

• General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance: The pilot complies with all relevant European 

and national laws. 

• General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals: The pilot complies with 

FutureTrust’s project goals. 

In addition, the following five general criteria have been defined for impact analysis. 

• General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case: The pilot demonstrates 

a positive business case and the economic value for the use of and reliance upon trusted 

e-Services. 

• General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users: The pilot empowers and 

protects users in their digital experience when carrying out electronic transactions. 

• General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services: The pilot increases the use of 

e-signatures, timestamps, e-seals or certified electronic delivery. 

• General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead: The pilot eases the 

dematerialization of processes, reduces administrative overhead for citizens or 

businesses and facilitates higher availability of e-government services. 

• General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level (TRL): The 

pilot achieves a sufficient Technology Readiness Level (TRL). 

From these general criteria, 27 pilot-specific criteria have been derived for pilot evaluation (for 

each pilot and demonstrator). In addition, 14 pilot-specific criteria have been derived for impact 

analysis (for each pilot and demonstrator). Pilot-specific criteria are not listed here for the sake of 

conciseness. They are listed and described in detail in Annex A. 

In each evaluation phase, concrete interview questions have been derived from the pilot-specific 

criteria and compiled into questionnaires. This way, each pilot and demonstrator has been 

provided with a customized questionnaire in each of the three evaluation phases. Compliance 

with relevant pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis criteria has been assessed by analysing the 

pilot/demonstrator providers answers to the interview questions contained in the questionnaires. 

This way, pilot/demonstrator-specific evaluation results have been obtained in each evaluation 

phase. 
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1.3 Evaluation Results 

The defined evaluation plan has enabled a systematic evaluation and impact analysis of all 

FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. Selected details of obtained evaluation results are 

summarized in this section.  

1.3.1 Evaluation Metrics 

FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators have been evaluated by assessing their compliance with 

the pre-defined evaluation and impact-analysis criteria. These assessments have been based 

on different metrics, detailed in the following. 

First, pilot/demonstrator providers have indicated their fulfilment of relevant criteria by means of 

questionnaires. For each interview question derived from a relevant criterion and contained in 

these questionnaires, pilot/demonstrator providers have specified the respective fulfilment 

degree using one of the following values: 

• “Yes”: The pilot/demonstrator fully complies with/fulfils the interview question. 

• “Partly”: The pilot/demonstrator only partly complies with/fulfils the interview question. 

• “No”: The pilot/demonstrator does not comply with/fulfil the interview question at all. 

• “N/A”: No meaningful answer can be provided, or the interview question does not apply. 

During the first two evaluation phases, an intermediate status has been determined for each 

evaluation phase specific interview question, reflecting the pilot’s/demonstrator’s current 

compliance with the respective question. The intermediate status of an interview question 

depends on its fulfilment degree and on the MoSCoW prioritization of its related criterion. Each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the following 

possible values for the interview question’s intermediate status (indicated by the used colours 

throughout this document): 

• Status “OK” 

• Status “Improve if possible” 

• Status “Improve” 

• Status “N/A” 

Table 1 defines which status applies to which combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW 

prioritization. 

Table 1. Intermediate status depending on MoSCoW prioritization and fulfilment degree. 

Status Fulfilment 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST OK Improve Improve N/A 

SHOULD OK Improve if possible Improve if possible N/A 

COULD OK OK Improve if possible N/A 
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In the last evaluation phase, the final status of each interview question has been determined. 

Again, this status has been derived taking into account the current fulfilment degree and the 

related criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization. As there is no subsequent evaluation phase after the 

ex-post evaluation, possible values of the final status slightly differ from possible intermediate-

status values assigned during the first two evaluation phases. Concretely, combinations of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization map to one of the following possible status values 

(indicated by the used colours throughout this document): 

• Status “OK” 

• Status “Sufficient” 

• Status “Remaining Risk” 

• Status “N/A” 

Table 2 defines which status applies to which combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW 

prioritization. 

Table 2. Final status depending on MoSCoW prioritization and fulfilment degree. 

Status Fulfilment 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST OK Remaining Risk Remaining Risk N/A 

SHOULD OK Sufficient Sufficient N/A 

COULD OK OK Sufficient N/A 

 

For all evaluated pilots and demonstrators, interview questions yielding the final status 

“Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A” have been discussed in more detail to find out whether 

the obtained non-ideal final status constitutes a serious problem for the respective 

pilot/demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall.  

1.3.2 Evaluation Results of the Austrian Pilot 

The following figures summarize relevant aspects of evaluation results obtained for the Austrian 

pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. Detailed evaluation results of the 

Austrian pilot are provided in Section 6. 

Figure 2 first shows the progress of the fulfilment degree obtained for all interview questions and 

related evaluation criteria for pilot evaluation. In particular, Figure 2 shows that the share of 

interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has steadily increased between the three evaluation 

phases, resulting in 78% at the final ex-post evaluation phase. Accordingly, the percentage of 

interview questions with fulfilment “No” has decreased steadily, finally reaching 0% in ex-post 

evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has been rather constant around 17%. 

Finally, also the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” could be decreased 

slightly to approximately 6% at ex-post evaluation.  
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Figure 2. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of Austrian pilot. 

In addition, Figure 3 shows that satisfactory results are also obtained when analysing the 

progress of the status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall 

percentage of interview questions with status “OK” has increased over all three evaluation 

phases, percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. 

 

Figure 3. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of Austrian pilot. 

Mixed results have been obtained considering relevant evaluation criteria and related interview 

questions for impact analysis. As shown in Figure 4, there has been a significant decrease in the 

percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” between the ex-ante and the mid-term 

evaluation. This decrease in percentage has been mainly caused by a set of new impact-

analysis criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation. Interview questions related to these criteria 

have been only “Partly” fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. This effect could be partially 

corrected between mid-term and ex-post evaluation. Figure 4 shows that during ex-post 
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evaluation, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has been at least slightly 

higher as the percentage of questions with fulfilment “Partly”. A similar effect can also be 

observed for questions with fulfilment “N/A”. Their share has increased between ex-ante and 

mid-term evaluation but has then again decreased between mid-term und ex-post evaluation. 

 

Figure 4. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of Austrian pilot. 

The mixed results obtained for impact analysis become also apparent from Figure 5, which 

illustrates the progress of status values derived from relevant interview questions. For 50% of all 

interview questions, their final status could be determined as “OK” during ex-post evaluation. 

Still, for 36% of all relevant interview questions, remaining risks have been identified. 

 

Figure 5. Status progress: Impact analysis of Austrian pilot. 
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Risk”, or “N/A” during ex-post evaluation. Special focus has been put on criteria with the final 

status “Remaining Risk”.  

With regard to pilot evaluation, for eight out of 36 interview questions related to relevant 

evaluation criteria a non-ideal final status (i.e. “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) has been 

determined during ex-post evaluation. For all eight problematic evaluation criteria 

comprehensible reasons for the lacking fulfilment of these criteria and their related interview 

questions could be identified. Most non-ideal status values have been caused by delays within 

the FutureTrust project (e.g. delayed provision of ValS or gTSL trust services, delayed 

completion of trust-service tests, etc.). Although some room for improvement has been identified 

concerning this matter, no severe issues have been found with regard to pilot evaluation that 

could seriously threaten the success of the Austrian pilot or of the FutureTrust project overall. 

With regard to impact analysis, the Austrian pilot shows most room for improvement for criteria 

related to the demonstration of a positive business case. While the Austrian pilot shows room for 

improvement in this aspect, actual risks related to the partial fulfilment of relevant criteria are 

considered limited. This is because the Austrian pilot implements a public-sector service, for 

which – according to the pilot provider – a positive business case is not always a mandatory 

requirement. Overall, it can be concluded that even though some issues have been identified 

during impact analysis, no serious threats to the success of the pilot or of FutureTrust overall 

have been found. 

1.3.3 Evaluation Results of the Georgian Demonstrator 

Relevant results obtained during evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille 

Verification” are summarized by the following figures. Detailed evaluation results of the Georgian 

demonstrator are provided in Section 7. 

 

Figure 6. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of Georgian demonstrator. 
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Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has decreased steadily, 

reaching 0% in ex-post evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has also 

decreased from about 21% during ex-ante evaluation to 8% at ex-post evaluation. Finally, it can 

be observed that the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” has been relatively 

low during all three evaluation phases and has reached approximately 6% during the final ex-

post evaluation.  

Figure 7 shows that comparable results have also been obtained when analysing the progress 

of the status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall 

percentage of interview questions with status “OK” has increased over all three evaluation 

phases, percentages of most other status values have decreased accordingly. 

 

Figure 7. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 8. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of Georgian demonstrator. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Status Progress - Pilot Evaluation

OK Improve if possible/Sufficient Improve/Remaining risk N/A

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Fulfillment Percentage Progress - Impact Analysis - All Criteria

Yes No Partly N/A



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   11 of 551 

 

Focusing on evaluation criteria related to impact analysis has yielded the results illustrated in 

Figure 8. Apparently, there has been a decrease in the percentage of interview questions with 

fulfilment “Yes” between the ex-ante and the mid-term evaluation. Similar to the Austrian pilot, 

this decrease in percentage has been mainly caused by a set of new impact-analysis criteria 

added after ex-ante evaluation. Related interview questions have not been fully fulfilled during 

mid-term evaluation by the Georgian demonstrator. Accordingly, the percentage of questions 

with fulfilment “No” has increased between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation.  

The effect of impact-analysis criteria added after ex-ante evaluation also becomes apparent 

when analysing the progress of status values derived from interview questions. This is illustrated 

in Figure 9. After ex-ante evaluation, the percentage of questions yielding an intermediate/final 

status “OK” has slightly decreased, while the percentage of questions, for which the status value 

“Improve if possible/Sufficient” had been determined, has increased accordingly. 

 

Figure 9. Status progress: Impact analysis of Georgian demonstrator. 

As for the Austrian pilot, all those criteria and related interview questions have been examined in 

detail after the final ex-post evaluation phase, whose final status has been determined to be 

“Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A” only. Special focus has again been put on criteria with 

the final status “Remaining Risk”.  

With regard to pilot evaluation, three interview questions related to relevant evaluation criteria 

have yielded the final status “Sufficient” after ex-post evaluation. For two questions, their final 
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the fact that a few parts of the demonstrator were still under development at the time of ex-post 

evaluation. In most cases, the demonstrator provider had planned to apply respective 

improvements after ex-post evaluation only. However, for none of the five affected criteria and 

their related interview questions, a serious threat could be derived for the demonstrator or for 

FutureTrust overall. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Status Progress - Impact Analysis

OK Improve if possible/Sufficient Improve/Remaining risk N/A



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   12 of 551 

 

Similar considerations apply to the results of the Georgian demonstrator’s impact analysis. After 

ex-post evaluation, three interview questions and related criteria have yielded the final status 

“Sufficient” only. Necessary actions to achieve full compliance with the respective criteria were 

planned by the demonstrator provider to be carried out after the conducted ex-post evaluation. 

Again, no serious threats could be derived for the demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall from 

the three affected criteria. 

1.3.4 Evaluation Results of the German Demonstrator 

In contrast to other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, evaluation of the German 

demonstrator “FutureTrust Box” has covered one evaluation phase (ex-ante) only. This is 

because the demonstrator has not been continued as the responsible project partner (BVA) has 

left the FutureTrust consortium. Therefore, only the first evaluation phase could be completed 

successfully. 

As only one evaluation phase could be carried out for the German demonstrator, no progress 

between consecutive evaluation phases can be illustrated. Instead, the following figures show 

results obtained during the first (and only) evaluation phase (ex-ante). Detailed evaluation 

results obtained for the German demonstrator are provided in Section 8. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 10. This figure 

shows that the German demonstrator has fulfilled most questions (and related evaluation 

criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 10. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of demonstrator-specific evaluation criteria by German demonstrator. 

This also becomes apparent from Figure 11, which shows the share of each possible 

intermediate status considering all evaluated interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. 

This figure highlights the fact that for most interview questions and related evaluation criteria a 

satisfactory intermediate status has been determined. Only a small percentage (3%) of all 

questions have required improvement. In addition, some questions could not be answered 

during ex-ante evaluation, yielding the intermediate status “N/A”. 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 

Fulfillment Yes Fulfillment No Fulfillment Partly Fulfillment N/A
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Figure 11. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

Quite positive results have also been obtained for impact analysis. The overall fulfilment of all 

interview questions (and related impact-analysis criteria) is illustrated in Figure 12. This figure 

shows that the German demonstrator has already fulfilled most defined criteria for impact 

analysis and their related interview questions during ex-ante questionnaire. Only one question 

has been fulfilled partly only. 

 

Figure 12. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of demonstrator-specific impact-analysis criteria by German 
demonstrator. 

Similar results have been obtained when focusing on derived intermediate status values. Figure 

13 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for most interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria the intermediate status “OK” could be determined 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 

Fulfillment Yes Fulfillment No Fulfillment Partly Fulfillment N/A
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already during ex-ante evaluation. Only for one question (11%), the intermediate status “Improve 

if possible” has been determined. 

As for all pilots and demonstrators, results from the conducted ex-ante evaluation of the German 

demonstrator have been analysed thoroughly. This analysis revealed that the determined non-

ideal intermediate status values of most interview questions and related evaluation criteria have 

been caused by the fact that the demonstrator has still been under development at the time of 

the ex-ante evaluation. Since the demonstrator provider left the FutureTrust consortium early, 

the affected criteria and interview questions could not be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation 

phases. 

 

Figure 13. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

1.3.5 Evaluation Results of the German Pilot 

The following figures summarize relevant aspects of evaluation results obtained for the German 

pilot, which comprises the elements “Smart Certificate Enrolment”, “Smart Electronic 

Signatures”, “Smart E-Mail Encryption” and “Smart Citizen Services”. Detailed evaluation results 

of the German pilot are provided in Section 9 of this document. It has to be noted that evaluation 

and impact analysis of the German pilot have differed slightly from the evaluations of other 

FutureTrust pilots and demonstrator. In particular, intervals between consecutive evaluation 

phases were much shorter for the German pilot. This was due to the tense time schedule of this 

pilot, which was caused by the fact that work on the pilot started in the last year of FutureTrust 

only. Still, meaningful evaluation and impact-analysis results could be derived, reflecting the 

progress made between the three evaluation phases. 

Figure 14 first shows the progress of the fulfilment degree obtained for all interview questions 

and related evaluation criteria for pilot evaluation. In particular, Figure 14 shows that the share of 

interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has steadily increased between the three evaluation 

phases, resulting in 85% during the final ex-post evaluation. Accordingly, the percentage of 

interview questions with fulfilment “No” has decreased steadily, reaching 0% already during mid-
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term evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has been constantly low between 

3% and 6%. Finally, also the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” could be 

decreased slightly to approximately 12% until the final ex-post evaluation. 

 

Figure 14. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of German pilot. 

Figure 15 shows that satisfactory results are also obtained when analysing the progress of the 

status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall percentage of 

interview questions with Status “OK” has increased over all three evaluation phases, 

percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. 

 

Figure 15. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of German pilot. 
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evaluation phases. In the final evaluation phase (ex-post), the number of criteria with status 

“N/A” could be decreased significantly. At the same time, this has resulted in an increase of the 

share of interview questions and related evaluation criteria with partial fulfilment. After the final 

evaluation phase, 36% of all interview questions and related evaluation criteria have been partly 

fulfilled only. Still, for more than 57% of all criteria, a full fulfilment could be determined. 

 

Figure 16. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of German pilot. 

The mixed results obtained for impact analysis become also apparent from Figure 17, which 

illustrates the progress of status values derived from relevant interview questions. For 57% of all 

interview questions, their final status could be determined as “OK” during ex-post evaluation. 

Still, for 21% of all relevant interview questions, remaining risks have been identified. 14% of all 

questions and related criteria have achieved at least the final status “Sufficient” during ex-post 

evaluation. 

 

Figure 17. Status progress: Impact analysis of German pilot. 
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After the final ex-post evaluation phase, all those criteria and related interview questions have 

been examined in detail, whose final status has been determined to be “Sufficient”, “Remaining 

Risk”, or “N/A”. Special focus has again been put on criteria with the final status “Remaining 

Risk”.  

With regard to pilot evaluation, for five out of 33 interview questions related to relevant 

evaluation criteria a non-ideal final status (i.e. “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) has been 

determined during ex-post evaluation. For all five problematic evaluation criteria, 

comprehensible reasons for the lacking complete fulfilment of these criteria and their related 

interview questions could be identified. Most non-ideal status values have had their reason in 

the reduced development and operation period of the German pilot, preventing pilot providers 

from completing certain evaluation tasks in time. Although some room for improvement has been 

identified concerning this matter, no severe issues have been found that seriously threaten the 

success of the German pilot or of the FutureTrust project overall. 

With regard to impact analysis, the German pilot shows most room for improvement for criteria 

related to the demonstration of a positive business case. While the German pilot shows room for 

improvement in this aspect, actual risks arising from the partial fulfilment of relevant criteria are 

considered limited. This is also because the German pilot is operated in a public-sector 

environment, for which a positive business case is not always the primary goal. Overall, it can be 

concluded that even though some issues have been identified during impact analysis that should 

be addressed during the remaining period of pilot operation, no serious threats to the success of 

the German pilot or of FutureTrust overall have been found. 

1.3.6 Evaluation Results of the Portuguese Demonstrator 

In the following, relevant results obtained during evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator 

“SEPA e-Mandates” are summarized. Detailed evaluation results of the Portuguese 

demonstrator are provided in Section 10. 

 

Figure 18. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Evaluation of Portuguese demonstrator. 
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Figure 18 shows that the share of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has steadily 

increased between the three evaluation phases, resulting in 94% at the final ex-post evaluation 

phase. Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has decreased 

steadily, reaching 0% at ex-post evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has 

also decreased from about 11% during ex-ante and mid-term evaluation to 3% at ex-post 

evaluation. Finally, also the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” could be 

decreased slightly to approximately 3% during ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 19 shows that comparable results are also obtained when analysing the progress of the 

status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall percentage of 

interview questions with status “OK” has increased over all three evaluation phases, 

percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. After ex-post evaluation, more 

than 97% of all interview questions and related evaluation criteria have reached the final status 

“OK”. 

 

Figure 19. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of Portuguese demonstrator. 
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in Figure 21. After ex-ante evaluation, the percentage of questions yielding an intermediate/final 
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status “OK” has slightly decreased, while the percentage of questions, for which the status value 

“Improve if possible/Sufficient” has been determined, has increased accordingly. 

 

Figure 20. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of Portuguese demonstrator. 

As for other pilots and demonstrators, those criteria and related interview questions have been 

examined in more detail after the final ex-post evaluation phase, whose final status had been 

determined to be “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A” only. Special focus has again been put 

on criteria with the final status “Remaining Risk”.  

 

Figure 21. Status progress: Impact analysis of Portuguese demonstrator. 
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discontinuation rate of the provided service and to verify whether this rate remains below a 

suitable threshold. The Portuguese demonstrator provider was unable to do so, as the relatively 

low number of users did not allow for the derivation of meaningful results. The low number of 

users, in turn, is a direct consequence of the demonstrator’s nature, i.e. the characteristics of the 

provided service. Although the lack of a determined continuation rate renders more difficult the 

derivation of the demonstrator’s quality with respect to usability and user satisfaction, it does not 

directly pose a threat to the success of the Portuguese demonstrator or to the FutureTrust 

project overall. This is supported by the fact that for all other evaluation criteria and related 

interview questions the final status “OK” could be determined during the final ex-post evaluation.  

With regard to impact analysis, four interview questions and related impact-analysis criteria have 

been identified, whose final status is either “Sufficient” or “N/A”. Two interview questions could 

not reach the ideal final status “OK”, since the demonstrator provider could not estimate 

quantitatively set-up costs and operating costs for the demonstrator and compare them with 

other solutions hosted by the demonstrator provider. According to the demonstrator provider, 

this is due to the lack of reference costs of alternative solutions. While the lack of estimated 

quantitative figures for comparisons of set-up and operating costs complicates the identification 

of a positive business case, the actual risks resulting from the partial fulfilment of the mentioned 

criteria are considered limited, though. This also applies to the two other interview questions, for 

which their final status could not be determined as “OK”. One of these questions, which asked 

for positive effects of the demonstrator on the e-government landscape, yielded the final status 

“N/A”, as the demonstrator targets the private sector. The other question achieved only a partial 

fulfilment (and hence the final status “Sufficient”), as the demonstrator provider was unable to 

derive reliable figures regarding the demonstrator’s discontinuation rate. This is again due to the 

low number of available end users. Overall, comprehensible reasons could be identified for all 

criteria and related interview questions, whose final status could not be determined as “OK” 

during ex-post evaluation. No reason identified constitutes a severe issue or risk for the 

Portuguese demonstrator or for the FutureTrust project overall. 

1.4 Findings and Conclusions 

Overall, satisfactory evaluation results have been obtained for all FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators. Conducted pilot evaluations and impact analyses have not revealed any severe 

threats for evaluated pilots and demonstrators or for FutureTrust overall. Most issues identified 

in the first evaluation phases have been successfully addressed by pilot and demonstrator 

providers until the end of the project. Those issues that could not be fully addressed until the 

final evaluation phase do not pose serious threats to the respective pilot or demonstrators, or to 

FutureTrust overall. 

In principle, the applied evaluation method, which relies on hierarchical evaluation criteria, 

allows for direct comparisons between evaluated pilots and demonstrators. Such comparisons 

can be applied based on the defined general evaluation and impact-analysis criteria, which are 

the same for all FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. However, such comparisons need to be 

made carefully for two reasons. First, the MoSCoW prioritizations assigned to evaluation and 

impact-analysis criteria differs between pilots and demonstrators. For FutureTrust pilots, more 
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criteria have been considered mandatory and hence assigned the MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”. Second, goals and frame conditions have been specific for each FutureTrust pilot and 

demonstrator. All these aspects have been considered by the evaluation method applied and its 

reliance on a hierarchical evaluation-criteria model that includes pilot-specific criteria. 

Although the above-mentioned aspects render difficult fair and meaningful direct comparisons 

between evaluation results from different pilots and demonstrators, some common findings can 

be identified that apply to all pilots and demonstrators. First, evaluation results reveal the 

interesting fact that all evaluated pilots and demonstrators had problems to comply with some of 

the additional evaluation criteria added after ex-ante evaluation. One possible explanation is the 

fact that these criteria require the pilot/demonstrator provider to derive rather concrete 

quantitative figures e.g. regarding costs and performance of the respective pilot/demonstrator. In 

many cases, pilot/demonstrator providers could not manage to derive these figures until the 

conducted ex-post evaluation but have considered this a future task. 

Another commonality of all FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators is their performance with 

regard to different general evaluation and impact-analysis criteria. It turned out that the same 

general criteria seemed most problematic for most pilots and demonstrators. Concretely, most 

pilots and demonstrators achieved their worst results for the general pilot-evaluation criterion 

“E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction”. With regard to impact analysis, the general criterion “I.1: 

Demonstration of Positive Business Case” turned out to be most challenging for all pilots and 

demonstrators. 

In addition to these common findings that apply to all evaluated pilots and demonstrators, more 

detailed findings can be derived by examining each FutureTrust pilot and demonstrator 

individually. 

Evaluation results obtained for the Austrian pilot show that even after the final evaluation phase, 

some issues have remained unresolved. For pilot evaluation, some interview questions and 

related evaluation criteria have yielded a non-ideal final status value. Delays within the project 

have been identified as the main reasons for that. However, no severe issues have been derived 

that could seriously threaten the success of the Austrian pilot. Also, for impact analysis, some 

room for improvement has remained after the final evaluation phase. Similar to other pilots and 

demonstrators, criteria related to the general impact-analysis criterion “I.1: Demonstration of 

Positive Business Case” turned out to be most challenging for the Austrian pilot. However, actual 

risks related to the partial fulfilment of related criteria are considered limited, as the Austrian pilot 

implements a public-sector service, for which – according to the pilot provider – a positive 

business case is not always a mandatory requirement. Overall, it can be concluded that some 

issues remained unresolved after the final evaluation phase but that these issues do not pose a 

serious threat to the Austrian pilot or to FutureTrust overall. 

Evaluation results derived for the Georgian demonstrator seem promising overall. Especially for 

pilot evaluation, a high percentage of interview questions and related evaluation criteria have 

yielded the final status “OK”. Only for a few questions this ideal final status could not be 

achieved. Some internal delays in completing the development of the demonstrator have been 
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identified as the main reason for that. For impact analysis, obtained results are slightly worse 

compared to pilot evaluation, but still satisfactory. Here, for some questions and related 

evaluation criteria a partial fulfilment could be achieved only, resulting in the non-ideal final 

status “Sufficient”. Again, the reason can be found in some internal delays. Due to these delays, 

some actions necessary for a total fulfilment of the respective criteria have been postponed to 

the time after the final evaluation phase. However, neither in pilot evaluation nor in impact 

analysis, no serious threats for the demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall have been derived 

from the few issues remaining after the final evaluation phase. 

In contrast to all other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, only one evaluation phase could be 

carried out for the German demonstrator. This is because the intended provider of the German 

demonstrator has left the project and the demonstrator has hence been terminated early. Initial 

results obtained from the conducted pilot evaluation and impact analysis seemed promising. 

Open issues have been identified for a few interview questions and related evaluation criteria 

only. For all issues identified, recommendations have been made to the demonstrator provider. 

However, as the demonstrator provider left the FutureTrust consortium, consideration of 

recommendations made could not be evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

For the German pilot, the situation is rather special as well. Added to the project scope only after 

the provider of the German demonstrator had left the project, the remaining development and 

operating period was limited to less than one year. The reason for some open issues identified 

during pilot evaluation can be found in this reduced development and operating period. 

Nevertheless, the German pilot has achieved promising pilot-evaluation results overall. 

Regarding impact analysis, the German pilot has shown some problems to fully fulfil criteria 

related to the demonstration of a positive business case. However, no severe consequences 

could be determined from the determined partial fulfilment of relevant criteria. In total, also 

evaluation results obtained during impact analysis have been satisfactory. Hence, neither in pilot 

evaluation nor in impact analysis, no serious threats for the German pilot or for FutureTrust 

overall have been derived from the few issues remaining after the final evaluation phase. 

Finally, also evaluation results obtained for the Portuguese demonstrator appear to be 

promising. Similar to the Georgian demonstrator, good results have been obtained especially for 

pilot evaluation. There, for a high percentage of interview questions and related evaluation 

criteria the ideal final status “OK” could be determined. Only for one question this final status 

could not be achieved. The reason for that can be found in the relatively low number of end 

users, which has rendered the derivation of the requested discontinuation rate difficult. In impact 

analysis, the demonstrator provider – as all other pilot/demonstrator providers – has mainly 

faced problems in deriving the requested quantitative figures regarding costs related to the 

demonstrator. However, given the overall good results obtained for the Portuguese 

demonstrator, no severe issues or risks have been identified posing a potential threat to the 

demonstrator or to the FutureTrust project overall. 

Finally, some useful findings have also been derived with regard to the conducted evaluation 

process itself. As detailed in Section 5, conducted evaluations have been based on an elaborate 

evaluation method. Key element of this evaluation method is a hierarchical criteria model that 
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enables evaluation of pilots and demonstrators on different levels of abstraction. The successful 

completion of planned evaluations has demonstrated the appropriateness of the underlying 

evaluation method and revealed its strengths and weaknesses in practice. While the overall 

evaluation process specified has turned out to be suitable, room for improvement has been 

identified for a few pilot-specific evaluation criteria, resulting in several questions answered with 

“N/A” by the pilot/demonstrator providers. Fortunately, the evaluation method has been flexible 

enough so that suboptimal criteria could be improved in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Summarizing, by applying an elaborate evaluation method, all FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators have been successfully evaluated. During all three evaluation phases some room 

for improvement has been identified for all pilots and demonstrators. From obtained intermediate 

evaluation results, recommendations have been derived after each evaluation phase. 

Pilot/demonstrator providers have considered these recommendations to a large extent during 

the entire project. Accordingly, conducted evaluations have assisted pilot/demonstrator 

providers in continuously improving their applications. This way, most issues identified could be 

resolved until the final evaluation phase. Analysis of the few unresolved issues that remained 

open after the last evaluation phase finally revealed that they do not pose serious threats to the 

success of FutureTrust or its pilots and demonstrators.   
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3. Project Description 

Against the background of the regulation 2014/910/EU on electronic identification (eID) and 
trusted services for electronic transactions in the internal market (eIDAS), the FutureTrust 
project, which is funded within the EU Framework Programme for Research and Innovation 
(Horizon 2020) under Grant Agreement No. 700542, aims at supporting the practical 
implementation of the regulation in Europe and beyond. 

For this purpose, the FutureTrust project addresses the need for globally interoperable solutions 
through basic research with respect to the foundations of trust and trustworthiness, actively 
support the standardisation process in relevant areas, and provide Open Source software 
components and trustworthy services which will ease the use of eID and electronic signature 
technology in real world applications. In particular the FutureTrust project will extend the existing 
European Trust Service Status List (TSL) infrastructure towards a “Global Trust List”, develop a 
comprehensive Open Source Validation Service as well as a scalable Preservation Service for 
electronic signatures and seals and will provide components for the eID-based application for 
qualified certificates across borders, and for the trustworthy creation of remote signatures and 
seals in a mobile environment. The present contribution provides an overview of the FutureTrust 
project and invites further stakeholders to actively participate as associated partners and 
contribute to the development of future trust services for trustworthy global transactions. 
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4. Introduction 

FutureTrust has developed and operated a series of pilots and demonstrators in order to 

demonstrate the project’s contributions in real-world scenarios. Piloting has been covered by 

WP5 of the FutureTrust project. At the beginning of the project, four demonstrators have been 

envisaged out of which one has been intended to be extended to a real-world pilot application. 

During the project, one demonstrator has been withdrawn, as the responsible FutureTrust 

Consortium member has left the project. The resulting gap has been compensated by another 

pilot application targeting a real-world use case.   

In general, FutureTrust has subdivided piloting-related activities into different tasks, which 

together represent the work done in WP5. These tasks have included the definition of a rollout 

plan (Task T5.1), the demonstration and piloting phase (Task T5.2), a continuous pilot alignment 

assessment (Task T5.3), a legal evaluation (Task T5.4), and an evaluation and impact analysis 

of demonstrators and pilots (Task T5.5). 

This document focuses on Task T5.5, i.e. the evaluation and impact analysis of FutureTrust 

pilots and demonstrators. In addition, the relevant requirements of Task T5.3 for pilot and 

demonstrator providers are considered. Regarding Task T5.5 the WP5 description states that 

  

“T5.5 will first develop SMART evaluation and impact analysis criteria. Criteria will be 

reviewed for effectiveness 3 months after pilot launch. Three interviews with the pilot 

teams are carried out: ex-ante, mid-term, and ex-post.” 

[FutureTrust Grant Agreement - Annex 1] 

 

From this rather superficial description, this deliverable first derives and defines a thorough 

evaluation plan to be applied during pilot evaluation and impact analysis. This evaluation plan is 

introduced in Section 5.  

All FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators have been evaluated based on the specified evaluation 

plan. Results obtained from conducted evaluations are presented and discussed in a separate 

section for each pilot and demonstrator. Section 6 first focuses on the Austrian FutureTrust pilot. 

Subsequently, Section 7 and Section 8 present evaluation results of the Georgian demonstrator 

and of the German demonstrator, respectively. The German Pilot, which has been defined 

during the project as a compensation of the originally foreseen but then withdrawn German 

demonstrator, is discussed in Section 9. Finally, Section 10 focuses on evaluation results of the 

Portuguese demonstrator. 

Findings obtained from combining pilot/demonstrator-specific evaluation results are presented in 

Section 11. Based on these findings, final conclusions are drawn in this section as well. 
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This deliverable also comprises two annexes. Annex A contains detailed descriptions of pilot-

specific evaluation criteria used for the conducted evaluations. In addition, Annex B contains all 

evaluation data, which have been collected by means of various questionnaires, and which have 

served as basis for the derivation of evaluation results presented in this deliverable. 
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5. Evaluation Plan 

This section describes the evaluation plan developed and applied in Task T5.5 to evaluate 

FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. The overall methodology applied is introduced first in 

Section 5.1. This methodology identifies adequate evaluation criteria to be key for a meaningful 

evaluation process. Accordingly, special focus is put on the identification of evaluation criteria 

that can be used for a systematic assessment of pilots and demonstrators. General and pilot-

specific evaluation criteria are specified in Section 5.2. In addition, suitable criteria for impact 

analysis are specified in Section 5.3. 

5.1 Evaluation Method 

This section describes the method applied to evaluate FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. In 

accordance with the FutureTrust description of work, evaluations of pilots and demonstrators 

have been carried out by means of three interviews (ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post) with 

pilot/demonstrator providers. Details of the conducted interviews and the used evaluation criteria 

are detailed in the following subsections. 

5.1.1 Interview Phases 

According to the overall project plan, evaluation has been carried out by means of interviews 

with the respective pilot/demonstrator providers. These interviews have been split into the 

following three phases: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Interview with pilot/demonstrator providers before operation of the 

pilot/demonstrator 

• Mid-term evaluation: Interview with pilot/demonstrator providers during operation of the 

pilot/demonstrator 

• Ex-post: Interview with pilot/demonstrator providers after operation of the 

pilot/demonstrator 

Figure 22 shows roughly, how the three evaluation phases have been scheduled relatively to the 

respective project phases. In each evaluation phase, one interview has been done with each 

pilot/demonstrator provider. 

DisseminationPilotingImplementationPreparatory Tasks 

Evaluation Planning Ex-ante Evaluation Mid-term Evaluation Ex-post Evaluation Evaluation Reporting

P   R   O   J   E   C   T       P   H   A   S   E   S

E   V   A   L   U   A   T   I   O   N       P   H   A   S   E   S

 

Figure 22. Schedule of the three evaluation phases with reference to general project phases. 
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Although the general aim has been the same for all evaluation phases, interviews done in each 

phase have put the focus on a slightly different aspect. Accordingly, also efforts have not been 

distributed equally over the three evaluation phases.  

In particular, most efforts have been put into the first evaluation phase (ex-ante). In this phase, 

all pilots and demonstrators have been evaluated in detail based on various evaluation criteria. 

This way, potential shortcomings of pilots and demonstrators have been detected soon and 

further potentials for improvement have been identified early.  

Subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post) have mainly focused on identified 

shortcomings to continuously support pilots and demonstrators in mitigating detected 

weaknesses and in improving their overall quality. Due to this approach, evaluation-related 

efforts have decreased with each evaluation phase, as remaining weaknesses of pilots and 

demonstrators have been gradually eliminated. 

5.1.2 Interview Execution 

While the WP5 description of work has demanded reliance on interviews, it has not specified the 

concrete execution of the planned interviews. In general, the following methods are conceivable: 

• Face-to-face interviews 

• Telephone/web-based interviews 

• Questionnaires 

In the end, a three-phase approach has been applied to carry out evaluations by means of 

interviews. This approach defines the following phases to be carried out for each interview: 

- Phase 1: A questionnaire has been prepared and sent out to all pilot/demonstrator 

providers. By filling the questionnaire, pilot/demonstrator providers have described if and 

how their applications meet relevant evaluation criteria. 

- Phase 2: Filled questionnaires have been assembled to a holistic evaluation report. 

Bilateral telephone interviews have been organized if necessary, to clarify open issues. 

- Phase 3: The assembled evaluation report has been sent out to pilot/demonstrator 

providers in order to provide them the opportunity to give feedback and to remove 

misunderstandings. 

The three phases have been carried out separately for each evaluation/interview phase (ex-

ante, mid-term, ex-post). The first two interview phases have yielded intermediate evaluation 

reports. The third (final) interview phase has resulted in the final evaluation report. This 

deliverable contains and describes all intermediate and final evaluation results. 

5.1.3 Evaluation Criteria 

All pilot/demonstrator applications have been evaluated by means of a list of evaluation criteria. 

The interviews to be conducted have relied on these criteria to assess systematically the 

respective pilots and demonstrators. 
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In general, selecting and defining appropriate criteria is key for a meaningful evaluation process. 

To enable comparisons between the various FutureTrust pilots/demonstrators, it seemed 

reasonable to rely on the same evaluation criteria for all pilots and demonstrators. At the same 

time, used criteria had to be detailed enough to consider specifics of each pilot/demonstrator 

application. To cope with this trade-off, evaluation criteria have been defined on multiple levels 

of abstraction as illustrated in Figure 23. 

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

General 
Project Goals

Pilot/Demonstrator 
Descriptions

Goals of 
Evaluation Phases

 

Figure 23. Evaluation-criteria hierarchy. 

Overall, evaluation criteria have been defined and specified on the following three hierarchical 

levels: 

• First, general evaluation criteria have been defined on a rather abstract level. Due to their 

high level of abstraction, these criteria can be applied to and used for all 

pilot/demonstrator applications, but do not necessarily follow the SMART approach.  

• From the general criteria, pilot-specific criteria have then been derived for each 

pilot/demonstrator. Pilot-specific criteria are more detailed and tailored to specifics of the 

different pilots/demonstrators. Furthermore, pilot-specific criteria follow the SMART 

approach [3]. The relevance of pilot-specific criteria has been defined using the MoSCoW 

metric [4]. 

• For all pilot-specific criteria, pilot-specific interview questions have been formulated for 

the interviews to evaluate the pilot/demonstrator with regard to the respective criterion.  

Separate questions have been defined for each interview phase and for each 

pilot/demonstrator. This way, specifics of each pilot and demonstrator could be 

considered. Note that the number of interview questions for a pilot-specific criterion has 

not been changed between the three evaluation phases. This made it possible to monitor 

the fulfilment progress of each interview question over the three evaluation phases. 

Nevertheless, the formulation of the interview question has been adopted after each 

evaluation if necessary, in order to consider the specific goals of each evaluation phase. 

According to WP5’s description of work, defined evaluation criteria have been reviewed for 

effectiveness approximately three months after pilot launch, i.e. after completion of the first 

interview phase (ex-ante interview). Experiences gained during the first interview phase have 

been considered in this review process. The review process yielded a slightly updated/extended 
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version of evaluation criteria to be used for the two final interview phases (mid-term, ex-post). In 

particular, some criteria have been added after the ex-ante evaluation, in order to achieve a 

suitable alignment with evaluation activities carried out in FutureTrust Task 5.3. As work on the 

German pilot, which replaced the abandoned German demonstrator, started only in the last 

project year, the updated set of evaluation criteria could be used for that pilot already during its 

ex-ante evaluation. 

5.1.4 Evaluation Types 

The overall project plan defines two dimensions of evaluation to be carried out for FutureTrust 

pilot/demonstrator applications: 

• Pilot evaluation 

• Impact analysis 

These two dimensions of evaluation rely on different evaluation criteria. Still, the same 

hierarchical approach has been followed for the definition of relevant criteria. This is illustrated in 

Figure 24. Criteria for pilot evaluation, which have been defined using the described 

methodology, are detailed in Section 5.2. Accordingly, criteria defined for impact analysis are 

detailed in Section 5.3. 

General
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Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions
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Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

Goals of 
Evaluation Phases

Pilot/Demonstrator 
Descriptions

General 
Project Goals

P I L O T   E V A L U A T I O N I M P A C T   A N A L Y S I S

 

Figure 24. Overview of evaluation-criteria classes. 

5.1.5 Evaluation Metrics 

A hierarchical evaluation-criteria model has been used to carry out pilot evaluations and impact 

analyses of FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. The overall quality of a pilot or demonstrator 

can be derived from its compliance with relevant evaluation criteria and the fulfilment of derived 

interview questions. Metrics used to measure a pilot’s or demonstrator’s compliance with defined 

criteria and evaluation phase specific interview questions are provided in the following 

subsections. 
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5.1.5.1 Fulfilment Degree 

The fulfilment of evaluation phase specific interview questions has been evaluated by means of 

questionnaires filled by pilot developers and operators. For each interview question, pilot 

providers have specified the fulfilment degree using one of the following values: 

• “Yes”: The pilot/demonstrator fully complies with/fulfils the interview question. 

• “Partly”: The pilot/demonstrator only partly complies with/fulfils the interview question. 

• “No”: The pilot/demonstrator does not comply with/fulfil the interview question at all. 

• “N/A”: No meaningful answer can be provided, or the interview question does not apply. 

5.1.5.2 Intermediate Status  

During ex-ante and mid-term evaluation of a pilot/demonstrator, an intermediate status has been 

determined for each evaluation phase specific interview question. The intermediate status 

reflects the pilot’s or demonstrator’s current compliance with the respective question.  

The intermediate status of an interview question does not only depend on its fulfilment degree, 

but also on its MoSCoW prioritization. Failing to fulfil/comply with an interview question related to 

a “MUST” criterion is considered more severe than failing to fulfil/comply with an interview 

question related to a criterion with MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”, for instance. Therefore, 

the intermediate status determined during ex-ante and mid-term evaluation takes into account 

the current fulfilment degree (as specified by the pilot provider in the questionnaire) and the 

relevant criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization (as defined in the evaluation plan).  

Each combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the following 

possible values for the interview question’s intermediate status (indicated by the colours used 

throughout this document): 

• Status “OK” 

• Status “Improve if possible” 

• Status “Improve” 

• Status “N/A” 

Table 3 defines which intermediate status applies to which combination of fulfilment degree and 

MoSCoW prioritization. 

Table 3. Intermediate status depending on MoSCoW prioritization and fulfilment degree. 

Status Fulfilment 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST OK Improve Improve N/A 

SHOULD OK Improve if possible Improve if possible N/A 

COULD OK OK Improve if possible N/A 
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During ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, recommendations have been made to pilot providers 

for all interview questions with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”. The 

appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated in the respective 

subsequent evaluation phase.  

5.1.5.3 Final Status  

In the final ex-post evaluation phase, the final status of each interview question has been 

determined. Again, this status has been derived taking into account the current fulfilment degree 

and the related criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization. As there is no subsequent evaluation phase 

after the ex-post evaluation, possible values of the final status slightly differ from intermediate-

status values assigned during ex-ante and mid-term evaluation. Concretely, combinations of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization map to one of the following possible status values 

(indicated by the colours used throughout this document): 

• Status “OK” 

• Status “Sufficient” 

• Status “Remaining Risk” 

• Status “N/A” 

Table 4 defines which final status applies to which combination of fulfilment degree and 

MoSCoW prioritization. 

Table 4. Final status depending on MoSCoW prioritization and fulfilment degree. 

Status Fulfilment 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST OK Remaining Risk Remaining Risk N/A 

SHOULD OK Sufficient Sufficient N/A 

COULD OK OK Sufficient N/A 

 

For all evaluated pilots and demonstrators, interview questions yielding the final status 

“Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A” are discussed in more detail in this deliverable to find out 

whether the non-ideal final status constitutes a severe problem for the respective 

pilot/demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall.  

5.1.6 Structure of Evaluation Results 

As evaluations of pilots and demonstrators have been carried out in three phases (ex-ante, mid-

term, ex-post), intermediate evaluation results have been available before and during 

pilot/demonstrator operation. These intermediate results have been made available to 

pilot/demonstrator providers, in order to give them the chance to continuously improve their 

applications. Furthermore, intermediate results have been incorporated into subsequent 
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evaluation interviews (and respective interview questions), e.g. to verify whether previous 

findings have been addressed in the meantime. 

Following this procedure, evaluation results have been collected iteratively using the table 

template shown in Table 5. A separate table has been created for each pilot-specific and 

evaluation phase specific interview question defined during ex-ante evaluation. During mid-term 

and ex-post evaluation, created tables have been updated with newly obtained evaluation 

results. Accordingly, a set of completely filled table has been available after completion of the 

final evaluation phase, containing the following parts: 

• Related Evaluation Criterion: This part summarizes relevant information on the pilot-

specific evaluation criterion related to the interview question covered by this table. It lists 

the criterion’s ID, description, and MoSCoW prioritization (i.e. “MUST”, “SHOULD”, or 

“COULD”). 

• Ex-ante Evaluation: This part contains evaluation data obtained during ex-ante 

evaluation. In particular, it contains the evaluation phase specific interview question 

defined by the evaluators, its fulfilment degree indicated by the pilot/demonstrator 

provider, and an optional explanatory statement given by the pilot/demonstrator provider. 

• Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation: This part is filled by the evaluators based on the 

evaluation data provided during ex-ante evaluation. Concretely, this part contains an 

intermediate status that is derived from the indicated fulfilment and the related pilot-

specific criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization, as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. In addition, this 

part contains a comment and a recommendation, in case no fulfilment of the interview 

question has been indicated by the pilot provider. 

• Mid-term Evaluation: This part covers evaluation data obtained during mid-term 

evaluation. It contains similar items as Part “Ex-ante Evaluation” described above. The 

contained evaluation phase specific interview question considers recommendations 

described in Part “Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation”. Note that the evaluation phase 

specific question is not again provided in this part, if the criterion has already been 

fulfilled during ex-ante evaluation. In this case, the pilot provider is only requested to 

confirm the continued fulfilment of the original question by selecting the respective 

checkbox. 

• Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation: This part is filled by the evaluators based on the 

evaluation data provided during mid-term evaluation. It contains similar elements as Part 

“Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation” described above. 

• Ex-post Evaluation: This part covers evaluation data obtained during ex-post 

evaluation. It contains similar items as Part “Mid-term Evaluation” described above. 

Again, the evaluation phase specific interview question considers recommendations 

described in Part “Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation”. Note that the evaluation phase 

specific interview question is again omitted in this part, if the criterion has already been 

fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. In this case, the pilot provider is again just requested 

to confirm the continued fulfilment of the original question by selecting the respective 

checkbox. 
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• Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation: This part is filled by the evaluators based on the 

evaluation data provided during ex-post evaluation. It contains the final evaluation result 

of the respective interview question. The final evaluation result is indicated by a final 

status, which can assume the values “OK”, “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as 

defined in Section 5.1.5.3. Derivation of this final status corresponds to the derivation of 

the status determined during ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, i.e. taking into account the 

interview question’s indicated fulfilment and the related criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization. 

Table 5. Template for collection of evaluation results for pilot-specific criteria. 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID [ID of pilot-specific criterion to be evaluated as defined in evaluation 
plan] 

Criterion Description [Description of pilot-specific criterion to be evaluated as provided in 
evaluation plan] 

MoSCoW Prioritization [“MUST” | “SHOULD” | “COULD”] 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question [Interview question for ex-ante evaluation derived from pilot-specific 
criterion described above] 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement [Explanatory statement provided by pilot provider] 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status [“OK” | “Improve if possible” | “Improve” | “N/A”] 

Comment [Additional comment provided by evaluators] 

Recommendation [Recommendation provided by evaluators] 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question 
[Interview question for mid-term evaluation taking into account 
recommendations made during ex-ante evaluation] 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement [Explanatory statement provided by pilot provider] 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status [“OK” | “Improve if possible” | “Improve” | “N/A”] 

Comment [Additional comment provided by evaluators] 

Recommendation [Recommendation provided by evaluators] 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
[Interview question for ex-post evaluation taking into account 
recommendations made during mid-term evaluation] 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement [Explanatory statement provided by pilot provider] 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result [“OK” | “Sufficient” | “Remaining Risk” | “N/A”] 

Comment [Additional comment provided by evaluators] 

 

During evaluation of FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, one table based on the shown 

template has been created and filled for each interview question defined before ex-ante 

evaluation. This has been done for each pilot and each demonstrator separately. All filled tables 

are provided in Annex B. This annex and the filled tables provided therein serve as basis for all 

statistical examinations provided in the following sections of this deliverable.  

5.2 Criteria for Pilot Evaluation 

Based on the methodology described in Section 5.1, criteria used for pilot evaluation are defined 

in this section. Following the hierarchical approach outlined in Section 5.1.3, general evaluation 

criteria for pilot evaluation are defined first in Section 5.2.1. Based on these general criteria, 

pilot-specific evaluation criteria are then derived in Section 5.2.2. Finally, related interview 

questions are derived in Section 5.2.3. 

5.2.1 General Evaluation Criteria 

In this section, general evaluation criteria for pilot evaluation are defined. The relation of these 

general evaluation criteria to other criteria defined in this document is illustrated in Figure 25. 
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Figure 25. Evaluation-criteria class: General criteria for pilot evaluation. 
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To enable comparisons between pilots and demonstrators, general evaluation criteria have 

intentionally been defined on a high level of abstraction. Accordingly, the evaluation of pilot 

applications and demonstrators has been based on the following general evaluation criteria: 

• General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection: The pilot implements means to 

protect reliably sensitive data stored, processed, and communicated by the application. 

• General Criterion E.2: Functionality: The pilot implements all necessary functionality 

required to meet the pilot’s goals. 

• General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction1: The pilot achieves a sufficient 

level of usability, so that provided functionality is not restricted to certain user groups. 

• General Criterion E.4: Interoperability: The pilot achieves interoperability and is not 

limited to users of a certain country. 

• General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability: The pilot is implemented such that 

its components and building blocks can be easily reused and all stakeholders can benefit 

from lessons learned. 

• General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance: The pilot complies with all relevant European 

and national laws. 

• General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals: The pilot complies with 

FutureTrust’s project goals. 

5.2.2 Pilot-specific Evaluation Criteria 

From the general evaluation criteria, pilot-specific evaluation criteria have been derived. Their 

relation to other criteria defined in this document is illustrated in Figure 26. 
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Figure 26. Evaluation-criteria class: Pilot-specific criteria for pilot evaluation. 

 
 

1 General Criterion E.3 has been renamed after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Initially, this criterion 
was named “Usability”. After the ex-ante evaluation, additional pilot-specific criteria have been added to 
achieve alignment with evaluation-related tasks carried out in Task T5.3. To cover these additional pilot-
specific criteria, the General Criterion E.3 has been renamed to “Usability and User Satisfaction”. 
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For each pilot, pilot-specific evaluation criteria are derived from the general criteria listed above. 

To keep this deliverable neat, derived pilot-specific evaluation criteria have been outsourced to 

Annex A. There, relevant evaluation criteria are provided in tables. Each table describes one 

evaluation criterion in more detail. For each criterion, the following properties are provided in the 

respective table: 

• ID: The unique ID assigned to the criterion. 

• Related General Criterion: The general evaluation criterion, from which the criterion has 

been derived. 

• Relevant Pilot Application: The pilot application, for which the criterion is relevant. 

• Description: A brief textual description of the criterion. 

• Solution: A possible and recommended solution to address adequately the criterion. 

• Measure: The measure to verify whether the criterion is adequately addressed. 

• MoSCoW Prioritization: Importance of the criterion expressed in MoSCoW metrics. 

Pilot-specific evaluation criteria are detailed in Annex A of this document for each 

pilot/demonstrator application. 

5.2.3 Pilot-specific Interview Questions for Pilot Evaluation 

Based on the pilot-specific evaluation criteria defined above, concrete interview questions are 

defined in this section. The relation of these interview questions to other criteria defined in this 

document is illustrated in Figure 27. 
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Figure 27. Evaluation-criteria class: Pilot-specific interview questions for pilot evaluation. 

5.2.3.1 The Austrian Pilot 

Concrete interview questions for evaluation of the Austrian pilot have been defined in separate 

questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [6]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [11]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [15]. 
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Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.2.3.2 The Georgian Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator have been defined in 

separate questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[7]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[12]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[16]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.2.3.3 The German Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for evaluation of the German demonstrator have been defined in a 

separate questionnaire document: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the German Demonstrator – Questionnaire [8]. 

Note that due to the abandonment of the German demonstrator, only one questionnaire has 

been prepared. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the first and only evaluation phase carried out for this 

demonstrator. 

5.2.3.4 The German Pilot 

Concrete interview questions for evaluation of the German pilot have been defined in separate 

questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [9]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [13]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [17]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.2.3.5 The Portuguese Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator have been defined 

in separate questionnaire documents: 
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• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[10]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – 

Questionnaire [14]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[18]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.3 Criteria for Impact Analysis 

Based on the methodology described in Section 5.1, criteria used for impact analysis are defined 

in this section. Following the hierarchical approach outlined in Section 5.1.3, general evaluation 

criteria for pilot evaluation are defined first in Section 5.3.1. Based on these general criteria, 

pilot-specific evaluation criteria are then derived in Section 5.3.2. Finally, related interview 

questions are derived from pilot-specific criteria in Section 5.3.3. 

5.3.1 General Criteria for Impact Analysis 

In this section, general criteria for impact analysis are defined. The relation of these general 

criteria to other criteria defined in this document is illustrated in Figure 28. 

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

Goals of 
Evaluation Phases

Pilot/Demonstrator 
Descriptions

General 
Project Goals

P I L O T   E V A L U A T I O N I M P A C T   A N A L Y S I S

 

Figure 28. Evaluation-criteria class: General criteria for impact analysis. 

To enable comparisons between pilots and demonstrators, general criteria have intentionally 

been defined on a high level of abstraction. Accordingly, the following criteria have been 

extracted from the FutureTrust Grant Agreement (Part B) Section 2.4 [1], which defines 

FutureTrust’s expected impact as stated in the work programme.  

• General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case: The pilot demonstrates 

a positive business case and the economic value for the use of and reliance upon trusted 

e-Services. 
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• General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users: The pilot empowers and 

protects users in their digital experience when carrying out electronic transactions. 

• General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services: The pilot increases the use of 

e-signatures, timestamps, e-seals or certified electronic delivery. 

• General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead: The pilot eases the 

dematerialization of processes, reduces administrative overhead for citizens or 

businesses and facilitates higher availability of e-government services. 

• General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level (TRL): The 

pilot achieves a sufficient Technology Readiness Level (TRL). 

5.3.2 Pilot-specific Criteria for Impact Analysis 

Based on the general criteria defined above, pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis are defined 

in this section. The relation of these pilot-specific criteria to other criteria defined in this 

document is illustrated in Figure 29. 

General
Criteria

Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

General
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Pilot-specific Criteria
(SMART)

Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions

Goals of 
Evaluation Phases

Pilot/Demonstrator 
Descriptions

General 
Project Goals
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Figure 29. Evaluation-criteria class: Pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis. 

Generic evaluation criteria have been taken as a basis to derive more detailed requirements 

adhering to the SMART approach for each pilot. To keep this deliverable neat, derived pilot-

specific impact-analysis criteria have been outsourced to Annex A. There, relevant criteria are 

provided in tables similar to criteria defined for pilot evaluation. Each table describes one 

criterion in more detail. For each criterion, the following properties are provided in the respective 

table: 

• ID: The unique ID assigned to the criterion. 

• Related General Criterion: The general evaluation criterion, from which the criterion has 

been derived. 

• Relevant Pilot Application: The pilot application, for which the criterion is relevant. 

• Description: A brief textual description of the criterion. 

• Solution: A possible and recommended solution to address adequately the criterion. 

• Measure: The measure to verify whether the criterion is adequately addressed. 
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• MoSCoW Prioritization: Importance of the criterion expressed in MoSCoW metrics. 

Pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis are detailed in Annex A for each pilot application. 

5.3.3 Pilot-specific Interview Questions for Impact Analysis 

Based on the pilot-specific criteria defined above, concrete interview questions for impact 

analysis are defined in this section. The relation of these interview questions to other criteria 

defined in this document is illustrated in Figure 30. 
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Pilot-specific Criteria
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Pilot-specific and interview phase specific 
Interview Questions
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Figure 30. Evaluation-criteria class: Pilot-specific interview questions for impact analysis. 

5.3.3.1 The Austrian Pilot 

Concrete interview questions for impact analysis of the Austrian pilot have been defined in 

separate questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [6]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [11]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot – Questionnaire [15]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.3.3.2 The Georgian Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator have been 

defined in separate questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[7]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[12]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[16]. 
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Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.3.3.3 The German Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for impact analysis of the German demonstrator have been defined 

in a separate questionnaire document: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the German Demonstrator – Questionnaire [8]. 

Note that due to the abandonment of the German demonstrator, only one questionnaire has 

been prepared. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the first and only evaluation phase carried out for this 

demonstrator. 

5.3.3.4 The German Pilot 

Concrete interview questions for impact analysis of the German pilot have been defined in 

separate questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [9]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [13]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Ex-post Evaluation of the German Pilot – Questionnaire [17]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 

5.3.3.5 The Portuguese Demonstrator 

Concrete interview questions for impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator have been 

defined in separate questionnaire documents: 

• Ex-ante evaluation: Ex-ante Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – Questionnaire 

[10]. 

• Mid-term evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – 

Questionnaire [14]. 

• Ex-post evaluation: Mid-term Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator – 

Questionnaire [18]. 

Interview questions used in questionnaires are also provided in Annex B, which contains all 

evaluation data obtained during the three evaluation phases. 
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6. Evaluation of the Austrian Pilot 

This section summarizes evaluation results obtained for the Austrian FutureTrust pilot “eInvoice 

submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. All evaluation data obtained during the three 

conducted evaluation phases are available in Annex B. All results and figures provided and 

discussed in this section are based on these evaluation data. 

6.1 Evaluation Process 

According to the evaluation plan detailed in Section 5, data for the conducted evaluation of the 

Austrian pilot has been collected by means of questionnaires. Questionnaires have been 

prepared according to the evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan and have been sent 

out to pilot developers/operators.  

Questionnaires have been prepared and sent out three times to cover the three evaluation 

phases (ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post) defined in the evaluation plan. In each evaluation phase, 

filled questionnaires have been checked for consistency and details have been bilaterally 

clarified with the piloting partner where necessary. With the help of the filled questionnaires, a 

table has been created for each interview question defined for ex-ante evaluation, containing all 

relevant evaluation data related to this interview question. All created tables are available in 

Annex B. 

The following sections summarize evaluation results obtained during the three evaluation 

phases. All results presented are based on the evaluation data obtained via filled questionnaires 

and provided in Annex B. Section 6.2 summarizes relevant results obtained during ex-ante 

evaluation. Section 6.3 focuses on results of the conducted mid-term evaluation, while Section 

6.4 presents the results obtained during ex-post evaluation. Findings obtained from combining 

evaluation phase specific results are discussed in Section 6.5. Finally, conclusion with respect to 

the conducted evaluation of the Austrian pilot are drawn in Section 6.6.  

6.2 Ex-ante Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-ante evaluation of the Austrian pilot. 

6.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-ante pilot-evaluation results of the Austrian pilot. The results 

summarized below have been derived from an ex-ante questionnaire filled by the pilot operator. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan 

as outlined in Section 5. For each criterion, at least one evaluation phase specific interview 

question has been derived. Some criteria have been covered by two interview questions. All 

resulting interview questions have been included into the ex-ante questionnaire. 

Figure 31 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown in Figure 31 lists all evaluation criteria and 
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their related interview questions. For each question, the current fulfilment degree indicated by 

the pilot provider is provided. In addition, Figure 31 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of 

each question, which corresponds to the MoSCoW prioritization of the question’s related pilot-

specific criterion. Note that for the two questions related to criteria E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction 

and E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions (and their 

related pilot-specific evaluation criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante 

evaluation phase.  

 

Figure 31. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 31 shows that already during ex-ante evaluation, most interview questions contained in 

the questionnaire have been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related 

evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the evaluation results obtained for the 

Austrian pilot, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante

MoSCoW Prio.
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obtained evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B.  

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 32 and Figure 

33. These figures show, that the Austrian pilot already fulfils most of all questions (and hence 

related evaluation criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 32. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 33. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

According to the predefined evaluation plan, pilot-specific evaluation criteria can be classified by 

their MoSCoW prioritization. For pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”) are most relevant. Therefore, Figure 34 and Figure 35 focus on those criteria and 

illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW 
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prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the Austrian pilot already fulfils 76% of all 

interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria have MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. 

 

Figure 34. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 35. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

As defined in the evaluation plan (Section 5.1.5.2) each interview question can be assigned an 

intermediate status, which is derived from the question’s fulfilment degree and from the 

MoSCoW prioritization of the related pilot-specific evaluation criterion. 

For a full overview, Table 6 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to 

the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-ante 

evaluation already 20 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”. 
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Table 6. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Austrian pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 16 2 1 2 

SHOULD 4 5 3 0 

COULD 0 0 1 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”), recommendations have been made to the Austrian pilot provider. The appropriate 

consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term evaluation. 

Figure 36 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (9%) of all questions have required improvement. 

 

Figure 36. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 6.2.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-ante pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the ex-ante impact analysis of the Austrian pilot. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from the ex-ante questionnaire filled by the pilot operator. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis defined in the 

evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, an evaluation phase specific 

interview question has been derived and included into the questionnaire.  

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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Figure 37 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown in Figure 37 lists all evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the ex-ante questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree specified by the pilot provider and its MoSCoW prioritization are provided. Note 

that for five questions, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions (and related pilot-

specific criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation phase. 

 

Figure 37. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 38. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 37 shows that most interview questions have already been answered with “Yes”, 

indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the 

ex-ante impact-analysis results obtained for the Austrian pilot, several figures are provided in the 

following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete evaluation 

data serving as basis for the figures shown below are provided in Annex B. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-Reliability Question 1 MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x MUST

IMPACT ANALYSIS

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion
Fulfillment - Ex-ante

Interview QuestionPilot-specific Criterion

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment

Fulfillment - Ex-ante Yes Fulfillment - Ex-ante No Fulfillment - Ex-ante Partly Fulfillment - Ex-ante N/A
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First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions (and related evaluation criteria) is illustrated 

in Figure 38 and Figure 39. These figures show, that the Austrian pilot has already fulfilled most 

of the defined criteria for impact analysis and their related interview questions during ex-ante 

evaluation. 

 

Figure 39. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

Similar to the pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) are most 

relevant also for the impact analysis. For the Austrian pilot, all criteria for impact analysis have 

been defined to be mandatory (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”). Hence, the results shown in 

Figure 38 and Figure 39 apply. 

For a full overview, Table 7 shows the number of impact-analysis criteria for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table again 

refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation, 6 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 7. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Austrian pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 6 1 2 0 

SHOULD 0 0 0 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”) recommendations have been made to the pilot provider. The appropriate consideration of 

recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term evaluation. 
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Figure 40 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Still, for 33% of all questions the need for improvement has been identified. 

 

Figure 40. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

6.3 Mid-term Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

mid-term evaluation of the Austrian pilot. 

6.3.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents mid-term pilot-evaluation results of the Austrian pilot. According to the 

evaluation plan and the evaluation method defined therein, the main goal of the mid-term 

evaluation was to assess improvements made by pilot providers since completion of the ex-ante 

evaluation. In particular, it was the goal to assess the consideration of recommendations made 

during ex-ante evaluation for evaluation criteria and their related interview questions, for which 

no full fulfilment could be determined in the first evaluation phase.  

In addition, some new evaluation criteria have been added after ex-ante evaluation in the course 

of the foreseen criteria-review phase. Initial evaluations based on these new criteria (and 

derived new interview questions) have also been a relevant goal of the conducted mid-term 

evaluation.  

All results summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire filled by the pilot 

operator. The mid-term questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria already 

considered during ex-ante evaluation as well as newly added criteria and their derived interview 

questions. For all criteria, evaluation phase specific interview questions have been derived and 

included into the questionnaire. Interview questions for criteria already considered during the ex-

ante evaluation have taken into account recommendations made to the pilot provider in the 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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previous evaluation phase. For these criteria, interview questions defined for mid-term 

evaluation have been directly based on the respective interview questions defined for the ex-

ante evaluation. This has enabled the tracking of progress made between ex-ante and mid-term 

evaluation. 

Figure 41 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire filled 

by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown in Figure 41 lists all evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree is provided. In addition, Figure 41 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of 

each question.  

 

Figure 41. Mid-term evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 41 shows that – similar to the ex-ante evaluation – most interview questions have been 

answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question MoSCoW Prio.
Fulfillment - Mid-term
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overall impression of the mid-term evaluation results obtained for the Austrian pilot, several 

figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. 

The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are provided in 

Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 42 and Figure 

43. These figures show, that the Austrian pilot has fulfilled most of the defined evaluation criteria 

and their derived interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. 

 

Figure 42. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 43. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

As in the ex-ante evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related 

interview questions have been considered most relevant also during mid-term evaluation. 

Therefore, Figure 44 and Figure 45 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of 
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interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These 

figures show that during mid-term evaluation, the Austrian pilot has fulfilled 68% of all questions 

related to mandatory evaluation criteria. This is a lower percentage as in the ex-ante evaluation. 

The reduced degree of fulfilment can be explained by the fact that new criteria (and interview 

questions) have been added after the ex-ante evaluation. Furthermore, delays in testing 

activities have caused some uncertainties, which has also led to reduced fulfilment degrees for 

some evaluation criteria too. 

 

Figure 44. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 45. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

For a more detailed insight, Table 8 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As usual, the background colours 

used in the table refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. 
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Accordingly, during mid-term evaluation 23 interview questions could be assigned the 

intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 8. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Austrian pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 15 4 0 3 

SHOULD 7 2 3 1 

COULD 1 0 0 0 

 

Again, for all other questions (with status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”) 

recommendations have been made to the pilot provider. The appropriate consideration of 

recommendations made has been evaluated during ex-post evaluation.  

Figure 46 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (11%) of all questions have required improvement. 

 

Figure 46. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 6.3.1 has focused on results of the conducted mid-term pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the mid-term impact analysis of the Austrian pilot. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire filled by the pilot operator. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis defined in the initial 
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evaluation plan. Furthermore, additional criteria have been considered, which had been defined 

after the ex-ante evaluation. For each of these criteria, an evaluation phase specific interview 

question has been derived and included into the questionnaire. Interview questions for criteria 

already considered during the ex-ante evaluation have taken into account recommendations 

made to the pilot provider in the preceding ex-ante evaluation phase.  

Figure 47 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown in Figure 47 lists all evaluation criteria 

and related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-analysis criterion are 

provided. 

 

 Figure 47. Mid-term evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Austrian pilot.  

 

Figure 48. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-Reliability Question 1 x MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x MUST

IMPACT ANALYSIS
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Figure 49. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 47 shows that most questions that were already part of the ex-ante evaluation have been 

answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. Most criteria 

added after the ex-ante evaluation have been partly fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. To get a 

first overall impression of the mid-term impact-analysis results obtained for the Austrian pilot, 

several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B. 

 

Figure 50. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot (considering MUST 
criteria only). 

First, the overall fulfilment of all evaluation phase specific interview questions is illustrated in 

Figure 48 and Figure 49. These figures show that the Austrian pilot has fulfilled many of the 

defined criteria for impact analysis and derived interview questions from the mid-term 
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questionnaire. However, several interview questions related to impact-analysis criteria have 

been fulfilled only partly during mid-term evaluation. 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and their related interview questions 

are most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 50 and Figure 51 focus on 

those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”.  

 

Figure 51. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

Finally, Table 9 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of fulfilment 

degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to the 

respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during mid-term 

evaluation five interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 9. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Austrian pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 5 4 1 2 

SHOULD 0 2 0 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

As in pilot evaluation, for all other interview questions (i.e. those with intermediate status 

“Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”), recommendations have been made to the pilot 

provider. The appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during 

ex-post evaluation. 
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Figure 52 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term impact analysis. This figure highlights the mixed results 

obtained during mid-term impact analysis for the Austrian pilot. For 36% of all questions the 

need for improvement has been identified. 

 

Figure 52. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

6.4 Ex-post Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-post evaluation of the Austrian pilot. 

6.4.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-post pilot-evaluation results of the Austrian pilot. The main goal of the 

ex-post evaluation was to again assess improvements made by pilot providers since completion 

of the previous evaluation phases. A particular goal was to assess the consideration of 

recommendations made during mid-term evaluation for interview questions with a non-ideal 

intermediate status (i.e. “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”). Evaluation results of this last 

evaluation phase represent the final evaluation results of the Austrian pilot. 

All evaluation results summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the pilot operator. The ex-post questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria 

already considered during mid-term evaluation. For all criteria, evaluation phase specific 

interview questions have again been derived and included into the questionnaire. These 

interview questions have taken into account recommendations made to the pilot provider in the 

previous evaluation phase. 

Figure 53 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and related 

interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the current fulfilment 
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degree is provided. In addition, Figure 53 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of each 

question (derived from its related evaluation criterion). 

 

Figure 53. Ex-post evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 53 illustrates that – as in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation – most questions have 

again been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get 

a first overall impression of the ex-post evaluation results obtained for the Austrian pilot, several 

figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. 

The complete set of evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are provided in 

Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 54 and Figure 

55. These figures show, that the Austrian pilot fulfils most of the defined evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment Ex-post

MoSCoW Prio.
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Figure 54. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 55. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

As in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) 

and their related interview questions are considered most relevant also for ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 56 and Figure 57 hence focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of 

interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These 

figures show that during ex-post evaluation, the Austrian pilot has fulfilled 73% of all questions 

related to mandatory evaluation criteria. This is a higher fulfilment degree as during mid-term 

evaluation, bust still a lower percentage as in the ex-ante evaluation. This can still be explained 

by the fact that new criteria have been added after the ex-ante evaluation. Furthermore, delays 

in testing activities have caused some uncertainties, which has also led to reduced fulfilment 

degrees for some evaluation criteria. Still, some improvements on the pilot could be made since 

mid-term evaluation, resulting in a slightly improved fulfilment degree. 
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Figure 56. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 57. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

As in previous evaluation phases, Table 10 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As this is the last evaluation phase, 

possible status values indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those used in 

the preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, 

“Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 10 shows that 

during ex-post evaluation 28 interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 
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Table 10. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Austrian pilot. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 16 4 0 2 

SHOULD 11 2 0 0 

COULD 1 0 0 0 

 

All other criteria (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) have been 

analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 6.5. From these discussions it becomes 

apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a severe 

problem for the Austrian pilot or for FutureTrust overall. 

Figure 58 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory or at least sufficient final status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (11%) of all questions have revealed a remaining risk. 

These interview questions are discussed in Section 6.5 in more detail to estimate potential 

consequences of remaining risks identified. 

 

Figure 58. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

6.4.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 6.4.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-post pilot evaluation, this 

subsection focuses on the ex-post impact analysis of the Austrian pilot. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled by the pilot provider. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis already considered 
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during mid-term evaluation. Figure 59 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the 

ex-post questionnaire filled by the Austrian pilot operator BRZ. The table shown lists all 

evaluation criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each 

question, the current fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-

analysis criterion are provided. 

 

Figure 59. Ex-post evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 60. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot. 

Figure 59 shows that about half of the questions have been answered with “Yes” during ex-post 

evaluation. For a significant number of questions, only a partial fulfilment has been given. As in 

the mid-term evaluation, this mainly applies to criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation. To get 

a first overall impression of the ex-post impact-analysis results obtained for the Austrian pilot, 

several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-Reliability Question 1 x MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x MUST
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evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 60 and Figure 61. 

These figures show, that the Austrian pilot has fulfilled several of the defined criteria for impact 

analysis and derived interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. However, some criteria 

have been fulfilled partly only during ex-post evaluation. For one criterion, no fulfilment has been 

given. 

 

Figure 61. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 62. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Austrian pilot (considering MUST criteria 
only). 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related interview questions have 

been most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 62 and Figure 63 focus on 
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those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”.  

 

Figure 63. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Austrian pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

Similar to the pilot evaluation, Table 11 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As in pilot evaluation, possible 

status values indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those used in the 

preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of fulfilment 

degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, 

“Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 11 shows that 

during ex-post evaluation seven interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 11. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled criteria (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for the Austrian 
pilot. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 7 4 1 0 

SHOULD 0 2 0 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

All other interview questions (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) 

have been analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 6.5. From these discussions it 

becomes apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a 

severe problem for the Austrian pilot or FutureTrust overall.  
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Figure 64 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for 64% of all 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory or at least sufficient final status 

has been determined. Still, for 36% of all questions, a remaining risk has been identified. These 

interview questions are discussed in Section 6.5 in more detail to estimate potential 

consequences of risks identified. 

 

Figure 64. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

6.5 Findings 

This section summarizes findings obtained from the results of the three conducted evaluation 

phases. First, the progress of criteria fulfilment is analysed in more detail. Then, those criteria 

are discussed in more detail, for which a non-ideal final status has been obtained. 

6.5.1 Progress of Criteria Fulfilment 

From the evaluation results presented in the preceding sections, it becomes apparent that the 

fulfilment degree of the various evaluation criteria represented by evaluation phase specific 

interview questions has evolved over time. The actual progress made between consecutive 

evaluation phases is difficult to extract, as several criteria have been added only after the ex-

ante evaluation, increasing the overall number of criteria. To make the actual progress visible, 

the following figures show the percentage progress of the fulfilment degree. 

In particular, Figure 65 shows that the share of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has 

steadily increased between the three evaluation phases, resulting in 78% at the final ex-post 

evaluation phase. Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has 

decreased steadily, reaching 0% in ex-post evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment 

“Partly” has been rather constant around 17%. Finally, also the percentage of interview 

questions with fulfilment “N/A” could be decreased slightly to approximately 6% during ex-post 

evaluation. Overall, these evaluation results are satisfactory. 

Ex-post: Final Status Overview

Final Status - Ex-post OK Final Status - Ex-post Sufficient

Final Status - Ex-post Remaining Risk Final Status - Ex-post N/A
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Figure 65. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Austrian pilot (all criteria). 

Similar results have been obtained considering interview questions related to criteria with 

MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. These results are shown in Figure 66. 

 

Figure 66. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Austrian pilot (MUST criteria). 

Finally, Figure 67 shows that comparable results are also obtained when analysing the progress 

of the status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall 

percentage of interview questions with Status “OK” has slightly increased over all three 

evaluation phases, percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. 

The figures shown above have focused on evaluation criteria used for pilot evaluation. Results 

are less unambiguous when considering criteria for impact analysis instead.  
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Figure 67. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of the Austrian pilot. 

 

Figure 68. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Austrian pilot (all criteria). 

Figure 68 illustrates the results obtained for all interview questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria irrespective of their MoSCoW prioritization. It becomes apparent that there has been a 

significant decrease in the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” between the 

ex-ante and the mid-term evaluation. This decrease in percentage has been mainly caused by a 

set of new impact-analysis criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation and whose related 

interview questions have been only “Partly” fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. Accordingly, the 

percentage of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has increased between ex-ante and mid-term 

evaluation. This effect could be partially corrected between mid-term and ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 68 shows that during ex-post evaluation, the percentage of interview questions with 

fulfilment “Yes” has been at least slightly higher as the percentage of questions with fulfilment 

“Partly”. A similar effect can also be observed for questions with fulfilment “N/A”. Their share has 
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increased between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation but has then again decreased between 

mid-term und ex-post evaluation. 

When considering interview questions related to impact-analysis criteria with MoSCoW 

prioritization “MUST” only, the observed effect is similar but less dramatic. This is shown in 

Figure 69. While a decrease in their percentage is observable, interview questions with fulfilment 

“Yes” have always been the majority in all three evaluation phases. 

 

Figure 69. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Austrian pilot (MUST criteria). 

 

Figure 70. Status progress: Impact analysis of the Austrian pilot. 

These mixed results obtained during impact analysis become also apparent from Figure 70, 

which illustrates the progress of status values derived from relevant interview questions. For 

50% of all interview questions their finale status could be determined as “OK” during ex-post 
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evaluation. Still, for 36% of all relevant interview questions, remaining risks have been identified. 

Compared to other pilots and demonstrators, this is a rather high number. 

6.5.2 Discussion of Unfulfilled Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

Figures presented in Section 6.5.1 show that there has been a positive development between 

the first and the last evaluation phase with respect to the fulfilment degree of interview questions 

related to relevant evaluation criteria. However, presented figures also show that a total 

fulfilment of all criteria and their respective interview questions could not be achieved. 

 

Figure 71. Status progress of the Austrian pilot per criterion (pilot evaluation). 

Figure 71 shows in detail how the status of each interview question related to criteria for pilot 

evaluation has evolved during the three evaluation phases. The figure relies on the colour code 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityConcept Question 2 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecureOperation Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-AT-IncidentManagement Question 2 SHOULD

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-AT-Testing Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-UsabilityTests Question 1 COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 MUST

Interoperability E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 1 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maturity Question 2 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 1 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-Maintainability Question 2 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-LessonsLearned Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-EULawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

Status Progress
General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question MoSCoW Prio.
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introduced in Section 5.1.5.2 and Section 5.1.5.3 for the intermediate and final status of 

interview questions and evaluation criteria. 

Figure 71 shows that fulfilment of many interview questions, for which room for improvement 

was identified in the ex-ante evaluation, could be improved in consecutive evaluation phases. 

Still, for some questions – and hence also for their related evaluation criteria – a non-ideal final 

status (“Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) has been determined in the last evaluation phase 

(ex-post). Criteria related to these questions are discussed in the following in more detail. For 

each of these criteria, those issues are highlighted and discussed that prevent the respective 

criterion and its related interview question from being fully fulfilled. 

As shown in Figure 71, the final status of the first interview question of Criterion E.1-AT-

SecurityMonitoring could not be determined to be “OK” during ex-post evaluation. For this 

question, its final status has been determined as “Sufficient” only. This is because the Austrian 

pilot does not apply security monitoring to all components of the pilot application automatically. 

While several base components are covered by automatic monitoring mechanisms, other 

components of the pilot application are monitored manually only. Considering that the pilot is 

operated in a certified operating centre, this does not have to be regarded a severe issue. 

Furthermore, the MoSCoW prioritization of the related evaluation criterion is “SHOULD” only. 

Overall, the first question of Criterion E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring can hence be regarded at least 

as sufficiently fulfilled. Taking into account the second interview question related to Criterion E.1-

AT-SecurityMonitoring, for which the final status “OK” could be determined, Criterion E.1-AT-

SecurityMonitoring can be regarded as satisfactorily fulfilled in total. 

The interview question related to Criterion E.2-AT-Testing is another question, whose final 

status could not be determined as “OK” during the final ex-post evaluation phase. Instead, its 

final status has been determined as “Remaining Risk”. This status has been caused by a delay 

in tests of trust services included by the pilot. While the pilot operator has completed all tests in 

its domain as far as possible, it has not been provided in time with a fully tested trust service. 

Tests of the included trust service were planned to be finished after conduction of the pilot’s ex-

post evaluation only. At the time of conducting the ex-post evaluation, missing test completion of 

integrated trust services has hence been identified as a remaining risk, which explains the final 

status of this interview question and its related evaluation criterion. 

Figure 71 shows that the status of the interview question related to Criterion E.3-AT-

OperatorSatisfaction has also been determined to be “Remaining Risk” during ex-post 

evaluation. This is because the pilot operator’s satisfaction with the pilot application has been 

limited due to the lacking full availability of the gTSL trust service at the time of conducting the 

ex-post evaluation. Because of that, the operator has been only party satisfied with the pilot 

application. 

For Criterion E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks and its related interview question, the final status 

“N/A” has been determined during ex-post evaluation. In all three evaluation phases, the pilot 

operator has answered the respective evaluation phase specific interview questions with “N/A”. 

The pilot operator argued that interoperability frameworks are not directly used by the pilot itself, 
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but only by FutureTrust trust services that are then in turn used by the pilot application. 

However, the Austrian pilot successfully integrates and uses a FutureTrust trust service that 

supports interoperability. Hence, this interview question and its related evaluation criterion can in 

fact be regarded as fulfilled, although its official status derived from the pilot operator’s filled 

questionnaires is “N/A”. 

The final status “Sufficient” has been determined for Criterion E.5-AT-

CrossPlatformApplicability and its related interview question during ex-post evaluation. This 

criterion is optional (MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”) and only partly fulfilled by the Austrian 

pilot. This is because no cross-platform applicability is given for the pilot application itself, i.e. 

server components of the pilot cannot be operated on different platforms. However, given the 

web-service based character of the pilot, cross-platform applicability is given on the client side. 

There, also an additionally developed FutureTrust client is applicable on different platforms. 

Although the Austrian pilot obviously does not fully fulfil this evaluation criterion and its related 

interview question, cross-platform applicability still seems appropriately addressed. 

Another criterion, for which the final status “N/A” has been determined during ex-post evaluation, 
is Criterion E.6-AT-EULawCompliance and its related interview question, respectively. During 
all evaluation phases, the pilot operator argued that the question whether the Austrian pilot is 
compliant with EU law is to be assessed in FutureTrust Deliverable D5.3. As this deliverable was 
not finished at the time of conducting the ex-post evaluation, Criterion E.6-AT-
EULawCompliance could not be assessed successfully. The actual fulfilment degree of this 
evaluation criterion and its related interview question can be derived from Deliverable D5.3 once 
this document is available. 

As shown in Figure 71, ex-post evaluation has yielded the final status “Remaining Risk” for the 
last two criteria E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance and E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance and their 
related interview questions. This is because the pilot operator has been provided late with a 
vulnerability-free release of the ValS trust service, which is integrated and used by the Austrian 
pilot. According to the pilot operator, the delayed provision of the trust service has threatened 
the successful achieving of WP5 goals in general and pilot goals in particular. In the meantime, 
the required ValS trust service has been provided and integrated successfully by the Austrian 
pilot. Despite some delays caused, negative consequences (and remaining risks for WP5/pilot 
goals) are considered marginal. 

Overall, for 8 out of 36 interview questions related to pilot-evaluation criteria a non-ideal final 
status (i.e. “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) has been determined during ex-post 
evaluation. The eight problematic evaluation criteria have been discussed above and reasons 
for the lacking full fulfilment of these criteria and their related interview questions have been 
identified. From these discussions it becomes apparent that most non-ideal status values have 
been caused by delays within the FutureTrust project (e.g. delayed provision of ValS or gTSL, 
delayed completion of trust-service tests, etc.). Although some room for improvement has been 
identified, overall no severe issues have been found with regard to pilot evaluation that threaten 
the success of the Austrian pilot or of the FutureTrust project overall. 

6.5.3 Discussion of Unfulfilled Impact Analysis Criteria 

Figure 72 illustrates the status progress of all impact-analysis criteria and their related interview 

questions over the three conducted evaluation phases. It becomes apparent that especially 

criteria related to the General Criterion Demonstration of Positive Business Case were 
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difficult to fully fulfil for the Austrian pilot. Below, all criteria and interview questions, for which the 

final status has been determined to be “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”, are discussed in 

detail. 

 

Figure 72. Status progress of the Austrian pilot per criterion (impact analysis). 

The final status “Remaining Risk” has been determined for the first impact-analysis criterion I.1-

AT-PositiveBusinessCase and its related interview question. In all three evaluation phases, the 

pilot operator stated that an “extended technical support of international users in USP and 

eInvoice strengthen the outreach of the service” but could not provide a concrete detailed 

business-case explanation. However, the pilot operator does not consider this a relevant issue, 

as a public-sector e-government service is piloted, for which a positive business case is not 

considered mandatory. 

Figure 71 shows that the Austrian pilot also has had problems in fulfilling impact-analysis criteria 

I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1, I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2, I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1, and I.1-AT-

OperatingCosts-2 (and their respective interview questions). These criteria have been added 

only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation and demand the pilot developer/operator to 

qualitatively and quantitatively estimate set-up costs and operation costs for the pilot application. 

The pilot developer/operator obviously has had problems to derive the requested figures 

accurately, leading to a partial fulfilment of the respective criteria. Depending on the respective 

criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization, this led to the final status “Sufficient” and “Remaining Risk” of 

the affected interview questions. The actual risks resulting from the partial fulfilment of these 

criteria (and related interview questions) are considered limited, though.  

The final status “Remaining Risk” has also been identified for the interview question related to 

the Criterion I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction, as this interview question is fulfilled partly only. In 

general, the pilot is advantageous for SPs as demanded, as the pilot enables electronic delivery 

of e-invoices. However, use of the pilot application causes additional efforts on the SP side, 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-EconomicValue Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-DigitalExperience Question 1 MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-AT-AssetProtection Question 1 MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-AT-Reliability Question 1 MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 MUST

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Status Progress
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which in turn again threatens to reduce the overall efficiency for the SP. To mitigate this 

drawback, an additional client has been developed, which also facilitates the handling of e-

invoices on the SP side. While this criterion and its related interview question are obviously not 

fully met yet, actions in the right direction have been taken to make the pilot an efficiency-

increasing factor for SPs. 

Finally, the non-ideal final status “Remaining Risk” has also been identified for the interview 

question related to Criterion I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel. While e-Government base 

components used by the pilot achieve the demanded technology-readiness level, this does not 

hold for the additionally developed client, which is in a prototype state only. Hence, if this client 

is regarded as part of the pilot application, this criterion and its related interview question are 

partly fulfilled only. 

Summarizing, the Austrian pilot shows most room for improvement for criteria related to the 

demonstration of a positive business case. This also becomes apparent from Figure 72. There, 

the Austrian pilot only fulfils 1 out of 6 impact-analysis criteria completely. Most of the remaining 

criteria are fulfilled partly. While this reveals some room for improvement, actual risks related to 

the partial fulfilment of relevant criteria are considered limited. This is because the Austrian pilot 

implements a public-sector service, for which a positive business case is not always a 

mandatory requirement.  

Overall, it can be concluded that some issues have been identified during impact analysis. 

However, these issues are no serious threats to the success of the pilot or FutureTrust.  

6.6 Conclusions for the Austrian Pilot 

Overall, the Austrian pilot achieved satisfactory pilot evaluation and impact-analysis results. After 

the last evaluation phase, 78% or all interview question related to pilot-evaluation criteria and 

50% of all questions related to impact-analysis criteria have been fully fulfilled at the last 

evaluation phase. Considering interview questions related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST” only, fulfilment percentages of 73% (pilot evaluation) and 58% (impact analysis) have 

been achieved. For the majority of the remaining criteria and their interview questions, a partial 

fulfilment has been achieved at least. 

Satisfactory results have also been obtained when analysing the progress of status values for 

relevant interview questions and related criteria. These status values take into account the 

respective question’s fulfilment degree as well as the MoSCoW prioritization of the related 

evaluation criterion. After the final e-post evaluation phase, for 78% of all interview questions 

related to pilot evaluation the final status value “OK” could be determined. With regard to impact 

analysis, 50% of all interview questions have finally achieved the status “OK”. 

Comparing results of the three conducted evaluation phases shows a positive development of 

the Austrian pilot throughout the project. Accordingly, best evaluation results have been 

achieved in the last evaluation phase (ex-post). 
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However, especially with regard to impact analysis, obtained results (fulfilment degree and final 

status) show room for improvement. Thus, those criteria and related interview questions, for 

which a non-ideal status (i.e. a status other than “OK”) has been determined in the last 

evaluation phase, have been analysed in more detail. These analyses show that for all these 

criteria comprehensible reasons can be found that explain their achieved non-ideal final status. 

However, severe negative consequences for the Austrian pilot of the FutureTrust project are not 

expected.  

Concluding, some room for improvement has been identified with respect to certain evaluation 

criteria, both for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. However, conducted evaluations have not 

revealed any severe issue that threatens the success of the Austrian pilot or of FutureTrust 

overall. 
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7. Evaluation of the Georgian Demonstrator 

This section summarizes evaluation results obtained for the Georgian FutureTrust demonstrator 

“e-Apostille Verification”. All evaluation data obtained during the three conducted evaluation 

phases are available in Annex B. All figures provided and discussed in this section are based on 

these evaluation data. 

7.1 Evaluation Process 

According to the evaluation plan detailed in Section 5, data for the conducted evaluation of the 

Georgian demonstrator has been collected by means of questionnaires. Questionnaires have 

been prepared according to the evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan and have been 

sent out to demonstrator developers/operators.  

Overall, questionnaires have been prepared and sent out three times to cover the three 

evaluation phases (ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post) defined in the evaluation plan. In each evaluation 

phase, filled questionnaires have been checked for consistency and details have been bilaterally 

clarified with the demonstrating partner when necessary. With the help of the filled 

questionnaires, a table has been created for each interview question defined for ex-ante 

evaluation, containing all relevant evaluation data related to this interview question. All created 

tables are available in Annex B.  

The following sections summarize evaluation results obtained during the three evaluation 

phases. All results presented are based on the evaluation data obtained via filled questionnaires 

and provided in Annex B. Section 7.2 summarizes relevant results obtained during ex-ante 

evaluation. Section 7.3 focuses on results of the conducted mid-term evaluation, while Section 

7.4 presents the results obtained during ex-post evaluation. Findings obtained from combining 

evaluation phase specific evaluation results are discussed in Section 7.5. Finally, conclusion 

with respect to the conducted evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator are drawn in Section 7.6. 

7.2 Ex-ante Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-ante evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator. 

7.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-ante pilot-evaluation results of the Georgian demonstrator. Note that 

even though the Georgian project partner has developed and operated a FutureTrust 

demonstrator, the term “pilot evaluation” will be used throughout this deliverable for the sake of 

consistency.  

All results summarized below have been derived from an ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator operator. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria 

defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, at least one 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived. For some criteria, two interview 
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questions have been defined. All resulting interview questions have been included into the ex-

ante questionnaire. 

Figure 73 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 73 lists all evaluation criteria 

and their related interview questions. For each question, the current fulfilment degree indicated 

by the demonstrator provider is provided. In addition, Figure 73 also shows the MoSCoW 

prioritization of each question, which corresponds to the MoSCoW prioritization of the question’s 

related pilot-specific criterion. Note that for the two questions related to criteria E.3-GE-

OperatorSatisfaction and E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate, no ex-ante results are available, as these 

questions (and their related pilot-specific evaluation criteria) have been added only after 

completion of the ex-ante evaluation phase.  

 

Figure 73. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Georgian demonstrator. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-GE-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-GE-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante

PILOT EVALUATION

MoSCoW Prio.
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Figure 73 shows that already during ex-ante evaluation, most interview questions contained in 

the questionnaire have already been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related 

evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the evaluation results obtained for the 

Georgian demonstrator, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects 

of the obtained evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below 

is provided in Annex B.  

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 74 and Figure 

75. These figures show, that the Georgian demonstrator has already fulfilled most questions 

(and hence related evaluation criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 74. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 75. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 
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According to the predefined evaluation plan, pilot-specific evaluation criteria can be classified by 

their MoSCoW prioritization. For pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”) have been considered most relevant. Therefore, Figure 76 and Figure 77 focus on 

those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the Georgian demonstrator 

has fulfilled 88% of all interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria have MoSCoW 

prioritization “MUST”. 

 

Figure 76. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 77. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As defined in the evaluation plan (Section 5.1.5.2), each interview question can be assigned an 

intermediate status, which is derived from the question’s fulfilment degree and from the 

MoSCoW prioritization of the related pilot-specific evaluation criterion. 
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For a full overview, Table 12 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to 

the respective intermediate-status values as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation already 24 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 12. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Georgian demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 15 1 0 1 

SHOULD 9 6 1 0 

COULD 0 0 1 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”), recommendations have been made to the Georgian demonstrator provider. The 

appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term 

evaluation. 

Figure 78 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for the 

majority of interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status 

has been determined. Only a small percentage (3%) of all questions have required 

improvement. 

 

Figure 78. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 
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7.2.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 7.2.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-ante pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the ex-ante impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator. Again, 

results summarized below have been derived from the ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, an 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived and included into the 

questionnaire.  

Figure 79 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 79 lists all evaluation criteria 

and related interview questions from the ex-ante questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree specified by the demonstrator provider and its MoSCoW prioritization are 

provided. Note that for five questions, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions (and 

related pilot-specific criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation 

phase. 

 

Figure 79. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Georgian demonstrator. 

Figure 79 shows that all interview questions have been answered with “Yes”, indicating a 

complete fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. This rather unambiguous result is 

illustrated by the following figures. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures 

shown below are provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions (and related evaluation criteria) is illustrated 

in Figure 80 and Figure 81. These figures show, that the Georgian demonstrator has already 

fulfilled all defined criteria for impact analysis and their related interview questions during ex-ante 

evaluation. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante
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Figure 80. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 81. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

Similar to the demonstrator evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) have 

been considered most relevant also for the impact analysis. However, as the Georgian 

demonstrator already fulfils all impact-analysis criteria, all mandatory criteria are implicitly fulfilled 

as well. Hence basically results as shown Figure 80 and Figure 81 apply. 

For a full overview, Table 13 shows the number of impact-analysis criteria for each combination 

of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table again 

refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation, all nine interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  
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Table 13. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Georgian demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 3 0 0 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

Figure 82 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure once more highlights the fact that 

for all interview questions and related evaluation criteria the intermediate status “OK” has been 

determined. 

 

Figure 82. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

7.3 Mid-term Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

mid-term evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator. 

7.3.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents mid-term pilot-evaluation results of the Georgian demonstrator. According 

to the evaluation plan and the evaluation method defined therein, the main goal of the mid-term 

evaluation was to assess improvements made by the demonstrator provider since completion of 

the ex-ante evaluation. In particular, it was the goal to assess the consideration of 

recommendations made during ex-ante evaluation for evaluation criteria and their related 

interview questions, for which no full fulfilment could be determined in the first evaluation phase.  
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In addition, some new evaluation criteria have been added after ex-ante evaluation in the course 

of the planned criteria-review phase. Initial evaluations based on these new criteria (and derived 

new interview questions) were also a relevant goal of the conducted mid-term evaluation.  

 

Figure 83. Mid-term evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Georgian demonstrator. 

All results summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator operator. The mid-term questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation 

criteria already considered during ex-ante evaluation as well as newly added criteria and their 

derived interview questions. For all criteria, evaluation phase specific interview questions have 

been derived and included into the questionnaire. Interview questions for criteria already 

considered during the ex-ante evaluation have taken into account recommendations made to the 

demonstrator provider in the previous evaluation phase. For these criteria, interview questions 

defined for mid-term evaluation have been directly based on the respective interview questions 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-GE-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-GE-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Mid-term
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defined for the ex-ante evaluation. This has enabled the tracking of progress made between ex-

ante and mid-term evaluation. 

Figure 83 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and related 

interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the current fulfilment 

degree is provided. In addition, Figure 83 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of each 

question.  

 

Figure 84. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 85. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

Figure 83 shows that – similar to the ex-ante evaluation – most interview questions have been 

answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first 

overall impression of the mid-term evaluation results obtained for the Georgian demonstrator, 
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several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 84 and Figure 

85. These figures show, that the Georgian demonstrator fulfils most of the defined evaluation 

criteria and their derived interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. 

 

Figure 86. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 87. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As in the ex-ante evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related 

interview questions are considered most relevant also for the mid-term evaluation. Therefore, 

Figure 86 and Figure 87 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview 
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questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show 

that during mid-term evaluation, the Georgian demonstrator has fulfilled 89% of all questions 

related to mandatory evaluation criteria. 

For a more detailed insight, Table 14 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As usual, the background colours 

used in the table refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. 

Accordingly, during mid-term evaluation 27 interview questions could be assigned the 

intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 14. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Georgian demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 16 1 0 1 

SHOULD 10 4 2 1 

COULD 1 0 0 0 

 

Again, for all other questions (with status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”) 

recommendations have been made to the demonstrator provider. The appropriate consideration 

of recommendations made has been evaluated during ex-post evaluation.  

Figure 88 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined.  

 

Figure 88. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 
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7.3.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 7.3.1 has focused on results of the conducted mid-term pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the mid-term impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator. 

Again, results summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator operator. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the initial evaluation plan. Furthermore, additional criteria added after the ex-

ante evaluation have been considered. For each of these criteria, an evaluation phase specific 

interview question has been derived and included into the questionnaire. Interview questions for 

criteria already considered during the ex-ante evaluation have taken into account 

recommendations made to the pilot provider in the preceding ex-ante evaluation phase.  

Figure 89 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 89 lists all evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the 

current fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-analysis criterion 

are provided. 

 

Figure 89. Mid-term evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Georgian demonstrator. 

Figure 89 shows that all questions that were already part of the ex-ante evaluation have been 

answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. More mixed results 

have been obtained for criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation. To get a first overall 

impression of the mid-term impact-analysis results obtained for the Georgian demonstrator, 

several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all evaluation phase specific interview questions is illustrated in 

Figure 90 and Figure 91. These figures show that the Georgian demonstrator has fulfilled many 

of the defined criteria for impact analysis and derived interview questions from the mid-term 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-Reliability Question 1 x SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

Interview Question
Fulfillment - Mid-term
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questionnaire. However, some interview questions related to impact-analysis criteria have been 

fulfilled only partly during mid-term evaluation. 

 

Figure 90. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 91. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and their related interview questions 

are most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 92 and Figure 93 focus on 

those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”.   
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Figure 92. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 93. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

Finally, Table 15 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of fulfilment 

degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to the 

respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during mid-term 

evaluation eleven interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 15. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Georgian demonstrator. 
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MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 5 0 3 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

As in pilot evaluation, for all other interview questions (i.e. those with intermediate status 

“Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”), recommendations have been made to the pilot 

provider. The appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during 

ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 94 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term impact analysis. This figure highlights that for 79% of all 

questions the intermediate status “OK” could be determined. 

 

Figure 94. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

7.4 Ex-post Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-post evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator. 

7.4.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-post pilot-evaluation results of the Georgian demonstrator. The main 

goal of the ex-post evaluation was to again assess improvements made by the demonstrator 

provider since completion of the previous evaluation phases. In particular, it was the goal to 

assess the consideration of recommendations made during mid-term evaluation for interview 

questions with a non-ideal intermediate status (i.e. “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”). 

Evaluation results obtained in this last evaluation phase represent the final evaluation results of 

the Georgian demonstrator. 

Mid-term: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Mid-term OK Intermediate Status - Mid-term Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Mid-term Improve Intermediate Status - Mid-term N/A



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   105 of 551 

 

All evaluation results summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The ex-post questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific 

evaluation criteria already considered during mid-term evaluation. For all criteria, evaluation 

phase specific interview questions have again been derived and included into the questionnaire. 

These interview questions have taken into account recommendations made to the demonstrator 

provider in the previous evaluation phase. 

Figure 95 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 95 lists all evaluation criteria 

and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree is provided. In addition, Figure 95 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of 

each question (derived from its related evaluation criterion). 

 

Figure 95. Ex-post evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Georgian demonstrator. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-GE-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-GE-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-GE-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-GE-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-GE-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-GE-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

Fulfillment - Ex-post
MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
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Figure 95 shows that – as in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation – most questions have again 

been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first 

overall impression of the ex-post evaluation results obtained, several figures are provided in the 

following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete set of 

evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 96 and Figure 

97. These figures show, that the Georgian demonstrator fulfils most of the defined evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. Only few questions have 

been answered with “Partly” and “N/A”, respectively. 

 

Figure 96. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 97. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 
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As in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) 

and their related interview questions have been considered most relevant also for ex-post 

evaluation. Figure 98 and Figure 99 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of 

interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These 

figures show that during ex-post evaluation, the Georgian demonstrator has fulfilled most 

questions related to mandatory evaluation criteria. Only one question has been answered with 

“N/A” by the demonstrator provider. 

 

Figure 98. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 99. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As in previous evaluation phases, Table 16 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As this has been the last evaluation 

phase, possible status values indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those 
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used in the preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, 

“Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 16 shows that 

during ex-post evaluation 31 interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 16. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Georgian demonstrator. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 17 0 0 1 

SHOULD 13 3 0 1 

COULD 1 0 0 0 

 

All other criteria (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) have been 

analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 7.5. From these discussions it becomes 

apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a severe 

problem for the Georgian demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall. 

Figure 100 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory status has been determined. Only for a 

small percentage (14%) of all questions the final status “N/A” or “Sufficient” has been 

determined. These interview questions are discussed in Section 7.5 in more detail to estimate 

potential consequences of risks identified. 

 

Figure 100. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 
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7.4.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 7.4.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-post pilot evaluation, this 

subsection focuses on the ex-post impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled by the demonstrator 

provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis already 

considered during mid-term evaluation.  

Figure 101 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Georgian demonstrator provider. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and related 

interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the current fulfilment 

degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-analysis criterion are provided. 

 

Figure 101. Ex-post evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Georgian demonstrator. 

 

Figure 102. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-Reliability Question 1 x SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

Interview Question

IMPACT ANALYSIS

MoSCoW Prio.
Fulfillment - Ex-post

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion

Ex-post: Overall Fulfillment 

Fulfillment - Ex-post Yes Fulfillment - Ex-post No Fulfillment - Ex-post Partly Fulfillment - Ex-post N/A
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Figure 101 shows that most of the questions have been answered with “Yes” during ex-post 

evaluation. To get a first overall impression of the ex-post impact-analysis results obtained for 

the Georgian demonstrator, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant 

aspects of the obtained evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures 

shown below is provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 102 and Figure 103. 

These figures show, that the Georgian demonstrator has fulfilled most of the defined criteria for 

impact analysis and derived interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. However, some 

criteria have been fulfilled partly only during ex-post evaluation. 

 

Figure 103. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

 

Figure 104. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Georgian demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 
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Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related interview questions have 

been considered most relevant also for impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 104 and Figure 105 

focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to 

evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the Georgian 

demonstrator has fulfilled all questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”. 

 

Figure 105. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Georgian 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

Similar to the pilot evaluation, Table 17 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. Again, possible status values 

indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those used in the preceding ex-ante 

and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of fulfilment degree and 

MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, 

and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 17 shows that during ex-post 

evaluation 11 interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 17. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled criteria (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 5 0 3 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

All other interview questions (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) 

have been analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 7.5. From these discussions it 
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becomes apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a 

severe problem for the Georgian demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall.  

Figure 106 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for all interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory or at least sufficient final status has been 

determined. For 79% of all questions, the final status “OK” has been identified. All other 

questions are discussed in Section 7.5 in more detail to estimate potential consequences of 

risks identified. 

 

Figure 106. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

7.5 Findings 

This section summarizes findings obtained from the results of the three conducted evaluation 

phases. First, the progress of criteria fulfilment is analysed in more detail. Then, those criteria 

are discussed in detail, for which a non-ideal final status has been obtained. 

7.5.1 Progress of Criteria Fulfilment 

From the evaluation results presented in the preceding sections, it becomes apparent that the 

fulfilment degree of the various evaluation criteria represented by evaluation phase specific 

interview questions has evolved over time. The actual progress made between consecutive 

evaluation phases is difficult to extract, as several criteria have been added only after the ex-

ante evaluation, increasing the overall number of criteria. To make the actual progress visible, 

the following figures show the percentage progress of the fulfilment degree. 

In particular, Figure 107 shows that the share of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has 

steadily increased between the three evaluation phases, resulting in 86% at the final ex-post 

evaluation phase. Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has 

decreased steadily, reaching 0% in ex-post evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment 

“Partly” has also decreased from about 21% during ex-ante to 8% at ex-post evaluation. Finally, 
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the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” has been relatively low during all 

three evaluation phases and reached approximately 6% during ex-post evaluation. Overall, 

these evaluation results are satisfactory. 

 

Figure 107. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator (all criteria). 

Similar results have been obtained considering interview questions related to criteria with 

MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. These results are shown in Figure 108. 

 

Figure 108. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator (MUST criteria). 
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Figure 109. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator. 

The figures shown above have focused on evaluation criteria used for pilot evaluation. In the 

following, results obtained from criteria for impact analysis are considered instead.  

Figure 110 illustrates the results obtained for all interview questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria irrespective of their MoSCoW prioritization. As shown in Figure 110, there has been a 

decrease in the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” between the ex-ante and 

the mid-term evaluation. This decrease in percentage has been mainly caused by a set of new 

impact-analysis criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation, whose related interview questions 

have not been fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. Accordingly, the percentage of questions with 

fulfilment “No” has increased between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation. Between mid-term 

evaluation and ex-post evaluation, no significant difference could be identified. 

 

Figure 110. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator (all criteria). 
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The situation is rather different when considering interview questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. Respective results are shown in Figure 111. 

The Georgian demonstrator has fulfilled all these questions from the beginning. This complete 

fulfilment of mandatory criteria has been maintained throughout all subsequent evaluation 

phases. 

 

Figure 111. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator (MUST criteria). 

The above-mentioned impact of impact-analysis criteria added after ex-ante evaluation becomes 

also apparent when analysing the progress of status values derived from interview questions. 

This is illustrated in Figure 112. After ex-ante evaluation, the percentage of questions yielding an 

intermediate/final status “OK” has slightly decreased, while the percentage of questions, for 

which the status value “Improve if possible/Sufficient” had been determined, has increased 

accordingly. 

 

Figure 112. Status progress: Impact analysis of the Georgian demonstrator. 
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7.5.2 Discussion of Unfulfilled Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

Figures presented in Section 7.5.1 show that overall there has been a positive development 

between the first and the last evaluation phase with respect to the fulfilment degree of interview 

questions related to relevant evaluation criteria. However, presented figures also show that a 

total fulfilment of all criteria and their respective interview questions could not be achieved. 

Figure 113 shows in detail how the status of each interview question related to criteria for pilot 

evaluation evolved during the three evaluation phases. The figure relies on the colour code 

introduced in Section 5.1.5.2 and Section 5.1.5.3 for the intermediate and final status of 

interview questions and evaluation criteria. 

 

Figure 113. Status progress of the Georgian demonstrator per criterion (pilot evaluation). 
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Figure 113 shows that fulfilment of nearly all interview questions, for which room for 

improvement was identified in the ex-ante evaluation, could be improved in consecutive 

evaluation phases. Still, for some questions – and hence also for their related evaluation criteria 

– the non-ideal final status values “N/A” and “Sufficient” have been determined in the last 

evaluation phase (ex-post). Effected criteria are discussed in the following in more detail and 

those issues are highlighted and discussed that prevent the criteria and their related interview 

questions from being fully fulfilled. 

As shown in Figure 113, the final status of the first interview question related to Criterion E.3-

GE-UsabilityBestPractices could not be determined to be “OK” during ex-post evaluation. 

During all evaluation phases, the status of this question has been “Improve if possible” (ex-ante 

and mid-term evaluation) or “Sufficient” (ex-post evaluation). The status of this question has 

been derived from its related evaluation criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD” and its 

partly fulfilment. A complete fulfilment has not been achieved, as relevant usability requirements 

could not be met by all components of the demonstrator. While most components of the 

demonstrator have fulfilled relevant requirements during ex-post evaluation, the demonstrator 

provider stated that PreS does not comply with all of them. This has resulted in the final status 

“Sufficient” for this interview question and its related evaluation criterion. Serious risks for the 

demonstrator or for FutureTrust do not become apparent form the partial fulfilment of this 

question and its related evaluation criterion. 

Figure 113 shows that for the interview question related to Criterion E.3-GE-

OperatorSatisfaction the final status “N/A” has been determined. This status has been caused 

by the demonstrator’s answer (“N/A”) to the respective interview question. According to the 

explanation provided, the demonstrator provider marked the question as “N/A”, because the 

demonstrator had still been under development and user satisfaction had not been determined 

at the time of the ex-post evaluation. From the evaluation data collected, it cannot be excluded 

that the demonstrator will be unable to achieve the targeted level of operator satisfaction. Similar 

considerations also apply to the interview question related to Criterion E.3-GE-

OperatorSatisfaction, for which the final status “N/A” has been determined too. 

Finally, Figure 113 shows that also for both interview questions related to Criterion E.5-GE-

LessonsLearned the non-ideal final status “Sufficient” has been determined. The reason for 

these non-ideal status values is the fact that lessons learned from development and operation of 

the demonstrator have only partly been documented by the demonstrator provider. While this is 

something that should be improved until the end of the project, no concrete risks become 

apparent from the non-ideal fulfilment of the respective criterion.  

From all criteria and related interview questions, for which only a non-ideal final status could be 

determined, only Criterion E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction bears a certain potential to decrease 

the overall quality of the Georgian demonstrator. In the worst case, operators of the 

demonstrator are unable to achieve the targeted level of satisfaction with the demonstrated 

application. Resulting consequences for FutureTrust overall seem limited, though. 
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7.5.3 Discussion of Unfulfilled Impact Analysis Criteria 

Figure 114 illustrates the status progress of all impact-analysis criteria and their related interview 

questions over the three conducted evaluation phases. Overall, for three interview questions and 

related evaluation criteria, the final status “OK” could not be determined. Below, all these criteria 

and interview questions (i.e. those, for which the final status has been determined to be “N/A”, 

“Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) are discussed in detail. 

 

Figure 114. Status progress of the Georgian demonstrator per criterion (impact analysis). 

Figure 114 shows that the non-ideal final status value “Sufficient” has been determined during 

ex-post evaluation for interview questions related to Criterion I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 and 

Criterion I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2. Reasons for the obtained non-ideal fulfilments are similar. 

In both cases, the requested quantitative estimations of costs (for demonstrator set-up and 

demonstrator operation) have not been carried out by the Georgian demonstrator provider. At 

the time of ex-post evaluation, this process was still ongoing and not expected to be completed 

within the timeframe of FutureTrust. As the criteria related to the respective interview questions 

have the MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”, the final status of these questions is “Sufficient”, 

accordingly. Given the fact that qualitative cost estimations have been carried out as requested, 

negative consequences from the lacking fulfilment of the two mentioned criteria are considered 

limited. 

According to Figure 114, the final status “Sufficient” has also been derived for the interview 

question related to Criterion I.4-GE-Reliability-2. This is because the demonstrator operator has 

– at the time of ex-post evaluation – not measured the number of incomplete transactions 

affecting end users of the demonstrator. Consequently, capabilities to measure the quality of the 

demonstrator remain limited. Other direct risks for the demonstrator, its users, or for FutureTrust 

overall are not apparent. 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-EconomicValue Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-DigitalExperience Question 1 MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-GE-AssetProtection Question 1 MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-GE-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 SHOULD

Interview Question
Status Progress

IMPACT ANALYSIS

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion
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Overall, the demonstrator operator should strive for resolving open issues identified during ex-

post evaluation. However, identified issues do not pose severe risks to the Georgian 

demonstrator or the FutureTrust project. 

7.6 Conclusions for the Georgian Demonstrator 

Overall, the Georgian demonstrator has achieved satisfactory pilot-evaluation and impact-

analysis results from the beginning. After the last evaluation phase, 86% of all interview 

questions related to pilot-evaluation criteria and 79% of all questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria have been fully fulfilled at the last evaluation phase. Considering interview question 

related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only, a fulfilment percentage of 94% has 

been achieved for pilot evaluation. For impact analysis, all interview questions related to criteria 

with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” have been fulfilled. These are satisfactory results. 

Good results have also been obtained when analysing the progress of status values for relevant 

interview questions and related criteria. These status values take into account the respective 

question’s fulfilment degree as well as the MoSCoW prioritization of the related evaluation 

criterion. After the final ex-post evaluation phase, for 86% of all interview questions related to 

pilot evaluation the final status value “OK” could be determined. With regard to impact analysis, 

79% of all interview questions finally achieved the status “OK”. 

Comparing results of the three conducted evaluation phases shows an overall positive 

development of the Georgian demonstrator throughout the project. For pilot evaluation, best 

evaluation results have been achieved in the last evaluation phase (ex-post). For impact 

analysis, best results have actually been obtained in the first evaluation phase (ex-ante). 

Fulfilment degrees have been slightly worse in the following two evaluation phases, as new 

impact-analysis criteria added after the first evaluation phase could not be fully fulfilled by the 

demonstrator. Still, satisfactory evaluation results have also been obtained for impact analysis. 

For a few criteria, obtained results (fulfilment degree and final status) show some room for 

improvement. Those criteria and related interview questions, for which no ideal status (i.e. “OK”) 

has been determined in the last evaluation phase, have been analysed in more detail. These 

analyses show that for all these criteria comprehensible reasons can be found that explain the 

achieved non-ideal final status. However, severe negative consequences for the Georgian 

demonstrator of the FutureTrust project are not to be expected. 

Concluding, some room for improvement has been identified with respect to a few evaluation 

criteria, both for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. However, conducted evaluations have not 

revealed any severe issue that threatens the success of the Georgian demonstrator or of 

FutureTrust overall. 
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8. Evaluation of the German Demonstrator 

This section summarizes evaluation results obtained for the German FutureTrust demonstrator 

“FutureTrust Box”. All evaluation data obtained during the conducted evaluation phase are 

available in Annex B. All figures provided and discussed in this section are based on these 

evaluation data. 

In contrast to other FutureTrust demonstrators evaluated in this deliverable, evaluation of the 

German demonstrator covers one evaluation phase (ex-ante) only. This is because the 

demonstrator was not continued after the responsible project partner (BVA) had left the 

FutureTrust consortium. Therefore, only the first evaluation phase could be completed. Results 

obtained from this first evaluation phase are presented in this section. 

8.1 Evaluation Process 

According to the evaluation plan detailed in Section 5, data for the conducted evaluation of the 

German demonstrator has been collected by means of questionnaires. As only one evaluation 

phase could be completed before the demonstrator provider left the project, only one 

questionnaire has been prepared for the German demonstrator. This questionnaire has been 

prepared according to the evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan and has been sent 

out to demonstrator developers/operators.  

The filled questionnaire has been checked for consistency and details have been bilaterally 

clarified with the demonstrating partner where necessary. With the help of the filled 

questionnaire, a table has been created for each interview question defined for ex-ante 

evaluation, containing all relevant evaluation data related to this interview question. All created 

tables are available in Annex B.  

The following sections summarize evaluation results obtained during the first evaluation phase. 

Due to the discontinuation of the German demonstrator, evaluation results from further 

evaluation phases are not available. All results presented below are based on the evaluation 

data obtained via the filled ex-ante questionnaire and provided in Annex B. Section 8.2 

summarizes relevant results obtained during ex-ante evaluation. Findings obtained from the only 

completed evaluation phase are discussed in Section 8.3. Finally, conclusion with respect to the 

conducted evaluation of the German demonstrator are drawn in Section 8.4. 

8.2 Ex-ante Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-ante evaluation of the German demonstrator. 

8.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-ante pilot-evaluation results of the German demonstrator. Note that 

even though the German partner BVA has aimed to develop and operate a FutureTrust 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   121 of 551 

 

demonstrator, the term “pilot evaluation” will be used throughout this deliverable for the sake of 

consistency.  

The results summarized below have been derived from an ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria 

defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, at least one 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived. For some criteria, two interview 

questions have been defined. All resulting interview questions have been included into the ex-

ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 115. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the German demonstrator. 

Figure 115 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the German demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 115 lists all evaluation criteria 

and their related interview questions. For each question, the current fulfilment degree indicated 

by the demonstrator provider is provided. In addition, Figure 115 also shows the MoSCoW 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-DE-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-DE-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-DE-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-DE-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion
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prioritization of each question, which corresponds to the MoSCoW prioritization of the question’s 

related pilot-specific criterion. Note that for the two questions related to criteria E.3-DE-

OperatorSatisfaction and E.3-DE-DiscontinuationRate, no ex-ante results are available, as these 

questions (and their related pilot-specific evaluation criteria) have been added only after 

completion of the ex-ante evaluation phase.   

 

Figure 116. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German demonstrator. 

 

Figure 117. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German 
demonstrator. 

Figure 115 shows that already during ex-ante evaluation, most interview questions contained in 

the questionnaire have been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related 

evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the evaluation results obtained for the 

German demonstrator, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 

Fulfillment Yes Fulfillment No Fulfillment Partly Fulfillment N/A
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Ex-ante: Fulfillment per General Evaluation Criterion
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of the obtained evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures 

shown below are provided in Annex B.  

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 116 and Figure 

117. These figures show that the German demonstrator has fulfilled most of the questions (and 

hence related evaluation criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 118. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German demonstrator  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 119. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the German 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

According to the predefined evaluation plan, pilot-specific evaluation criteria can be classified by 

their MoSCoW prioritization. For pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”) have been considered most relevant. Therefore, Figure 118 and Figure 119 focus on 

those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 
(MUST Criteria Only)
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criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the German demonstrator 

already fulfils 88% of all interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria have MoSCoW 

prioritization “MUST”. 

As defined in the evaluation plan (Section 5.1.5.2) each interview question can be assigned an 

intermediate status, which is derived from the question’s fulfilment degree and from the 

MoSCoW prioritization of the related pilot-specific evaluation criterion. 

For a full overview, Table 18 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to 

the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-ante 

evaluation already 26 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 18. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 15 1 0 1 

SHOULD 10 0 0 5 

COULD 1 0 0 0 

 

 

Figure 120. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”), recommendations have been made to the German demonstrator provider. It was planned 

to evaluate the appropriate consideration of recommendations made during mid-term evaluation. 

However, this was infeasible, as the respective demonstrator provider left the FutureTrust 

consortium before completion of the mid-term evaluation. 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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Finally, Figure 120 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all 

evaluated interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that 

for most interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has 

been determined. Only a small percentage (3%) of all questions have required improvement. 

Some questions could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation (intermediate status “N/A”). 

8.2.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 8.2.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-ante pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the ex-ante impact analysis of the German demonstrator. Again, 

results summarized below have been derived from the ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, an 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived and included into the 

questionnaire.  

Figure 121 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire 

filled by the German demonstrator provider. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the ex-ante questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree specified by the demonstrator provider and its MoSCoW prioritization are 

provided. Note that for five questions, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions (and 

related pilot-specific criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation 

phase. 

 

Figure 121. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the German demonstrator. 

Figure 121 shows that most interview questions have been answered with “Yes”, indicating a 

nearly complete fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. Results shown in Figure 121 are 

illustrated by the following figures. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown 

below are provided in Annex B. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DE-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DE-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-DE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-DE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

MoSCoW Prio.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante
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First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions (and related evaluation criteria) is illustrated 

in Figure 122 and Figure 123. These figures show that the German demonstrator has already 

fulfilled most defined criteria for impact analysis and their related interview questions during ex-

ante questionnaire. Only one question has been fulfilled partly. 

 

Figure 122. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German demonstrator. 

 

Figure 123. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German 
demonstrator. 

Similar to the demonstrator evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) have 

been considered most relevant also for impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 124 and Figure 125 

illustrate results of impact analysis considering MUST criteria only. These figures show that the 

German demonstrator already fulfils all mandatory criteria. 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 
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Figure 124. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 125. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

For a full overview, Table 19 shows the number of impact-analysis criteria for each combination 

of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table again 

refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation, eight interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 19. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 
(MUST Criteria Only)

Fulfillment Yes Fulfillment No Fulfillment Partly Fulfillment N/A
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MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 2 1 0 0 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”) recommendations have been made to the demonstrator provider. Again, consideration of 

these recommendations could not be evaluated during mid-term evaluation, as the German 

demonstrator was terminated before. 

Figure 126 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria the intermediate status “OK” has been 

determined. Only for one question (11%), the status “Improve if possible” has been determined. 

 

Figure 126. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

8.3 Findings 

This section summarizes findings obtained from the results of the three conducted evaluation 

phases.  

8.3.1 Progress of Criteria Fulfilment 

Due to the early termination of the German demonstrator, only the first evaluation phase could 

be completed. Hence, progress made between consecutive evaluation phases could not be 

analysed for the German demonstrator. 

8.3.2 Discussion of Unfulfilled Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

Since only one evaluation phase could be completed, only intermediate evaluation results (i.e. 

those obtained from ex-ante evaluation) are available. Still, for the sake of completeness, those 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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interview questions and related evaluation criteria are discussed in this section, for which no 

ideal intermediate status (“OK”) could be determined. 

Figure 127 illustrates the intermediate status derived for each interview question during ex-ante 

evaluation. From this figure it becomes apparent that for seven questions a non-ideal 

intermediate status has been determined. These questions and their detailed evaluation results 

are discussed below. 

 

Figure 127. Status progress of the German demonstrator per criterion (pilot evaluation). 

The non-ideal intermediate status “N/A” has been determined for the interview question related 

to Criterion E.2-DE-Testing. The demonstrator provider could not answer the question whether 

the demonstrator has passed all relevant tests, as the demonstrator was still under development 

at the time of ex-ante evaluation. As this was a comprehensible justification at that time, the 

demonstrator provider was recommended to aim to pass all relevant tests as soon as possible. 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityConcept Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityConcept Question 2 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecureDevelopment Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecureOperation Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-IncidentManagement Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DE-IncidentManagement Question 2 SHOULD

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-DE-Testing Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-UsabilityTests Question 1 COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DE-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-DE-InteropFrameworks Question 1 MUST

Interoperability E.4-DE-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maturity Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maturity Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-Maintainability Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-LessonsLearned Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-LessonsLearned Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange Question 2 SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-DE-EULawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-DE-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DE-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 MUST

Status Progress

PILOT EVALUATION

Interview Question MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion
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Two interview questions related to Criterion E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices have yielded the 

non-ideal intermediate status “N/A” too. The reason was the same as mentioned above. At the 

time of conducting the ex-ante evaluation, development of the demonstrator was still ongoing. 

Accordingly, the demonstrator was recommended to fulfil the respective question in subsequent 

evaluation phases. 

The situation was similar for three other interview questions related to Criterion E.5-DE-

LessonsLearned and Criterion E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange. All these questions could not be 

answered, as the demonstrator was still under development at the time of the conducted ex-ante 

evaluation. Accordingly, recommendation have been made to fulfil the respective interview 

questions and related criteria in following evaluation phases. 

Finally, the intermediate status “Improve” has been determined for Criterion E.7-DE-

PilotGoalCompliance and its related interview question. This intermediate status was a result 

of the criterions MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” and its partly fulfilment. Concretely, the German 

demonstrator was unable to comply with the demonstrator-specific goals defined in Deliverable 

D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6 in the context of the business-process descriptions. The 

demonstrator provider BVA stated that future amendments of BVA will address this situation. 

Accordingly, the recommendation was made to appropriately cover the redefinition of the 

demonstrator in the mentioned future amendments. 

As the demonstrator provider left the FutureTrust consortium early, consideration of 

recommendations made during ex-ante evaluation could not be evaluate in subsequent 

evaluation phases. 

8.3.3 Discussion of Unfulfilled Impact Analysis Criteria 

Similar to pilot evaluation, also with regard to impact analysis only one evaluation phase could 

be completed. Accordingly, only intermediate evaluation results (i.e. those obtained from ex-ante 

evaluation) are available for impact analysis. Still, for the sake of completeness, those interview 

questions and related impact-analysis criteria are discussed in this section, for which no ideal 

intermediate status (“OK”) could be determined. 

Figure 128 illustrates the intermediate status derived during ex-ante evaluation for all impact-

analysis criteria and their related interview questions. Overall, only for one interview question 

and its related evaluation criterion, the final status “OK” could not be determined. Below, this 

criterion and its related interview question is discussed in detail. 

Only for the interview question related to Criterion I.5-TechnologyReadinessLevel, the 

intermediate status “Improve if possible” has been determined. The demonstrator provider 

marked the fulfilment degree of this question as “Partly” and stated in addition that “the 

demonstrator will showcase very close the e-governmental process of how to authenticate and 

validate the specific citizen for any kind of application within a governmental portal”. Given the 

related criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”, this resulted in the intermediate status 

“Improve if possible”. In addition, the demonstrator provider was recommended to determine the 

TRL of the demonstrator and to align it with the respective requirement.  
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Figure 128. Status progress of the German demonstrator per criterion (impact analysis). 

As the demonstrator provider left the FutureTrust consortium early, consideration of the 

recommendation made during ex-ante evaluation could not be evaluate in subsequent 

evaluation phases. 

8.4 Conclusions for the German Demonstrator 

Overall, the situation of the German demonstrator must be regarded as sort of special. The 

demonstrator has been terminated unexpectedly, as the responsible project partner (BVA) has 

left the FutureTrust consortium. For these reasons, only the first evaluation phase (ex-ante) 

could be completed for the German demonstrator. Accordingly, final conclusions need to be 

drawn from intermediate evaluation results obtained from the only successfully completed 

evaluation phase. 

Intermediate results obtained from the conducted ex-ante evaluation seemed promising. Overall, 

79% of all interview questions related to pilot-evaluation criteria and 89% of all questions related 

to impact-analysis criteria have been fully fulfilled at the first evaluation phase. Considering 

interview question related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only, a fulfilment 

percentage of 88% has been achieved for pilot evaluation.  For impact analysis, all interview 

questions related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” have been fulfilled. These are 

satisfactory intermediate results. 

Results obtained have also been satisfying when considering the derived intermediate status 

values for all relevant interview questions and related evaluation criteria. These status values 

take into account the respective question’s fulfilment degree as well as the MoSCoW 

prioritization of the related evaluation criterion. After the first ex-ante evaluation, for 79% of all 

interview questions related to pilot evaluation the final status value “OK” could be determined. 

With regard to impact analysis, 89% of all interview questions achieved the status “OK”. 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-EconomicValue Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DE-DigitalExperience Question 1 MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DE-AssetProtection Question 1 MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-DE-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DE-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-DE-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 SHOULD

Status Progress

IMPACT ANALYSIS

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
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For some criteria, obtained intermediate results (fulfilment degree and final status) have shown 

room for improvement. Those criteria and related interview questions, for which no ideal status 

(i.e. “OK”) has been determined in the first evaluation phase, have been analysed in more detail. 

Recommendations have been made to the demonstrator providers to improve the fulfilment 

degree of the respective criteria and the quality of the demonstrator overall. However, the 

appropriate consideration of these recommendations could not be evaluated, as the German 

demonstrator was terminated before the second scheduled evaluation phase. 
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9. Evaluation of the German Pilot 

This section summarizes evaluation results obtained for the German FutureTrust pilot. This pilot 

comprises the following elements: 

• Smart Certificate Enrolment 

• Smart Electronic Signatures 

• Smart E-Mail Encryption 

• Smart Citizen Services 

All evaluation data obtained during the three conducted evaluation phases are available in 

Annex B. All results and figures provided and discussed in this section are based on the 

evaluation data contained in this annex. 

9.1 Evaluation Process 

According to the evaluation plan detailed in Section 5, data for the conducted evaluation of the 

German pilot has been collected by means of questionnaires. Questionnaires have been 

prepared according to the evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan and have been sent 

out to pilot developers/operators.  

Questionnaires have been prepared and sent out three times to cover the three scheduled 

evaluation phases (ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post). In each evaluation phase, filled questionnaires 

have been checked for consistency and details have been bilaterally clarified with the piloting 

partners where necessary. With the help of the filled questionnaires, a table has been created 

for each interview question defined for ex-ante evaluation, containing all relevant evaluation data 

related to this interview question. All created tables are available in Annex B. 

Work on the German pilot has started only in the last year of the project. Hence, the schedule for 

this pilot has been rather tense. Accordingly, the three evaluation phases have been conducted 

back-to-back, giving the pilot provider little time to address issues identified and to consider 

recommendations made. For this reason, evaluation results obtained for the German pilot 

cannot be directly compared to results obtained for other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, 

which had plenty of time to consider recommended improvements. Despite the tense schedule 

of the German pilot, obtained evaluation results are widely satisfactory. Details are presented in 

the following sections.     

The following sections summarize evaluation results obtained during the three evaluation 

phases. As for other pilots and demonstrators, all results presented are based on the evaluation 

data obtained via filled questionnaires and provided in Annex B. Section 9.2 summarizes 

relevant results obtained during ex-ante evaluation. Section 9.3 focuses on results of the 

conducted mid-term evaluation, while Section 9.4 presents the results obtained during ex-post 

evaluation. Findings obtained from combining evaluation phase specific results are discussed in 

Section 9.5. Finally, conclusion with respect to the conducted evaluations of the German pilot 

are drawn in Section 9.6.  
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9.2 Ex-ante Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-ante evaluation of the German pilot. 

9.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-ante pilot-evaluation results of the German pilot. The results 

summarized below have been derived from an ex-ante questionnaire filled by the pilot operator. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan 

as outlined in Section 5. For each criterion, at least one evaluation phase specific interview 

question has been derived. Some criteria have been covered by two interview questions. All 

resulting interview questions have been included into the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 129. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the German pilot. 

Figure 129 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the German pilot providers. The table shown in Figure 129 lists all evaluation criteria and their 

related interview questions. For each question, the current fulfilment degree indicated by the 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-CrossPlatformApplicabilityQuestion 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante

MoSCoW Prio.
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pilot provider is given. In addition, Figure 129 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of each 

question, which corresponds to the MoSCoW prioritization of the question’s related pilot-specific 

evaluation criterion.  

In contrast to all other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, ex-ante evaluation results are also 

available for questions related to criteria E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction and E.3-AT-

DiscontinuationRate. These criteria have been added only after completion of the ex-ante 

evaluation phase of the other pilots and demonstrator. However, due to the late introduction of 

the German pilot, these criteria could already be considered during the German pilot’s ex-ante 

evaluation. 

 

Figure 130. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 131. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment
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Figure 129 shows that already during ex-ante evaluation, most interview questions contained in 

the questionnaire have been answered with “Yes” by the pilot providers, indicating a fulfilment of 

the related evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the evaluation results 

obtained for the German pilot, several figures are provided, illustrating relevant aspects of the 

obtained evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown in this 

section are provided in Annex B.  

 

Figure 132. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 133. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 130 and Figure 

131. These figures show, that the German pilot has already fulfilled most of the questions (and 

hence related evaluation criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

Ex-ante: Overall Fulfillment 
(MUST Criteria Only)
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According to the predefined evaluation plan, pilot-specific evaluation criteria can be classified by 

their MoSCoW prioritization, whereas mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) are 

most relevant. Therefore, Figure 132 and Figure 133 focus on those criteria and illustrate the 

fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”. These figures show that during ex-ante evaluation the German pilot has fulfilled 81% of 

all interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria have MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. 

As defined in the evaluation plan (Section 5.1.5.2) each interview question can be assigned an 

intermediate status, which is derived from the question’s fulfilment degree and from the 

MoSCoW prioritization of the related pilot-specific evaluation criterion. 

For a full overview, Table 20 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to 

the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-ante 

evaluation already 23 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 20. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 17 0 2 2 

SHOULD 5 0 2 4 

COULD 0 1 0 0 

 

 

Figure 134. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”), recommendations have been made to the German pilot providers. The appropriate 

consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term evaluation. 

Figure 134 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (6%) of all questions have required improvement. 

9.2.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 9.2.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-ante pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the ex-ante impact analysis of the German pilot. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from the ex-ante questionnaire filled by the pilot operator. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis defined in the 

evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, an evaluation phase specific 

interview question has been derived and included into the questionnaire.  

 

Figure 135. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the German pilot. 

Figure 135 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire 

filled by the German pilot operators. The table shown in Figure 135 lists all evaluation criteria 

and related interview questions from the ex-ante questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree specified by the pilot provider and its MoSCoW prioritization are provided.  

In contrast to all other pilots and demonstrators, evaluation results could be derived for all 

criteria and related interview questions already during ex-ante evaluation. Five questions have 

been added only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation of the other pilots and 

demonstrators. Hence, these other pilots and demonstrators could not consider these questions 

during their ex-ante evaluation. The situation was different for the German pilot, as work on this 

pilot has started later. Accordingly, also the German pilot’s ex-ante evaluation was conducted at 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-Reliability Question 1 x MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-DEnew-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Fulfillment - Ex-ante
MoSCoW Prio.
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a later point in time, when the set of evaluation criteria and related interview questions had 

already been extended and updated. 

 

Figure 136. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 137. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 

Figure 135 shows that most interview questions have already been answered with “Yes”, 

indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the 

ex-ante impact-analysis results obtained for the German pilot, several figures are provided, 

illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete evaluation data 

serving as basis for these figures are provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions (and related evaluation criteria) is illustrated 

in Figure 136 and Figure 137. These figures show, that the German pilot has already fulfilled 
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most of the defined criteria for impact analysis and their related interview questions during ex-

ante evaluation. 

 

Figure 138. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot (considering MUST 
criteria only). 

 

Figure 139. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

Similar to pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related 

interview questions have been considered most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, 

Figure 138 and Figure 139 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview 

questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”.  

These figures show that the German pilot already during ex-ante evaluation has fulfilled 64% of 

all interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria have MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. 
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For a full overview, Table 21 shows the number of impact-analysis criteria for each combination 

of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table again 

refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation, eight interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 21. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 7 1 0 3 

SHOULD 1 0 0 2 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”) recommendations have been made to the pilot provider. The appropriate consideration of 

recommendations made has been evaluated during the subsequent mid-term evaluation. 

 

Figure 140. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

Figure 140 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Still, for 7% of all questions the need for improvement has been identified. 

9.3 Mid-term Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

mid-term evaluation of the German pilot. 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve Intermediate Status - Ex-ante N/A
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9.3.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents mid-term pilot-evaluation results of the German pilot. The main goal of the 

mid-term evaluation was to assess improvements made by pilot providers since completion of 

the ex-ante evaluation. In particular, the mid-term evaluation has assessed the consideration of 

recommendations made during ex-ante evaluation for evaluation criteria and their related 

interview questions, for which no full fulfilment could be determined in the first evaluation phase.  

 

Figure 141. Mid-term evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the German pilot. 

In contrast to all other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, the set of evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions has not been extended between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation of 

the German pilot. Due to the later start of the German pilot, the set of evaluation criteria had 

already been already complete when evaluation of the pilot started. Thus, for the German pilot, 

no additional evaluation criteria had to be considered during mid-term evaluation.  

All pilot-evaluation results summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the pilot operator. The mid-term questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-CrossPlatformApplicabilityQuestion 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question MoSCoW Prio.
Fulfillment - Mid-term
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criteria already considered during ex-ante evaluation. For all criteria, evaluation phase specific 

interview questions have been derived and included into the questionnaire, taking into account 

recommendations made to the pilot provider in the previous evaluation phase. For all criteria, 

interview questions defined for mid-term evaluation have been directly based on the respective 

interview questions defined for the ex-ante evaluation. This has enabled the tracking of progress 

made between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation. 

Figure 141 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the German pilot operator. The table shown in Figure 141 lists all evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree is provided. In addition, Figure 141 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of 

each question.  

 

Figure 142. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 143. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 
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Figure 141 shows that – similar to the ex-ante evaluation – most interview questions have been 

answered with “Yes” during mid-term evaluation, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation 

criterion. To get a first overall impression of the mid-term evaluation results obtained for the 

German pilot, several figures are provided, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown are 

provided in Annex B. 

 

Figure 144. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 145. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

The overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions from the questionnaire is shown in Figure 

142 and Figure 143. According to these figures, the German pilot has fulfilled most of the 

defined evaluation criteria and their derived interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. 
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Similar to the ex-ante evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and 

related interview questions have been considered most relevant for the German pilot also during 

mid-term evaluation. Therefore, Figure 144 and Figure 145 focus on those mandatory criteria 

and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to them. These figures show 

that during mid-term evaluation, the German pilot has fulfilled 81% of all questions related to 

mandatory evaluation criteria. This is the same percentage as in the ex-ante evaluation. 

For a more detailed insight, Table 22 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As usual, the background colours 

used in the table refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. 

Accordingly, during mid-term evaluation 25 interview questions could be assigned the 

intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 22. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 17 2 0 2 

SHOULD 8 0 0 3 

COULD 0 0 0 1 

 

Again, for all other questions (i.e. those with status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”) 

recommendations have been made to the pilot provider. The appropriate consideration of 

recommendations made was to be evaluated during ex-post evaluation of the German pilot.  

 

Figure 146. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

Mid-term: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Mid-term OK Intermediate Status - Mid-term Improve if possible

Intermediate Status - Mid-term Improve Intermediate Status - Mid-term N/A
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Figure 146 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (6%) of all questions have required improvement. 

9.3.2 Impact Analysis 

Subsection 9.3.1 has mainly focused on results of the conducted mid-term pilot evaluation. 

Similarly, this subsection now puts focus on the mid-term impact analysis of the German pilot. 

Again, results summarized below have been derived from the mid-term questionnaire filled by 

the German pilot operator. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the evaluation plan. Again, no additional criteria needed to be considered 

during mid-term evaluation (in contrast to all other pilots and demonstrators), as the set of 

evaluation criteria for impact analysis was already complete, when impact analysis of the 

German pilot started. 

 

Figure 147. Mid-term evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the German pilot. 

Figure 147 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the German pilot operator. The table shown in Figure 147 lists all evaluation criteria and 

related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each question, the current 

fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-analysis criterion are 

provided. 

To get a first overall impression of the mid-term impact-analysis results obtained for the German 

pilot, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are 

provided in Annex B. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-Reliability Question 1 x MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-DEnew-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

Fulfillment - Mid-term
General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question

IMPACT ANALYSIS

MoSCoW Prio.
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Figure 148. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 149. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all evaluation phase specific interview questions is illustrated in 

Figure 148 and Figure 149. These figures show that the German pilot has fulfilled half of the 

defined criteria for impact analysis and derived interview questions from the mid-term 

questionnaire. However, a considerable portion of the interview questions related to impact-

analysis criteria have been marked as N/A during mid-term evaluation. These criteria were 

hence to be re-evaluated in more detail during ex-post evaluation. 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and their related interview questions 

are considered most relevant also for impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 150 and Figure 151 

focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to 

evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the German pilot 
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has fulfilled 64% of all interview questions related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. 

Still, several criteria and related interview questions have been marked as “N/A”. 

 

Figure 150. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot (considering MUST 
criteria only). 

 

Figure 151. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

Finally, Table 23 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of fulfilment 

degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to the 

respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during mid-term 

evaluation seven interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

As in pilot evaluation, for all other interview questions (i.e. those with intermediate status 

“Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”), recommendations have been made to the pilot 
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provider. The appropriate consideration of recommendations was to be evaluated during ex-post 

evaluation. 

Table 23. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German pilot. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 7 0 1 3 

SHOULD 0 1 0 2 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

Figure 152 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term impact analysis. This figure highlights the mixed results 

obtained during mid-term impact analysis for the German pilot. While 50% of all interview 

questions achieved the intermediate status “OK”, the other 50% of interview questions showed 

room for improvement. 

 

Figure 152. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

9.4 Ex-post Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-post evaluation of the German pilot. 

9.4.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-post pilot-evaluation results of the German pilot. The main goal of the 

ex-post evaluation was to again assess improvements made by pilot providers since completion 

of the previous evaluation phases. A particular goal was to assess the consideration of 
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recommendations made during mid-term evaluation for interview questions with a non-ideal 

intermediate status (i.e. “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”). Evaluation results of this last 

evaluation phase represent the final evaluation results of the German pilot. 

 

Figure 153. Ex-post evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the German pilot. 

All evaluation results summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the German pilot operators. The ex-post questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific 

evaluation criteria already considered during mid-term evaluation. For all criteria, evaluation 

phase specific interview questions have again been derived and included into the questionnaire. 

These interview questions have taken into account recommendations made to the pilot providers 

in the previous evaluation phase. 

Figure 153 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the German pilot operators. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and related interview 

questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the current fulfilment degree is 

provided. In addition, Figure 153 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization of each question 

(derived from its related evaluation criterion). 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-DEnew-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-DEnew-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-DEnew-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maturity Question 2 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-Maintainability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-CrossPlatformApplicabilityQuestion 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-DEnew-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-DEnew-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question MoSCoW Prio.
Fulfillment - Ex-post
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Figure 154. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 155. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 

Figure 153 already shows that – as in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation – most questions 

have again been answered with “Yes”, indicating a complete fulfilment of the related evaluation 

criterion. In fact, there is no interview question, for which no fulfilment has been achieved at all. 

To get a first overall impression of the ex-post evaluation results obtained for the German pilot, 

several figures are provided, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The 

complete set of evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown is provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 154 and Figure 

155. These figures show, that the German pilot indeed fulfils most of the defined evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. 
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Figure 156. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 157. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

As in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) 

and their related interview questions are considered most relevant also for ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 156 and Figure 157 hence focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of 

interview questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These 

figures show that during ex-post evaluation, the German pilot has fulfilled 90% of all questions 

related to mandatory evaluation criteria. This is a higher fulfilment degree as during mid-term 

and ex-ante evaluation, reflecting the positive development of the pilot over time. 

Similar to previous evaluation phases, Table 24 shows the number of interview questions for 

each combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As this is the last evaluation 

phase, possible status values indicated by different background colours used in the table slightly 
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differ from those used in the preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, 

each combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status 

values “OK”, “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. 

Accordingly, Table 24 shows that during ex-post evaluation 28 interview questions could be 

assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 24. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the German pilot. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 19 1 0 1 

SHOULD 9 0 0 2 

COULD 0 0 0 1 

 

 

Figure 158. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

All other criteria (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) have been 

analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 9.5. From these discussions it becomes 

apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a serious 

problem for the German pilot or for FutureTrust overall. 

Figure 158 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory final status has been determined. Only a 

small percentage (3%) of all questions have revealed a remaining risk. For 12% of all questions, 

the final status “N/A” has been determined. All these interview questions are discussed in 

Section 9.5 in more detail to estimate potential consequences of remaining risks identified. 
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9.4.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 9.4.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-post pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now focuses on the ex-post impact analysis of the German pilot. Again, results 

summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled by the pilot providers. 

This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact analysis already considered 

during mid-term evaluation. Figure 159 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from 

the ex-post questionnaire filled by the German pilot operators. The table shown lists all 

evaluation criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each 

question, the current fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-

analysis criterion are provided as well. 

 

Figure 159. Ex-post evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the German pilot. 

 

Figure 160. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-DEnew-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-DEnew-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-DEnew-Reliability Question 1 x MUST

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-DEnew-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD
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Figure 159 shows that most questions have been answered with “Yes” during ex-post 

evaluation. However, for several questions, only a partial fulfilment has been given. This mainly 

applies to criteria related to the demonstration of a positive business case. To get a first overall 

impression of the ex-post impact-analysis results obtained for the German pilot, several figures 

are provided, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete set of 

evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below is provided in Annex B. 

 

Figure 161. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot. 

 

Figure 162. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the German pilot (considering MUST 
criteria only). 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 160 and Figure 161. 

These figures show, that the German pilot has fulfilled most of the defined criteria for impact 

analysis and derived interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. However, some criteria 

have been fulfilled partly only during ex-post evaluation.  
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Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related interview questions have 

been considered most relevant also for impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 162 and Figure 163 

focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to 

evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. From these figures, it becomes apparent 

that the German pilot has fulfilled 64% or all evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”. 

 

Figure 163. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the German pilot 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

To give a more comprehensive overview, Table 25 shows the number of interview questions for 

each combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As in pilot evaluation, possible 

status values indicated by different background colours used in the table slightly differ from 

those used in the preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values 

“OK”, “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, 

Table 25 shows that during ex-post evaluation eight interview questions could be assigned the 

final status “OK”. 

Table 25. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled criteria (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for the German 
pilot. 
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All other interview questions (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) 

have been analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 9.5. From these discussions it 

becomes apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a 

serious problem for the German pilot or for FutureTrust overall.  

Finally, Figure 164 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-post impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for 71% of 

all interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory or at least sufficient final 

status has been determined. Still, for 21% of all questions, a potential remaining risk has been 

identified. Affected interview questions are discussed in Section 9.5 in more detail to estimate 

potential consequences of risks identified. 

 

Figure 164. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

9.5 Findings 

This section summarizes findings obtained from the results of the three conducted evaluation 

phases. First, the progress of criteria fulfilment is analysed. Then, those criteria are discussed in 

more detail, for which a non-ideal final status has been obtained during the final ex-post 

evaluation. This is done separately for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. 

9.5.1 Progress of Criteria Fulfilment 

From the evaluation results presented in the preceding sections, it becomes apparent that the 

fulfilment degree of the various evaluation criteria represented by evaluation phase specific 

interview questions has evolved over time. For the German pilot, the actual progress made 

between consecutive evaluation phases is easier to extract compared to other FutureTrust pilots 

and demonstrators, as all criteria have been available from the beginning. To make the actual 

progress visible, the following figures show the percentage progress of the fulfilment degree. 

In particular, Figure 165 shows that the share of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has 

steadily increased between the three evaluation phases, resulting in 85% at the final ex-post 
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evaluation phase. Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has 

decreased steadily, reaching 0% already during mid-term evaluation. The share of questions 

with fulfilment “Partly” has been constantly low between 3% and 6%, reaching its lowest values 

during ex-ante and ex-post evaluation. Finally, also the percentage of interview questions with 

fulfilment “N/A” could be decreased slightly to approximately 12% during ex-post evaluation. 

Overall, these evaluation results are satisfactory. 

 

Figure 165. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the German pilot (all criteria). 

 

Figure 166. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the German pilot (MUST criteria). 

Similar results have been obtained considering interview questions related to criteria with 

MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. These results are shown in Figure 166. 

Finally, Figure 167 shows that comparable results are also obtained when analysing the 

progress of the status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall 
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percentage of interview questions with Status “OK” has slightly increased over all three 

evaluation phases, percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. 

 

Figure 167. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of the German pilot. 

The figures shown above have focused on evaluation criteria used for pilot evaluation. Results 

are less unambiguous when considering criteria for impact analysis instead. This is illustrated by 

the following figures.  

 

Figure 168. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the German pilot (all criteria). 

Figure 168 shows that the share of questions with fulfilment “Yes” has been rather constant over 

all three evaluation phases, only varying slightly between 50% and 57%. Most importantly, 

Figure 168 shows that for 36% of all questions the intermediate status “N/A” has been 

determined during the first two evaluation phases. This value has decreased significantly at the 

last evaluation phase, where only for 7% of all questions the final status “N/A” has been 
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determined. As a consequence, the share of questions with partial fulfilment has increased at 

the last evaluation phase, reaching 35% in the end. It can hence be concluded that for several 

questions and related evaluation criteria, their fulfilment could only be determined at the last 

evaluation phase. For most of these criteria, a partial fulfilment could be determined only, 

though. 

Similar results can also be observed when focussing on MUST criteria only. This is illustrated in 

Figure 169. 

 

Figure 169. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the German pilot (MUST criteria). 

 

Figure 170. Status progress: Impact analysis of the German pilot. 

The fact that the fulfilment degree of several questions could only be determined during the final 

evaluation phase has influenced the development of the overall status progress too. This is 

shown in Figure 170. The decrease of interview questions and related criteria with status “N/A” 
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at the last evaluation phase has caused the shares of questions with final status “Sufficient” and 

“Remaining Risk” to increase. In the end, for more than 35% of all interview questions and 

related evaluation criteria, a final status “Sufficient” or “Remaining Risk” has been determined. 

This seems to reveal some room for improvement. Nevertheless, for more than 57% of all 

criteria, the ideal final status “OK” could be determined. This shows that also for impact analysis, 

the German pilot has achieved satisfactory results overall. 

9.5.2 Discussion of Unfulfilled Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

Figures presented in Section 9.5.1 show that there has been a positive development between 

the first and the last evaluation phase with respect to the fulfilment degree of interview questions 

related to relevant evaluation criteria. However, presented figures also show that a total 

fulfilment of all criteria and their respective interview questions could not be achieved. 

Figure 171 shows in detail, how the status of each interview question related to criteria for pilot 

evaluation has evolved during the three evaluation phases. The figure relies on the colour code 

introduced in Section 5.1.5.2 and Section 5.1.5.3 for the intermediate and final status of 

interview questions and evaluation criteria. 

Figure 171 shows that the fulfilment degree of many interview questions, for which room for 

improvement was identified in the ex-ante evaluation, could be improved in consecutive 

evaluation phases. Still, for some questions – and hence also for their related evaluation criteria 

– a non-ideal final status (“Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) has been determined in the 

last evaluation phase (ex-post). Criteria related to these questions are discussed below in more 

detail. For each of these criteria, those issues are highlighted and discussed that prevent the 

respective criterion and its related interview question from being fully fulfilled. 

As shown in Figure 171, the final status of the second interview question of Criterion E.1-

DEnew-SecurityMonitoring could not be determined to be “OK” during ex-post evaluation. For 

this question, its final status has been determined as “N/A” in the end. Pilot operators have 

justified this non-ideal final status stating that the German pilot has been distributed over four 

different data centres, which all employ their own measurements with regard to security 

monitoring. According to the pilot operators, this question could hence not be answered in a 

consistent form for all data centres. Indeed, the question does not seem suitable for scenarios 

involving multiple data centres. Considering the fact that involved data centres are certified 

against ISO 27001 (as stated in the context of other questions), it can however be assumed that 

security monitoring is adequately covered, even if the mentioned question has been answered 

with “N/A”. Taking into account that the MoSCoW prioritization of the related evaluation criterion 

is “SHOULD” only, the second question of Criterion E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring can be 

regarded as sufficiently fulfilled. Furthermore, the first interview question related to Criterion E.1-

DEnew-SecurityMonitoring has yielded the final status “OK”. Details regarding this criterion have 

also been bilaterally clarified with pilot providers after the final ex-post evaluation. These 

clarifications made clear that adequate monitoring processes are in place for relevant 

components of the German pilot. Overall, Criterion E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring can be 

regarded as satisfactorily fulfilled. 
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Figure 171. Status progress of the German pilot per criterion (pilot evaluation). 

The interview question related to Criterion E.2-DEnew-Testing is another question, whose final 

status could not be determined as “OK” during the final ex-post evaluation phase. For this 

question, whose related evaluation criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization is “MUST”, the final status 

“Remaining Risk” has been determined during ex-post evaluation. This is due to the fact that 

during ex-post evaluation pilot providers stated a partial fulfilment only. The reason for that is 

that the roll-out plan, which defines required tests, has been originally designed for a 3-year 

period of pilot development and operation. Due to the special situation of the German pilot, there 

has been an effective implementation time of less than one year only. Accordingly, the German 

pilot has been unable to fully apply all tests defined in the general roll-out plan. While this is a 

convincing justification, incomplete tests potentially pose a risk to the pilot. Thus, this aspect has 

been discussed bilaterally with involved pilot providers after the final ex-post evaluation. These 

discussions revealed that comprehensive unit and verification tests have been conducted during 

pilot development. A partial fulfilment has been indicated in the ex-post questionnaire, as these 
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tests have not been carried out by an independent external party, but by the pilot providers 

themselves. Of course, external tests could further improve the pilot. Still, the final status 

“Remaining Risk” for Criterion E.2-DEnew-Testing seems misleading. This final status results 

from the criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” and its indicated partial fulfilment. However, 

considering the successfully completed unit and verification tests, the actual situation with regard 

to conducted tests does not reveal an immediate risk for the German pilot. 

It also becomes apparent from Figure 171 that the German pilot obviously had some problems 

to fulfil evaluation criteria and interview questions related to the general evaluation criterion E-3: 

Usability and User Satisfaction. In total, three interview questions related to this general 

evaluation criterion yielded the final status “N/A” during ex-post evaluation.  

One of these three questions is related to the pilot-specific evaluation criterion E.3-DEnew-

UsabilityTests. Analysis of this question has revealed that the German pilot shows some room 

for improvement regarding the conduction of usability tests. As newly developed components of 

the pilot do not feature user interfaces, marking this question with “N/A” indeed seems 

reasonable and valid. In addition to these newly developed components, the pilot relies on 

existing components, which also provide necessary user interfaces. The usability of these 

components has been tested before. However, these tests have been out of scope for 

FutureTrust. Overall, the final status “N/A” is appropriate for this question and does not seem to 

induce a considerable risk. 

The other two interview questions related to the general evaluation criterion E-3: Usability and 

User Satisfaction, for which the non-ideal final status “N/A” has been determined, are related to 

the pilot-specific evaluation criterion E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction and E.3-DEnew-

DiscontinuationRate. Pilot operators could not answer these questions due to the tight time 

schedule of the German pilot. As the pilot was planned to be finished by the end of the project 

only, no data was available during ex-post evaluation that would have allowed for a 

determination of the pilot’s operator satisfaction or discontinuation rate. While this justification 

given by the pilot operators is comprehensible, the missing determination of the pilot’s operator 

satisfaction and discontinuation rate bears the risk that the pilot fails in achieving acceptable 

figures for these two aspects. However, pilot operators have rightly stated in the questionnaire 

that benefits for operators are rather obvious, even if the concrete operator satisfaction has not 

yet been measured as requested. Furthermore, it has to be noted that the evaluation criterion 

that requires the determination of the pilot’s discontinuation rate has a MoSCoW prioritization of 

“SHOULD” only.  

Taking all these aspect into consideration, it can be summarized that the German pilot shows 

some room for improvement with regard to the General Criterion Usability and User 

Satisfaction and its related pilot-specific criteria and interview questions. However, no severe 

deficit has been identified. Still, pilot providers are advised to further work on determining and 

improving usability aspects of the pilot application where possible. 

Overall, for five out of 33 interview questions related to pilot-evaluation criteria a non-ideal final 
status (i.e. “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) has been determined during ex-post 
evaluation. The five problematic evaluation criteria have been discussed above and reasons for 
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the lacking full fulfilment of these criteria and their related interview questions have been 
identified. From these discussions it becomes apparent that most non-ideal status values have 
been caused by the reduced development and operation period of the German pilot. Although 
some room for improvement has been identified, overall no serious issues have been found with 
regard to pilot evaluation that threaten the success of the German pilot or of FutureTrust overall. 
Still, recommendations made should be taken into account by the pilot operators to further 
improve the pilot, especially if the pilot is intended to be prolonged after the end of FutureTrust. 

9.5.3 Discussion of Unfulfilled Impact Analysis Criteria 

Figure 172 illustrates the status progress of all impact-analysis criteria and their related interview 

questions over the three conducted evaluation phases. It becomes apparent that especially 

criteria related to the General Criterion Demonstration of Positive Business Case were 

difficult to fully fulfil for the German pilot. Below, all criteria and interview questions, for which the 

final status has been determined to be “N/A”, “Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”, are discussed in 

detail.  

 

Figure 172. Status progress of the German pilot per criterion (impact analysis). 

Figure 172 shows that the German pilot has achieved a non-ideal final status for five out of six 

interview questions related to the General Criterion Demonstration of Positive Business 

Case. For all of these five questions, pilot operators have stated only a partial fulfilment during 

the final ex-post evaluation. Depending on the respective impact-analysis criterion’s MoSCoW 

prioritization, this has yielded either the final status “Sufficient” (for SHOULD criteria) or 

“Remaining Risk” (for MUST criteria). 

The first affected criterion is I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue. According to the results obtained 

during ex-post evaluation, an increase of economic value can only be partly identified for the 

German pilot. As pilot partners are governmental organizations, increasing the economic value 

is not always their primary goal. Accordingly, no special efforts have been made so far to 

determine the increase of economic value caused by the German pilot. Nevertheless, 
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considerable benefits can be expected from the pilot with regard to cost reduction and 

improvement of service. This can indirectly lead to an increase of economic value too. Bilateral 

discussions with involved pilot providers revealed that determining the concrete increase of 

economic value is actually difficult for the German pilot, as this would require direct comparisons 

with respective paper-based processes. However, the German pilot provides a totally new 

service, which had not existed before as a paper-based process. This renders direct 

comparisons and hence also the determination of the concrete increase of economic value by 

moving to an electronic service difficult. Considering all these aspects, Criterion I.1-DEnew-

EconomicValue can be assumed to be satisfactorily met. In any case, the potential remaining 

risk indicated by Figure 172 and arising from the partial fulfilment of the relevant criterion seems 

limited in practice. 

As illustrated in Figure 172, evaluation of the German pilot has yielded non-ideal final status 

values also for criteria related to the estimation of set-up cost and operating costs, i.e. criteria 

I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1, I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2, I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 and I.1-

DEnew-OperatingCosts-2. All these criteria and their related interview questions have been 

partly met only according to the statements made by the pilot providers in the final ex-post 

questionnaire. As these statements have yielded the non-ideal final status values “Remaining 

Risk” and “Sufficient”, the respective criteria have been discussed bilaterally with pilot providers 

after the conducted ex-post evaluation. These discussions revealed that due to the special 

nature of the German pilot and its involved pilot partners, the requested qualitative and 

quantitative comparisons could be completed partially only. While the German pilot does induce 

costs at the participating universities, these costs are not collected at the universities and thus 

no meaningful comparisons can be made. Nevertheless, the cost-saving potential of the German 

pilot is apparent. Thus, remaining risks that arise from the only partial fulfilment of the criteria I.1-

DEnew-SetUpCosts-1, I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2, I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 and I.1-DEnew-

OperatingCosts-2 indeed seem limited in practice. 

Finally, Figure 172 also shows that the final status “N/A” has been determined for the interview 

question related to the impact-analysis criterion I.4-DEnew-Reliability. Ex-post evaluation 

revealed that the number of incomplete transactions had not been determined by the pilot 

operators. Pilot operators have justified this decision by stating that they have not considered 

the implemented certificate-enrolment process time-critical. While this is comprehensible, 

minimizing the number of incomplete transactions can still be a relevant goal to improve user 

experience and usability. Determining the actual rate of incomplete transactions can hence be a 

suitable measure to further improve the pilot. Serious risks arising from a lacking fulfilment of this 

criterion are limited, though. 

In total, the German pilot shows most room for improvement for impact-analysis criteria related 

to the demonstration of a positive business case. This also becomes apparent from Figure 172. 

There, the German pilot only fulfils one out of six impact-analysis criteria completely. All other 

criteria related to the demonstration of a positive business case are fulfilled partly only. While 

this leaves some room for improvement, actual risks related to the partial fulfilment of relevant 

criteria are considered limited. Furthermore, the German pilot is situated in the public sector, for 

which a positive business case is not always a mandatory requirement.  
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Overall, it can hence be concluded that indeed some issues have been identified for the German 

pilot during impact analysis. However, these issues are no serious threats to the success of the 

pilot or to FutureTrust but should nevertheless be addressed if possible. 

9.6 Conclusions for the German Pilot 

Overall, the German pilot achieved good pilot evaluation and impact-analysis results. After the 

last evaluation phase, 85% or all interview question related to pilot-evaluation criteria and 57% 

of all questions related to impact-analysis criteria have been fully fulfilled. Considering interview 

questions related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only, fulfilment percentages of 

90% (pilot evaluation) and 64% (impact analysis) could be achieved. Considering the limited 

period of time available for developing and operating the German pilot, this can be considered 

good results. 

Satisfactory results have also been obtained when analysing the progress of status values for 

relevant interview questions and related criteria. These status values take into account the 

respective question’s fulfilment degree as well as the MoSCoW prioritization of the related 

evaluation criterion. After the final ex-post evaluation phase, for 85% of all interview questions 

related to pilot evaluation the final status value “OK” could be determined. With regard to impact 

analysis, 57% of all interview questions have finally achieved the status “OK”. 

Comparing results of the three conducted evaluation phases shows a positive development of 

the German pilot throughout the project. Accordingly, best evaluation results have been 

achieved in the last evaluation phase (ex-post). This is respectable, considering the short period 

of time available for the pilot providers to consider recommendations made and to realize 

improvements. 

Especially with regard to impact analysis, obtained results (fulfilment degree and final status) 

also show some room for improvement. Thus, those criteria and related interview questions, for 

which a non-ideal status (i.e. a status other than “OK”) has been determined in the last 

evaluation phase, have been analysed in more detail. These analyses show that for all these 

criteria comprehensible reasons can be found, which explain the achieved non-ideal final status 

values. However, serious negative consequences for the German pilot of the FutureTrust project 

are not to be expected.  

Concluding, some potential for improvement has been identified with respect to certain 

evaluation criteria, especially with regard to impact analysis. Pilot operators are advised to 

employ this potential as far as possible. However, conducted evaluations have not revealed any 

serious issue that threatens the success of the German pilot or of FutureTrust overall. 
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10. Evaluation of the Portuguese Demonstrator 

This section summarizes evaluation results obtained for the Portuguese FutureTrust 

demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates”. All evaluation data obtained during the three conducted 

evaluation phases are available in Annex B. All figures provided and discussed in this section 

are based on these evaluation data. 

10.1 Evaluation Process 

According to the evaluation plan detailed in Section 5, data for the conducted evaluation of the 

Portuguese demonstrator has been collected by means of questionnaires. Questionnaires have 

been prepared according to the evaluation criteria defined in the evaluation plan and have been 

sent out to demonstrator developers/operators.  

Overall, questionnaires have been prepared and sent out three times to cover the three 

evaluation phases (ex-ante, mid-term, ex-post) defined in the evaluation plan. In each evaluation 

phase, filled questionnaires have been checked for consistency and details have been bilaterally 

clarified with the demonstrating partner where necessary. With the help of the filled 

questionnaires, a table has been created for each interview question defined for ex-ante 

evaluation, containing all relevant evaluation data related to this interview question. All created 

tables are available in Annex B.  

The following sections summarize evaluation results obtained during the three evaluation 

phases. All results presented are based on the evaluation data obtained via filled questionnaires 

and provided in Annex B. Section 10.2 summarizes relevant results obtained during ex-ante 

evaluation. Section 10.3 focuses on results of the conducted mid-term evaluation, while Section 

10.4 presents the results obtained during ex-post evaluation. Findings obtained from combining 

evaluation phase specific evaluation results are discussed in Section 10.5. Finally, conclusion 

with respect to the conducted evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator are drawn in Section 

10.6.  

10.2 Ex-ante Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-ante evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

10.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-ante pilot-evaluation results of the Portuguese demonstrator. Note that 

even though the Portuguese partner has developed and operated a FutureTrust demonstrator, 

the term “pilot evaluation” will be used throughout this deliverable for the sake of consistency.  

The results summarized below have been derived from an ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator operator. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific evaluation criteria 

defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, at least one 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived. For some criteria, two interview 
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questions have been defined to cover different aspects accordingly. All resulting interview 

questions have been included into the ex-ante questionnaire. 

Figure 173 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire filled 

by the Portuguese demonstrator provider. The table shown lists all evaluation criteria and their 

related interview questions. For each question, the current fulfilment degree indicated by the 

demonstrator provider is provided. In addition, Figure 173 also shows the MoSCoW prioritization 

of each question, which corresponds to the MoSCoW prioritization of the question’s related pilot-

specific criterion. Note that for the two questions related to criteria E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction 

and E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions (and their 

related pilot-specific evaluation criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante 

evaluation phase.  

 

Figure 173. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante
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Figure 173 shows that already during ex-ante evaluation, most interview questions contained in 

the questionnaire have been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related 

evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the evaluation results obtained for the 

Portuguese demonstrator, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant 

aspects of the obtained evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures 

shown below is provided in Annex B.  

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 174 and Figure 

175. These figures show, that the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled most of the questions 

(and hence related evaluation criteria) from the ex-ante questionnaire. 

 

Figure 174. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 175. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 
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According to the predefined evaluation plan, pilot-specific evaluation criteria can be classified by 

their MoSCoW prioritization. For pilot evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”) have been considered most relevant. Therefore, Figure 176 and Figure 177 focus on 

those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to evaluation 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the Portuguese 

demonstrator already fulfils 94% of all interview questions, whose related evaluation criteria 

have MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. 

 

Figure 176. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator  
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 177. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As defined in the evaluation plan (Section 5.1.5.2) each interview question can be assigned an 

intermediate status, which is derived from the question’s fulfilment degree and from the 

MoSCoW prioritization of the related pilot-specific evaluation criterion. 
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For a full overview, Table 26 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of 

fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to 

the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-ante 

evaluation already 27 interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 26. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 16 0 1 0 

SHOULD 10 3 3 0 

COULD 0 1 0 0 

 

For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”), recommendations have been made to the Portuguese demonstrator provider. The 

appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term 

evaluation. 

Figure 178 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined. Only a small percentage (3%) of all questions have shown need for improvement. 

 

Figure 178. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 
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10.2.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 10.2.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-ante pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the ex-ante impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Again, results summarized below have been derived from the ex-ante questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the evaluation plan as outlined in Section 5. For each of these criteria, an 

evaluation phase specific interview question has been derived and included into the 

questionnaire.  

Figure 179 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-ante questionnaire 

filled by the Portuguese demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 179 lists all evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-ante questionnaire. For each question, the 

current fulfilment degree specified by the demonstrator provider and its MoSCoW prioritization 

are provided. Note that for five questions, no ex-ante results are available, as these questions 

(and related pilot-specific criteria) have been added only after completion of the ex-ante 

evaluation phase. 

 

Figure 179. Ex-ante evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Figure 179 shows that most interview questions have already been answered with “Yes”, 

indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first overall impression of the 

ex-ante impact-analysis results obtained for the Portuguese demonstrator, several figures are 

provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The 

complete evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below are provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions (and related evaluation criteria) is illustrated 

in Figure 180 and Figure 181. These figures show, that the Portuguese demonstrator has 

already fulfilled most of the defined criteria for impact analysis and their related interview 

questions during ex-ante questionnaire. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

MoSCoW Prio.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-ante
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Figure 180. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 181. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 

Similar to the demonstrator evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) are 

most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 182 and Figure 183 illustrate 

results of impact analysis considering MUST criteria only. These figures show that the 

Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled all mandatory criteria. 

For a full overview, Table 27 shows the number of impact-analysis criteria for each combination 

of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table again 

refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during ex-

ante evaluation, eight interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  
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Figure 182. Ex-ante evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 183. Ex-ante evaluation: Fulfilment of interview question per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

Table 27. Ex-ante evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 2 0 0 1 

COULD 0 0 0 0 
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For all other questions (i.e. those with intermediate status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”) recommendations have been made to the demonstrator provider. The appropriate 

consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during mid-term evaluation. 

Figure 184 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the ex-ante impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria the intermediate status “OK” has been 

determined. Only for one question (11%), the status “N/A” has been determined. 

 

Figure 184. Ex-ante evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

10.3 Mid-term Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

mid-term evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

10.3.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents mid-term pilot-evaluation results of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

According to the evaluation plan and the evaluation method defined therein, the main goal of the 

mid-term evaluation was to assess improvements made by the demonstrator provider since 

completion of the ex-ante evaluation. In particular, it was the goal to assess the consideration of 

recommendations made during ex-ante evaluation for evaluation criteria and their related 

interview questions, for which no full fulfilment could be determined in the first evaluation phase.  

In addition, some new evaluation criteria have been added after ex-ante evaluation in the course 

of the foreseen criteria-review phase. Initial evaluations based on these new criteria (and 

derived new interview questions) have also been a relevant goal of the conducted mid-term 

evaluation.  

As for all pilots and demonstrators, results summarized below have been derived from a mid-

term questionnaire filled by the demonstrator operator. The mid-term questionnaire has covered 

Ex-ante: Intermediate Status Overview

Intermediate Status - Ex-ante OK Intermediate Status - Ex-ante Improve if possible
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all pilot-specific evaluation criteria already considered during ex-ante evaluation as well as newly 

added criteria and their derived interview questions. For all criteria, evaluation phase specific 

interview questions have been derived and included into the questionnaire. Interview questions 

for criteria already considered during the ex-ante evaluation have taken into account 

recommendations made to the demonstrator provider in the previous evaluation phase. For 

these criteria, interview questions defined for mid-term evaluation have been directly based on 

the respective interview questions defined for the ex-ante evaluation. This has enabled the 

tracking of progress made between ex-ante and mid-term evaluation. 

 

Figure 185. Mid-term evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Figure 185 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the Portuguese demonstrator operator. The table shown in Figure 185 lists all 

evaluation criteria and related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

MoSCoW Prio.
Fulfillment - Mid-term

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
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question, the current fulfilment degree is provided. In addition, Figure 185 also shows the 

MoSCoW prioritization of each question.  

Figure 185 shows that – similar to the ex-ante evaluation – most interview questions have been 

answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first 

overall impression of the mid-term evaluation results obtained for the Portuguese demonstrator, 

several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. The complete set of evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown 

below is provided in Annex B. 

 

Figure 186. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 187. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 
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First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 186 and Figure 

187. These figures show, that the Portuguese demonstrator fulfils most of the defined evaluation 

criteria and their derived interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. 

 

Figure 188. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 189. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As in the ex-ante evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related 

interview questions are considered most relevant also for mid-term evaluation. Therefore, Figure 

188 and Figure 189 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview 

questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show 

that during mid-term evaluation, the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled 89% of all questions 

related to mandatory evaluation criteria. 
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For a more detailed insight, Table 8 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As usual, the background colours 

used in the table refer to the respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. 

Accordingly, during mid-term evaluation 30 interview questions could be assigned the 

intermediate status “OK”. 

Table 28. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 16 0 1 1 

SHOULD 13 3 0 1 

COULD 0 1 0 0 

 

Again, for all other questions (with status “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”) 

recommendations have been made to the demonstrator provider. The appropriate consideration 

of recommendations made has been evaluated during ex-post evaluation.  

Figure 190 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory intermediate status has been 

determined.  

 

Figure 190. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 
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10.3.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 10.3.1 has focused on results of the conducted mid-term pilot evaluation, this 

subsection now puts focus on the mid-term impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Again, results summarized below have been derived from a mid-term questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator operator. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis defined in the initial evaluation plan. Furthermore, additional criteria defined after the 

ex-ante evaluation have been considered. For each of these criteria, an evaluation phase 

specific interview question has been derived and included into the questionnaire. Interview 

questions for criteria already considered during the ex-ante evaluation have taken into account 

recommendations made to the pilot provider in the preceding ex-ante evaluation phase.  

Figure 191 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the mid-term questionnaire 

filled by the Portuguese demonstrator operator. The table shown in Figure 191 lists all 

evaluation criteria and related interview questions from the mid-term questionnaire. For each 

question, the current fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-

analysis criterion are provided. 

 

Figure 191. Mid-term evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Figure 191 shows that most questions that were already part of the ex-ante evaluation have 

been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. More mixed 

results have been obtained for criteria added after the ex-ante evaluation. To get a first overall 

impression of the mid-term impact-analysis results obtained for the Portuguese demonstrator, 

several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained 

evaluation data. All evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below is provided in 

Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment of all evaluation phase specific interview questions is illustrated in 

Figure 192 and Figure 193. These figures show that the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled 

many of the defined criteria for impact analysis and derived interview questions from the mid-

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-Reliability Question 1 x SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

MoSCoW Prio.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Mid-term
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term questionnaire. However, some interview questions related to impact-analysis criteria have 

been fulfilled only partly during mid-term evaluation. 

 

Figure 192. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 193. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and their related interview questions 

have been considered most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 194 and 

Figure 195 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions 

related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”.  
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Figure 194. Mid-term evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator 
(considering MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 195. Mid-term evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

Finally, Table 29 shows the number of interview questions for each combination of fulfilment 

degree and MoSCoW prioritization. The background colours used in the table refer to the 

respective intermediate status as defined in Section 5.1.5.2. Accordingly, during mid-term 

evaluation ten interview questions could be assigned the intermediate status “OK”.  

Table 29. Mid-term evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Intermediate Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

Mid-term: Overall Fulfillment
(MUST Criteria Only)

Fulfillment - Mid-term Yes Fulfillment - Mid-term No

Fulfillment - Mid-term Partly Fulfillment - Mid-term N/A
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MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 4 3 0 1 

COULD 0 0 0 0 

 

As in pilot evaluation, for all other interview questions (i.e. those with intermediate status 

“Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or “N/A”), recommendations have been made to the pilot 

provider. The appropriate consideration of recommendations made has been evaluated during 

ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 196 shows the share of each possible intermediate status considering all evaluated 

interview questions of the mid-term impact analysis. This figure highlights for 71% of all 

questions the intermediate status “OK” could be determined. 

 

Figure 196. Mid-term evaluation: Overview of intermediate status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

10.4 Ex-post Evaluation 

This section presents and discusses pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis results obtained during 

ex-post evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

10.4.1 Pilot Evaluation 

This section presents ex-post pilot-evaluation results of the Portuguese demonstrator. The main 

goal of the conducted ex-post evaluation was to again assess improvements made by the 

demonstrator provider since completion of the previous evaluation phases. In particular, it was 

the goal to assess the consideration of recommendations made during mid-term evaluation for 

interview questions with a non-ideal intermediate status (i.e. “Improve if possible”, “Improve”, or 

“N/A”). Evaluation results of this last evaluation phase represent the final evaluation results of 

the Portuguese demonstrator. 
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Intermediate Status - Mid-term OK Intermediate Status - Mid-term Improve if possible
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All evaluation results summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Portuguese demonstrator operator. The ex-post questionnaire has covered all pilot-

specific evaluation criteria already considered during mid-term evaluation. For all criteria, 

evaluation phase specific interview questions have again been derived and included into the 

questionnaire. These interview questions have taken into account recommendations made to 

the demonstrator provider in the previous evaluation phase. 

Figure 197 summarizes the pilot-evaluation results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Portuguese demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 197 lists all evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the 

current fulfilment degree is provided. In addition, Figure 197 also shows the MoSCoW 

prioritization of each question (derived from its related evaluation criterion). 

 

Figure 197. Ex-post evaluation: Results of pilot evaluation for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Yes No Partly N/A

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 2 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureOperation Question 1 x MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 1 x SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 2 x SHOULD

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-Testing Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 x SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityTests Question 1 x COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 x MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 x SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 x MUST

Interoperability E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 x MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 2 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 x SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 x SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-EULawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 x MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 x MUST

PILOT EVALUATION

MoSCoW Prio.General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-post
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Figure 197 shows that – as in the ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, most questions have again 

been answered with “Yes”, indicating a fulfilment of the related evaluation criterion. To get a first 

overall impression of the ex-post evaluation results obtained, several figures are provided in the 

following, illustrating relevant aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete set of 

evaluation data serving as basis for the figures shown below is provided in Annex B. 

First, the overall fulfilment degree of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 198 and Figure 

199. These figures show, that the Portuguese demonstrator fulfils most of the defined evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. Only two questions have 

been answered with “Partly” and “N/A”, respectively. 

 

Figure 198. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 199. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 
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As in ex-ante and mid-term evaluation, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and 

their related interview questions have been considered most relevant also for ex-post evaluation. 

Figure 200 and Figure 201 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview 

questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show 

that during ex-post evaluation, the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled all questions related to 

mandatory evaluation criteria.  

 

Figure 200. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

 

Figure 201. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

As in previous evaluation phases, Table 10 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. As this is the last evaluation phase, 

possible status values indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those used in 

the preceding ex-ante and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of 
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fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, 

“Remaining Risk”, and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 10 shows that 

during ex-post evaluation 35 interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 30. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled interview questions (pilot evaluation) per MoSCoW prioritization for 
the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Pilot Evaluation) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 18 0 0 0 

SHOULD 16 0 0 1 

COULD 0 1 0 0 

 

All other criteria (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) have been 

analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 10.5. From these discussions it becomes 

apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a severe 

problem for the Portuguese demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall. 

Figure 202 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post pilot evaluation. This figure highlights the fact that for most interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory status has been determined. Only for a 

small percentage (3%) of all questions the final status “N/A” has been determined. These 

interview questions are discussed in Section 10.5 in more detail to estimate potential 

consequences of risks identified. 

 

Figure 202. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (pilot evaluation). 

 

Ex-post: Final Status Overview
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10.4.2 Impact Analysis 

While Subsection 10.4.1 has focused on results of the conducted ex-post pilot evaluation, this 

subsection focuses on the ex-post impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator. Again, 

results summarized below have been derived from an ex-post questionnaire filled by the 

demonstrator provider. This questionnaire has covered all pilot-specific criteria for impact 

analysis already considered during mid-term evaluation.  

 

Figure 203. Ex-post evaluation: Results of impact analysis for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Figure 204. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Figure 203 summarizes the impact-analysis results obtained from the ex-post questionnaire filled 

by the Portuguese demonstrator provider. The table shown in Figure 203 lists all evaluation 

criteria and related interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. For each question, the 

Yes No Partly N/A

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 x MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-EconomicValue Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 x SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 x SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-DigitalExperience Question 1 x MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-AssetProtection Question 1 x MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 x MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 x SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-Reliability Question 1 x SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 x SHOULD

MoSCoW Prio.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

General Criterion Pilot-specific Criterion Interview Question
Fulfillment - Ex-post

Ex-post: Overall Fulfillment

Fulfillment - Ex-post Yes Fulfillment - Ex-post No Fulfillment - Ex-post Partly Fulfillment - Ex-post N/A
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current fulfilment degree and the MoSCoW prioritization of its related impact-analysis criterion 

are provided. 

Figure 203 shows that most of the questions have been answered with “Yes” during ex-post 

evaluation. To get a first overall impression of the ex-post impact-analysis results obtained for 

the Portuguese demonstrator, several figures are provided in the following, illustrating relevant 

aspects of the obtained evaluation data. The complete set of evaluation data serving as basis for 

the figures shown below is provided in Annex B. 

 

Figure 205. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 

 

Figure 206. Ex-post evaluation: Overall fulfilment of interview questions by the Portuguese demonstrator (considering 
MUST criteria only). 

First, the overall fulfilment of all interview questions is illustrated in Figure 204 and Figure 205. 

These figures show, that the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled most of the defined criteria 
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for impact analysis and derived interview questions from the ex-post questionnaire. However, 

some criteria have been fulfilled partly only during ex-post evaluation. 

Again, mandatory criteria (MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”) and related interview questions have 

been considered most relevant also for the impact analysis. Therefore, Figure 206 and Figure 

207 focus on those criteria and illustrate the fulfilment degree of interview questions related to 

evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST”. These figures show that the Portuguese 

demonstrator has fulfilled all questions related to evaluation criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST”. 

 

Figure 207. Ex-post evaluation: Fulfilment of interview questions per general evaluation criterion by the Portuguese 
demonstrator (considering MUST criteria only). 

Similar to the pilot evaluation, Table 11 shows the number of interview questions for each 

combination of fulfilment degree and MoSCoW prioritization. Again, possible status values 

indicated by different background colours slightly differ from those used in the preceding ex-ante 

and mid-term evaluation phases. Concretely, each combination of fulfilment degree and 

MoSCoW prioritization maps to one of the status values “OK”, “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, 

and “N/A” as specified in Section 5.1.5.3. Accordingly, Table 11 shows that during ex-post 

evaluation ten interview questions could be assigned the final status “OK”. 

Table 31. Ex-post evaluation: Number of fulfilled criteria (impact analysis) per MoSCoW prioritization for the 
Portuguese demonstrator. 

Final Status Fulfilment (Impact Analysis) 

MoSCoW Prioritization Yes Partly No N/A 

MUST 6 0 0 0 

SHOULD 4 3 0 1 

COULD 0 0 0 0 
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All other interview questions (i.e. those with final status “Sufficient”, “Remaining Risk”, or “N/A”) 

have been analysed in more detail and are discussed in Section 10.5. From these discussions it 

becomes apparent whether the non-ideal fulfilment degree of affected criteria constitutes a 

severe problem for the Portuguese demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall.  

Figure 208 shows the share of each possible final status considering all evaluated interview 

questions of the ex-post impact analysis. This figure highlights the fact that for 93% of all 

interview questions and related evaluation criteria a satisfactory or at least sufficient final status 

has been determined. For 7% of all questions, the final status “N/A” has been identified. These 

interview questions are discussed in Section 10.5 in more detail to estimate potential 

consequences of risks identified. 

 

Figure 208. Ex-post evaluation: Overview of final status for all interview questions (impact analysis). 

10.5 Findings 

This section summarizes findings obtained from the results of the three conducted evaluation 

phases. First, the progress of criteria fulfilment is analysed in more detail. Then, those criteria 

are discussed in more detail, for which a non-ideal final status has been obtained in the final 

evaluation phase. 

10.5.1 Progress of Criteria Fulfilment 

From the evaluation results presented in the preceding sections, it becomes apparent that the 

fulfilment degree of the various evaluation criteria represented by evaluation phase specific 

interview questions have evolved over time. The actual progress made between consecutive 

evaluation phases is difficult to extract, as several criteria have been added only after the ex-

ante evaluation, increasing the overall number of criteria. To make the actual progress visible, 

the following figures show the percentage progress of the fulfilment degree. 

In particular, Figure 209 shows that the share of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” has 

steadily increased between the three evaluation phases, resulting in 94% at the final ex-post 
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evaluation phase. Accordingly, the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “No” has 

decreased steadily, reaching 0% in ex-post evaluation. The share of questions with fulfilment 

“Partly” has also decreased from about 11% during ex-ante and mid-term evaluation to 3% at 

ex-post evaluation. Finally, also the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “N/A” could 

be decreased slightly to approximately 3% during ex-post evaluation. Overall, these evaluation 

results are satisfactory. 

 

Figure 209. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator (all criteria). 

Similar results have been obtained considering interview questions related to criteria with 

MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. These results are shown in Figure 210. 

 

Figure 210. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Pilot evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator (MUST criteria). 

Finally, Figure 211 shows that comparable results are also obtained when analysing the 

progress of the status derived for interview questions related to pilot evaluation. While the overall 
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percentage of interview questions with Status “OK” has increased over all three evaluation 

phases, percentages of other status values have decreased accordingly. 

 

Figure 211. Status progress: Pilot evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

The figures shown above have focused on evaluation criteria used for pilot evaluation. Results 

are less unambiguous when considering criteria for impact analysis instead.  

 

Figure 212. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator (all criteria). 

Figure 212 illustrates the results obtained for all interview questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria irrespective of their MoSCoW prioritization. As shown in Figure 212, there has been a 

decrease in the percentage of interview questions with fulfilment “Yes” between the ex-ante and 

the mid-term evaluation. This decrease in percentage has been mainly caused by a set of new 

impact-analysis criteria that had been added after the ex-ante evaluation and whose related 

interview questions have been only “Partly” fulfilled during mid-term evaluation. Accordingly, the 
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percentage of questions with fulfilment “Partly” has increased between ex-ante and mid-term 

evaluation. Between mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation, no significant differences could 

be identified.  

The situation is rather different when considering interview questions related to impact-analysis 

criteria with MoSCoW prioritization “MUST” only. Respective results are shown in Figure 213. 

The Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled all these questions from the beginning. This complete 

fulfilment of mandatory criteria has been maintained throughout all subsequent evaluation 

phases. 

 

Figure 213. Progress of fulfilment percentage: Impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator (MUST criteria). 

 

Figure 214. Status progress: Impact analysis of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

The above-mentioned impact of impact-analysis criteria added after ex-ante evaluation becomes 

also apparent when analysing the progress of status values derived from interview questions. 
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This is illustrated in Figure 214. After ex-ante evaluation, the percentage of questions yielding an 

intermediate/final status “OK” has slightly decreased, while the percentage of questions with 

status value “Improve if possible/Sufficient” has increased accordingly. 

10.5.2 Discussion of Unfulfilled Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

Figures presented in Section 10.5.1 show that overall there has been a positive development 

between the first and the last evaluation phase with respect to the fulfilment degree of interview 

questions related to relevant evaluation criteria. However, presented figures also show that a 

total fulfilment of all criteria and their respective interview questions could not be achieved. 

 

Figure 215. Status progress of the Portuguese demonstrator per criterion (pilot evaluation). 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityConcept Question 2 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecureOperation Question 1 MUST

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring Question 2 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 1 SHOULD

Security and Data Protection E.1-PT-IncidentManagement Question 2 SHOULD

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition Question 2 MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformityQuestion 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Functionality E.2-PT-Testing Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices Question 2 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback Question 1 SHOULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-UsabilityTests Question 1 COULD

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction Question 1 MUST

Usability and User Satisfaction E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate Question 1 SHOULD

Interoperability E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks Question 1 MUST

Interoperability E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability Question 1 MUST

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maturity Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-Maintainability Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-LessonsLearned Question 2 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 1 SHOULD

Reusability and Sustainability E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange Question 2 SHOULD

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-EULawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Legal Compliance E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance Question 1 MUST

Compliance with Project Goals E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance Question 1 MUST
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Status Progress
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Figure 215 shows in detail how the status of each interview question related to criteria for pilot 

evaluation evolved during the three evaluation phases. The figure relies on the colour code 

introduced in Section 5.1.5.2 and Section 5.1.5.3 for the intermediate and final status of 

interview questions and evaluation criteria. 

Figure 215 shows that fulfilment of nearly all interview questions, for which room for 

improvement was identified in the ex-ante evaluation, could be improved in consecutive 

evaluation phases. Still, for one question – and hence also for its related evaluation criterion – 

the non-ideal final status “N/A” has been determined in the last evaluation phase (ex-post). This 

criterion is discussed in the following in more detail and those issues are highlighted and 

discussed that prevent the criterion and its related interview question from being fully fulfilled. 

As shown in Figure 215, the final status of the interview question related to Criterion E.3-PT-

DiscontinuationRate could not be determined to be “OK” during ex-post evaluation. For this 

question, its final status has been determined as “N/A” only. The respective criterion requires the 

demonstrator provider to determine the discontinuation rate of the provided service and to verify 

whether this rate remains above a suitable threshold (defined by the demonstrator provider). The 

Portuguese demonstrator provider was unable to do so, as the relatively low number of users did 

not allow for the derivation of meaningful results. The low number of users, in turn, is a direct 

consequence of the demonstrator nature of the provided service.  

Although the lack of a determined continuation rate renders more difficult the derivation of the 

demonstrator’s quality with regard to usability and user satisfaction, it does not threaten the 

success of the Portuguese demonstrator or of the FutureTrust project overall. This is supported 

by the fact that for all other evaluation criteria and related interview questions the final status 

“OK” could be determined during the final ex-post evaluation.  

10.5.3 Discussion of Unfulfilled Impact Analysis Criteria 

Figure 216 illustrates the status progress of all impact-analysis criteria and their related interview 

questions over the three conducted evaluation phases. Overall, for four interview questions and 

related evaluation criteria, the final status “OK” could not be determined. Below, all these criteria 

and interview questions (i.e. those, for which the final status has been determined to be “N/A”, 

“Sufficient”, or “Remaining Risk”) are discussed in detail. 

Figure 216 shows that the Portuguese demonstrator has had problems to fulfil impact-analysis 

criteria I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 and I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 (and their respective interview 

questions). These criteria have been added only after completion of the ex-ante evaluation and 

demand the demonstrator provider to quantitatively estimate set-up costs and operation costs for 

the demonstrated application and to compare these costs with costs caused by other solutions 

hosted by the provider. The demonstrator provider obviously has had problems to derive the 

requested figures accurately, leading to a partial fulfilment of the respective criteria. Given the 

respective criteria’s MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”, this led to the final status “Sufficient” of 

the affected interview questions. While the demonstrator provider has estimated set-up costs as 

demanded, no serious statement regarding achievement of a positive business case could be 

made due to the lack of reference costs of alternative solutions. This applies to set-up costs 
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(Criterion I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2) as well as to operating costs (Criterion I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-

2). While the lack of estimated quantitative figures for comparisons of set-up and operating costs 

complicates the identification of a positive business cases, the actual risks resulting from the 

partial fulfilment of the mentioned criteria (and related interview questions) are considered 

limited, though. 

 

Figure 216. Status progress of the Portuguese demonstrator per criterion (impact analysis). 

As shown in Figure 216, the final status “N/A” has been determined for the interview question 

related to criterion I.4-PT-EGovernmentAivailability too. This is because the Portuguese 

demonstrator does not target the public sector and hence cannot improve or extend Portugal’s 

e-government service landscape. The criterion I.4-PT-EGovernmentAivailability hence does 

not apply. The final status “N/A” is thus appropriate. 

Finally, the non-ideal final status “Sufficient” has also been determined for Criterion I.4-PT-

Reliability and its related interview question. Here, similar considerations apply as for Criterion 

E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate. The number of users was not sufficiently high to allow for the 

derivation of a meaningful discontinuation rate. Again, this slightly complicates the derivation of 

the demonstrator’s overall quality but does not constitute a severe issue of the Portuguese 

demonstrator. 

Overall, comprehensible reasons could be identified for all criteria and related interview 

questions, whose final status could not be determined as “OK” during ex-post evaluation. No 

reason identified constitutes a severe issue or risk for the Portuguese demonstrator or for the 

FutureTrust project overall.  

10.6 Conclusions for the Portuguese Demonstrator 

The Portuguese demonstrator has achieved satisfactory pilot-evaluation and impact-analysis 

results from the beginning. After the last evaluation phase, 94% or all interview question related 

Ex-ante Mid-term Ex-post

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase Question 1 MUST

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-EconomicValue Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 Question 1 SHOULD

Demonstration of Positive Business Case I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 Question 1 SHOULD

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-DigitalExperience Question 1 MUST

Empowerment and Protection of Users I.2-PT-AssetProtection Question 1 MUST

Increase of Use of Trust Services I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction Question 1 MUST

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability Question 1 SHOULD

Reduction of Administrative Overhead I.4-PT-Reliability Question 1 SHOULD

Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel Question 1 SHOULD
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to pilot-evaluation criteria and 71% of all questions related to impact-analysis criteria have been 

fully fulfilled. Considering interview question related to criteria with MoSCoW prioritization 

“MUST” only, fulfilment percentages of 100% have been achieved for both pilot evaluation 

impact analysis. Hence, the Portuguese demonstrator has fulfilled all questions related to 

mandatory evaluation criteria.  

Good results have also been obtained when analysing the progress of status values for relevant 

interview questions and related criteria. These status values take into account the respective 

question’s fulfilment degree as well as the MoSCoW prioritization of the related evaluation 

criterion. After the final e-post evaluation phase, for 97% of all interview questions related to pilot 

evaluation the final status value “OK” could be determined. With regard to impact analysis, 71% 

of all interview questions finally achieved the status “OK”. 

Comparing results of the three conducted evaluation phases shows an overall positive 

development of the Portuguese demonstrator throughout the project. For pilot evaluation, best 

evaluation results have been achieved in the last evaluation phase (ex-post). For impact 

analysis, best results have been obtained in the first evaluation phase (ex-ante). Fulfilment 

degrees have been slightly worse in the following two evaluation phases, as new impact-

analysis criteria added after the first evaluation phase could not be fully fulfilled by the 

demonstrator. Still, satisfactory evaluation results have also been obtained for impact analysis. 

For a few criteria, obtained results (fulfilment degree and final status) show some room for 

improvement. Those criteria and related interview questions, for which no ideal status (i.e. “OK”) 

has been determined in the last evaluation phase, have been analysed in more detail. These 

analyses show that for all these criteria comprehensible reasons can be found that explain the 

achieved non-ideal final status. Severe negative consequences for the Portuguese demonstrator 

of the FutureTrust project are not expected. 

Concluding, some room for improvement has been identified with respect to a few evaluation 

criteria, both for pilot evaluation and impact analysis. However, conducted evaluations have not 

revealed any severe issue that threatens the success of the Portuguese demonstrator or of 

FutureTrust overall. 
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11. Findings and Conclusions 

In this section, specific findings obtained during evaluation of the different FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators are combined and compared as far as possible. From the insights gained, overall 

conclusions are drawn in the end.  

A first glance on pilot/demonstrator-specific evaluations elaborated in the previous sections 

shows that satisfactory evaluation results have been obtained for all FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators. None of the conducted pilot evaluations and impact analyses has revealed any 

serious threat for evaluated pilots and demonstrators. Contrary, most issues identified in the first 

evaluation phases have been successfully addressed by pilot and demonstrator providers in the 

course of the project. Still, conducted evaluations have revealed some issues that could not be 

fully addressed until the final evaluation phase. However, conducted analyses have shown that 

these issues do not pose a serious threat to the respective pilot or demonstrators, or to the 

FutureTrust project overall. 

The evaluation method applied has relied on hierarchical evaluation criteria. In principle, this 

enables direct comparisons between the various evaluated FutureTrust pilots and 

demonstrators. For instance, comparisons could be applied using the general evaluation and 

impact-analysis criteria defined in the evaluation plan. As they are the same for all FutureTrust 

pilots and demonstrators, they could serve as a common basis for comparisons. However, such 

comparisons need to be applied carefully, mainly for two reasons. First, the MoSCoW 

prioritizations assigned to evaluation and impact-analysis criteria differ between pilots and 

demonstrators. As FutureTrust pilots target real-world use cases and foresee the processing of 

production data, they must meet stricter requirements. Accordingly, for FutureTrust pilots, more 

criteria have been considered mandatory and have hence been assigned the MoSCoW 

prioritization “MUST”. Second, goals and frame conditions can differ significantly between the 

various FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, making direct comparisons sort of unfair. While all 

these aspects have been considered by the evaluation method applied and its reliance on a 

hierarchical evaluation-criteria model, they still complicate direct and meaningful comparisons 

between evaluation results of different FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators. 

Although differences between FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators render difficult direct 

comparisons of their evaluation results, some common findings can be identified from results 

obtained that apparently apply to all pilots and demonstrators. First, obtained evaluation results 

reveal the interesting fact that all evaluated pilots and demonstrators obviously had problems to 

comply with some of the additional evaluation criteria added after ex-ante evaluation. One 

possible explanation can be the fact that these criteria require the pilot/demonstrator provider to 

derive rather concrete quantitative figures e.g. regarding costs and reliability of the respective 

pilot/demonstrator. In many cases, pilot/demonstrator providers could not manage to derive 

these figures until the conducted ex-post evaluation. Instead, derivation of requested figures was 

considered a future task to be completed after the final evaluation phase or even after the end of 

the project. 
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Their performance with regard to different general evaluation and impact-analysis criteria 

defined in the evaluation plan is another commonality of all FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators 

that is revealed by the obtained evaluation results. It turned out that two general criteria (and 

their respective pilot-specific criteria) were most difficult to comply with for all pilots and 

demonstrators. Concretely, all pilots and demonstrators achieved their worst results for the 

general pilot-evaluation criterion “Usability and User Satisfaction” and the general impact-

analysis criterion “Demonstration of Positive Business Case”. This is an interesting finding given 

the heterogeneity of the evaluated pilots and demonstrators. 

In addition to these common findings that apparently apply to all evaluated pilots and 

demonstrators, more detailed findings can be derived by examining each FutureTrust pilot and 

demonstrator individually. 

Evaluation results obtained for the Austrian pilot show that some issues identified have 

remained unresolved even after the final evaluation phase. For pilot evaluation, some interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria have yielded a non-ideal final status value (i.e. another 

value than “OK”). Delays within the project (e.g. belated provision of trust services, etc.) have 

been identified as the main reasons for that. However, no severe issues could be derived that 

seriously threaten the success of the Austrian pilot (except for some delays caused). Also, for 

impact analysis, some room for improvement has remained after the final evaluation phase. 

Especially criteria related to the general impact-analysis criterion “Demonstration of Positive 

Business Case” turned out to be challenging for the Austrian pilot. However, actual risks related 

to the incomplete fulfilment of related criteria are considered limited, as the Austrian pilot 

implements a public-sector service, for which a positive business case is not necessarily of high 

priority. Overall, it can be concluded that some issues have remained unresolved after the final 

evaluation phase. However, these issues do not pose a serious threat to the Austrian pilot or to 

FutureTrust overall. 

Evaluation results derived for the Georgian demonstrator seem promising. Especially for pilot 

evaluation, a high percentage of interview questions and related evaluation criteria have yielded 

the final status “OK”. Only for a few questions, this ideal final status could not be achieved. 

Internal delays in completing the development of the Georgian demonstrator have been 

identified as the main reason for the non-ideal final status values of the respective questions. 

Regarding impact analysis, obtained results are slightly worse when compared to pilot 

evaluation. Still, results obtained are satisfactory. For some questions and their related 

evaluation criteria, only a partial fulfilment could be achieved. This has yielded the non-ideal final 

status “Sufficient”. Again, the reason for that can be found in some internal delays. Because of 

these delays, some actions have been postponed to the time after the final evaluation phase. 

However, neither in pilot evaluation nor in impact analysis, serious threats for the Georgian 

demonstrator or for FutureTrust overall have been derived from the few open issues remaining 

after the final evaluation phase. 

In contrast to other FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators, one evaluation phase could be carried 

out for the German demonstrator only, because the intended provider of the German 

demonstrator has left the project early. Accordingly, the German demonstrator has been 
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terminated early too. Nevertheless, initial results obtained from the conducted pilot evaluation 

and impact analysis seemed promising. Open issues have been identified for a few interview 

questions and related evaluation criteria only. For all these issues, recommendations have been 

made to the demonstrator provider. However, as the German demonstrator has been 

abandoned, consideration of these recommendations could not be assessed in subsequent 

evaluation phases. 

For the German pilot, the situation was rather special as well. Added to the project scope only 

after the provider of the German demonstrator had left the project, the remaining development 

and operating period was limited to less than one year for the German pilot. The reason for 

some open issues identified during pilot evaluation can be found in this reduced development 

and operating period. Nevertheless, the German pilot has achieved good pilot-evaluation results 

overall. Regarding impact analysis, the German pilot has achieved satisfactory results as well, 

but has also shown some room for improvement regarding evaluation criteria related to the 

demonstration of a positive business case. However, no severe consequences have been 

determined from the determined partial fulfilment of relevant criteria. In total, also evaluation 

results obtained during impact analysis have been satisfactory. Hence, neither in pilot evaluation 

nor in impact analysis, serious threats for the German pilot or for FutureTrust overall have been 

derived from the few issues remaining after the final evaluation phase. 

Finally, also evaluation results that have been obtained for the Portuguese demonstrator appear 

promising. As for the Georgian demonstrator, the Portuguese demonstrator has achieved good 

results especially with regard to pilot evaluation. There, a high percentage of interview questions 

and related evaluation criteria have yielded the ideal final status “OK”. Only one question has 

missed this ideal final status. This was caused by the relatively low number of end users, which 

has rendered the derivation of the requested discontinuation rate difficult. Regarding impact 

analysis, the demonstrator provider – as all other pilot/demonstrator providers – has mainly 

faced problems in deriving the requested quantitative figures with respect to demonstrator-

related costs. However, considering the overall good results obtained for the Portuguese 

demonstrator, no serious issues or risks have been identified that could pose a potential threat 

to the demonstrator or to the FutureTrust project overall. 

Finally, some findings have also been derived regarding the conducted evaluation process itself. 

As detailed in Section 5, all evaluations carried out have been based on an elaborate evaluation 

method. A key aspect of this evaluation method is the hierarchical criteria model that enables 

evaluation of pilots and demonstrators on different levels of abstraction. The successful 

completion of planned evaluations has demonstrated the appropriateness of the underlying 

evaluation method and has also revealed its strengths and weaknesses. While the overall 

evaluation process specified has turned out to be suitable, some room for improvement has 

been identified for a few pilot-specific evaluation criteria specified in the initial evaluation plan. 

Especially during the first ex-ante evaluation, the formulation of these questions was not precise 

enough, resulting in several questions answered with “N/A” by the pilot/demonstrator providers 

and requiring bilateral clarifications. Fortunately, the underlying evaluation method has been 

flexible enough so that suboptimal criteria could be improved for subsequent evaluation phases 

without harming the overall evaluation process. 
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Concluding, all FutureTrust pilots and demonstrators have been successfully evaluated with the 

help of an elaborate evaluation method. During all three evaluation phases, some room for 

improvement has been identified for all pilots and demonstrators. Accordingly, obtained 

evaluation results have assisted pilot/demonstrator providers in continuously improving their 

applications. This way, most issues identified could be resolved until the final evaluation phase. 

Analysis of issues that could not be resolved at all revealed that remaining open issues do not 

pose serious threats to the success of FutureTrust and its pilots and demonstrators.   
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13. Annex A: Pilot-specific Evaluation Criteria 

13.1 Pilot-specific Pilot-Evaluation Criteria 

13.1.1 The Austrian Pilot 

The Austrian pilot aims to provide a service called “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 

Sector” within the environment of the USP eGov Portal. This service enables the automatic 

submission of electronic invoices to an Austrian public-sector agency. The pilot is developed and 

operated by Austria’s Federal Computing Centre (BRZ). A detailed description of the pilot, its 

requirements, and its software architecture are provided in FutureTrust Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 

1 [2]. 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for the Austrian FutureTrust pilot application. 

Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic 

evaluation of the Austrian pilot. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following tables. 

ID E.1-AT-SecurityConcept 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description There must be a security concept for the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. This security concept 
identifies relevant assets and defines security requirements to be met 
in order to protect these assets. 

Solution BRZ bases development and operation of the pilot on a security 
concept. 

Measure Availability of a security concept as a basis for pilot development and 
operation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Developers must adhere to policies and standards that support the 
development of secure software. In particular, relevant policies listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.3 must be considered. 

Solution BRZ defines and implements in its organization policies and standards 
that support the development of secure software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of relevant policies and standards that 
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support the development of secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-AT-SecureOperation 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description BRZ must adhere to policies and standards that support a secure 
operation of software. In particular, relevant policies listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.3 must be considered. 

Solution BRZ defines and implements in its organization policies and standards 
that support the secure operation of software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of relevant policies and standards that 
support the secure operation of software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description BRZ should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

Solution BRZ has monitoring mechanisms in place in its infrastructure, enabling 
an effective detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of an effective monitoring mechanism in BRZ’s pilot-
operation environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.1-AT-IncidentManagement 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description BRZ has to have processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution BRZ enforces internal policies and processes that define adequate 
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reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of adequate policies and processes in BRZ’s pilot-operation 
environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Provided functionality of the pilot application must be defined by a set 
of functional requirements and must be available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Austrian pilot sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3. 
Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as outlined in 
Section 4.2.4.1 must be considered. 

Solution Development of the pilot application is based on a thorough 
requirements-specification document that lists and defines functional 
requirements of the application on an appropriate level of abstraction. 
Specified requirements are aligned with relevant business processes 
sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3 and with relevant 
aspects defined in Section 4.2.4.1.  

Measure Availability of an adequate requirements-specification document. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for pilots. 

Solution Alignment of the Austrian pilot’s requirements-specification document 
with FutureTrust’s grant agreement and description of work. 

Measure Compliance of the pilot’s functional specifications with FutureTrust’s 
goals for pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformity 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Functional requirements must not contradict with security requirements 
that need to be met to protect identified assets. 

Solution Alignment of the Austrian pilot’s requirements-specification document 
with the pilot’s security concept. 

Measure Compliance of the pilot’s functional specifications with the pilot’s 
security concept. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must use one or more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

Solution The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
relies on functionality provided by one or more FutureTrust trust 
services. 

Measure Integration of one or more FutureTrust trust services into the pilot 
application. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-AT-Testing 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must have passed all tests as defined by the roll-out plan [5]. 

Solution Implementation of the pilot application “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” follows a test-driven approach to assure from 
the beginning that it passes all relevant tests. 

Measure The pilot application passes all tests as defined in WP5’s roll-out plan. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 
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ID E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.5.1. Usability requirements as 
defined in Section 4.2.4.3 should be considered. 

Solution Best practices with regard to usability are applied when designing and 
developing user interfaces that are part of the pilot application. 

Measure User interfaces of the pilot application adhere to best practices 
regarding usability and meet usability requirements as outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.4.3. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

Solution BRZ provides users means to provide feedback regarding usability. 

Measure Means are implemented by BRZ to collect feedback from users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-AT-UsabilityTests 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of the user interfaces listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 
Section 4.2.5.1. 

Solution BRZ organizes and carries out usability tests with test users to assess 
systematically the usability of the Austrian pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

Measure Assessment results of conducted usability tests are available. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 
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ID E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The satisfaction of the BRZ with the service provided by the pilot 
compared to the traditional way to provide the service must be 
determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate3 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the pilot. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 

 
 

2 Criterion E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
3 Criterion E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” must 
make use of one or more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

Solution The pilot application relies on or integrates existing interoperability 
solutions that enable a cross-border use of the pilot’s functionality. 

Measure The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
relies on at least one established interoperability solution. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must be usable cross-border and must not be limited to Austrian users. 

Solution The pilot application integrates interoperability solutions that enable 
foreign users to access and use the service provided in Austria. 

Measure The pilot application can be used cross-border, i.e. also by foreign 
users stemming from other countries than Austria. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-AT-Maturity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that is in line with the 
project goals and facilitates a reuse of developed software components. 

Solution Sufficient resources are invested by BRZ in development of the pilot 
application, in order to achieve an adequate maturity level. 
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Measure The pilot application achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 7. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-AT-Maintainability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Pilot-related software components must be developed such that they 
can be maintained efficiently. In particular, maintainability-related 
requirements as outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 
must be considered. 

Solution Maintenance-related aspects are considered already during 
development of software components in order to ensure the 
maintainability of the resulting pilot application. 

Measure Maintenance effort of applications does not exceed expectations. 
Additionally, maintainability-related requirements as outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 are met. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Software components of the piloted “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” should be developed such that they can be 
operated on different platforms with minimal adaptations. 

Solution Cross-platform applicability of the pilot is considered already during 
development of software components. 

Measure Developed software modules of the pilot “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” are applicable on different platforms. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-AT-LessonsLearned 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
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development and operation of the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

Solution Means and processes are in place at BRZ that support a systematic 
collection of lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development and operation of the pilot application. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are available in structured and 
documented form after the piloting phase. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared by BRZ with 
external stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 
4.1.5 during and after development and operation of the pilot “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

Solution Communication channels are agreed between BRZ and other 
stakeholders, through which lessons learned and experiences gained 
can be exchanged and discussed. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are made available by BRZ to 
external stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 
4.1.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.6-AT-EULawCompliance4 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with legal requirements of relevant European law. In particular, 
compliance with the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the pilot application. 

 
 

4 The description of criterion E.6-AT-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of the ex-
ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Measure The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” application 
complies with European law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with legal requirements of relevant Austrian law. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the pilot application. 

Measure The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” application 
complies with Austrian law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the general project goals of FutureTrust.  

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the project goals defined therein. 

Measure The pilot application complies with the project goals defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust pilots. 

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
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the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the goals for pilot applications 
defined therein. 

Measure The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
complies with the goals for pilot applications defined in the FutureTrust 
Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the pilot-specific goals defined for the pilot. In particular, 
the pilot application has to comply with the policies defined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.2 and with pilot-specific goals 
and objectives detailed in Section 4.1.2. 

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the pilot-specific goals defined 
therein for the pilot and with relevant policies, goals and objectives 
defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1. 

Measure The pilot application complies with the pilot-specific goals defined in 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the pilot, with policies defined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.2, and with the pilot-specific 
goals and objectives detailed in Section 4.1.2. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.1.2 The Georgian Demonstrator 

The Gregorian demonstrator aims to provide a service for the verification of electronic apostilles. 

The demonstrator is developed and operated by the Georgian Public Service Development 

Agency (PSDA). A detailed description of the demonstrator, its requirements, and its software 

architecture are provided in FutureTrust Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2. 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for the Georgian FutureTrust demonstrator. 

Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic 

evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the 

following tables. 

ID E.1-GE-SecurityConcept 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 
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Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect these assets. 

Solution The demonstrator operator (PSDA) bases development and operation 
of the demonstrator operation on a well-defined security concept. 

Measure Availability of a security concept as a basis for pilot development and 
operation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-GE-SecureDevelopment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Developers must adhere to policies and standards that support the 
development of secure software. 

Solution The organization responsible for developing components of the 
demonstrator defines and implements policies and standards that 
support the development of secure software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the development of secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-GE-SecureOperation 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description PSDA must adhere to policies and standards that support a secure 
operation of software. 

Solution PSDA defines and implements in its organization policies and standards 
that support the secure operation of software. In addition, operation-
related aspects as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.8 
and Section 4.2.9 must be considered. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the secure operation of software, as well as consideration of operation-
related aspects as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.8 
and Section 4.2.9. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 
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ID E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description PSDA should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

Solution PSDA has monitoring mechanisms in place in its infrastructure, enabling 
an effective detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of an effective monitoring mechanism in PSDA’s pilot-
operation environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.1-GE-IncidentManagement 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description PSDA should have processes established to react adequately to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution PSDA has policies and processes in place that define adequate 
reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of adequate policies and processes in PSDA’s pilot-operation 
environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Georgian demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.1.9. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4 must be considered. 

Solution Development of the demonstrator application is based on a thorough 
requirements-specification document that lists and defines functional 
requirements of the application on an appropriate level of abstraction. 
Specified requirements are aligned with relevant business processes 
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sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.9 and with relevant 
aspects defined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4. 

Measure Availability of an adequate requirements-specification document. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-GE-RequirementsAlignment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

Solution Alignment of the Georgian demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with FutureTrust’s grant agreement and description of work. 

Measure Compliance of the demonstrator’s functional specifications with 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-GE-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Functional requirements must not contradict with security requirements 
that must be met to protect identified assets. 

Solution Alignment of the Georgian demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with the demonstrator’s security concept. 

Measure Compliance of the demonstrator’s functional specifications with the 
demonstrator’s security concept. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-GE-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must use one or 
more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

Solution The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” relies on functionality 
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provided by one or more FutureTrust trust services. 

Measure Integration of one or more FutureTrust trust services into the 
demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-GE-Testing 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by 
the roll-out plan [5]. 

Solution Implementation of the Georgian demonstrator follows a test-driven 
approach to assure from the beginning that it passes all relevant tests. 

Measure The demonstrator passes all tests as defined in WP5’s roll-out plan. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.7. In addition, usability 
requirements as defined in Section 4.2.5 should be considered. 
Attention should also be paid to usability-related aspects provided in 
Section 4.1.12. 

Solution Best practices with regard to usability are applied when designing and 
developing user interfaces that are part of the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure User interfaces of the demonstrator application adhere to best practices 
regarding usability, meet usability requirements as outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.5, and are aligned with relevant 
usability aspects as provided in Section 4.1.12. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-GE-UsabilityFeedback 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 
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Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

Solution PSDA provides users means to provide feedback regarding usability. 

Measure Means are implemented by PSDA to collect feedback from users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-GE-UsabilityTests 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.2.7. 

Solution PSDA organizes and carries out usability tests with test users to assess 
systematically the usability of the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification”. 

Measure Assessment results of conducted usability tests are available. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 

ID E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction5 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The satisfaction of the demonstrator operator with the service provided 
by the demonstrator compared to the traditional way to provide the 
service must be determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 

 
 

5 Criterion E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate6 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the demonstrator. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.4-GE-InteropFrameworks 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must make use of one or 
more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

Solution The demonstrator application relies on or integrates existing 
interoperability solutions that enable a cross-border use of the service. 

Measure The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” relies on at least one 
established interoperability solution. 

 
 

6 Criterion E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.4-GE-CrossBorderApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must be usable cross-border 
and must not limited to users from Georgia. 

Solution The demonstrator application integrates interoperability solutions that 
enable foreign users to access and use the service provided in Georgia. 

Measure The demonstrator application can be used cross-border, i.e. also by 
foreign users stemming from other countries than Georgia. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-GE-Maturity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that is in line 
with the project goals (especially with those provided in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6) and facilitates a reuse 
of developed software components. 

Solution Sufficient resources are invested in development of the demonstrator 
application, in order to achieve an adequate maturity level. 

Measure The demonstrator application achieves Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) 5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-GE-Maintainability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently.  

Solution Maintenance-related aspects are considered already during 
development of software components for the Georgian demonstrator, 
in order to ensure the maintainability of the resulting application. 
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Measure Maintenance effort of applications does not exceed expectations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-GE-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Software components of the demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” 
should be developed such that they can be operated on different 
platforms with minimal adaptations. Applicability of the demonstrator 
on different platforms should be supported by adhering to the 
packaging, handling, shipping, and transportation requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.16. 

Solution Cross-platform applicability of the demonstrator is considered already 
during development of software components. 

Measure Developed software modules of the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” are applicable on different platforms and adhere to the 
packaging, handling, shipping, and transportation requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.16. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-GE-LessonsLearned 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification”. 

Solution Means and processes are in place that support a systematic collection 
of lessons learned and experiences gained during development and 
operation of the demonstrator. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are available in structured and 
documented form after the piloting phase. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 
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Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4 during 
and after development and operation of the demonstrator. 

Solution Communication channels are agreed between PSDA and other 
stakeholders, through which lessons learned and experiences gained 
can be exchanged and discussed. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are made available to other 
stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.6-GE-EULawCompliance7 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant European law. In particular, policies and 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.14 must be 
considered. Furthermore, compliance with the EU GDPR has to be 
assured. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the demonstrator. 

Measure The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” complies with European law 
and all policies and regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 
Section 4.2.14. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.6-GE-NationalLawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Georgian law. In particular, policies and 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.10, Section 

 
 

7 The description of criterion E.6-GE-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of the ex-
ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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4.1.11, and Section 4.2.14 must be considered. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the demonstrator. 

Measure The demonstrator complies with Georgian law and all policies and 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.14.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-GE-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with the 
general project goals of FutureTrust. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the project 
goals defined therein. 

Measure The demonstrator complies with the project goals defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-GE-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with the 
goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust demonstrators. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the goals for 
demonstrator applications defined therein. 

Measure The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” complies with the goals for 
demonstrator applications defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-GE-PilotGoalCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 
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Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with the demonstrator-specific goals 
defined for the demonstrator. The pilot application has to comply with 
the goals defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2, in particular with those 
provided in Section 4.1.6. Attention also has to be paid to business 
process specific goals defined in Section 4.1.9. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined therein for the demonstrator and 
with goals and objectives defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2. 

Measure The demonstrator complies with the demonstrator-specific goals 
defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for this demonstrator and 
with the specific goals and objectives defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.1.6. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.1.3 The German Demonstrator 

The German demonstrator aims to provide and demonstrate a service called FutureTrust Box 

(FT-Box). The FT-Box shall act as use-case independent authentication module that can be 

used by applications to securely and reliably authenticate users. The Federal Office of 

Administration in Germany (BVA) is the responsible organization for the German demonstrator. 

Development and operation of demonstrator components are party outsourced to external 

partners. A detailed description of the demonstrator, its requirements, and its software 

architecture are provided in FutureTrust Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3. 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for the German FutureTrust demonstrator. 

Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic 

evaluation of the German demonstrator. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following 

tables. 

ID E.1-DE-SecurityConcept 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description There must be a security concept for the German demonstrator and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. According 
to the focus of the demonstrator, security requirements related to 
authentication processes with notified eIDs must be especially 
considered. 

Solution BVA bases development and operation of the German demonstrator on 
a well-defined security concept. 
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Measure Availability of a security concept as a basis for demonstrator 
development and operation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DE-SecureDevelopment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Developers of the German demonstrator must adhere to policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software. This also 
applies to external partners, to which development tasks are 
outsourced. 

Solution The demonstrator developers define and implement in their 
organizations policies and standards that support the development of 
secure software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the development of secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DE-SecureOperation 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The organization responsible for operating the demonstrator must 
adhere to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software. This also applies if demonstrator operation is outsourced to 
another organization. In any case, operation-related aspects as 
described in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.5 must be considered. 

Solution The organization responsible for operating the demonstrator defines 
and implements in its organization policies and standards that support 
the secure operation of software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the secure operation of software, as well as consideration of operation-
related aspects as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

Solution The effective operator of the German demonstrator has monitoring 
mechanisms in place in its infrastructure, enabling an effective 
detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of an effective monitoring mechanism in the demonstrator 
operator’s environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.1-DE-IncidentManagement 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution The organization responsible for operating the German demonstrator 
has policies and processes in place that define adequate reactions to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of adequate policies and processes in the demonstrator 
operator’s organization. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
German demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 
4.1.6. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 5 must be considered. 

Solution Development of the demonstrator application is based on a thorough 
requirements-specification document that lists and defines functional 
requirements of the application on an appropriate level of abstraction. 
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Specified requirements are aligned with relevant business processes 
sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6 and with relevant 
aspects defined in Section 5. 

Measure Availability of an adequate requirements-specification document. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DE-RequirementsAlignment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

Solution Alignment of the German demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with FutureTrust’s grant agreement and description of work. 

Measure Compliance of the demonstrator’s functional specifications with 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DE-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

Solution Alignment of the German demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with the demonstrator’s security concept. 

Measure Compliance of the demonstrator’s functional specifications with the 
demonstrator’s security concept. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DE-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must use one or more trust services 
provided by FutureTrust. 
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Solution The German demonstrator relies on functionality provided by one or 
more FutureTrust trust services. 

Measure Integration of one or more FutureTrust trust services into the German 
demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DE-Testing 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by the 
roll-out plan [5]. 

Solution Implementation of the German demonstrator follows a test-driven 
approach to assure from the beginning that it passes all relevant tests. 

Measure The demonstrator passes all tests as defined in WP5’s roll-out plan. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This especially applies to user interfaces 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.4.5. 

Solution Best practices with regard to usability are applied when designing and 
developing user interfaces that are part of the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure User interfaces of the demonstrator application – especially those 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 5.4.5 – adhere to best 
practices regarding usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-DE-UsabilityFeedback 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 
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Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

Solution The demonstrator operator provides users means to provide feedback 
regarding usability. This also applies if operation of the demonstrator is 
outsourced to another organization. 

Measure Means are implemented by the demonstrator operator to collect 
feedback from users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-DE-UsabilityTests 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces described in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 
Section 5.4.5. 

Solution The demonstrator operator organizes and carries out usability tests 
with test users to assess systematically the usability of the German 
demonstrator. 

Measure Assessment results of conducted usability tests are available. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 

ID E.3-DE-OperatorSatisfaction8 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The satisfaction of the demonstrator operator with the service provided 
by the demonstrator compared to the traditional way to provide the 
service must be determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

 
 

8 Criterion E.3-DE-OperatorSatisfaction has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-DE-DiscontinuationRate9 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the demonstrator. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.4-DE-InteropFrameworks 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must make use of one or more 
interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

Solution The demonstrator relies on or integrates existing interoperability 
solutions that enable a cross-border use of the provided service. 

Measure The German demonstrator relies on at least one established 

 
 

9 Criterion E.3-DE-DiscontinuationRate has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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interoperability solution. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.4-DE-CrossBorderApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator must be usable cross-border and is not limited to 
users from Germany. 

Solution The demonstrator application integrates interoperability solutions that 
enable foreign users to access and use the service provided by 
Germany. 

Measure The demonstrator application can be used cross-border, i.e. also by 
foreign users stemming from other countries than Germany. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-DE-Maturity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

Solution Sufficient resources are invested in development of the demonstrator, 
in order to achieve an adequate maturity level. 

Measure The demonstrator application achieves Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) 5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DE-Maintainability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. 

Solution Maintenance-related aspects are considered already during 
development of software components for the German demonstrator, in 
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order to ensure the maintainability of the resulting application. 

Measure Maintenance effort of applications does not exceed expectations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DE-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Software components of the German demonstrator should be 
developed such that they can be operated on different platforms with 
minimal adaptations. 

Solution Cross-platform applicability is considered already during development 
of software components for the demonstrator. 

Measure Developed software modules of the German demonstrator are 
applicable on different platforms. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DE-LessonsLearned 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the German demonstrator. If 
development and operation are carried out by different organizations, 
findings obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

Solution Means and processes are in place that support a systematic collection 
of lessons learned and experiences gained during development and 
operation of the demonstrator application by the responsible 
organization(s). 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are available in structured and 
documented form after the piloting phase. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 
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Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the German demonstrator. If development and operation 
are carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

Solution Communication channels are agreed with other stakeholders (project 
partners, etc.), through which lessons learned and experiences gained 
can be exchanged and discussed. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are made available to other 
stakeholders such as project partners. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.6-DE-EULawCompliance10 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with legal requirements of relevant 
European law. This especially applies to the EU eIDAS Regulation, 
which is of central importance for the German demonstrator. 
Furthermore, compliance with the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the demonstrator application. 

Measure The demonstrator application complies with European law, in particular 
with the EU eIDAS Regulation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.6-DE-NationalLawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with legal requirements of relevant 
German law. If operation of the demonstrator is outsourced to another 
organization, relevant national law of the operating organization’s 
country must be considered as well. 

 
 

10 The description of criterion E.6-DE-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of the ex-
ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the German demonstrator. If developing and operating organizations 
stem from different countries, both national laws are considered. 

Measure The demonstrator application complies with German law. If required, 
the compliance with the national law of the respective operating 
organization is assured as well. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DE-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with the general project goals of 
FutureTrust. 

Solution The German demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the project 
goals defined therein. 

Measure The German demonstrator complies with the project goals defined in 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DE-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with the goals defined in WP5 for 
FutureTrust demonstrators. 

Solution The German demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the goals for 
demonstrators defined therein. 

Measure The demonstrator complies with the goals for demonstrator 
applications defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DE-PilotGoalCompliance 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to comply with the demonstrator-specific goals 
defined for the German demonstrator. In particular, goals defined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6 in the context of the business-
process descriptions need to be met. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined therein for the demonstrator and 
with goals and objectives defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3. 

Measure The German demonstrator complies with the demonstrator-specific 
goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the demonstrator 
and in particular with the goals outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 
Section 4.1.6 in the context of the business-process descriptions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.1.4 The German Pilot 

The German pilot aims to automatize the current manual way for delivering DFN certificates by 

using modern eID technology. The pilot will enable students and university members to easily 

apply for DFN certificates using the electronic properties of their national identity cards and use 

the issued certificates for the creation of electronic signatures in workflow processes, for email 

encryption or within citizen services. For this purpose, the pilot specifies and develops a smart 

certificate enrolment service, which is able to perform electronic identification and registration in 

order to issue a certificate.  

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for the German FutureTrust pilot. Following the 

methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic evaluation of 

the German pilot. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following tables. 

ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description There must be a security concept for the new German pilot and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. 

Solution The German pilot provider bases development and operation of the 
pilot on a security concept. 

Measure Availability of a security concept as a basis for pilot development and 
operation. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DEnew-SecureDevelopment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Developers of the new German pilot must adhere to policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software. This also 
applies to external partners, to which development tasks are potentially 
outsourced. 

Solution The German pilot provider defines and implements in its organization 
policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of relevant policies and standards that 
support the development of secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DEnew-SecureOperation 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The organization responsible for operating the new German pilot must 
adhere to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software. This also applies if pilot operation is outsourced to another 
organization. 

Solution The German pilot provider defines and implements in its organization 
policies and standards that support the secure operation of software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of relevant policies and standards that 
support the secure operation of software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
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incidents. 

Solution The German pilot provider has monitoring mechanisms in place in its 
infrastructure, enabling an effective detection of security weaknesses 
and incidents. 

Measure Availability of an effective monitoring mechanism in the pilot-operation 
environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution The German pilot provider enforces internal policies and processes that 
define adequate reactions to detected security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

Measure Availability of adequate policies and processes in the pilot-operation 
environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsDefinition 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Provided functionality of the pilot application must be defined by a set 
of functional requirements and available in documented form. 

Solution Development of the pilot application is based on a thorough 
requirements-specification document that lists and defines functional 
requirements of the application on an appropriate level of abstraction.  

Measure Availability of an adequate requirements-specification document. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsAlignment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 
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Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for pilots. 

Solution Alignment of the German pilot’s requirements-specification document 
with FutureTrust’s grant agreement and description of work. 

Measure Compliance of the pilot’s functional specifications with FutureTrust’s 
goals for pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

Solution Alignment of the German pilot’s requirements-specification document 
with the pilot’s security concept. 

Measure Compliance of the pilot’s functional specifications with the pilot’s 
security concept. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DEnew-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must use one or more trust services provided by 
FutureTrust. 

Solution The pilot application relies on functionality provided by one or more 
FutureTrust trust services. 

Measure Integration of one or more FutureTrust trust services into the pilot 
application. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-DEnew-Testing 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 
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Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must have passed all tests as defined by the 
roll-out plan [5]. 

Solution Implementation of the pilot application follows a test-driven approach 
to assure from the beginning that it passes all relevant tests. 

Measure The pilot application passes all tests as defined in WP5’s roll-out plan. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityBestPractices 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. 

Solution Best practices with regard to usability are applied when designing and 
developing user interfaces that are part of the pilot application. 

Measure User interfaces of the pilot application adhere to best practices 
regarding usability and meet usability requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityFeedback 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

Solution The pilot provider provides users means to provide feedback regarding 
usability. 

Measure Means are implemented by the pilot provider to collect feedback from 
users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityTests 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 
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Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces. 

Solution The pilot provider organizes and carries out usability tests with test 
users to assess systematically the usability of the German pilot 
application. 

Measure Assessment results of conducted usability tests are available. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 

ID E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The satisfaction of the pilot operator with the service provided by the 
pilot compared to the traditional way to provide the service must be 
determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-DEnew-DiscontinuationRate 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the pilot. 
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Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.4-DEnew-InteropFrameworks 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must make use of one or more interoperability 
frameworks or solutions. 

Solution The pilot application relies on or integrates existing interoperability 
solutions that enable a cross-border use of the pilot’s functionality. 

Measure The pilot application relies on at least one established interoperability 
solution. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.4-DEnew-CrossBorderApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot must be usable cross-border and is not limited to users from 
Germany. 

Solution The pilot application integrates interoperability solutions that enable 
foreign users to access and use the service provided in Germany. 

Measure The pilot application can be used cross-border, i.e. also by foreign 
users stemming from other countries than Germany. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-DEnew-Maturity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 
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Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates a reuse of 
developed software components. 

Solution Sufficient resources are invested by the pilot provider in development 
of the pilot application, in order to achieve an adequate maturity level. 

Measure The pilot application achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 7. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-DEnew-Maintainability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Pilot-related software components must be developed such that they 
can be maintained efficiently. 

Solution Maintenance-related aspects are considered already during 
development of software components in order to ensure the 
maintainability of the resulting pilot application. 

Measure Maintenance effort of applications does not exceed expectations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-DEnew-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Software components of the German pilot should be developed such 
that they can be operated on different platforms with minimal 
adaptations. 

Solution Cross-platform applicability of the pilot is considered already during 
development of software components. 

Measure Developed software modules of the pilot are applicable on different 
platforms. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 
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Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the new German pilot. If development 
and operation are carried out by different organizations, findings 
obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

Solution Means and processes are in place at the pilot provider that support a 
systematic collection of lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development and operation of the pilot application. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are available in structured and 
documented form after the piloting phase. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the new German pilot. If development and operation are 
carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

Solution Communication channels are agreed between the pilot provider and 
other stakeholders, through which lessons learned and experiences 
gained can be exchanged and discussed. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are made available by the pilot 
provider to external stakeholders. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.6-DEnew-EULawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to comply with legal requirements of relevant European 
law. This especially applies to the EU eIDAS Regulation, which is of 
central importance for the new German pilot. Furthermore, compliance 
with the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the pilot application. 
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Measure The pilot application complies with European law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.6-DEnew-NationalLawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to comply with legal requirements of relevant German 
law. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the pilot application. 

Measure The pilot application complies with German law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DEnew-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to comply with the general project goals of FutureTrust. 

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the project goals defined therein. 

Measure The pilot application complies with the project goals defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DEnew-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to comply with the goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust 
pilots. 

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the goals for pilot applications 
defined therein. 
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Measure The pilot application complies with the goals for pilot applications 
defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-DEnew-PilotGoalCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to comply with the pilot-specific goals defined for the new 
German pilot. 

Solution The pilot’s functionality and properties are defined in accordance with 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the pilot-specific goals defined 
therein for the pilot. 

Measure The pilot application complies with the pilot-specific goals defined in 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the pilot. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.1.5 The Portuguese Demonstrator 

The Portuguese demonstrator aims to provide a service called SEPA e-Mandates. The SEPA e-

Mandates service shall replace manual paper-based processes in the Direct Debit Mandate 

authorization flow and enable debtors to issue or cancel direct debits through a secure electronic 

way. A detailed description of the demonstrator, its requirements, and its software architecture 

are provided in FutureTrust Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4. 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for the Portuguese FutureTrust demonstrator. 

Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic 

evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the 

following tables. 

ID E.1-PT-SecurityConcept 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. 

Solution The responsible organizations base development and operation of the 
demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” on a well-defined security 
concept. 
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Measure Availability of a security concept as a basis for demonstrator 
development and operation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Developers of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must 
adhere to policies and standards that support the development of 
secure software. 

Solution The organization responsible for implementation of the demonstrator 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” defines and implements policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the development of secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-PT-SecureOperation 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The organization responsible for operation of the demonstrator “SEPA 
e-Mandates service” must adhere to policies and standards that support 
a secure operation of software. In addition, operation-related aspects 
and requirements such as those defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 
Section 5.5 must be considered. 

Solution The responsible organization defines and implements in its organization 
policies and standards that support the secure operation of software 
and implements processes that assure adherence to these policies and 
standards. Policies and processes are aligned with operation-related 
requirements as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.5. 

Measure Availability and implementation of policies and standards that support 
the secure operation of software, which are aligned with operation-
related requirements outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software of the Portuguese demonstrator in place that enables a 
detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution The organization responsible for operation of the Portuguese 
demonstrator has monitoring mechanisms in place in its infrastructure, 
enabling an effective detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of an effective monitoring mechanism in the demonstrator 
operator’s environment. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.1-PT-IncidentManagement 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.1: Security and Data Protection 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

Solution The organization responsible for operating the Portuguese 
demonstrator has policies and processes in place that define adequate 
reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

Measure Availability of adequate policies and processes in the demonstrator 
operator’s organization. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” 
must be defined by a set of functional requirements and available in 
documented form. The list of functional requirements must be aligned 
with the Portuguese demonstrator’s business processes outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.6, with relevant use cases 
described in Section 5.1, and with functionality sketched in Section 5.3 
and Section 5.4 in the context of the demonstrator’s process view and 
data view. 

Solution Development of the demonstrator application is based on a thorough 
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requirements-specification document that lists and defines functional 
requirements of the application on an appropriate level of abstraction. 
Specified requirements are aligned with the demonstrator’s business 
processes and its software architecture as described in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 4. 

Measure Availability of an adequate requirements-specification document. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

Solution Alignment of the Portuguese demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with FutureTrust’s grant agreement and description of work. 

Measure Compliance of the Portuguese demonstrator’s functional specifications 
with FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

Solution Alignment of the Portuguese demonstrator’s requirements-specification 
document with the demonstrator’s security concept. 

Measure Compliance of the Portuguese demonstrator’s functional specifications 
with the demonstrator’s security concept. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 
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Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must use one 
or more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

Solution The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” relies on functionality 
provided by one or more FutureTrust trust services. 

Measure Integration of one or more FutureTrust trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.2-PT-Testing 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.2: Functionality 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by 
the roll-out plan [5]. 

Solution Implementation of the Portuguese demonstrator follows a test-driven 
approach to assure from the beginning that it passes all relevant tests. 

Measure The demonstrator passes all tests as defined in WP5’s roll-out plan. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces of the 
demonstrator, especially to those of the demonstrator components 
listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2. 

Solution Best practices with regard to usability are applied when designing and 
developing user interfaces that are part of the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure User interfaces of the demonstrator – especially those of components 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2 – 
adhere to best practices regarding usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 
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Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

Solution The organization responsible for operating the demonstrator provides 
users means to provide feedback regarding usability. 

Measure Means are implemented by the organization responsible for operating 
the demonstrator to collect feedback from users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.3-PT-UsabilityTests 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of the user interfaces of components described in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2. 

Solution The demonstrator operator organizes and carries out usability tests 
with test users to assess systematically the Portuguese demonstrator’s 
usability. 

Measure Assessment results of conducted usability tests are available. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 

ID E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction11 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The satisfaction of the demonstrator operator with the service provided 
by the demonstrator compared to the traditional way to provide the 
service must be determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 

 
 

11 Criterion E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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service 
• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 

traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate12 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the demonstrator. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must make use of one or 
more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

Solution The demonstrator relies on or integrates existing interoperability 
solutions that enable a cross-border use of the provided “SEPA e-
Mandates service”. 

 
 

12 Criterion E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Measure The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” relies on at least one 
established interoperability solution. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.4: Interoperability  

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator must be usable cross-border and must not be limited 
to users from Portugal. 

Solution The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” integrates interoperability 
solutions that enable foreign users to access and use the service 
provided in Portugal. 

Measure The demonstrator application can be used cross-border, i.e. also by 
foreign users stemming from other countries than Portugal. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.5-PT-Maturity 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

Solution Sufficient resources are invested in development of the demonstrator, 
in order to achieve an adequate maturity level. 

Measure The demonstrator application achieves Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) 5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-PT-Maintainability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. In addition, implementation-
specific requirements described in Deliverable D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 
should be considered adequately. 
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Solution Maintenance-related aspects are considered already during 
development of software components for the Portuguese demonstrator, 
in order to ensure the maintainability of the resulting application. In 
addition, implementation-specific requirements described in Deliverable 
D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 are considered. 

Measure Maintenance effort of applications does not exceed expectations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Software components of the Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” should be developed such that they can be operated 
on different platforms with minimal adaptations. 

Solution Cross-platform applicability is considered already during development 
of software components for the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates 
service”. 

Measure Developed software modules are applicable on different platforms. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-PT-LessonsLearned 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Solution Means and processes are in place that support a systematic collection 
of lessons learned and experiences gained during development and 
operation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are available in structured and 
documented form after the piloting phase. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.5: Reusability and Sustainability 
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Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service”. 

Solution Communication channels are agreed with other stakeholders (project 
partners, etc.), through which lessons learned and experiences gained 
can be exchanged and discussed. 

Measure Lessons learned and experiences gained are made available to other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.). 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID E.6-PT-EULawCompliance13 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant European law. In particular, compliance with 
the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the demonstrator. 

Measure The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” complies with European 
law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.6: Legal Compliance 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Portuguese law. 

Solution Awareness for legal requirements is assured first. Relevant legal 
requirements are then considered during development and operation of 
the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service”. 

 
 

13 The description of criterion E.6-PT-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of the ex-
ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Measure The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” complies with Portuguese 
law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to comply with the general project 
goals of FutureTrust. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the project 
goals defined therein. 

Measure The Portuguese demonstrator complies with the project goals defined 
in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to comply with the goals defined in 
WP5 for FutureTrust demonstrators. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined 
in accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the goals for 
demonstrator applications defined therein. 

Measure The Portuguese demonstrator complies with the goals for demonstrator 
applications defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.7: Compliance with Project Goals 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined for the Portuguese demonstrator. 
In particular, the goals outlined in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 4 Section 
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4.1.4 have to be considered. 

Solution The demonstrator’s functionality and properties are defined in 
accordance with the FutureTrust Grant Agreement and the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined therein for the demonstrator. In 
addition, objectives outlined in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.4 
are considered. 

Measure The demonstrator application complies with the demonstrator-specific 
goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the demonstrator 
and with the demonstrator’s objectives outlines in Deliverable 3.7 
Annex 4 Section 4.1.4. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.2 Pilot-specific Impact-Analysis Criteria 

13.2.1 The Austrian Pilot 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for analysing the impact of the Austrian pilot 

application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. Following the methodology 

described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic evaluation of the Austrian 

demonstrator’s impact. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following tables. 

ID I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 
Public Sector” has to be based on a well-defined business case. 

Solution Design and implementation of the provided pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector” have been based on a 
positive business case.  

Measure Availability of a positive business-case description for the Austrian pilot. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-AT-EconomicValue 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 
Public Sector” has to create economic value through use of and reliance 
upon trust services. 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   259 of 551 

 

Solution The Austrian pilot uses FutureTrust trust services such that economic 
value is increased. 

Measure Increase of economic value by the Austrian pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-114 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application comprise in general costs for hardware, software, 
personnel, external costs etc. These costs must be qualitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application are compared to the average set-up costs of other 
services hosted by the same operator. It is estimated whether costs for 
the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, middle, or upper third of the 
average set-up costs of services hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-215 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application comprise in general costs for hardware, software, 
personnel, external costs etc. These costs should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 

 
 

14 Criterion I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
15 Criterion I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Public Sector” application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-116 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” application must be qualitatively estimated to 
demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application are compared to the average operating costs of 
other services hosted by the BRZ. It is estimated whether costs for the 
FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, middle, or upper third of the average 
operating costs of services hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-217 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” application are compared to the average 
operating costs of other services hosted by the BRZ. Costs for the 
FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate 
the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the “eInvoice submission to 

 
 

16 Criterion I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
17 Criterion I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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the Austrian Public Sector” application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.2-AT-DigitalExperience 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The pilot must empower users in their digital experience when 
electronically submitting invoices to Austrian public agencies. 

Solution The pilot provides users a more convenient electronic solution to an 
existing problem, i.e. the submission of invoices to the public sector. 

Measure Increased efficiency and convenience for users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.2-AT-AssetProtection 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the Austrian pilot, submitted invoices represent 
the primary asset to be protected. 

Solution The Austrian pilot meets relevant criteria with regard to security and 
data protection. 

Measure Compliance with security and data-protection requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot must increase the use of trust services by integrating 
and making use of at least one trust service for realization of an 
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electronic invoice-submission solution. 

Solution The pilot integrates at least on trust service according to the pilot 
description provided in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1. 

Measure Integration of at least one trust service into the Austrian pilot 
application. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot must implement an electronic process that is more 
efficient for the service provider compared to its existing non-electronic 
pendant. For the Austrian pilot, submitting invoices electronically has to 
be more efficient for the public sector compared to submitting invoices 
in a non-electronic way. 

Solution The pilot provides a more efficient electronic implementation of an 
existing process, i.e. the submission of invoices. 

Measure The electronic implementation of the submission of invoices achieves a 
higher degree of efficiency than its non-electronic pendant. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot has to reduce the administrative overhead for users 
(businesses or citizens) when submitting invoices to the Austrian public 
sector.   

Solution The pilot provides users a useful service that helps them to carry out 
the submission of invoices to the public sector in a more efficient way. 

Measure Provision of an efficiency-increasing service for users by the pilot 
operator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
has to contribute to a higher availability of e-government services. 

Solution The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
complements existing e-government services and closes an existing 
gap. 

Measure The service “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” is novel 
and closes an existing gap in the Austrian e-government landscape. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-AT-Reliability18 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
has to exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to contribute to the higher 
availability of e-government services. In particular, the percentage of 
incomplete transactions due to system errors must remain under a 
threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the pilot. 

 

Measure The Austrian pilot provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

 
 

18 Criterion I.4-AT-Reliability has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot must achieve a Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 
that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

Solution The Austrian pilot and all its components are mature enough to meet 
all requirements of TRL 7. 

Measure The Austrian pilot achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 7 or 
above. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.2.2 The Georgian Demonstrator 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for analysing the impact of the Georgian 

demonstrator. Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for 

a systematic evaluation of the Georgian demonstrator’s impact. Relevant evaluation criteria are 

detailed in the following tables. 

ID I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to be based 
on a well-defined business case. 

Solution Design and implementation of the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” have been based on a positive business case.  

Measure Availability of positive business-case description for the Georgian 
demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-GE-EconomicValue 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator should create economic value through use 
of and reliance upon trust services. 

Solution The Georgian demonstrator uses FutureTrust trust services such that 
economic value is increased. 
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Measure Increase of economic value by the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-119 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the demonstrator application are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-220 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the demonstrator application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

 
 

19 Criterion I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
20 Criterion I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-121 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the demonstrator application are compared to 
the average operating costs of other services hosted by the operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-222 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

 
 

21 Criterion I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
22 Criterion I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.2-GE-DigitalExperience 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator must empower users in their digital experience when 
certifying documents issued by public sectors through apostilles. 

Solution The demonstrator provides users a more convenient electronic solution 
to an existing problem, i.e. the certification of documents issued by 
public sectors. 

Measure Increased efficiency and convenience for users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.2-GE-AssetProtection 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the Georgian demonstrator, issued apostilles 
represent the primary asset. 

Solution The Georgian demonstrator meets relevant criteria with regard to 
security and data protection. 

Measure Compliance with security and data-protection requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator must increase the use of trust services by 
integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of an electronic verification-service for apostilles. 

Solution The Georgian demonstrator integrates at least on trust service. 
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Measure Integration of at least one trust service. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator must implement an electronic process that 
is more efficient for the service provider compared to its existing non-
electronic pendant. For the Georgian demonstrator, the verification of 
apostilles in a fully electronic way has to be more efficient for the public 
sector compared to manual apostille-verification processes.  

Solution The demonstrator provides a more efficient electronic implementation 
of an existing process, i.e. the verification of apostilles. 

Measure The electronic implementation of the apostille-verification process 
achieves a higher degree of efficiency than its non-electronic pendant. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator has to reduce the administrative overhead 
for users (businesses or citizens) when verifying issued apostilles.   

Solution The demonstrator provides users a useful service that helps them to 
carry out the verification of apostilles in a more efficient way. 

Measure Provision of an efficiency-increasing service by the demonstrator 
operator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” should contribute 
to a higher availability of e-government services. 
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Solution The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” implements a 
service that complements existing e-government services and closes an 
existing gap. 

Measure The service “e-Apostille Verification” is novel and closes an existing gap 
in the Georgian e-government landscape. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.4-GE-Reliability23 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the demonstrator. 

 

Measure The demonstrator provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The Georgian demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

 
 

23 Criterion I.4-GE-Reliability has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Solution The Georgian demonstrator and all its components are mature enough 
to meet all requirements of TRL 5. 

Measure The Georgian demonstrator achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 
5 or above. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

13.2.3 The German Demonstrator 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for analysing the impact of the German 

demonstrator. Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for 

a systematic evaluation of the German demonstrator’s impact. Relevant evaluation criteria are 

detailed in the following tables. 

ID I.1-DE-PositiveBusinessCase 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator has to be based on a well-defined business 
case. 

Solution Design and implementation of the German demonstrator have been 
based on a positive business case.  

Measure Availability of positive business-case description for the German 
demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-DE-EconomicValue 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator should create economic value through use 
of and reliance upon trust services. 

Solution The German demonstrator uses FutureTrust trust services such that 
economic value is increased. 

Measure Increase of economic value by the German demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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ID I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-124 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the demonstrator application are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-225 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the demonstrator application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-126 

 
 

24 Criterion I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
25 Criterion I.1-DE-SetUpCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the demonstrator application are compared to 
the average operating costs of other services hosted by the operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-227 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.2-DE-DigitalExperience 

 
 

26 Criterion I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, 
this criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
27 Criterion I.1-DE-OperatingCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must empower users in their digital 
experience when authenticating at electronic services. 

Solution The demonstrator provides users a more convenient electronic solution 
to an existing problem, i.e. the secure and reliable authentication at 
services. 

Measure Increased efficiency and convenience for users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.2-DE-AssetProtection 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the German demonstrator, users’ eID and 
authentication data represent the primary asset. 

Solution The German demonstrator meets relevant criteria with regard to 
security and data protection. 

Measure Compliance with security and data-protection requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.3-DE-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must increase the use of trust services by 
integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of a secure user-authentication module. 

Solution The German demonstrator integrates at least on trust service. 

Measure Integration of at least one trust service. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DE-SPOverheadReduction 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator must implement an electronic process, 
which is more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant. 
For the German demonstrator, realized user-authentication processes 
have to be more efficient for service providers relying on the provided 
functionality. 

Solution The demonstrator provides a more efficient electronic implementation 
of an existing process, i.e. the secure and reliable authentication of 
users. 

Measure The electronic implementation of user-authentication processes 
achieves a higher degree of efficiency than its non-electronic pendant. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DE-UserOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator has to reduce the administrative overhead 
for users (businesses or citizens) when authenticating at electronic 
services.   

Solution The German demonstrator provides users a useful service that helps 
them to authenticate at electronic services in a more efficient way. 

Measure Provision of an efficiency-increasing service by the demonstrator 
operator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DE-EGovernmentAvailability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator should contribute to a higher availability of 
e-government services. 

Solution The German demonstrator implements a service that complements 
existing e-government services and closes an existing gap. 

Measure The service is novel and closes an existing gap in the German e-
government landscape. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.4-DE-Reliability28 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the demonstrator. 

 

Measure The demonstrator provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.5-DE-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) 

Relevant Pilot Application German Demonstrator 

Description The German demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

Solution The German demonstrator and all its components are mature enough 
to meet all requirements of TRL 5. 

Measure The demonstrator achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 5 or 
above. 

 
 

28 Criterion I.4-DE-Reliability has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

13.2.4 The German Pilot 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for analysing the impact of the German pilot. 

Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed criteria will be used for a systematic 

evaluation of the German pilot’s impact. Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following 

tables. 

ID I.1-DEnew-PositiveBusinessCase 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot has to be based on a well-defined business case. 

Solution Design and implementation of the provided pilot application have been 
based on a positive business case.  

Measure Availability of a positive business-case description for the German pilot. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must create economic value through use of and 
reliance upon trust services. 

Solution The German pilot uses FutureTrust trust services such that economic 
value is increased. 

Measure Increase of economic value by the German pilot application. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the new German pilot comprise in general costs for 
hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs must be 
qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 
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Solution The set-up costs for the new German pilot are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, 
middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services hosted by 
the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the new German pilot comprise in general costs for 
hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs should 
be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business 
case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the new German pilot application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the new German pilot must be 
qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the new German pilot are compared to the 
average operating costs of other services hosted by the same operator. 
It is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, 
middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services hosted 
by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the new German pilot are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the same operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be 
quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the new German pilot. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.2-DEnew-DigitalExperience 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must empower users in their digital experience. 

Solution The pilot provides users a more convenient electronic solution to an 
existing problem. 

Measure Increased efficiency and convenience for users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.2-DEnew-AssetProtection 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The pilot has to protect users and their assets when using electronic 
services. 

Solution The German pilot meets relevant criteria with regard to security and 
data protection. 
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Measure Compliance with security and data-protection requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.3-DEnew-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The German pilot must increase the use of trust services by integrating 
and making use of at least one trust service. 

Solution The pilot integrates at least on trust service. 

Measure Integration of at least one trust service into the German pilot 
application. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DEnew-SPOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must implement an electronic process, which is 
more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant. 

Solution The pilot provides a more efficient electronic implementation of an 
existing process. 

Measure The electronic implementation of the service achieves a higher degree 
of efficiency than its non-electronic pendant. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DEnew-UserOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot has to reduce the administrative overhead for 
users (businesses or citizens).   

Solution The pilot provides users a useful service that helps them to carry out a 
task in a more efficient way. 

Measure Provision of an efficiency-increasing service for users by the pilot 
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operator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DEnew-EGovernmentAvailability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot must contribute to a higher availability of e-
government services. 

Solution The pilot application complements existing e-government services and 
closes an existing gap. 

Measure The piloted service is novel and closes an existing gap in the e-
government landscape. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-DEnew-Reliability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot has to exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the pilot. 

 

Measure The German pilot provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.5-DEnew-TechnologyReadinessLevel 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) 

Relevant Pilot Application German Pilot 

Description The new German pilot should achieve a Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

Solution The German pilot and all its components are mature enough to meet all 
requirements of TRL 7. 

Measure The German pilot achieves Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 7 or 
above. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

13.2.5 The Portuguese Demonstrator 

This section lists pilot-specific evaluation criteria for analysing the impact of the Portuguese 

demonstrator SEPA e-Mandates. Following the methodology described in Section 5.1, listed 

criteria will be used for a systematic evaluation of the Portuguese demonstrator’s impact. 

Relevant evaluation criteria are detailed in the following tables. 

ID I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to be 
based on a well-defined business case. 

Solution Design and implementation of the Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” have been based on a positive business case.  

Measure Availability of positive business-case description for the Portuguese 
demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.1-PT-EconomicValue 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator should create economic value through 
use of and reliance upon trust services. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator uses FutureTrust trust services such that 
economic value is increased. 
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Measure Increase of economic value by the Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-129 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the demonstrator application are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-230 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the demonstrator application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

 
 

29 Criterion I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
30 Criterion I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-131 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the demonstrator application are compared to 
the average operating costs of other services hosted by the operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-232 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

 
 

31 Criterion I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
32 Criterion I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.2-PT-DigitalExperience 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator empowers users in their digital 
experience when issuing or cancelling mandates for direct debit 
transactions. 

Solution The demonstrator provides users a more convenient electronic solution 
to an existing problem, i.e. the issuing and cancelling of mandates for 
direct debit transactions. 

Measure Increased efficiency and convenience for users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.2-PT-AssetProtection 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.2: Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to protect users and their assets 
when using electronic services. For the Portuguese demonstrator, 
mandates for direct debit transactions represent the primary asset. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator meets relevant criteria with regard to 
security and data protection. 

Measure Compliance with security and data-protection requirements. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.3: Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator must increase the use of trust services 
by integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of an electronic service that enables the issuing and 
cancelling of mandates for direct debit transactions. 
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Solution The Portuguese demonstrator integrates at least on trust service. 

Measure Integration of at least one trust service. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator must implement an electronic process, 
which is more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant. 
For the Portuguese demonstrator, the electronic handling of mandates 
for direct debit transactions must be more efficient for the involved 
Debtor Bank and Creditor Bank must be more efficient compared to a 
manual processing of mandates. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator provides a more efficient electronic 
implementation of an existing process, i.e. the electronic issuing and 
cancelling of mandates for direct debit transactions. 

Measure The electronic implementation of issuing and cancelling of mandates 
for direct debit transactions achieves a higher degree of efficiency than 
its non-electronic pendant. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator reduces the administrative overhead for 
users (businesses or citizens) when issuing and cancelling mandates for 
direct debit transactions.   

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator provides users a useful service that helps 
them to issue and cancel mandates for direct debit transactions in a 
more efficient way. 

Measure Provision of an efficiency-increasing service by the demonstrator 
operator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 

ID I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” should 
contribute to a higher availability of e-government services. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” implements a 
service that complements existing e-government services and closes an 
existing gap. 

Measure The “SEPA e-Mandates service” is novel and closes an existing gap in 
the respective e-government landscape. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.4-PT-Reliability33 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the demonstrator. 

 

Measure The demonstrator provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 

ID I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

 
 

33 Criterion I.4-PT-Reliability has been added after completion of the ex-ante evaluation. Thus, this 
criterion is considered only by the mid-term evaluation and ex-post evaluation. 
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Related General Criterion General Criterion I.5: Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The Portuguese demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

Solution The Portuguese demonstrator and all its components are mature 
enough to meet all requirements of TRL 5. 

Measure The Portuguese demonstrator achieves Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) 5 or above. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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14. Annex B: Evaluation Data 

This Annex contains all evaluation data that has served as basis for conducted analyses. All 

results presented in this deliverable have been derived from the evaluation data provided in this 

Annex. Evaluation data has been collected by means of questionnaires sent to and filled by 

pilot/demonstrator developers/operators. 

Essentially, evaluation data has been collected by determining the fulfilment degree of pre-

defined evaluation criteria and derived interview questions during three evaluation phases (ex-

ante, mid-term, ex-post). All data collected during the three phases is presented below by means 

of tables, whereas each interview question defined for the ex-ante evaluation is covered by one 

table. Table follow the structure/template defined in Section 5.1.6. All tables have been 

continuously extended by the evaluator and the evaluated pilot providers during the three 

conducted evaluation phases.  

14.1 Austrian Pilot 

14.1.1 Pilot Evaluation 

14.1.1.1 Security and Data Protection 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. This security concept 
identifies relevant assets and defines security requirements to be met 
in order to protect these assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of components of the Austrian pilot application been 
based on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Overall security requirements of BRZ and separate security 
requirements of the applications involved (different implementation 
grades) 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Security requirements are also provided in the respective deliverables 
(D3.7.1, D4.3, D5.1, D5.2). 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, development of components of the Austrian 
pilot application has been based on a well-defined security concept. 

  

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. This security concept 
identifies relevant assets and defines security requirements to be met 
in order to protect these assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) plan to base operation of the Austrian 
pilot application on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Partly described in D3.7, overall in the security requirements of BRZ 
and several points will be described specifically for the pilot 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement In addition, D4.3 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Security requirements are also provided in the respective deliverables 
(mainly D4.3). 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot operator (BRZ) has based operation of 
the Austrian pilot application on a well-defined security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecureDevelopment 

Criterion Description Developers must adhere to policies and standards that support the 
development of secure software. In particular, relevant policies listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.3 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have developers of the Austrian pilot application adhered to policies 
and standards that support the development of secure software? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Secure Coding Standards, other standards 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, developers of the Austrian pilot application 
have adhered to policies and standards that support the development 
of secure software. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecureOperation 

Criterion Description BRZ must adhere to policies and standards that support a secure 
operation of software. In particular, relevant policies listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.3 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) for pilot operation plan to adhere to 
policies and standards that support a secure operation of software, e.g. 
relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 27000 standards family? 
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Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement BRZ is ISO27000 certified 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot operator (BRZ) for pilot operation has 
adhered to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software, e.g. relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 27000 standards 
family. This has been supported by an ISO/IEC 27000 certification of 
the pilot operator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description BRZ should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) plan to apply a monitoring mechanism 
during pilot operation that effectively enables detection of security 
weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Not automated 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question was answered with “Partly”, as the pilot operator does 
not operate an automated monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software. However, manual mechanisms are in place. 
Furthermore, the MoSCoW prioritization of the respective evaluation 
criterion is “SHOULD”. Hence, this issue is regarded less critical. 

Recommendation The pilot operator is recommended to evaluate the possibility to 
migrate to an automated monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator? If manual monitoring mechanisms are 
still in place and the pilot operator has at least internally evaluated the 
possibility to migrate to automated monitoring mechanisms, this 
question can be regarded as fulfilled.  

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Not automated 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question was again answered with “Partly”, as the pilot operator 
does not operate an automated monitoring mechanism for developed 
and operated software. However, manual mechanisms are in place. 
Furthermore, the MoSCoW prioritization of the respective evaluation 
criterion is “SHOULD”. Hence, this issue is regarded less critical. 

Recommendation The pilot operator is again recommended to at least evaluate the 
possibility to migrate to an automated monitoring mechanism for 
developed and operated software that enables detection of security 
weaknesses and incidents. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the recommendation from the first two evaluation phases been 
considered by the pilot operator? If manual monitoring mechanisms are 
still in place and the pilot operator has at least internally evaluated the 
possibility to migrate to automated monitoring mechanisms, this 
question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Not automated. The base components (access management, USP, 
IDM) are monitored automatically. The pilot itself not, the client also not. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment Overall, not all components of the pilot application are monitored 
automatically. However, several base components are covered by 
automatic monitoring mechanisms. Other components of the pilot are 
monitored manually.  

As the MoSCoW prioritization of this evaluation criterion is “SHOULD”, 
the level of fulfilment of this criterion is regarded as sufficient. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description BRZ should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) plan to apply verifiable quantitative or 
qualitative metrics (e.g. key performance indicators etc.) during pilot 
operation that effectively enable both the measurement and 
comparability of security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Not automated. Some KPIs will be evaluated 

Suggestion: A set of generic KPIs/metrics could be provided centrally 
and adapted to the specific use case   

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question was answered with “Partly”, as the pilot operator does 
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not operate an automated monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software. However, some KPIs will be evaluated manually. 
Furthermore, the MoSCoW prioritization of the respective evaluation 
criterion is “SHOULD”. Hence, this issue is regarded less critical. 

The suggestion to provide centrally a set of generic KPIs/metrics and 
adapt them to the specific use case has also been considered in 
FutureTrust Task 5.2, where measures have been defined for 
continuous pilot and demonstrator documentation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator is recommended to evaluate selected KPIs as 
planned.  

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator? If the plan to evaluate selected KPIs 
is still pursued, this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement See D5.2 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement See D5.2 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot since mid-term 
evaluation. More details are provided in FutureTrust Deliverable D5.2. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description BRZ has to have processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) plan to establish processes for pilot 
operation that enable adequate reactions to detected security 
weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Regarding the BRZ overall rules, but not automated 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question was answered with “Partly”, as the pilot operator does 
not operate an automated process to react to detected security 
weaknesses and incidents. However, manual mechanisms are in place. 
Furthermore, the MoSCoW prioritization of the respective evaluation 
criterion is “SHOULD”. Hence, this issue is regarded less critical. 

Recommendation The pilot operator is recommended to evaluate the possibility to 
migrate to automated processes to react to detected security 
weaknesses and incidents. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator? If manual processes to react to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents are still in place and the 
pilot operator has at least evaluated internally the possibility to migrate 
to automated processes, this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
BRZ has evaluated the possibility to migrate to automated processes to 
react to detected security weaknesses and incidents. However, it has 
been decided to rely on non-automated approaches. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot since mid-term 
evaluation. Although no automated processes to react to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents are in place, the pilot operator has 
at least evaluated the possibility to migrate to such automated 
processes. However, the pilot operator has made the decision to stick 
with manual processes, as those have been considered sufficient for 
the pilot. This argumentation is comprehensible. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-AT-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description BRZ has to have processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator (BRZ) plan to establish processes for pilot 
operation that enable adequate reactions in terms of crisis 
management and emergency handling?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Application of existing BRZ rules 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot operator (BRZ) has established 
processes for pilot operation that enable adequate reactions in terms of 
crisis management and emergency handling. 

 

14.1.1.2 Functionality 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the pilot application must be defined by a set 
of functional requirements and must be available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Austrian pilot sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3. 
Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as outlined in 
Section 4.2.4.1 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of the pilot operated by BRZ been based on a 
thorough requirements-specification document that lists and defines 
functional requirements of the application on an appropriate level of 
abstraction? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
D3.7 Annex 1, BRZ infrastructure concept, FutureTrust application 
documentations, test procedures documentation 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement D4.3, D5.2 (until second iteration in September 2018) 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, development of the Austrian pilot has been 
based on a thorough requirements-specification document that lists 
and defines functional requirements of the application on an 
appropriate level of abstraction. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-AT-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the pilot application must be defined by a set 
of functional requirements and must be available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Austrian pilot sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3. 
Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as outlined in 
Section 4.2.4.1 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the requirements-specification document used for development of 
the pilot application been aligned with the business processes of the 
Austrian pilot sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3 and 
with functional requirements outlined in Section 4.2.4.1 of the 
mentioned document? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Infrastructure concept and adoption of BRZ security rules 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment So far, the requirements-specification document does not consider all 
relevant input from Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3 and 
Section 4.2.4.1. This bears the risk that the pilot does not provide all 
expected functionality. 

Recommendation The pilot must aim to consider all requirements derivable from 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.1.3 and Section 4.2.4.1. If certain 
requirements will intentionally not be met, the decision to do so must 
be justified in documented form. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator? If the pilot considers all relevant 
requirements from the above-mentioned deliverables or if deviations 
from defined requirements are documented, this question can be 
regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
e-signature validation, if available at e-invoice. See chapter 3 – project 
description: “If the document includes a signature of its content, the 
eInvoice System will use ValS again, to validate the eSignature against 
the trust anchor in the gTSL.” 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The additionally developed FutureTrust e-Invoicing client is an 
additional means to fulfil e-signature validation related requirements. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Only a partly fulfilment of this criterion was given at ex-ante evaluation. 
Since mid-term evaluation, the Austrian pilot has fulfilled this criterion.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.2-AT-RequirementsAlignment 

Criterion Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the Austrian 
pilot application and all its components been aligned with FutureTrust’s 
general goals for pilots? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is basically aligned with the contents of the deliverables (as far as we 
know) 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Delay of operative pilot, due to missing tested and vulnerability-free 
ValS. See mainly e-mails from 8.11.2018 (Vladislav Mladenov (RUB) to 
Christoph Zehetner (BRZ) regarding SD-DSS vulnerability), 19.10.2018 
(Vincent Bouckaert (ARHS) to Carl-Markus Piswanger (BRZ) regarding 
test agreement). Other e-mail communication as well.  

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment This criterion is not fully fulfilled any more, as the Austrian pilot is 
delayed due to unavailability of a tested ValS. 

Recommendation When the ValS is available, the pilot must be set operative as soon as 
possible. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Could the pilot be successfully set into operation in the meantime so 
that it fulfils all its predefined functional requirements? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Pilot is running but has been set operative with a delay caused by the 
later ValS availability. 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The fulfilment of this criterion was threatened during pilot operation 
due to the delayed provision of the ValS. After ValS had been provided, 
the criterion was fulfilled again. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-AT-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Criterion Description Functional requirements must not contradict with security requirements 
that need to be met to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the Austrian 
pilot application been aligned with the pilot’s security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement In our dimension, regarding D3.7 Annex 1, yes 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Austrian pilot has fulfilled this criterion from the beginning. 
Accordingly, requirements serving as basis for implementation of the 
Austrian pilot application have been aligned with the pilot’s security 
concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-AT-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must use one or more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot application rely on and make use of at least one 
trust service provided by FutureTrust, and, if yes, which trust services 
are used? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement ValS, gTSL connected with ValS, (PresS is intended)  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
ValS, gTSL (as far as available with non-EU country trust services 
included) connected with ValS 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement ValS 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment By including the ValS trust service, the Austrian pilot has fulfilled this 
criterion from the beginning.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-AT-Testing 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must have passed all tests as defined by the roll-out plan [5]. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the Austrian pilot application passed all tests defined in the roll-out 
plan [5]? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is too early for on-site tests; tests of used software are carried out by 
test partner (Tubitak) 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment Necessary tests had not been finished at the time the questionnaire 
was answered, as it was too early for on-site tests. Compliance with 
the respective evaluation criterion will hence be re-evaluated in the 
course of the scheduled mid-term evaluation. 

Recommendation None. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have on-site tests been completed successfully in the meantime? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
All Austrian applications are tested (basis e-gov components), 
FutureTrust service test status of ValS and gTSL not as final known. 
ARHS confirmed tests of ValS via e-mail 19. October 2018, but opened 
the SD-DSS vulnerability topic, which seems to be solved by RUB at 
November 2018. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment While pilot components have been tested, tests of integrated trust 
services are still not finished yet. 

Recommendation The Austrian pilot must integrate tested trust services as soon as they 
become available. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have all components of the Austrian pilot (including integrated trust 
services) been tested successfully and has the pilot passed all tests 
defined in the roll-out plan? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
All tests for the pilot have been completed. Tests related to used trust 
services have not been finished yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment The Austrian pilot has completed all tests as far as possible. Due to a 
delay in tests of included trust services, these tests have not been 
completed at the time of conducting the ex-post evaluation.  

 

14.1.1.3 Usability and User Satisfaction 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.5.1. Usability requirements as 
defined in Section 4.2.4.3 should be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the Austrian pilot application listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.5.1 been designed and 
developed following best practices with regard to usability? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
USP and eInvoice system are widely used applications, therefore 
usability is necessary 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement       

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The additionally produced client is in an earlier stage.  

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment For the core components of the Austrian pilot, usability best-practices 
have been considered from the beginning. An additionally produced 
client component (not part of the actual pilot application) is still in a 
rather early stage. For this client, usability could still be improved. 
Nevertheless, the pilot application itself fulfils this criterion. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.5.1. Usability requirements as 
defined in Section 4.2.4.3 should be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 
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Section 4.2.4.3 been considered adequately during design and 
development? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Yes, for USP and eInvoice system. For the pilot itself not, because it is 
at a tool early stage  

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Usability requirements are partly met by the Austrian pilot, due to the 
early piloting phase. Compliance with the respective evaluation criterion 
will hence be re-evaluated in the course of the scheduled mid-term 
evaluation. 

Recommendation The Austrian pilot should aim to meet defined usability requirements as 
soon as possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Are all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 1 Section 4.2.4.3 now met by the pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The additionally produced client is in an earlier stage.  

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Austrian pilot has fulfilled this criterion since mid-term evaluation. 
Before, the pilot was still in a too early stage. Again, some limitations 
apply to the additionally produced client component. However, as this 
component is not part of the actual pilot application, this does not 
reduce the fulfilment degree of this criterion. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-UsabilityFeedback 

Criterion Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does BRZ plan to provide pilot users means to provide feedback with 
regard to usability? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Yes, but not in a separate application, only via the established 
communication channels  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Austrian pilot has fulfilled this criterion from the beginning. 
Accordingly, it offers pilot users means to provide feedback with regard 
to usability. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-UsabilityTests 

Criterion Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of the user interfaces listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 
Section 4.2.5.1. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does BRZ plan to carry out usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) of the 
pilot application to be operated? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Because the process is very strict 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The pilot operator does not plan to carry out usability tests with end 
users. This is admissible, as the respective evaluation criterion is 
optional (MoSCoW prioritization “COULD”). 

Recommendation If possible, the pilot operator could carry out usability tests to further 
improve the pilot in terms of usability. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot operator carry out usability tests in order to improve the 
pilot’s overall usability? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot partners will be supported personally during the pilots and 
usability requirements, which occur in these communications will be 
accepted. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Austrian pilot has fulfilled this criterion by testing the usability of 
the Austrian pilot with pilot partners. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-OperatorSatisfaction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The satisfaction of the BRZ with the service provided by the pilot 
compared to the traditional way to provide the service must be 
determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator’s satisfaction level L been determined according 
to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L >= 2.5? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The satisfaction level L has not been determined during mid-term 
evaluation, as it was still too early for this task. 
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Recommendation The satisfaction level of the pilot application must be determined as 
soon as possible. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator’s satisfaction level L been determined in the 
meantime according to the method described above and is the 
satisfaction level L >= 2.5? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The satisfaction has been determined, and is around 2.5, because 
gTSL is not fully available. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment The satisfaction of the pilot operator is limited by the lacking availability 
of the gTSL. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-AT-DiscontinuationRate 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the pilot. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate 
remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the pilot operator)? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Too early. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The discontinuation rate has not been determined during mid-term 
evaluation, as it was still too early for this task. 

Recommendation The satisfaction level of the pilot application must be determined as 
soon as possible. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined in the meantime and 
does this rate remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the pilot 
operator)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Our pilot partners personally supported to reduce the discontinuation 
rate and lessons learned. Therefore, the rate is sufficiently high. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The discontinuation rate has been determined and reduced gradually 
with the help of project partners acting as test users. Therefore, this 
criterion is fulfilled. 

 

14.1.1.4 Interoperability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-AT-InteropFrameworks 

Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” must 
make use of one or more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Austrian pilot rely on at least one interoperability framework or 
solution that enables a cross-border use of the application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
In our opinion this should be part of the FutureTrust applications to 
ensure interoperability. The pilot applications follow the established 
processes 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question has been marked as not applicable (N/A) by the pilot 
operator, as interoperability frameworks are not directly used by the 
pilot itself, but only by FutureTrust applications that are in turn used by 
the pilot. This justification is comprehensible, the respective question 
will be revised for subsequent evaluation phases.   

Recommendation None. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot make use of one or more FutureTrust 
applications that in turn rely on at least one interoperability framework 
or solution that enables a cross-border use of the pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
In our opinion this should be part of the FutureTrust applications to 
ensure interoperability. The pilot applications follow the established 
processes 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question has again been marked as not applicable (N/A) by the 
pilot operator, as interoperability frameworks are not directly used by 
the pilot itself, but only by FutureTrust applications that are in turn 
used by the pilot. This justification is comprehensible. Therefore, the 
question can be answered with “Yes”, if the pilot successfully integrates 
a trust service that allows for/supports interoperability.   

Recommendation The pilot must include at least one trust service that allows 
for/supports interoperability. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot integrate at least one trust service that allows 
for/supports interoperability? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Regards to the developers and operators of the trust service. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment This question has again been marked as not applicable (N/A) by the 
pilot operator, as interoperability frameworks are not directly used by 
the pilot itself, but only by FutureTrust applications that are in turn 
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used by the pilot. Thus, the final evaluation result of this criterion is 
“N/A”. However, the pilot successfully integrates and uses a 
FutureTrust trust service that supports interoperability. Hence, this 
criterion can actually be regarded as fulfilled. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-AT-CrossBorderApplicability 

Criterion Description The pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
must be usable cross-border and must not be limited to Austrian users. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” be usable cross-border, i.e. also by non-Austrian users? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
Austrian pilot is usable cross-border and is not limited to Austrian 
users. 

 

14.1.1.5 Reusability and Sustainability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-Maturity 

Criterion Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that is in line with the 
project goals and facilitates a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question At start of pilot operation, will the pilot application already have a 
sufficient maturity level (TRL 7) that is in line with FutureTrust’ project 
goals? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot applications are operative systems and the pilot of the 
FutureTrust applications ValS and gTSL should ensure interoperability 
on the same level 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
AT e-government applications are operative systems (USP, access 
management, identity management). For the e-invoice system we will 
use a test system, which consists of the same functionalities as the 
operative system. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The additionally produced client is in an earlier stage.  

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
Austrian pilot has a sufficient maturity level. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-Maturity 

Criterion Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that is in line with the 
project goals and facilitates a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the pilot application been designed and developed 
such that they can be reused in future? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Following the established processes, depicted in D3.7 Annex 1 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, 
components of the pilot application have been designed and developed 
such that they can be reused in future. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Pilot-related software components must be developed such that they 
can be maintained efficiently. In particular, maintainability-related 
requirements as outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 
must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the pilot application been designed and developed 
such that they can be maintained efficiently? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The applications yes. The application process of users from abroad is a 
manual process. “Efficiency” means best possibility. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, 
components of the pilot application have been designed and developed 
such that they can be maintained efficiently. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Pilot-related software components must be developed such that they 
can be maintained efficiently. In particular, maintainability-related 
requirements as outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 
must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all maintainability-related requirements as outlined in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 been considered during design and 
implementation of the pilot application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early stage 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment Maintainability-related requirements as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 are 
not yet met by the Austrian pilot, due to the early piloting phase. 
Compliance with the respective evaluation criterion will hence be re-
evaluated in the course of the scheduled mid-term evaluation. 

Recommendation The Austrian pilot must aim to achieve compliance with relevant 
maintainability-related requirements as soon as possible. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot meet all maintainability-related requirements as 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement All service managers are included. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The additionally produced client is in an earlier stage.  

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. By including 
all service managers, maintainability-related requirements as outlined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.6.2 have been considered 
during design and implementation of the pilot application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Criterion Description Software components of the piloted “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” should be developed such that they can be 
operated on different platforms with minimal adaptations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is cross-platform applicability supported by all components of the pilot 
application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status Improve if possible 

Comment Not all components of the pilot application can be operated on different 
platforms. As cross-platform applicability is not a mandatory 
requirement (SHOULD), this is not regarded a serious issue. 

Recommendation The pilot developer/operator should aim to achieve cross-platform 
applicability for pilot components where possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator, i.e. has cross-platform applicability 
been achieved for operated pilot components? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Technically infeasible. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment For technical reasons, cross-platform applicability cannot be achieved. 
As cross-platform applicability is not a mandatory requirement 
(SHOULD) and as user experience is not harmed, this is not regarded a 
serious issue.  

Recommendation If possible, cross-platform applicability should be provided. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has cross-platform applicability been achieved for operated pilot 
components? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The additionally developed FutureTrust client is applicable on various 
platforms. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment No cross-platform applicability is given for the pilot application itself, 
i.e. server components of the pilot cannot be operated on different 
platforms. However, given the web-service based character of the pilot, 
cross-platform applicability is given on the client side. There, also the 
additionally developed FutureTrust client is applicable on different 
platforms. In total, this criterion (with MoSCoW prioritization 
“SHOULD”) can be regarded as sufficiently fulfilled. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has BRZ systematically collected lessons learned and experiences 
gained during development of the pilot application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early stage 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Due to the early piloting phase, lessons learned have not yet been 
collected. Compliance with the respective evaluation criterion will hence 
be re-evaluated in the course of the scheduled mid-term evaluation. As 
collection of lessons learned is not a mandatory requirement 
(SHOULD), this is not regarded a serious issue. 

Recommendation The Austrian pilot should collect lessons learned and experiences 
gained during development of the pilot application whenever possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator, i.e. have lessons learned and 
experiences gained been collected during development of the pilot 
application? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Pilots are at the end of the project. All delays happening before are 
directly affecting the pilots.  

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   322 of 551 

 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the additionally produced client is a direct result of 
lessons learned to facilitate the transmission of e-invoices with e-
signatures. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. BRZ has 
systematically collected lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development of the pilot application. Development of the additionally 
developed client was a direct result of these lessons learned. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the pilot application “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has BRZ prepared means and processes that support a systematic 
collection of lessons learned and experiences gained during operation 
of the pilot application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early stage (will be established within D5.2) 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Due to the early piloting phase, lessons learned have not yet been 
collected. Compliance with the respective evaluation criterion will hence 
be re-evaluated in the course of the scheduled mid-term evaluation. As 
collection of lessons learned is not a mandatory requirement 
(SHOULD), this is not regarded a serious issue. 

Recommendation The Austrian pilot should collect lessons learned and experiences 
gained during pilot operation whenever possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator, i.e. are lessons learned and 
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experiences gained collected during pilot operation? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Continuously in D5.2 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement See D5.2. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. BRZ has 
prepared means and processes that support a systematic collection of 
lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of the pilot 
application. Details are provided in Deliverable D5.2. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared by BRZ with 
external stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 
4.1.5 during and after development and operation of the pilot “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has BRZ shared lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development of the pilot application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
We are in contact and exchange with our customers of USP and 
eInvoice (BMDW, BMF) and will extend this during pilot preparation and 
operation 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status Improve if possible 

Comment Lessons learned are already shared with some stakeholders. 
Furthermore, sharing of lessons learned is not a mandatory 
requirement (SHOULD). Hence, not meeting this requirement is not 
regarded a serious issue.  

Recommendation The pilot operator should extend its efforts to share lessons learned 
with other stakeholders. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the pilot operator, i.e. have efforts to share lessons 
learned with other stakeholders been extended? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
We are in continuous contact with other project partners in lots of e-
mails and conversations (telephone conferences, GAs, etc.). 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. Since then, 
BRZ has shared lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development of the pilot application with other stakeholders. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-AT-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared by BRZ with 
external stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 
4.1.5 during and after development and operation of the pilot “eInvoice 
submission to the Austrian Public Sector”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does BRZ plan to share lessons learned and experiences gained during 
operation of the pilot application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement We want to disseminate and exploit findings from the project and pilots 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Already in the existing disseminations. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, BRZ 
has shared lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of 
the pilot application with other stakeholders. 
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14.1.1.6 Legal Compliance 

Related Evaluation Criterion34 

Criterion ID E.6-AT-EULawCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with legal requirements of relevant European law. In particular, 
compliance with the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot comply with legal requirements of relevant 
European law? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement We did the legal evaluation from D5.3 and expect findings out of this 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The pilot operator has marked this question as not applicable (N/A). 
Still, legal evaluation has been carried out in the course of the work on 
Deliverable 5.3. Details on the compliance with this evaluation criterion 
can hence be obtained from D.5.3. 

Recommendation When available, the pilot operator should provide a short summary of 
the results of the conducted legal evaluation. From this summary, 
compliance of the pilot with this evaluation criterion should become 
apparent.  

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Is D5.3 sufficiently advanced so that compliance of the Austrian pilot 
with relevant European law can be derived from it? If yes, does the 
Austrian pilot comply with relevant European law such as the GDPR? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
We supported once the legal evaluation from D5.3 and expect findings 
out of this. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

 
 

34 Note that the description of criterion E.6-AT-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of 
the ex-ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Comment D5.3 is still not completed. Hence, no findings can yet be derived from 
it. 

Recommendation When available, the pilot operator should provide a short summary of 
the results of the legal evaluation conducted in D5.3. From this 
summary, compliance of the pilot with this evaluation criterion should 
become apparent. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Is D5.3 sufficiently advanced so that compliance of the Austrian pilot 
with relevant European law can be derived from it? If yes, does the 
Austrian pilot comply with relevant European law such as the GDPR? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
We supported once the legal evaluation from D5.3 and expect findings 
out of this. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment Fulfilment of this criterion could not be determined, as the pilot 
operator referred to D5.3 covering legal evaluations. As Deliverable 
D5.3 was not finished at the time of conducting the ex-post evaluation, 
final results on the legal evaluation of the pilot could not be considered 
here. The fulfilment of this criterion hence needs to be determined by 
examining results presented in Deliverable D5.3. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-AT-NationalLawCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with legal requirements of relevant Austrian law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot comply with legal requirements of relevant 
Austrian law? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The pilot applications USP and eInvoice are based on Austrian law 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
Austrian pilot complies with legal requirements of relevant Austrian law. 

 

14.1.1.7 Compliance with Project Goals 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-AT-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the general project goals of FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the application to be piloted comply with the project goals defined 
in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement As far as we know 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Except delays of ValS availability without SD-DSS vulnerability and test 
confirmation 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Except ValS availability delays. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
application to be piloted comply with the project goals defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. The only exception applies to a delay 
caused by a late provision of the ValS trust service. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-AT-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” comply with the WP5-related goals for pilot applications defined 
in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Except delays of ValS availability without SD-DSS vulnerability and test 
confirmation 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The unavailability of a vulnerability-free ValS threatens compliance with 
defined WP5 goals. 

Recommendation The pilot must integrate a vulnerability-free version of ValS, as soon as 
it is available. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has a vulnerability-free version of ValS been integrated into the pilot 
and does the pilot comply with the WP5-related goals for pilot 
applications defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Except delays of ValS availability without SD-DSS vulnerability and test 
confirmation. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment This criterion was fulfilled during ex-ante evaluation. In later evaluation 
phases, the fulfilment degree decreased due to delays in providing a 
vulnerability-free version of the ValS trust service. As ValS has been 
integrated into the pilot application in the meantime, the criterion can 
be regarded mostly fulfilled. The only exception is the caused delay, 
which was not planned in the original Grant Agreement.   

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-AT-PilotGoalCompliance 
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Criterion Description The pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” has to 
comply with the pilot-specific goals defined for the pilot. In particular, 
the pilot application has to comply with the policies defined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.2 and with pilot-specific goals 
and objectives detailed in Section 4.1.2. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot application comply with the pilot-specific goals defined in 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the Austrian pilot, with policies 
defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 1 Section 4.2.7.2, and with the 
pilot-specific goals and objectives detailed in Section 4.1.2? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Yes, the eGov Portal Service in its specific manifestation as “USP”, 
together with the field specific application eInvoice 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Except delays of ValS availability without SD-DSS vulnerability and test 
confirmation 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The unavailability of a vulnerability-free ValS threatens compliance with 
defined pilot goals. 

Recommendation The pilot must integrate a vulnerability-free version of ValS, as soon as 
it is available. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has a vulnerability-free version of ValS been integrated into the pilot 
and does the pilot comply with the pilot-specific goals? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Except delays of ValS availability without SD-DSS vulnerability and test 
confirmation 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment This criterion was fulfilled during ex-ante evaluation. In later evaluation 
phases, the fulfilment degree decreased due to delays in providing a 
vulnerability-free version of the ValS trust service. As ValS has been 
integrated into the pilot application in the meantime, the criterion can 
be regarded mostly fulfilled. The only exception is the caused delay, 
which was not planned in the original Grant Agreement and relevant 
deliverables.   

 

14.1.2  Impact Analysis 

14.1.2.1 Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-AT-PositiveBusinessCase 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 
Public Sector” has to be based on a well-defined business case. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there a positive business-case description for the Austrian pilot 
available at pilot start? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is clear the fact that an extended technical support of international 
users in USP and eInvoice strengthen the outreach of the service.  

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The answer to this question is rather ambiguous. While positive aspects 
of the pilot are evident, a concise positive business-case description has 
not been provided.  

Recommendation The pilot developer/operator must elaborate a business-case 
explanation for the Austrian pilot, which emphasizes its impact. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Is there a business-case explanation available for the Austrian pilot, 
which emphasizes its impact? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is clear the fact that an extended technical support of international 
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users in USP and eInvoice strengthen the outreach of the service.  
  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The statement provided to argue the positive business case is 
comprehensible but must be elaborated in more detail. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must provide a more elaborated business-case 
explanation for the Austrian pilot. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Is there a more detailed business-case explanation available for the 
Austrian pilot, which emphasizes its impact? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
As the pilot is a public-sector service, a positive business case is not 
relevant. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment A positive business case could not be provided by the pilot operator. 
However, the pilot operator does not consider this a relevant issue, as 
a public-sector e-government service is piloted, for which a positive 
business case is not considered mandatory. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-AT-EconomicValue 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot application “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 
Public Sector” has to create economic value through use of and reliance 
upon trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there an increase of economic value by the Austrian pilot application 
“eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector”? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early stage 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 
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Comment Due to the early piloting phase, no increase of economic value is yet 
measurable. Compliance with the respective impact-analysis criterion 
will hence be re-evaluated in the course of the scheduled mid-term 
evaluation. 

Recommendation When possible, the pilot operator must derive concrete figures on the 
increase of economic value caused by the pilot application. If this is not 
possible, the pilot operator must reason on potential economic value 
that is or will be created by the pilot. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Could concrete figures on the increase of economic value caused by the 
pilot application be derived by the pilot operator? Alternatively, is there 
a reasoning on potential economic value of the pilot application 
available in documented form? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early stage 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment During mid-term evaluation, still no increase of economic value has 
been measurable. Compliance with the respective impact-analysis 
criterion will hence be re-evaluated in the course of the scheduled ex-
post evaluation. 

Recommendation When possible, the pilot operator must derive concrete figures on the 
increase of economic value caused by the pilot application. If this is not 
possible, the pilot operator must reason on potential economic value 
that is or will be created by the pilot. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Could concrete figures on the increase of economic value caused by the 
pilot application be derived by the pilot operator? Alternatively, is there 
a reasoning on potential economic value of the pilot application 
available in documented form? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The service supports organizations in transmitting e-invoices on a 
higher security level, with potentially less effort. This can make 
organization-internal processes more efficient and hence indirectly 
increase economic value. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion is fulfilled. The Austrian pilot application “eInvoice 
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submission to the Austrian Public Sector” creates economic value 
through use of and reliance upon trust services. In particular, the 
service supports organizations in transmitting e-invoices on a higher 
security level, with potentially less effort. This makes organization-
internal processes more efficient and hence indirectly increase 
economic value. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application comprise in general costs for hardware, software, 
personnel, external costs etc. These costs must be qualitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application are compared to the average set-up costs of other 
services hosted by the same operator. It is estimated whether costs for 
the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, middle, or upper third of the 
average set-up costs of services hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Austrian pilot been estimated qualitatively 
and compared to set-up costs of other services operated by the pilot 
operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive business case 
for the Austrian pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is early and hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the 
solution will eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment Due to the still early stage of the pilot, no complete qualitative 
estimation of the pilot’s set-up costs could be provided. Thus, this 
criterion will be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must provide a qualitative estimation of the pilot’s 
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set-up costs during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Austrian pilot in the meantime been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive 
business case for the Austrian pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is still hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the solution will 
eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment A certain risk remains as the pilot operator was unable to qualitatively 
estimate and compare set-up costs of the pilot application accurately. 
However, the pilot operator guessed that the outreach of the solution 
provided will eventually prove a possible business case. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-AT-SetUpCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application comprise in general costs for hardware, software, 
personnel, external costs etc. These costs should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian 
Public Sector” application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Austrian pilot been estimated quantitatively 
and do obtained figures indicate a positive business case for the 
Austrian pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement It is early and hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the 
solution will eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Due to the still early stage of the pilot, no complete quantitative 
estimation of the pilot’s set-up costs could be provided. Thus, this 
criterion will be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should provide a quantitative estimation of the pilot’s 
set-up costs during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Austrian pilot in the meantime been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Austrian pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is still hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the solution will 
eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment A certain risk remains as the pilot operator was unable to quantitatively 
estimate and compare set-up costs of the pilot application accurately. 
However, the pilot operator guessed that the outreach of the solution 
provided will eventually prove a possible business case. As the 
MoSCoW prioritization of this criterion is “SHOULD”, the criterion is 
sufficiently fulfilled. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” application must be qualitatively estimated to 
demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public 
Sector” application are compared to the average operating costs of 
other services hosted by the BRZ. It is estimated whether costs for the 
FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, middle, or upper third of the average 
operating costs of services hosted by the operator. 
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Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Austrian pilot been estimated qualitatively 
and compared to operating costs of other services operated by the pilot 
operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive business case 
for the Austrian pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is early and hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the 
solution will eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment Due to the still early stage of the pilot, no complete quantitative 
estimation of the pilot’s operating costs could be provided. Thus, this 
criterion will be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should provide a quantitative estimation of the pilot’s 
operating costs during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Austrian pilot in the meantime been 
estimated qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other 
services operated by the pilot operator? And does this comparison 
indicate a positive business case for the Austrian pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is still hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the solution will 
eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment A certain risk remains as the pilot operator was unable to qualitatively 
estimate and compare operating costs of the pilot application 
accurately. However, the pilot operator guessed that the outreach of the 
solution provided will eventually prove a possible business case. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID I.1-AT-OperatingCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the “eInvoice submission to the 
Austrian Public Sector” application are compared to the average 
operating costs of other services hosted by the BRZ. Costs for the 
FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate 
the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the “eInvoice submission to 
the Austrian Public Sector” application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Austrian pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Austrian pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is early and hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the 
solution will eventually prove a possible business case.  

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Due to the still early stage of the pilot, no complete qualitative 
estimation of the pilot’s operating costs could be provided. Thus, this 
criterion will be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should provide a qualitative estimation of the pilot’s 
operating costs during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Austrian pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Austrian pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement It is still hard to evaluate. We guess that the outreach of the solution will 
eventually prove a possible business case.  
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment A certain risk remains as the pilot operator was unable to quantitatively 
estimate and compare operating costs of the pilot application 
accurately. However, the pilot operator guessed that the outreach of the 
solution provided will eventually prove a possible business case. As the 
MoSCoW prioritization of this criterion is “SHOULD”, the criterion is 
sufficiently fulfilled. 

 

14.1.2.2 Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-AT-DigitalExperience 

Criterion Description The pilot must empower users in their digital experience when 
electronically submitting invoices to Austrian public agencies. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot provide users a more convenient electronic solution to an 
existing problem, i.e. the submission of invoices to the public sector? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement eInvoice delivery with web service and authentication 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot empowers users in their digital 
experience when electronically submitting invoices to Austrian public 
agencies. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-AT-AssetProtection 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the Austrian pilot, submitted invoices represent 
the primary asset to be protected. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot comply with all relevant security and data-protection 
requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to reliably protect 
users and their assets? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
We did the ex-ante legal evaluation and if any challenges with 
Regulation (EU) 2016/679 occur we would be pleased to get 
information on that 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot complies with all relevant security and 
data-protection requirements to reliably protect users and their assets. 

 

14.1.2.3 Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.3-AT-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot must increase the use of trust services by integrating 
and making use of at least one trust service for realization of an 
electronic invoice-submission solution. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Austrian pilot application integrate at least one trust service? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement ValS and gTSL from FutureTrust project 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the beginning 
as the Austrian pilot application integrates at least one trust service. 

 

14.1.2.4 Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-AT-SPOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot must implement an electronic process that is more 
efficient for the service provider compared to its existing non-electronic 
pendant. For the Austrian pilot, submitting invoices electronically has to 
be more efficient for the public sector compared to submitting invoices 
in a non-electronic way. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the electronic implementation of the submission of invoices expected 
to achieve a higher degree of efficiency for the service provider than its 
non-electronic pendant? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The process of collecting invoices will become more efficient for the SP 
due to the use of a web service. However, provision of this web service 
will necessitate additional processes on the SP side, which again 
reduces the overall efficiency. Improving these additional processes is 
planned with the second phase of the pilot with the improvement of the 
partly automatized application process of users at the USP. Overall, the 
pilot opens a new possibility which will improve this service and 
possibly other services in the future (door opener). 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment While the pilot makes easier the process of collecting invoices, the 
provided web service will necessitate additional processes. This bears 
the risk that these additional processes again reduce efficiency.   

Recommendation The pilot must continue to aim for a reduction of administrative 
overhead by optimizing additional processes that become necessary 
due to the provided pilot application. If necessary additional processes 
cannot be improved within the scope of FutureTrust, at least a 
roadmap should be defined for improving these processes. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have additional processes introduced by the pilot been optimized to 
increase efficiency or is there at least a roadmap for this optimization 
step available? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is very hard to evaluate this. e-invoicing delivery via web service with 
certificate authentication offers presumably better service delivery, not 
only in e-invoicing but could also have positive effects on other e-
government solutions in the future. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment Concrete figures regarding the efficiency improvement for necessary 
additional processes on the SP side are difficult to provide. However, 
the overhead reduction on the SP side with regard to the core service 
(e-invoice delivery) seems evident.  

Recommendation The pilot operator must elaborate on planned activities to also reduce 
the overhead caused by additional processes that become necessary on 
the SP side. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Is there a roadmap or list of planned activities for the optimization of 
additional necessary SP processes available? IF yes, this criterion can 
be assumed fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the FutureTrust e-invoice client can result in a 
process optimization, because the processes received electronically 
signed e-invoices (or other e-documents) should be easier for the user 
and the SP as well. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment According to the pilot operator, this criterion is fulfilled partly only. In 
general, the pilot is advantageous for SPs as it enables electronic 
delivery of e-invoices. However, use of the pilot application causes 
additional efforts on the SP side, which in turn again reduces the 
overall efficiency for the SP. To mitigate this drawback, an additional 
client has been developed, which also facilitates the handling of e-
invoices on the SP side. Even if this criterion is not yet fully met, 
actions in the right direction have been taken to make the pilot an 
efficiency-increasing factor for SPs. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-AT-UserOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot has to reduce the administrative overhead for users 
(businesses or citizens) when submitting invoices to the Austrian public 
sector. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot application provide an efficiency-increasing service for 
users that reduces their administrative overhead? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot enables users to submit invoices electronically. This enables 
an automated – and hence more efficient – processing and submission 
of invoices on the user side. Some processes like the application 
process at USP (from users) have to be improved (automatized) in the 
future. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Overall with the additional client, which supports users in complying 
with the pilot’s needs. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the pilot application provides an efficiency-
increasing service for users that reduces their administrative overhead. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-AT-EGovernmentAvailability 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
has to contribute to a higher availability of e-government services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the service to be piloted novel and does it close an existing gap in 
the Austrian e-government landscape? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Certification based eInvoice submission with web service 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the 
beginning. The service to be piloted is novel and closes an existing gap 
in the Austrian e-government landscape. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-AT-Reliability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Austrian Pilot 

Description The Austrian pilot “eInvoice submission to the Austrian Public Sector” 
has to exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to contribute to the higher 
availability of e-government services. In particular, the percentage of 
incomplete transactions due to system errors must remain under a 
threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the pilot. 

 

Measure The Austrian pilot provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 
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Question Does the pilot operator measure the number of incomplete transactions 
due to system errors and is this number below a suitable threshold 
defined by the pilot operator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Too early 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment No measurements of incomplete transactions have been available 
during mid-term evaluation. Thus, this criterion will be re-evaluated 
during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must measure the number of incomplete transactions 
due to system errors and determine whether this number remains 
below a suitable threshold. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator measured in the meantime the number of 
incomplete transactions due to system errors and does this number 
remain below a suitable threshold defined by the pilot operator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Due to the personal support of the pilot partners, and the recently 
gained experience in the pilot, the incomplete-transaction rate shows 
up very low. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Austrian pilot from the beginning. 

Accordingly, the Austrian pilot exhibits a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors remains under a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

 

14.1.2.5 Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.5-AT-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Criterion Description The Austrian pilot must achieve a Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 
that is sufficient for the respective application scenario.   

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Austrian pilot application achieve TRL 7? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Austrian e-government systems involved are long-time approved 
services as well as e-invoicing test system with the same functionalities 
as the e-invoicing operative system. The availability of the ValS and 
gTSL is delayed (regarding D5.1 roll-out plan). Therefore, 1-5 years of 
operation (as demanded by TRL7) cannot be reached. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment TRL7 has not been met, as this TRL requires operation of 1-5 years and 
the pilot started late due to the unavailability of required trust services.  

Recommendation The pilot must be operated as long as possible and aim to fulfil all other 
requirements of TRL7. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Does the Austrian pilot application achieve TRL7 (except the 
requirement for 1-5 years of operation)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot is operated with partly e-government base components (IDM, 
access management, USP) and the test e-invoicing system with the 
same functionality as the operative system. The FutureTrust client is in 
a prototype state. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment E-Government base components used by the pilot have a sufficient 
technology-readiness level. However, the additionally developed client 
is in a prototype state only. Hence, if this client is regarded as part of 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   350 of 551 

 

the pilot application, this criterion is partly fulfilled only. 

 

14.2 Georgian Demonstrator 

14.2.1 Pilot Evaluation 

14.2.1.1 Security and Data Protection 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect these assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of components of the Georgian demonstrator 
application been based on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The security concept relies on decomposition of the various system 

components in order to create a multi-layered system. The system 

components will interact with each other by strictly defined protocols. 

Such architecture will allow PSDA to enforce relevant security control 

mechanisms during system operation. The decomposition scheme is 

given in [3] 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, development of components of the Georgian 
demonstrator application has been based on a well-defined security 
concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect these assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Do the responsible organizations that develop and operate (PSDA) the 
Georgian demonstrator plan to base operation of the Georgian 
demonstrator application on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The security concept relies on decomposition of the various system 
components in order to create multi-layered system. The system 
components will interact with each other by strictly defined protocols. 
Such architecture will let PSDA to enforce relevant security control 
mechanisms during system operation. The decomposition scheme is 
given in [3] 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, operation of the Georgian demonstrator 
application has been based on a well-defined security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecureDevelopment 

Criterion Description Developers of the demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must adhere 
to policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have developers of the Georgian demonstrator application adhered to 
policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA is already in the process of introduction of security standards to 
support development of the secure software. The standards will be 
based on well-known approaches such as OWASP Top 10 Most Critical 
Web Application Security Risks [19] or CWE Top 25 Most Dangerous 
Software Errors [20].  

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 
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Comment The establishment of respective policies and standards is an ongoing 
process. The progress of this process will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

Recommendation The process for establishing respective policies and standards must be 
finalized as soon as possible. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator? If the installed software 
development process adheres to approaches that take internationally 
recognized standards (e.g. OWASP Top 10 or CWE Top 25) into 
consideration, this question can be regarded as fulfilled.  

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA has created an internal questionnaire based on OWASP Top 10 
and evaluated the demonstrator accordingly. Since the development is 
the ongoing process, PSDA plans to do it periodically. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since 
mid-term evaluation. Since then, developers of the Georgian 
demonstrator application have adhered to policies and standards that 
support the development of secure software. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecureOperation 

Criterion Description The organization responsible for operation (PSDA) of the demonstrator 
“e-Apostille Verification” must define and implement in its organization 
policies and standards that support the secure operation of software. In 
addition, operation-related aspects as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
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Annex 2 Section 4.1.8 and Section 4.2.9 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization (PSDA) for demonstrator 
operation plan to adhere to policies and standards that support a 
secure operation of software (e.g. relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 
27000 standards family) and does it take operation-related aspects as 
defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.8 and Section 4.2.9 
under consideration?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
According to the Georgian legislation, PSDA is a subject of the critical 
information. The law of Georgia “On Information Security” mandates 
adherence to the minimal requirements which are greatly based on 
ISO/IEC 27000 standards family. The internal policies of PSDA are 
based on the above-mentioned requirements and the demonstrator will 
be operated based on these policies. Even more, PSDA plans to 
extend its efforts even further – to achieve certification according to 
ISO/IEC 27001 (possibly in 2019).    

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 
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Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator provider adheres to policies 
and standards that support a secure operation of software and takes 
operation-related aspects as defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 
Section 4.1.8 and Section 4.2.9 under consideration. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description PSDA should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) for 
demonstrator operator plan to apply a monitoring mechanism in its 
infrastructure during demonstrator operation that effectively enables an 
effective detection of security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator will operate behind web application firewall (WAF). 
The underlying infrastructure will be gradually covered by the SIEM 
(security incident and event management) system. Additionally, since 
PSDA systems externally accessible through internet, they are subject 
of the external monitoring mechanisms (e.g. external scans), PSDA 
may additionally consider inclusion of the demonstrator in this 
monitoring scope. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Several monitoring mechanisms are already in place. Application of 
additional mechanisms is under evaluation by PSDA. 

Recommendation Additional monitoring mechanisms should be applied where possible. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator? If monitoring mechanisms 
are still in place and the demonstrator operator has at least evaluated 
internally the possibility to install additional monitoring mechanisms, 
this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator operates behind the web application firewall (WAF). 
The demonstrator was evaluated according to the evaluation 
questionnaire which is based on OWASP Top 10 criteria and PSDA 
plans to do such evaluations periodically.  

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since 
mid-term evaluation. Monitoring mechanisms are in place and the 
demonstrator operator has evaluated internally the possibility to install 
additional monitoring mechanisms. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description PSDA should operate a monitoring mechanism for developed and 
operated software that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to apply verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics (e.g. key 
performance indicators etc.) during demonstrator operation that 
effectively enable both the measurement and comparability of security 
weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
There is no immediate plan to do it in a full scale. However, PSDA has 
incident management procedures in effect, and these procedures also 
support reporting of the security weaknesses and incidents. All of these 
may be applied to the demonstrator also.  
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Respective procedures are available and in place, but not yet applied to 
the demonstrator. 

Recommendation Established procedures should also be applied to the demonstrator if 
feasible. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator? If the most relevant 
procedures are applied or the demonstrator operator has at least 
evaluated internally the application of such procedures to the 
demonstrator, this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Since the demonstrator is hosted by PSDA, the current incident 
management procedures apply to the demonstrator as well 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Established procedures already seem to be applied to the operated 
demonstrator. If this is the case, this criterion can be regarded fulfilled. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should check, whether established 
procedures are fully applied to the operated demonstrator as well. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Are established security monitoring and incident-management 
procedures applied to the operated FutureTrust demonstrator as well? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since ex-
post evaluation. Accordingly, established security monitoring and 
incident-management procedures are applied to the operated 
FutureTrust demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.1-GE-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description PSDA should have processes established to react adequately to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
There will not be specific processes for the demonstrator. However, all 
of these will be possible in the general framework of the information 
security implemented in PSDA 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the responsible demonstrator operator 
organization (PSDA) has established processes for demonstrator 
operation that enable adequate reactions to detected security 
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weaknesses and incidents. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-GE-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description PSDA should have processes established to react adequately to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions in terms of crisis management and emergency handling?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator will be operated in the same infrastructure as the rest 
of PSDA components. Thus, it will be part of the business continuity 
management of PSDA. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the responsible demonstrator operator 
organization (PSDA) has established processes for demonstrator 
operation that enable adequate reactions in terms of crisis 
management and emergency handling. 

 

14.2.1.2 Functionality 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Georgian demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.1.9. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of the demonstrator operated by the responsible 
operator organization (PSDA) been based on a thorough requirements-
specification document that lists and defines functional requirements of 
the application on an appropriate level of abstraction? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the demonstrator is fully based on the Deliverable 
D.3.7. There is no separate document for the functional requirements, 
as the Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 already contains detailed 
requirements. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Fulfilment of the requirements specified in the Deliverable D.3.7 will be 
further confirmed with the deliverable 4.11 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, development of the demonstrator operated by 
the responsible operator organization (PSDA) has been based on a 
thorough requirements-specification document that lists and defines 
functional requirements of the application on an appropriate level of 
abstraction. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-GE-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
Georgian demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.1.9. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4 must be considered.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the requirements-specification document used for development of 
the demonstrator application been aligned with the business processes 
of the Georgian demonstrator’s business processes sketched in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.9 and with relevant aspects 
defined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4 in the context of the 
demonstrator’s process view and data view of the mentioned 
document? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the demonstrator is fully based on the Deliverable 
D.3.7. There is no separate document for the functional requirements, 
as the Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 already contains detailed 
requirements. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the requirements-specification document used 
for development of the demonstrator application has been aligned with 
the business processes of the Georgian demonstrator’s business 
processes sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.9 and with 
relevant aspects defined in Section 4.2.3 and Section 4.2.4 in the 
context of the demonstrator’s process view and data view of the 
mentioned document. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-GE-RequirementsAlignment 

Criterion Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the Georgian 
demonstrator application and all its components been aligned with 
FutureTrust’s general goals for demonstrators? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, requirements serving as basis for 
implementation of the Georgian demonstrator application and all its 
components have been aligned with FutureTrust’s general goals for 
demonstrators. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-GE-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Criterion Description Functional requirements must not contradict with security requirements 
that must be met to protect identified assets. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the Georgian 
demonstrator application been aligned with the demonstrator’s security 
concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, requirements serving as basis for 
implementation of the Georgian demonstrator application have been 
aligned with the demonstrator’s security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.2-GE-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must use one or 
more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Georgian demonstrator application rely on and make use of at 
least one trust service provided by FutureTrust, and, if yes, which trust 
services are used? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The application will use: 

• Comprehensive Validation Service (ValS) 

• Scalable Preservation Service (PaaS) 

• Possibly also Identity Management Service (IdMS) if needed 
(to fulfil requirement R-BS-3.7.2.2-3 from the Deliverable D3.7 
Annex 2) 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Comprehensive Validation Service is already integrated in the 
demonstrator. Currently PSDA is working to integrate scalable 
preservation service there (please note, the service is still provided as a 
“stub” to us) 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA is still working on integrating scalable preservation service and 
global trust list (gTSL is not integrated directly, but through ValS) 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator application rely on 
and make use of at least one trust service provided by FutureTrust, 
and, if yes, which trust services are used. Concretely, PSDA is working 
on integrating scalable preservation service and global trust list (gTSL 
is not integrated directly, but through ValS). 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-GE-Testing 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by 
the roll-out plan [5]. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the Georgian demonstrator application passed all tests defined in 
the roll-out plan [5]? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Will be done later, when the implementation reaches to the certain level 
of maturity. Meanwhile, some test data is already collected and used 
during development process to assist test-driven approach.  

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment Tests have not been finished, as the demonstrator does not yet have 
the sufficient level of maturity. 

Recommendation Test as defined in the roll-out plan should be completed as soon as 
possible. Compliance with the related evaluation criterion will be re-
evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Have the tests according to the roll-out plan [5] been completed 
successfully in the meantime? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Some of the tests were already performed. PSDA now works to 
generate more test data in order to make testing more comprehensive. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 
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Comment The demonstrator operator has already conducted several tests but 
plans to make tests more comprehensive.  

Recommendation The demonstrator operator must assure that all tests as defined in the 
roll-out plan are completed successfully. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have the tests according to the roll-out plan [5] been completed 
successfully? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA has developed test data generation application to simulate some 
cases and used it for testing the demonstrator. Test data collected from 
the other apostille issuers was also used for testing. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since ex-
post evaluation. In the end, relevant tests have been carried out by the 
demonstrator provider. 

 

14.2.1.3 Usability and User Satisfaction 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.7. In addition, usability 
requirements as defined in Section 4.2.5 should be considered. 
Attention should also be paid to usability-related aspects provided in 
Section 4.1.12. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the Georgian demonstrator application listed 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.7 been designed as well as 
developed following best practices with regard to usability? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The implementation is still ongoing. However, when the Georgian 
demonstrator is implemented, all its user interfaces will fully meet the 
mentioned criteria. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question has been answered with “Partly”, as implementation of 
the demonstrator is still ongoing. 

Recommendation Developers of the demonstrator should adhere to all relevant usability 
requirements. Compliance with the related evaluation criterion will be 
re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Are all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.2.7 now met by the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA believes the requirements fulfilment corresponding the current 
stage of the development (some business cases are already 
implemented, and the demonstrator is online). However, since the 
development is still ongoing, we will set the fulfilment status as “partly” 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The fulfilment degree of this criterion already seems promising but 
once again needs to be confirmed during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation Developers of the demonstrator should adhere to all relevant usability 
requirements. Compliance with the related evaluation criterion will be 
re-evaluated in ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Are all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.2.7 now met by the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
All relevant usability requirements defined in deliverable 3.7.2 are met 
by demonstrator except PresS. Hence “partly” is checked. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment This question is partly fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator, as 
usability-requirements related to the PresS are not fully met. Overall, 
the final status of this question is “Sufficient”, given the partly 
fulfilment and the MoSCoW prioritization “SHOULD”. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.3-GE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.7. In addition, usability 
requirements as defined in Section 4.2.5 should be considered. 
Attention should also be paid to usability-related aspects provided in 
Section 4.1.12. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 
Section 4.2.5, been considered adequately during design and 
development and are aligned with relevant usability aspects as 
provided in Section 4.1.12? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The implementation is still ongoing. However, when the Georgian 
demonstrator is implemented, all its user interfaces will fully meet the 
mentioned criteria.. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment This question has been answered with “Partly”, as implementation of 
the demonstrator is still ongoing. 

Recommendation Developers of the demonstrator should adhere to all relevant usability 
requirements. Compliance with the related evaluation criterion will be 
re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Have all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.2.5 and the aspects in Section 4.1.12 been taken 
into consideration during design and development of the demonstrator?  

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA believes the requirements fulfilment corresponding the current 
stage of the development (some business cases are already 
implemented, and the demonstrator is online). However, since the 
development is still ongoing, we will set the fulfilment status as “partly” 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The fulfilment degree of this criterion already seems promising but 
once again needs to be confirmed during ex-post evaluation. 
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Recommendation Developers of the demonstrator should adhere to all relevant usability 
requirements. Compliance with the related evaluation criterion will be 
re-evaluated in ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.2.5 and the aspects in Section 4.1.12 been taken 
into consideration during design and development of the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since ex-
post evaluation. Accordingly, all relevant usability requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.5 and the aspects in Section 
4.1.12 have been finally taken into consideration during design and 
development of the demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-GE-UsabilityFeedback 

Criterion Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to provide demonstrator users means to provide feedback with regard 
to usability? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA operates remote channels like hotline telephone number and 
email on its website (see www.sda.gov.ge ). Users will be able to 
provide their feedback via these channels. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

http://www.sda.gov.ge/
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. The responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) 
provides demonstrator users means to provide feedback with regard to 
usability. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-GE-UsabilityTests 

Criterion Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.2.7. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to carry out usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) of the demonstrator 
application to be operated? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
No specific plans for the moment concerning usability tests. However, 
PSDA has the capacity (e.g. Innovative Service Laboratory) to conduct 
such tests in the future, as it was already done previously for some of 
the PSDA services. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status Improve if possible 

Comment Usability tests have not been scheduled so far. As the related 
evaluation criterion is not mandatory (MoSCoW prioritization: 
“COULD”), this is not regarded a serious issue.  

Recommendation The possibility to conduct usability tests of the demonstrator should be 
further evaluated. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Has the demonstrator operator evaluated internally the possibility to 
schedule plans to carry out usability tests in order to improve the 
demonstrator’s overall usability?  

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
These practices are applied to the demonstrator. Namely, when the 
new version is deployed, the workflows are checked for simplicity of 
use and PSDA makes sure the UI is easily understandable for users  

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
When the new version is deployed, the workflows are checked for 
simplicity of use and PSDA makes sure the UI is easily understandable 
for users 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator since 
mid-term evaluation. Simple usability tests are carried out in order to 
improve the demonstrator’s overall usability. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-GE-OperatorSatisfaction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The satisfaction of the demonstrator operator with the service provided 
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by the demonstrator compared to the traditional way to provide the 
service must be determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the demonstrator operator’s satisfaction level L been determined 
according to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L 
>= 2.5? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Since the demonstrator is still under development, PSDA has not yet 
performed user satisfaction survey 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during mid-term evaluation, as 
the demonstrator was still under development. Thus, this criterion will 
be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator must determine the satisfaction level based 
on the method described above. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the demonstrator operator’s satisfaction level L been determined 
according to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L 
>= 2.5? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Since the demonstrator is still under development, PSDA has not yet 
performed user satisfaction survey. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment The demonstrator provider marked the question as “N/A” as the 
demonstrator had still been under development and user satisfaction 
had not been determined at the time of the ex-post evaluation.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-GE-DiscontinuationRate 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the demonstrator. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate 
remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the demonstrator 
operator)? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The percentages are not measured now but PSDA works on 
implementing logging mechanisms which will make such 
measurements possible  

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment Determination of the discontinuation rate has not been completed 
during mid-term evaluation. Hence, this criterion will be re-evaluated 
during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should determine the discontinuation rate 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   375 of 551 

 

of the demonstrator based on the method given above. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined in the meantime and 
does this rate remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the 
demonstrator operator)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA doesn’t measure discontinuation rate for now. It can be done 
later using the unified log monitoring system on which PSDA is 
currently working (out of the scope of FutureTrust project) 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment This question has been marked as “N/A” by the demonstrator provider. 
Determination of the discontinuation rate has not been done so far but 
is planned for later stages. The demonstrator operator considers this 
out of scope for the FutureTrust project. 

 

14.2.1.4 Interoperability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-GE-InteropFrameworks 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must make use of one or 
more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Georgian demonstrator rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator relies on at least 
one established interoperability framework or solution that enables a 
cross-border use of the application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-GE-CrossBorderApplicability 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” must be usable cross-border 
and must not limited to users from Georgia. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator application “e-Apostille Verification” be usable 
cross-border, i.e. also by foreign users stemming from other countries 
than Georgia? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator application “e-Apostille 
Verification” is usable cross-border, i.e. also by foreign users stemming 
from other countries than Georgia. 

 

14.2.1.5 Reusability and Sustainability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that is in line 
with the project goals (especially with those provided in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6) and facilitates a reuse 
of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question At start of the demonstrator operation, will the demonstrator 
application already have a sufficient maturity level (TRL 5) that is in 
line with FutureTrust’ project goals and does it take in particular those 
objectives provided in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and 
Section 4.2.6 into consideration? 
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Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator application has a sufficient 
maturity level (TRL 5) that is in line with FutureTrust’ project goals and 
it takes into consideration objectives provided in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that is in line 
with the project goals (especially with those provided in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6) and facilitates a reuse 
of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be reused in future and do the 
components take in particular those objectives provided in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6 into consideration? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Components of the demonstrator application have been 
designed and developed such that they can be reused in future and 
they take into consideration objectives provided in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 2 Section 4.1.13 and Section 4.2.6. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.5-GE-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be maintained efficiently? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Components of the demonstrator application have been 
designed and developed such that they can be maintained efficiently. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all maintainability-related requirements been considered already 
during development of software components of the Georgian 
demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Development will be based on the best coding practices, using widely 
known Java programming language 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, all maintainability-related requirements have 
been considered already during development of software components 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   382 of 551 

 

of the Georgian demonstrator application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Criterion Description Software components of the demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” 
should be developed such that they can be operated on different 
platforms with minimal adaptations. Applicability of the demonstrator 
on different platforms should be supported by adhering to the 
packaging, handling, shipping, and transportation requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.16. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is cross-platform applicability supported by all components of the 
demonstrator application and is the demonstrator adhering to the 
packaging, handling, shipping, and transportation requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.16? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The solution will be based on Java programming language and utilize 
Docker containers 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Cross-platform applicability is supported by all components 
of the demonstrator application and the demonstrator adheres to the 
packaging, handling, shipping, and transportation requirements defined 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.16. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) 
systematically collected lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development of the demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Due to the “collective code ownership” approach, that is applied during 
the development process, PSDA can ensure that the experiences 
gained during the development process will remain in the institutional 
memory. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The followed approach (collective code ownership) supports the implicit 
collection of lessons learned during development. However, collected 
knowledge and lessons learned do not seem to be available in 
documented form. 

Recommendation Gained experiences and lessons learned should be documented in 
written form to assure their persistence and to facilitate experience-
sharing processes. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator developer, i.e. have lessons learned 
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and experiences gained been collected during development of the 
demonstrator application and did the demonstrator developer 
document such observations in written form? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
There is still no knowledge collected in the written form. As an 
alternative, PSDA ensures, that the collected information will be 
adequately shared with the new employees, thus minimizing risk of the 
losing information due to staff turnover. Also, since PSDA’s incident 
and change management procedures rely on electronic form, PSDA 
assumes the key information will be still retained and there is no need 
to make further improvements for the demonstrator purposes. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Information seems to be collected at least partly, even though no 
comprehensive documentation of experiences and lessons learned 
exists in written form. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should consolidate existing documentations 
of experiences gained and lessons learned during development of the 
demonstrator. These documentations should be extended as far as 
possible and reasonable.  

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the mid-term evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator developer, i.e. have lessons learned 
and experiences gained during development of the demonstrator 
application been documented as far as possible and reasonable? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The knowledge from development has been gained and everything has 
been partially documented  

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment Lessons learned from development have only partly been documented, 
yielding the final status “Sufficient” for this interview question. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification”. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
 Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) 
prepared means and processes that support a systematic collection of 
lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of the 
demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Due to the “collective code ownership” approach that is applied during 
the development process, PSDA can ensure that the experiences 
gained during the development process will remain in the institutional 
memory. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The followed approach (collective code ownership) will support the 
implicit collection of lessons learned during operation. However, 
collected knowledge and lessons learned do not seem to be available in 
documented form. 

Recommendation Gained experiences and lessons learned should be documented in 
written form to assure their persistence and to facilitate experience-
sharing processes. 

 
 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator, i.e. have lessons learned and 
experiences gained been collected during operation of the 
demonstrator application and did the demonstrator operator document 
such observations in written form?  

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
There is still no knowledge collected in the written form. As an 
alternative, PSDA ensures, that the collected information will be 
adequately shared with the new employees, thus minimizing risk of the 
losing information due to staff turnover. Also, since PSDA’s incident 
and change management procedures rely on electronic form, PSDA 
assumes the key information will be still retained and there is no need 
to make further improvements for the demonstrator purposes. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Information seems to be collected at least partly, even though no 
comprehensive documentation of experiences and lessons learned 
exists in written form. 
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Recommendation The demonstrator operator should consolidate existing documentations 
of experiences gained and lessons learned during operation of the 
demonstrator. These documentations should be extended as far as 
possible and reasonable.  

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the mid-term evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator developer, i.e. have lessons learned 
and experiences gained during operation of the demonstrator 
application been documented as far as possible and reasonable? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The knowledge has been gained and everything has been partially 
documented only from development. Some feedbacks about the 
running demonstrator (it is deployed at https://eaps-demo.sda.gov.ge 
currently) were received from the project partners. This feedback is also 
collected and stored for the further processing. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment Lessons learned from demonstrator operation have only partly been 
documented, yielding the final status “Sufficient” for this interview 
question. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4 during 
and after development and operation of the demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) shared 
lessons learned and experiences gained during development of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders as listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Not yet. It will be conducted at the later phases 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

https://eaps-demo.sda.gov.ge/
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Comment Lessons learned and experiences are not shared yet. This regarded less 
critical, as the respective evaluation criterion is not mandatory. Still, 
compliance with this criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent 
evaluation phases. 

Recommendation Opportunities to share lessons learned and experiences gained during 
development of the demonstrator should be taken where possible. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Question  Did the demonstrator operator consider disseminating and exploiting 
findings from the project and the demonstrator? If the demonstrator 
operator has created a plan how to share potential lessons learned and 
has documented some identified lessons learned, this question can be 
regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Since the demonstrator is still under development, there were only few 
dissemination actions. However, this will be done in larger extent during 
the upcoming dissemination and exploitation activities which are 
already planned in WP6. Some of the information will be also contained 
in Deliverable 4.11  

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Experience exchange has been conducted partly so far, more actions in 
this direction are expected for the remainder of the project. 

Recommendation Further opportunities to share lessons learned and experiences gained 
during development of the demonstrator should be taken where 
possible until the end of the project. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have plans for further dissemination actions been realized as expected 
and have lessons learned hence be shared with other stakeholders 
sufficiently? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
PSDA found it very attractive to share the lesions learned and 
experiences gained to the students of the various universities (we have 
already organized such meetings with International Black Sea 
University, Tbilisi State University and Georgian Technical University). 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The demonstrator provider has shared lessons learned with students of 
involved universities. Although these students are no direct 
stakeholders of the project, they probably can benefit from experiences 
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gained. Hence, this question and the related criterion can be regarded 
fulfilled.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-GE-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4 during 
and after development and operation of the demonstrator.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization (PSDA) plan 
to share lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of 
the demonstrator application with other stakeholders as listed in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the responsible demonstrator operator 
organization (PSDA) has shared lessons learned and experiences 
gained during operation of the demonstrator application with other 
stakeholders as listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.4. 

 

14.2.1.6 Legal Compliance 

Related Evaluation Criterion35 

Criterion ID E.6-GE-EULawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant European law. In particular, policies and 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.14 must be 
considered. Furthermore, compliance with the EU GDPR has to be 
assured. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” comply with 
legal requirements of relevant European law and particularly with the 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.14?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement       

 
 

 

35 Note that the description of criterion E.6-GE-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of 
the ex-ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille 
Verification” complies with legal requirements of relevant European law 
and particularly with the regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 
Section 4.2.14. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-GE-NationalLawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Georgian law. In particular, policies and 
regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.10, Section 
4.1.11, and Section 4.2.14 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Georgian law and particularly with regulations 
listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.2.14?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” 
complies with legal requirements of relevant Georgian law and 
particularly with regulations listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 
4.2.14. 

 

14.2.1.7 Compliance with Project Goals 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-GE-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with the 
general project goals of FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Georgian demonstrator application comply with the project 
goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator application complies 
with the project goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-GE-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to comply with the 
goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Georgian demonstrator application comply with the WP5-
related goals for demonstrator applications defined in the FutureTrust 
Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. The Georgian demonstrator application complies with the 
WP5-related goals for demonstrator applications defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-GE-PilotGoalCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with the demonstrator-specific goals 
defined for the demonstrator. The pilot application has to comply with 
the goals defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2, in particular with those 
provided in Section 4.1.6. Attention also has to be paid to business 
process specific goals defined in Section 4.1.9. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Does the demonstrator application comply with the demonstrator-
specific goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the 
demonstrator and with the demonstrator’s objectives outlines in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.6? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator application complies with the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant 
Agreement for the demonstrator and with the demonstrator’s 
objectives outlines in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.6. 

 

14.2.2 Impact Analysis 

14.2.2.1 Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID I.1-GE-PositiveBusinessCase 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” has to be based 
on a well-defined business case. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there a positive business-case description for the Georgian 
demonstrator available at its start? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This is given in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 2 Section 4.1.1 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. There is a positive business-case description for the 
Georgian demonstrator available. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-GE-EconomicValue 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator should create economic value through use 
of and reliance upon trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there an increase of economic value by the Georgian demonstrator 
application “e-Apostille Verification”? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Yes, through optimization of the business processes. There is no plan 
to generate immediate revenue as specified in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 2 
Section 4.1.7  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, there is an increase of economic value by the 
Georgian demonstrator application “e-Apostille Verification”. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the demonstrator application are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Georgian demonstrator been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the demonstrator operator? And does this comparison indicate a 
positive business case for the Georgian demonstrator?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Costs of the demonstrator set-up did not exceed the average set-up 
costs of the other services of PSDA.  

PSDA operates highly complex IT infrastructure with significant 
expenses on hardware, software and staff to keep its services running. 
The set-up of the demonstrator took average effort from the IT 
operations staff (the IT operations staff is not funded by FutureTrust 
project, they are employed by PSDA) and it also did not result of 
procurement of the hardware, OS licenses, X.509 certificates, etc. 
specifically for the demonstrator purposes.   

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the demonstrator provider from the 
beginning. Costs of the demonstrator set-up have not exceeded 
average set-up costs of the other services operated by PSDA.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-GE-SetUpCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the demonstrator application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Georgian demonstrator been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Georgian demonstrator?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Given the fact that there was no deviation from average observed 
during the qualitative estimation – there were no quantitative 
estimations made and PSDA considers this will not be needed for the 
future, unless there are specific, significant expenses for the 
demonstrator (which are not foreseeable in the present moment)  

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 
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Comment No quantitative estimation of set-up costs has been carried out. The 
reasons for that appear comprehensible. As this is a SHOULD criterion, 
omitting a quantitative estimation is okay. 

Recommendation If possible, the pilot operator should try to carry out a quantitative 
estimation as well. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has a quantitative estimation of set-up costs been carried out in the 
meantime? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Service quality, cos estimation, etc. rules are now being developed at 
government-level in Georgia. PSDA is a key part of that process but it 
is not expected to set up these practices within the timeframe of the 
FutureTrust project. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment A quantitative estimation of set-up costs has not been carried out by the 
Georgian demonstrator provider. However, the process is ongoing but 
not expected to be completed within the timeframe of FutureTrust. As 
the criterion related to this question has the MoSCoW prioritization 
“SHOULD”, the final status of this question is “Sufficient”. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the demonstrator application are compared to 
the average operating costs of other services hosted by the operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Georgian demonstrator been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the demonstrator operator? And does this comparison 
indicate a positive business case for the Georgian demonstrator?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Currently the costs are lower than operating costs of the other services 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning, since operating cost of the demonstrator are even lower 
compared to other services. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-GE-OperatingCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the demonstrator 
application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 
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Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Georgian demonstrator been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Georgian demonstrator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Given the facts that qualitative estimations do not indicate any 
significant operational costs, PSDA does not plan to perform 
quantitative measurements of the operating costs. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve as possible 

Comment No quantitative estimation of operating costs has been carried out. The 
reasons for that appear comprehensible. As this is a SHOULD criterion, 
omitting a quantitative estimation is okay. 

Recommendation If possible, the pilot operator should try to carry out a quantitative 
estimation as well. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has a quantitative estimation of operating costs been carried out in the 
meantime? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Service quality, cos estimation, etc. rules are now being developed at 
government-level in Georgia. PSDA is a key part of that process but it 
is not expected to set up these practices within the timeframe of the 
FutureTrust project 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment A quantitative estimation of operating costs has not been carried out by 
the Georgian demonstrator provider. However, the process is ongoing 
but not expected to be completed within the timeframe of FutureTrust. 
As the criterion related to this question has the MoSCoW prioritization 
“SHOULD”, the final status of this question is “Sufficient”. 

 

14.2.2.2 Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID I.2-GE-DigitalExperience 

Criterion Description The demonstrator must empower users in their digital experience when 
certifying documents issued by public sectors through apostilles. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator provide users a more convenient electronic 
solution to an existing problem, i.e. the certification of documents 
issued by public sectors? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. The demonstrator provides users a more convenient 
electronic solution to an existing problem, i.e. the certification of 
documents issued by public sectors. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-GE-AssetProtection 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the Georgian demonstrator, issued apostilles 
represent the primary asset. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Georgian demonstrator comply with all relevant security and 
data-protection requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to 
reliably protect users and their assets? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 
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Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator complies with all 
relevant security and data-protection requirements (e.g. Regulation 
(EU) 2016/679 etc.) to reliably protect users and their assets. 

 

14.2.2.3 Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.3-GE-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator must increase the use of trust services by 
integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of an electronic verification-service for apostilles. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Georgian demonstrator application integrate at least one trust 
service? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Comprehensive validation service is already integrated. PSDA works to 
integrate other services now 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the Georgian demonstrator application 
integrates at least one trust service. 

 

14.2.2.4 Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-GE-SPOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator must implement an electronic process that 
is more efficient for the service provider compared to its existing non-
electronic pendant. For the Georgian demonstrator, the verification of 
apostilles in a fully electronic way has to be more efficient for the public 
sector compared to manual apostille-verification processes. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the electronic verification of apostilles expected to achieve a higher 
degree of efficiency for the service provider than its non-electronic 
pendant? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the electronic verification of apostilles is 
expected to achieve a higher degree of efficiency for the service 
provider than its non-electronic pendant. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-GE-UserOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator has to reduce the administrative overhead 
for users (businesses or citizens) when verifying issued apostilles.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator application provide an efficiency-increasing 
service for users to help them to verify apostilles that reduces their 
administrative overhead? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. The demonstrator application provides an efficiency-
increasing service for users to help them to verify apostilles that 
reduces their administrative overhead. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-GE-EGovernmentAvailability 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator “e-Apostille Verification” should contribute 
to a higher availability of e-government services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the demonstrated service “e-Apostille Verification” novel and does it 
close an existing gap in the respective e-government landscape? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrated service “e-Apostille 
Verification” is novel and closes an existing gap in the respective e-
government landscape. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-GE-Reliability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Georgian Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the demonstrator. 

Measure The demonstrator provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator operator measure the number of incomplete 
transactions due to system errors and is this number below a suitable 
threshold defined by the demonstrator operator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement These numbers are currently not measured. Unless this is absolutely 
needed, the PSDA plans to support the demonstrator based on 
standard hotline support mechanism which is already in place. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The number of incomplete transactions is currently not measured, and 
the demonstrator operator does not intend to carry out these 
measurements in future. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should measure the number of incomplete 
transactions or demonstrate the reliability of the provided service in an 
alternative way. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator operator measure the number of incomplete 
transactions due to system errors and is this number below a suitable 
threshold defined by the demonstrator operator? Alternatively, has the 
demonstrator operator available alternative figures that demonstrate 
the reliability of the provided service? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The number of incomplete transactions is currently not measured. 
PSDA works now to set up unified log monitoring system to detect 
errors in the log file. It is not in the immediate plans of PSDA to use this 
monitoring system for the demonstrator, but it may be considered in the 
future 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment The Georgian demonstrator does not fulfil this question. Measuring the 
number of incomplete transactions is however considered for the future. 
As the MoSCoW prioritization of the related criterion is “SHOULD”, the 
final status of this question is determined as “Sufficient”. 

 

14.2.2.5 Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID I.5-GE-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Criterion Description The Georgian demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Georgian demonstrator application achieve TRL 5? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Georgian demonstrator from the 
beginning. The Georgian demonstrator achieves a Technology 
Readiness Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application 
scenario. 
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14.3 German Demonstrator 

14.3.1 Pilot Evaluation 

14.3.1.1 Security and Data Protection 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the German demonstrator and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. According 
to the focus of the demonstrator, security requirements related to 
authentication processes with notified eIDs must be especially 
considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of components of the German demonstrator 
application been based on a well-defined security concept that takes 
eID concerns particularly into consideration? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is based on the existing and established German NPA-Box concept 

(NPA – German ID-Card). 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the German demonstrator and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. According 
to the focus of the demonstrator, security requirements related to 
authentication processes with notified eIDs must be especially 
considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Do the responsible organizations that develop and operate the German 
demonstrator plan to base operation of the German demonstrator 
application on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
It is based on the existing and established German NPA-Box concept 
(NPA – German ID-Card). 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecureDevelopment 

Criterion Description Developers of the German demonstrator must adhere to policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software. This also 
applies to external partners, to which development tasks are 
outsourced. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have developers of the German demonstrator application adhered to 
policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, according to German BSI Standard 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecureOperation 

Criterion Description The organization responsible for operating the demonstrator must 
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adhere to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software. This also applies if demonstrator operation is outsourced to 
another organization. In any case, operation-related aspects as 
described in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.5 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization for demonstrator operation 
plan to adhere to policies and standards that support a secure 
operation of software, e.g. relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 27000 
standards family? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, according to German BSI Standard 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization plan to apply a monitoring 
mechanism during demonstrator development and operation, which 
effectively enables an effective detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This is part of the operational standard.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to apply 
verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics (e.g. key performance 
indicators etc.) during demonstrator operation that effectively enable 
both the measurement and comparability of security weaknesses and 
incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The BRZ will detect and monitor the incidents during the hosting phase. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The BRZ plans to enable reactions on incidents during the hosting 
phase. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DE-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions in terms of crisis management and emergency handling?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement According to the BRZ Standards 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.1.2 Functionality 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
German demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 
4.1.6. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 5 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of the demonstrator operated by the responsible 
operator organization been based on a thorough requirements-
specification document that lists and defines functional requirements of 
the application on an appropriate level of abstraction? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
In the framework of the designated Future Trust work package 3 and 
deliverable 3.7. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator application must be defined 
by a set of functional requirements and available in documented form. 
Requirements must be in line with the business processes of the 
German demonstrator sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 
4.1.6. Furthermore, aspects related to functional requirements as 
outlined in Section 5 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the requirements-specification document used for development of 
the demonstrator application been aligned with the business processes 
of the German demonstrator’s business processes sketched in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6, under consideration of 
functional requirements as outlined in Section 5 of the mentioned 
document? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Those requirement specifications have been used. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-RequirementsAlignment 

Criterion Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the German 
demonstrator application and all its components been aligned with 
FutureTrust’s general goals for demonstrators? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The general goals of Future Trust have been served as basis. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Criterion Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the German 
demonstrator application been aligned with the demonstrator’s security 
concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Those requirements have been used. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator must use one or more trust services 
provided by FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the German demonstrator application rely on and make use of at 
least one trust service provided by FutureTrust, and, if yes, which trust 
services are used? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Validation Service and Global Trust List service 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DE-Testing 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by the 
roll-out plan [5]. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the German demonstrator passed all tests defined in the roll-out 
plan [5]? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the referenced roll-out plan 
was still under development at the time this questionnaire was 
answered. Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-
evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

Recommendation The demonstrator developers/operators must aim to pass all relevant 
tests as soon as possible. 

 

14.3.1.3 Usability and User Satisfaction 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This especially applies to user interfaces 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.4.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the German demonstrator application listed 
in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.4.5 been designed and 
developed following best practices with regard to usability? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the demonstrator was still 
under development at the time this questionnaire was answered. 
Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post).  

Recommendation The demonstrator should meet all relevant usability requirements and 
comply with usability-related best practices. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DE-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This especially applies to user interfaces 
outlined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 5.4.5. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 
Section 5.4.5 been considered adequately during design and 
development? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the demonstrator was still 
under development at the time this questionnaire was answered. 
Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post).  

Recommendation The demonstrator should meet all relevant usability requirements and 
comply with usability-related best practices. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DE-UsabilityFeedback 

Criterion Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
provide demonstrator users means to provide feedback with regard to 
usability? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, this is planned. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DE-UsabilityTests 

Criterion Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces described in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 
Section 5.4.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to carry 
out usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) of the demonstrator application 
to be operated? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, this is planned. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.1.4 Interoperability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-DE-InteropFrameworks 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator must make use of one or more 
interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the German demonstrator rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, the Java Framework 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-DE-CrossBorderApplicability 

Criterion Description The demonstrator must be usable cross-border and is not limited to 
users from Germany. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the German demonstrator application be usable cross-border, i.e. 
also by foreign users stemming from other countries than Germany? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it will. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.1.5 Reusability and Sustainability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question At start of the demonstrator operation, will the demonstrator 
application already have a sufficient maturity level (TRL 5) that is in 
line with FutureTrust’s project goals? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The sufficient maturity level (TRL 5) should be reached at this point. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be reused in future? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, they should be reused in the future. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be maintained efficiently? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, they are designed that way. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Criterion Description Software components of the German demonstrator should be 
developed such that they can be operated on different platforms with 
minimal adaptations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is cross-platform applicability supported by all components of the 
demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it is. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the German demonstrator. If 
development and operation are carried out by different organizations, 
findings obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization systematically 
collected lessons learned and experiences gained during development 
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of the demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the demonstrator was still 
under development at the time this questionnaire was answered. 
Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

Recommendation Lessons learned should be collected during development of the 
demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the German demonstrator. If 
development and operation are carried out by different organizations, 
findings obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization prepared 
means and processes that support a systematic collection of lessons 
learned and experiences gained during operation of the demonstrator 
application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the demonstrator was still 
under development at the time this questionnaire was answered. 
Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

Recommendation Lessons learned should be collected during operation of the 
demonstrator. Respective means and processes that support a 
systematic collection of lessons learned and experiences gained should 
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be prepared in time. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange  

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the German demonstrator. If development and operation 
are carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator developer organization shared 
lessons learned and experiences gained during development of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Still under development 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered, as the demonstrator was still 
under development at the time this questionnaire was answered. 
Hence, the respective evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated in 
subsequent evaluation phases (mid-term, ex-post). 

Recommendation Lessons learned and experiences gained during development of the 
demonstrator should be shared with other stakeholders that could 
benefit from it. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DE-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the German demonstrator. If development and operation 
are carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to share 
lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement BRZ plans to share their lessons learned. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.1.6 Legal Compliance 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-DE-EULawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with legal requirements of relevant 
European law. This especially applies to the EU eIDAS Regulation, 
which is of central importance for the German demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the German demonstrator comply with legal requirements of 
relevant European law (especially eIDAS Regulation)? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it does. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-DE-NationalLawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with legal requirements of relevant 
German law. If operation of the demonstrator is outsourced to another 
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organization, relevant national law of the operating organization’s 
country must be considered as well. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator comply with legal requirements of relevant 
German law? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, of course. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.1.7 Compliance with Project Goals 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-DE-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with the general project goals of 
FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the German demonstrator application comply with the project 
goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Some of the Future Trust Services will be in use. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.7-DE-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with the goals defined in WP5 for 
FutureTrust demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the German demonstrator application comply with the WP5-
related goals for demonstrator applications defined in the FutureTrust 
Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it does 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

s 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-DE-PilotGoalCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to comply with the demonstrator-specific goals 
defined for the German demonstrator. In particular, goals defined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6 in the context of the business-
process descriptions need to be met. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator application comply with the demonstrator-
specific goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the 
demonstrator and with the demonstrator’s objectives outlines in 
Deliverable 3.7 Annex 3 Section 4.1.6? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Within the grant agreement a more complex demonstrator was 
described, the future amendments of BVA take this into account. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The evaluation criterion related to this question can be regarded as 
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partly met, as the demonstrator has been redefined. 

Recommendation Redefinition of the demonstrator must be appropriately covered by the 
mentioned future amendments.  

 

14.3.2 Impact Analysis 

14.3.2.1 Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DE-PositiveBusinessCase 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator has to be based on a well-defined business 
case. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there a positive business-case description for the German 
demonstrator available at its start? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
There are several business-cases or better governmental use cases 
which could be described. Due to the security issues the BVA 
encounters they will not be made public as such and the demonstrator 
will be a show case instead. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DE-EconomicValue 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator should create economic value through use 
of and reliance upon trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there an increase of economic value by the German demonstrator 
application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement 
The BVA is a non-profit organisation, nevertheless, should the 
governmental processes run more efficient and therefore create 
economic value or better safe governmental budget. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.2.2 Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-DE-DigitalExperience 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator must empower users in their digital 
experience when authenticating at electronic services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator provide users a more convenient electronic 
solution to authenticate themselves at electronic services? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, the demonstrator will show and test this. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-DE-AssetProtection 

Criterion Description The demonstrator has to protect users and their assets when using 
electronic services. For the German demonstrator, users’ eID and 
authentication data represent the primary asset. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Will the German demonstrator comply with all relevant security and 
data-protection requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to 
reliably protect users and their assets? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it will. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.2.3 Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.3-DE-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator must increase the use of trust services by 
integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of a secure user-authentication module. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the German demonstrator application integrate at least one trust 
service? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Validation Service, Global Trust List 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.2.4 Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DE-SPOverheadReduction 
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Criterion Description The German demonstrator must implement an electronic process, 
which is more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant. 
For the German demonstrator, realized user-authentication processes 
have to be more efficient for service providers relying on the provided 
functionality. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the electronic implementation of user-authentication processes 
expected to achieve a higher degree of efficiency for the service 
provider than its non-electronic pendant? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator shows the digital efficient process instead of the 
commonly used paper-based process. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DE-UserOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator has to reduce the administrative overhead 
for users (businesses or citizens) when authenticating at electronic 
services.   

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator application provide an efficiency-increasing 
service for users to help them to authenticate at electronic services that 
reduces their administrative overhead? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Yes, it is planned. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DE-EGovernmentAvailability 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator should contribute to a higher availability of 
e-government services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the demonstrated service novel and does it close an existing gap in 
the respective e-government landscape? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Yes, the service shown in the demonstrator closes the gap of the 
eIDAS solution towards international authentication, which is not 
available in the existing landscape.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

14.3.2.5 Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.5-DE-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Criterion Description The German demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the German demonstrator application achieve TRL 5? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator will showcase very close the e-governmental process 
of how to authenticate and validate the specific citizen for any kind of 
application within a governmental portal. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status Improve if possible 

Comment The explanatory statement provided does not allow any conclusions 
regarding the achieved TRL. Hence, the related evaluation criterion will 
be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The TRL of the demonstrator should be determined and aligned with 
the respective requirement. 

 

14.4 German Pilot 

14.4.1 Pilot Evaluation 

14.4.1.1 Security and Data Protection 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the new German pilot and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of components of the new German pilot application 
been based on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the German pilot is based on the Certification 

Policy of the DFN-PKI - Security Level Global. The DFN-PKI - Security 

Level Global was adapted to support the eID function (which is used in 

the pilot). 

The development and service operation processes, as well as the 

server infrastructure are covered by an ISO 27001 Certification 

according to the German IT-Grundschutz. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the German pilot from the beginning. 
Accordingly, development of components of the German pilot 
application has been based on a well-defined security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the new German pilot and its 
components, which identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Do the responsible organizations that develop and operate the new 
German pilot plan to base operation of the German pilot application on 
a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The operation of the German pilot is based on the adapted Certification 
Policy of the DFN-PKI - Security Level Global.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the German pilot from the beginning. 
Accordingly, the pilot operators have based operation of the German 
pilot application on a well-defined security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecureDevelopment 

Criterion Description Developers of the new German pilot must adhere to policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software. This also 
applies to external partners, to which development tasks are potentially 
outsourced. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have developers of the new German pilot adhered to policies and 
standards that support the development of secure software? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development and service operation processes, as well as the 
server infrastructure are covered by an ISO 27001 Certification 
according to the German IT-Grundschutz. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the German pilot from the beginning. 
Accordingly, developers of the German pilot applications have adhered 
to policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecureOperation 

Criterion Description The organization responsible for operating the new German pilot must 
adhere to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software. This also applies if pilot operation is outsourced to another 
organization. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization for pilot operation plan to 
adhere to policies and standards that support a secure operation of 
software, e.g. relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 27000 standards 
family? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement 
The development and service operation processes, as well as the 
server infrastructure are covered by an ISO 27001 Certification 
according to the German IT-Grundschutz. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the German pilot from the beginning. 
Accordingly, the pilot operators have adhered to policies and standards 
that support a secure operation of software, e.g. relevant standards 
from the ISO/IEC 27000 standards family. This has been supported by 
an ISO/IEC 27001 certification of the pilot operator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization plan to apply a monitoring 
mechanism during pilot development and operation, which effectively 
enables an effective detection of security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Monitoring of the service is covered in the ISO 27001 processes. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The German pilot has fulfilled this criterion from the beginning. Security 
monitoring of relevant services is covered by processes covered by an 
ISO 27001 certification.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software in place that enables a detection of security weaknesses and 
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incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to apply verifiable 
quantitative or qualitative metrics (e.g. key performance indicators etc.) 
during pilot operation that effectively enable both the measurement 
and comparability of security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The pilot operator does not plan to apply verifiable quantitative or 
qualitative metrics (e.g. key performance indicators, etc.) during pilot 
operation that effectively enable both the measurement and 
comparability of security weaknesses and incidents. No justification for 
this decision was given by the pilot operator during ex-ante evaluation. 

Recommendation Although a non-mandatory criterion, the pilot operator should internally 
evaluate the application of verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics 
as proposed by this criterion. If the pilot operator intentionally will not 
apply such metrics, this decision should be justified briefly. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator evaluated the application of verifiable 
quantitative or qualitative metrics as proposed by this criterion? Please 
provide a justification below in case such metrics will not be applied 
intentionally! 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The pilot operator has not provided any update on this question during 
mid-term evaluation. It is assumed that the pilot operator does not 
plan to apply verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics (e.g. key 
performance indicators, etc.) during pilot operation that effectively 
enable both the measurement and comparability of security 
weaknesses and incidents. No justification for this decision was given 
by the pilot operator during ex-ante evaluation. 

Recommendation Although a non-mandatory criterion, the pilot operator should internally 
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evaluate the application of verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics 
as proposed by this criterion. If the pilot operator intentionally will not 
apply such metrics, this decision should be justified briefly. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the pilot operator evaluated the application of verifiable quantitative 
or qualitative metrics as proposed by this criterion? Please provide a 
justification below in case such metrics will not be applied intentionally! 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The German pilot is distributed between 4 different data centres which 
all employ their own measurements, so this question cannot be 
answered in a consistent form. 

 
 
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment The pilot operators have marked this question as N/A. This is due to 
the fact that the pilot is distributed over four different data centres, 
which all employ their own measurements. Thus, this question cannot 
be answered in a consistent form for all data centres. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to establish 
processes for pilot operation that enable adequate reactions to 
detected security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This is covered in the ISO 27001 processes. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning, as required 
processes are covered by an ISO 27001 certification. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-DEnew-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to establish 
processes for pilot operation that enable adequate reactions in terms of 
crisis management and emergency handling?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This is covered in the ISO 27001 processes. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning, as required 
processes are covered by an ISO 27001 certification. 

 

14.4.1.2 Functionality 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the pilot application must be defined by a set 
of functional requirements and available in documented form. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of the new German pilot operated by the responsible 
operator organization been based on a thorough requirements-
specification document that lists and defines functional requirements of 
the application on an appropriate level of abstraction? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The development of the German pilot is based on a requirement 
document provided by LU. The development follows an agile 
development process. During the development process, improvements 
are identified and discussed and transparently documented.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Development of the 
German pilot has been based on a requirement document provided by 
LU. The development has followed an agile development process. 
During the development process, improvements have been identified, 
discussed, and transparently documented. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsAlignment 

Criterion Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
FutureTrust’s goals for pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the new 
German pilot application and all its components been aligned with 
FutureTrust’s general goals for pilots? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement       

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, 
requirements serving as basis for implementation of the German pilot 
application and all its components have been aligned with FutureTrust’s 
general goals for pilots. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DEnew-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Criterion Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the new 
German pilot application been aligned with the pilot’s security concept? 
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Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Requirements 
serving as basis for implementation of the German pilot application 
have been aligned with the pilot’s security concept.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DEnew-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must use one or more trust services provided by 
FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the new German pilot application rely on and make use of at least 
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one trust service provided by FutureTrust, and, if yes, which trust 
services are used? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
• eID-IdP (SAML with German eID) 

• PresS (Optional)  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Additionally, SigS and ValS (optional)  

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The German pilot 
incudes multiple trust services including PresS and SigS. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-DEnew-Testing 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must have passed all tests as defined by the 
roll-out plan [5]. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Has the new German pilot passed all tests defined in the roll-out plan 
[5]? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The German pilot is not finished, yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This criterion cannot be met yet by the pilot, as the pilot is still under 
development. This criterion will hence be re-evaluated in subsequent 
evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must pass all tests defined in the roll-out plan as 
soon as possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the new German pilot passed all tests defined in the roll-out plan 
[5] in the meantime? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The pilot has passed parts of the tests from the roll-out plan. 

Recommendation The pilot must aim to pass all tests defined in the roll-out plan. If some 
tests cannot be passed, a brief explanation should be provided. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the new German pilot passed all tests defined in the roll-out plan 
[5]? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The roll-out plan has been designed for a 3-year period and cannot be 
completely met by the new German pilot since there is an effective 
implementation time of less than 1 year. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment After three evaluation phases, this criterion is still partly fulfilled only. 
The reason for that is that the referred roll-out plan has been designed 
for a 3-year period of pilot development and operation. Hence, it 
cannot be completely met by the new German pilot, since there is an 
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effective implementation time of less than 1 year only. While this is a 
convincing justification, pilot providers should be aware that the pilot 
probably requires further quality-ensuring activities. 

 

14.4.1.3 Usability and User Satisfaction 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the new German pilot application been 
designed and developed following best practices with regard to 
usability? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
UI concept developed by FHC? 
 
Note by evaluators: Added fulfilment “N/A” as agreed with pilot provider. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as 
development of the German pilot was still ongoing. The question will be 
re-evaluated during upcoming evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider is recommended to design and develop all user 
interfaces of the new German pilot application following best practices 
with regard to usability 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the new German pilot application been 
designed and developed following best practices with regard to 
usability? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The user interface of the pilot uses external components for which there 
is no possibility to modify them. The UI of the pilot application has been 
developed as Mock-Ups which had been discussed with all participants. 
The realisation of the UI is done with state-of-the-art UI toolkits. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the German pilot since mid-term 
evaluation. A suitable level of usability is assured by basing the 
realisation of the pilot’s UI on state-of-the-art UI toolkits. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityFeedback 

Criterion Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to provide pilot 
users means to provide feedback with regard to usability? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The pilot operator does not plan to provide users the possibility to 
provide feedback regarding the usability of the pilot application. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should consider the provision of a feedback channel 
for end users, through which feedback regarding security can be 
provided. If the pilot operator intentionally will not provide such a 
channel, this decision should be justified briefly. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator considered the provision of a feedback channel 
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(e.g. e-mail) for end users, through which feedback regarding security 
can be provided. Please justify your decision below, in case such a 
channel will not be provided by intention. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The pilot operator has not provided any update on this question during 
mid-term evaluation. It is assumed that the pilot operator does not 
plan to provide users the possibility to provide feedback regarding the 
usability of the pilot application. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should consider the provision of a feedback channel 
for end users, through which feedback regarding security can be 
provided. If the pilot operator intentionally will not provide such a 
channel, this decision should be justified briefly. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the pilot operator considered the provision of a feedback channel 
(e.g. e-mail) for end users, through which feedback regarding security 
can be provided. Please justify your decision below, in case such a 
channel will not be provided by intention. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
End-users identify themselves using the Open eCard App, which has 
been tested extensively outside the FutureTrust project and provide 
possibilities to provide feedback. In addition to this, there may be 
additional means to provide suggestions for further improvements. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment In the end, the German pilot also fulfils this criterion. On the one hand, 
end users can rely on an approved app (Open eCard App), which also 
offers possibilities to provide feedback. In addition, there may be 
additional means to provide suggestions for further improvements.  

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DEnew-UsabilityTests 

Criterion Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of user interfaces. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to carry out 
usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) of the pilot application to be 
operated? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment The status of this question is OK, as its related MoSCoW prioritization is 
“COULD” only. Still, progress with regard to this question and its 
related evaluation criterion will be monitored in upcoming evaluation 
phases. 

Recommendation The pilot operator could take into consideration the conduction of 
usability tests for the pilot application. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the conduction of usability tests for the pilot application been taken 
into consideration? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The pilot operator has not provided any update on this question during 
mid-term evaluation but changed the fulfilment degree to N/A. 
Progress with regard to this question and its related evaluation criterion 
will be monitored in the upcoming evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot operator could take into consideration the conduction of 
usability tests for the pilot application. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the conduction of usability tests for the pilot application been taken 
into consideration? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The new components of the pilot do not involve end users. End-users 
identify themselves using the Open eCard App, which has been tested 
extensively outside the FutureTrust project. Additional measures to 
improve usability may be subject of forthcoming projects 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment The pilot makes use of existing components for user interaction. These 
components have already been tested with regard to usability. 
Accordingly, additional usability tests for newly developed components 
of the pilot are not necessary, as these components do not feature user 
interfaces. Still, additional usability-improving measures are considered 
for future projects. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DEnew-OperatorSatisfaction 

Description The satisfaction of the pilot operator with the service provided by the 
pilot compared to the traditional way to provide the service must be 
determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator’s satisfaction level L been determined according 
to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L >= 2.5? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The German pilot is not finished, yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot has still been under development. Hence, this question and the 
related criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 
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Recommendation The pilot operator must determine as soon as possible the satisfaction 
level L according to the method described above. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator’s satisfaction level L been determined according 
to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L >= 2.5? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The pilot operator has not provided any update on this question during 
mid-term evaluation. It is assumed that this question could not be 
answered, as the pilot has still been under development. Hence, this 
question and the related criterion will be re-evaluated in the 
subsequent evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must determine as soon as possible the satisfaction 
level L according to the method described above. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the pilot operator’s satisfaction level L been determined according 
to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L >= 2.5? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Pilot will be finished by the end of the project only. However, it is 
obvious that the provided solution provides a big improvement 
compared to the existing (paper-based) registration process. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment Due to the tight time schedule of the pilot, the operator’s satisfaction 
level L has not been determined before completion of the ex-post 
evaluation. Although benefits of the piloted solution are obvious 
compared to the existing paper-based process, no concrete figure can 
be determined for the operator’s satisfaction level. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-DEnew-DiscontinuationRate 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the pilot. 
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Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the pilot. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 

transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate 
remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the pilot operator)? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The German pilot is not finished, yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot has still been under development. Hence, this question and the 
related criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must determine as soon as possible the 
discontinuation rate of the pilot application as defined above. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate 
remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the pilot operator)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The operation with actual users has not started due to delays at the 
universities. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during mid-term evaluation, as 
operation with actual users has not started. Hence, this question and 
the related criterion will be re-evaluated in the subsequent evaluation 
phase. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must determine as soon as possible the 
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discontinuation rate of the pilot application as defined above. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate remain 
above a suitable threshold (defined by the pilot operator)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Pilot will be finished by the end of the project only. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment Due to the tight time schedule of the German pilot, its discontinuation 
rate could not be determined before completion of the ex-post 
evaluation. As the pilot was planned to be finished by the end of the 
project only, no data was available that would have allowed for a 
determination of the pilot’s discontinuation rate. 

 

14.4.1.4 Interoperability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-DEnew-InteropFrameworks 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must make use of one or more interoperability 
frameworks or solutions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The integration to eduroam is possible, but not part of this installation. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment A cross-border use of the pilot application is currently not foreseen but 
technically feasible.  

Recommendation The pilot operator must consider the use of interoperability framework 
or solution that enables a cross-border use of the pilot application. If 
cross-border applicability is not provided, this decision must be justified 
briefly. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? If no cross-border use is intended, please provide a 
justification for that below. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment This question is partly fulfilled. However, no detailed explanation has 
been provided justifying the partial fulfilment.  

Recommendation The pilot provider must aim to achieve full fulfilment of this question. If 
only a partial fulfilment can be achieved, this should be justified briefly. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Will the new German pilot rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? If no cross-border use is intended, please provide a 
justification for that below. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
All communication interfaces rely on well-established paradigms and 
protocol (e.g. SAML) that allow cross-border use. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The pilot has fulfilled this criterion during ex-post evaluation. By relying 
on well-established paradigms and protocols such as SAML, the pilot 
basically supports its use in cross-border scenarios. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-DEnew-CrossBorderApplicability 

Criterion Description The pilot must be usable cross-border and is not limited to users from 
Germany. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot application be usable cross-border, i.e. also 
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by foreign users stemming from other countries than Germany? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The participating universities only allow German IDs at the moment; 
however, it is only a configuration detail in the IdP to allow other 
supported and notified eIDs with a sufficient LoA. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment The pilot supports the German eID only, but support for foreign eIDs is 
technically feasible. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must consider the use of interoperability framework 
or solution that enables the use of foreign eIDs as well. If support of 
foreign eIDs is not provided, this decision must be justified briefly. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator considered the use of an interoperability 
framework to enable the use of foreign eIDs as well? In case foreign 
eIDs will not be supported, please provide a justification for this 
decision below. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question has been marked as N/A during mid-term evaluation. 
However, no explanatory statement has been provided justifying this 
classification. 

Recommendation The pilot operator must aim to achieve cross-border applicability for the 
German pilot. If support of foreign eIDs is not provided, this decision 
must be justified briefly. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the pilot operator considered the use of an interoperability 
framework to enable the use of foreign eIDs as well? In case foreign 
eIDs will not be supported, please provide a justification for this 
decision below. 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Foreign eIDs are already supported by the IdMS system and can be 
integrated into the pilot if the policies of the participating universities are 
adapted 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment On a technical level, the German pilot can be used by foreign users (i.e. 
other than German users) as requested, as foreign eIDs are already 
supported by the used IdMS system. On organizational level, policies of 
participating universities still need to be adapted in order to enable 
support for foreign users.  

 

14.4.1.5 Reusability and Sustainability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-Maturity 

Criterion Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates a reuse of 
developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question At start of the pilot operation, will the pilot application already have a 
sufficient maturity level (TRL 7) that is in line with FutureTrust’s project 
goals? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
No evaluation planned according to TRL. 
 
Comment by evaluator: Changed fulfilment to “Yes” according to 
statement in Section 14.4.2.5 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment As stated in Section 14.4.2.5, the German pilot achieves TRL 7. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The German pilot has fulfilled this criterion from the beginning. 
Accordingly, the pilot application has a sufficient maturity level (TRL 7) 
that is in line with FutureTrust’s project goals. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-Maturity 

Criterion Description The pilot must have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates a reuse of 
developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the pilot application been designed and developed 
such that they can be reused in future? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Apart from FutureTrust components, the system contains adaptable 
audit log modules, a reusable browser-based certificate issuing 
component and functionality for normalized comparison of identity 
attributes. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, 
components of the pilot application have been designed and developed 
such that they can be reused in future. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Pilot-related software components must be developed such that they 
can be maintained efficiently. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the pilot application been designed and developed 
such that they can be maintained efficiently? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The agile development makes it easy to modify the design and 
implementation of the modules. By following general best practises in 
software design, the individual components are designed from the 
ground up to be pluggable and extensible. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, 
components of the pilot application have been designed and developed 
such that they can be maintained efficiently. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Criterion Description Software components of the German pilot should be developed such 
that they can be operated on different platforms with minimal 
adaptations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is cross-platform applicability supported by all components of the pilot 
application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The server system is tested on Debian GNU Linux and the WildFly 
application server, but it is expected that the system also runs on other 
systems having support by the WildFly application server. 
The frontend is web based and uses only standardized web 
components. That means it runs on any modern web browser. 
The eID authentication is done with the Open eCard App or the 
Ausweisapp2, which covers Windows, various Linux distributions, OS X 
and Android devices. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, cross-
platform applicability is supported by all major components of the pilot 
application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the new German pilot. If development 
and operation are carried out by different organizations, findings 
obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible pilot operator organization systematically collected 
lessons learned and experiences gained during development of the pilot 
application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Pilot is not finished yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider should systematically collect lessons learned and 
experiences gained during development of the pilot application. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible pilot operator organization systematically collected 
lessons learned and experiences gained during development of the pilot 
application? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. Accordingly, 
the responsible pilot operator organizations have systematically 
collected lessons learned and experiences gained during development 
of the pilot application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the new German pilot. If development 
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and operation are carried out by different organizations, findings 
obtained by each organization are combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible pilot operator organization prepared means and 
processes that support a systematic collection of lessons learned and 
experiences gained during operation of the pilot application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot users plan to run the pilot with staff members of the service 
institutions, PKI applicant representatives, working groups with known 
demands, MINT students and others. We plan to systematically collect 
information about the users’ interests, users’ experiences, effort 
reductions and time savings. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
responsible pilot operator organization have prepared means and 
processes that support a systematic collection of lessons learned and 
experiences gained during operation of the pilot application. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange  

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the new German pilot. If development and operation are 
carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible pilot developer organization shared lessons learned 
and experiences gained during development of the pilot application 
with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The Pilot development is not finished yet. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider should share lessons learned and experiences gained 
during development of the pilot application. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible pilot developer organization shared lessons learned 
and experiences gained during development of the pilot application 
with other stakeholders? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled since mid-term evaluation. Since then, 
the responsible pilot developer organizations have shared lessons 
learned and experiences gained during development of the pilot 
application with other stakeholders. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-DEnew-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the new German pilot. If development and operation are 
carried out by different organizations, findings obtained by each 
organization should be combined in the end. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible pilot operator organization plan to share lessons 
learned and experiences gained during operation of the pilot 
application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement We plan to do this. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   469 of 551 

 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
responsible pilot operator organizations have shared lessons learned 
and experiences gained during operation of the pilot application with 
other stakeholders. 

 

14.4.1.6 Legal Compliance 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-DEnew-EULawCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot has to comply with legal requirements of relevant European 
law. This especially applies to the EU eIDAS Regulation, which is of 
central importance for the new German pilot. Furthermore, compliance 
with the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the new German pilot comply with legal requirements of relevant 
European law (especially eIDAS Regulation)? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The pilot complies with the eIDAS Regulation and GDPR. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
German pilot complies with legal requirements of relevant European 
law (especially eIDAS Regulation). 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-DEnew-NationalLawCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot has to comply with legal requirements of relevant German 
law.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot comply with legal requirements of relevant German law? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement All legal requirements are covered by EU legal frameworks 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
pilot also complies with legal requirements of relevant German law. 

 

14.4.1.7 Compliance with Project Goals 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-DEnew-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot has to comply with the general project goals of FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the new German pilot comply with the project goals defined in 
the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
German pilot complies with the project goals defined in the FutureTrust 
Grant Agreement. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-DEnew-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot has to comply with the goals defined in WP5 for FutureTrust 
pilots. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the new German pilot comply with the WP5-related goals for pilot 
applications defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
German pilot complies with the WP5-related goals for pilot applications 
defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-DEnew-PilotGoalCompliance 

Criterion Description The pilot has to comply with the pilot-specific goals defined for the new 
German pilot.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot comply with the pilot-specific goals defined for the new 
German pilot? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The audit was carried out by project partners 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 
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Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
pilot complies with the pilot-specific goals defined for the German pilot. 

 

14.4.2 Impact Analysis 

14.4.2.1 Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-PositiveBusinessCase 

Criterion Description The new German pilot has to be based on a well-defined business case. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there a positive business-case description for the new German pilot 
available at its start? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The certificate service can be offered to universities as a third-party 
component. Based on the development it is possible to adapt the 
service to work with arbitrary trust centres. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, there 
is a convincing positive business-case description available for the 
German pilot. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-EconomicValue 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must create economic value through use of and 
reliance upon trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there an increase of economic value by the new German pilot 
application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement This needs to be evaluated during the piloting phase 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must strive for an increase of economic value. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Is there already visible an increase of economic value by the new 
German pilot application? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment So far, no increase of economic value by the new German pilot 
application is visible. No further justification has been provided. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must strive for an increase of economic value. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question 
Can be identified an increase of economic value by the new German 
pilot application? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The pilot partners are governmental organizations, increase in 
economic value can be achieved through cost reduction and 
improvement of service (e.g. with respect to security). The pilot 
promises to improve the number of issued certificates and hence 
improve security in communication.  

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment An increase of economic value can only be partly identified for the 
German pilot. As pilot partners are governmental organizations, for 
which increase of economic value is not always the primary goal, 
considerable benefits can be expected with regard to cost reduction 
and improvement of service. Indirectly, this can also lead to an 
increase of economic value. Overall, this criterion is hence satisfactorily 
met. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-1 

Description The set-up costs for the new German pilot comprise in general costs for 
hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs must be 
qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the new German pilot are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, 
middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services hosted by 
the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive 
business case for the new German pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement  This needs to be evaluated during the piloting phase 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must as soon as possible estimate qualitatively set-
up costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up costs of 
other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison must 
indicate a positive business case. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive 
business case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during mid-term evaluation. As no 
explanation has been provided, it is assumed that the pilot was still 
under development. Hence, this question and the related criterion will 
be re-evaluated in the subsequent evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must as soon as possible estimate qualitatively set-
up costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up costs of 
other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison must 
indicate a positive business case. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a positive 
business case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The new German pilot helps to reduce costs at the participating 
universities. These costs are however not collected at the universities 
and thus no qualitative comparison can be made. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment This criterion has been partly met only. Due to the special nature of the 
German pilot and its involved pilot partners, the requested qualitative 
comparisons could not be made. Still, the cost-saving potential of the 
pilot is apparent. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-SetUpCosts-2 

Description The set-up costs for the new German pilot comprise in general costs for 
hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs should 
be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business 
case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the new German pilot application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement  This needs to be evaluated during the piloting phase 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider should as soon as possible estimate quantitatively 
set-up costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up costs 
of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison should 
indicate a positive business case. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during mid-term evaluation. As no 
explanation has been provided, it is assumed that the pilot was still 
under development. Hence, this question and the related criterion will 
be re-evaluated in the subsequent evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot provider should as soon as possible estimate quantitatively 
set-up costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up costs 
of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison should 
indicate a positive business case. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement The new German pilot induces costs at the participating universities. 
These costs are however not collected at the universities and thus no 
qualitative comparison can be made. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment This criterion has been partly met only. Due to the special nature of the 
German pilot and its involved pilot partners, the requested quantitative 
comparisons could not be made. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-1 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the new German pilot must be 
qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the new German pilot are compared to the 
average operating costs of other services hosted by the same operator. 
It is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust pilot are in the lower, 
middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services hosted 
by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a 
positive business case for the new German pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This needs to be evaluated during the piloting phase 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must as soon as possible estimate qualitatively 
operating costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up 
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costs of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison 
must indicate a positive business case. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a 
positive business case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during mid-term evaluation. As no 
explanation has been provided, it is assumed that the pilot was still 
under development. Hence, this question and the related criterion will 
be re-evaluated in the subsequent evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must as soon as possible estimate qualitatively 
operating costs of the pilot application and compare them to operating 
costs of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison 
must indicate a positive business case. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the pilot operator? And does this comparison indicate a 
positive business case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The new German pilot induces costs at the participating universities. 
These costs are however not collected at the universities and thus no 
qualitative comparison can be made. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Remaining Risk 

Comment This criterion has been partly met only. Due to the special nature of the 
German pilot and its involved pilot partners, the requested qualitative 
comparisons could not be made.  

 
 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-DEnew-OperatingCosts-2 
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Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the new German pilot are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the same operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be 
quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the new German pilot. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement This needs to be evaluated during the piloting phase 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered during ex-ante evaluation, as the 
pilot was still under development. Hence, this question and the related 
criterion will be re-evaluated in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendation The pilot provider should as soon as possible estimate quantitatively 
operating costs of the pilot application and compare them to set-up 
costs of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison 
should indicate a positive business case. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment For this question, a partial fulfilment has been stated. However, no 
additional explanation has been provided. Hence, reasons for the 
partial fulfilment remain unclear. Hence, this question will be re-
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evaluated in the final evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must as soon as possible estimate quantitatively 
operating costs of the pilot application and compare them to operating 
costs of other services operated by the pilot provider. This comparison 
must indicate a positive business case. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the new German pilot been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the new German pilot? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The new German pilot induces costs at the participating universities. 
These costs are however not collected at the universities and thus no 
qualitative comparison can be made. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment This criterion has been partly met only. Due to the special nature of the 
German pilot and its involved pilot partners, the requested quantitative 
comparisons could not be made. 

 

14.4.2.2 Empowerment and Protection of Users 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-DEnew-DigitalExperience 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must empower users in their digital experience. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the pilot provide users a more convenient electronic solution to an 
existing problem? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The German pilot offers an electronic solution to automate certificate 
enrolment processes. For users, this is more convenient than existing 
paper-based services. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
pilot provides users a more convenient electronic solution to an existing 
problem. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-DEnew-AssetProtection 

Criterion Description The pilot has to protect users and their assets when using electronic 
services.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot comply with all relevant security and data-
protection requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to reliably 
protect users and their assets? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The German pilot will fully comply with all relevant security and data-
protection requirements. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
German pilot complies with all relevant security and data-protection 
requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to reliably protect 
users and their assets. 

 

14.4.2.3 Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.3-DEnew-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The German pilot must increase the use of trust services by integrating 
and making use of at least one trust service. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot application integrate at least one trust 
service? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement 
The German pilot integrates PKI services offered by DFN Cert. The 
audit log can either use the PresS to preserve audit logs directly or to 
issue timestamps for the log entries.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
German pilot application integrates at least one trust service. 

 

14.4.2.4 Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DEnew-SPOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must implement an electronic process, which is 
more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the foreseen electronic process expected to achieve a higher degree 
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of efficiency for the service provider than its non-electronic pendant? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The amount of personal identity validations is reduced. 
The requirement to long-term archive relevant documents is eliminated.  

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
implemented electronic process achieves a higher degree of efficiency 
for the service provider than its non-electronic pendant. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DEnew-UserOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The new German pilot has to reduce the administrative overhead for 
users (businesses or citizens).   

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Will the pilot application provide an efficiency-increasing service for 
users? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Using the eID function of the new identity card, users can apply for 
certificates without having to carry out a personal identity validation with 
the responsible PKI applicant representative of the home institution. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
pilot application provides an efficiency-increasing service for users. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DEnew-EGovernmentAvailability 

Criterion Description The new German pilot must contribute to a higher availability of e-
government services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 
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Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the piloted service novel and does it close an existing gap in the 
respective e-government landscape? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The non-electronic certificate enrolment services offered by academic 
service institutions are not scalable to all relevant users (students, 
staff). The German pilot has the potential to close this gap. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement No changes 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. Accordingly, the 
piloted service is novel and closes an existing gap in the respective e-
government landscape. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-DEnew-Reliability 

Description The new German pilot has to exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
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particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the pilot. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the pilot. 

 

Measure The new German pilot provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 

Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the pilot operator measure the number of incomplete transactions 
due to system errors and is this number below a suitable threshold 
defined by the pilot operator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The system captures incomplete transactions. At the current moment it 
is not defined what should happen with incomplete transactions. 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment Incomplete transactions are already captured by the system. However, 
this information is not yet further used.   

Recommendation The pilot provider must define a suitable threshold, i.e. an acceptable 
percentage of incomplete transaction for a given time interval. The pilot 
provider must verify, whether the number of incomplete transactions 
captured remains below this threshold. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has a suitable threshold been defined according to the made 
recommendation and does the number of incomplete transactions 
remain below this threshold? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 
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Status N/A 

Comment This question has been answered with N/A during mid-term evaluation, 
without providing any additional explanation. Hence, the question will 
be re-evaluated in the final evaluation phase.   

Recommendation The pilot provider must define a suitable threshold, i.e. an acceptable 
percentage of incomplete transaction for a given time interval. The pilot 
provider must verify, whether the number of incomplete transactions 
captured remains below this threshold. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has a suitable threshold been defined according to the made 
recommendation and does the number of incomplete transactions 
remain below this threshold? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Certificate enrolment is not time critical and can be repeated if 
necessary.  

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment The number of incomplete transactions has not been determined by the 
pilot operators. The pilot operators do not consider the implemented 
certificate-enrolment process time-critical. While this is comprehensible, 
minimizing the number of incomplete transactions can still be a relevant 
goal to improve user experience and usability. 

 

14.4.2.5 Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.5-DEnew-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Criterion Description The new German pilot should achieve a Technology Readiness Level 
(TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot application achieve TRL 7? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement We plan to offer the pilot for production purposes. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The question has been answered with N/A without providing any 
further details. Thus, this question will be re-evaluated during the final 
evaluation phase. 

Recommendation The pilot provider must aim to achieve TRL 7 for the German pilot. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Will the new German pilot application achieve TRL 7? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The pilot has been demonstrated in a productive environment and 
hence currently has reached TRL 7. Further qualifications and 
certifications are planned for the future in order to reach TRL 8.  

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The pilot fulfils this criterion. The pilot has been demonstrated in a 
productive environment and has reached TRL 7 as requested. 

 

14.5 Portuguese Demonstrator 

14.5.1 Pilot Evaluation 

14.5.1.1 Security and Data Protection 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of components of the Portuguese demonstrator 
application been based on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator is based on standard EPC208-08 issued by the 
European Payments Council. In addition to the standard reference, the 
accompanying security concept is available as document EPC187-11. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly, development of components of the 
Portuguese demonstrator has been based on a well-defined security 
concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecurityConcept 

Criterion Description There must be a security concept for the demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” that identifies relevant assets and defines security 
requirements to be met in order to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Do the responsible organizations that develop and operate the 
Portuguese demonstrator plan to base operation of the Portuguese 
demonstrator application on a well-defined security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Operation follows the security requirements laid down in standard 
EPC208-08 and justified in the security concept EPC187-11. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly, operation of the Portuguese demonstrator 
has been based on a well-defined security concept. 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecureDevelopment 

Criterion Description Developers of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must 
adhere to policies and standards that support the development of 
secure software. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have developers of the Portuguese demonstrator application adhered 
to policies and standards that support the development of secure 
software? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Multicert has its development methodology certified CMMI-Dev Level 3. 
In particular, our Continuous Integration processes regularly checks 
source code and libraries against vulnerabilities in CVE database and 
we do periodic penetration tests. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly, developers of the Portuguese demonstrator 
application have adhered to policies and standards that support the 
development of secure software. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecureOperation 

Criterion Description The organization responsible for operation of the demonstrator “SEPA 
e-Mandates service” must adhere to policies and standards that support 
a secure operation of software. In addition, operation-related aspects 
and requirements such as those defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 
Section 5.5 must be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible operator organization for demonstrator operation 
plan to adhere to policies and standards that support a secure 
operation of software, e.g. relevant standards from the ISO/IEC 27000 
standards family? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Multicert plans to extend the scope of its current ISO 27001 certification 
to the “SEPA e-Mandates service”. Several security controls are 
already in place, including the use of cryptography and Hardware 
Security Modules. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly, the demonstrator operator has adhered to 
policies and standards that support a secure operation of software. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software of the Portuguese demonstrator in place that enables a 
detection of security weaknesses and incidents  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization for 
demonstrator operator plan to apply a monitoring mechanism during 
demonstrator operation that effectively enables an effective detection 
of security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement A WAF and monitoring will be setup for the demonstrator. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly monitoring mechanisms have been in place 
during demonstrator operation that enable an effective detection of 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-SecurityMonitoring 

Criterion Description There should be a monitoring mechanism for developed and operated 
software of the Portuguese demonstrator in place that enables a 
detection of security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to apply 
verifiable quantitative or qualitative metrics (e.g. key performance 
indicators etc.) during demonstrator operation that effectively enable 
both the measurement and comparability of security weaknesses and 
incidents?  

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement We will be collecting logs of incidents and compile statistics. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The use of verifiable metrics during demonstrator 
operation has enabled both the measurement and comparability of 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions to detected security weaknesses and incidents?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Although not a full production environment, we will be partially following 
our weaknesses and incident handling procedures. 

Analysis of 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 
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Comment The evaluation criterion related to this question can be regarded as 
partly fulfilled, as certain procedures will be followed. This is fair 
considering the MoSCoW prioritization of the related evaluation 
criterion (SHOULD). 

Recommendations The pilot operator should apply as many established procedures as 
possible to enable adequate reactions to detected security weaknesses 
and incidents. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator? If adequate processes to 
react to detected security weaknesses and incidents have been put in 
place, this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator is using a subset of the weakness detection tools in 
use at Multicert. Incidents are handled according to the established 
procedures, with lower priority over other Multicert production systems. 
The limitations are due to the demonstrator nature of the system, with 
no real user data – only fake data is used for demonstration purposes. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Incident management tools and processes are in place. However, they 
are applied with lower priority, due to the demonstrator nature of the 
operated system. This is fair, as requirements for demonstrators are 
lower in general. 

Recommendation Operation of incident-management tools and procedures should be 
continued. Priorities should be assigned such that requirements of the 
demonstrator with regard to incident management are met. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Are incident management tools and processes still in place and do they 
meet the requirements of the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Portuguese demonstrator relies on a subset of the weakness- 
detection tools available at the pilot provider Multicert. A full use of all 
available tools has been regarded as not necessary by the 
demonstrator operator, as the demonstrator works on fake data only. 
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Considering this fact, this question can be regarded as fulfilled. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.1-PT-IncidentManagement 

Criterion Description There should be processes established to react adequately to detected 
security weaknesses and incidents.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
establish processes for demonstrator operation that enable adequate 
reactions in terms of crisis management and emergency handling?  

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator will be deployed in a pre-production environment, 
with fake data and no established SLA. Reaction will be to incidents will 
be performed on a “best effort” basis. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Following a best-effort approach is adequate for the demonstrator, as 
the related evaluation criterion is not mandatory (MoSCoW prioritization 
“SHOULD”). 

Recommendations Reactions to incidents should be as fast and as effective as possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator? This question can be 
regarded as fulfilled if either an incident management process has been 
established or if some kind of business continuity management 
methodology has been implemented (on best-effort basis), in order to 
react as fast and as effective as possible to crisis management and 
emergency situations.  

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Incident handling and business continuity is performed on best-effort 
basis. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment The Portuguese demonstrator performs incident handling and business 
continuity on a best-effort basis. This is considered sufficient for a 
demonstrator. 

 

14.5.1.2 Functionality 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” 
must be defined by a set of functional requirements and available in 
documented form. The list of functional requirements must be aligned 
with the Portuguese demonstrator’s business processes outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.6, with relevant use cases 
described in Section 5.1, and with functionality sketched in Section 5.3 
and Section 5.4 in the context of the demonstrator’s process view and 
data view. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has development of the demonstrator operated by the responsible 
operator organization been based on a thorough requirements-
specification document that lists and defines functional requirements of 
the application on an appropriate level of abstraction? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Please refer to D3.7.4. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 
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Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Development of the demonstrator has been based on a 
thorough requirements-specification document. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-PT-RequirementsDefinition 

Criterion Description Provided functionality of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” 
must be defined by a set of functional requirements and available in 
documented form. The list of functional requirements must be aligned 
with the Portuguese demonstrator’s business processes outlined in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.6, with relevant use cases 
described in Section 5.1, and with functionality sketched in Section 5.3 
and Section 5.4 in the context of the demonstrator’s process view and 
data view. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the requirements-specification document used for development of 
the demonstrator application been aligned with the business processes 
of the Portuguese demonstrator’s business processes sketched in 
Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.6, with relevant use cases 
described in Section 5.1, and with functionality sketched in Section 5.3 
and Section 5.4 in the context of the demonstrator’s process view and 
data view of the mentioned document? 
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Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Please refer to D3.7.4. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The requirements-specification document used for 
development of the demonstrator application has been aligned with the 
business processes of the Portuguese demonstrator’s business 
processes sketched in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.6, with 
relevant use cases described in Section 5.1, and with functionality 
sketched in Section 5.3 and Section 5.4 in the context of the 
demonstrator’s process view and data view of the mentioned 
document. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-PT-RequirementsAlignment 

Criterion Description Defined functional requirements must be adequate to meet 
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FutureTrust’s goals for demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the 
Portuguese demonstrator application and all its components been 
aligned with FutureTrust’s general goals for demonstrators? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” demonstrator will showcase the integration 
of several trust services. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Requirements serving as basis for implementation of the 
Portuguese demonstrator application and all its components have been 
aligned with FutureTrust’s general goals for demonstrators. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.2-PT-RequirementsSecurityConformity 

Criterion Description Functional requirements must not contradict security requirements that 
must be met to protect identified assets. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have requirements serving as basis for implementation of the 
Portuguese demonstrator application been aligned with the 
demonstrator’s security concept? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator requirements are aligned with the specification 
EPC109-08, which in turn is supported on the security concept 
EPC187-11. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Requirements serving as basis for implementation of the 
Portuguese demonstrator application have been aligned with the 
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demonstrator’s security concept. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-PT-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must use one 
or more trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator application rely on and make use of 
at least one trust service provided by FutureTrust, and, if yes, which 
trust services are used? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Identity Management Service, Remote Signing and Sealing, 
Comprehensive Validation Service and Scalable Preservation Service 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The Portuguese demonstrator application relies on and 
makes use of trust services provided by FutureTrust. 

 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.2-PT-Testing 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator must have passed all tests as defined by 
the roll-out plan [5]. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the Portuguese demonstrator passed all tests defined in the roll-
out plan [5]? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Tests are planned for M24 (May ‘18). 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment This question was answered with “No”, as tests had not been finished 
at the time of filling the questionnaire. However, tests are already 
scheduled. Hence, the related evaluation criterion will be re-evaluated 
in subsequent evaluation phases. 

Recommendations Test must be carried out as planned and as defined in the roll-out plan. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have the tests been successfully completed as planned and as defined 
in the roll-out plan? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Integration tests with FutureTrust services is undergoing. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve 

Comment This is criterion has not been fulfilled during mid-term evaluation, as 
integrations tests with trust service have not been finished. Completion 
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of tests will be evaluated again during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation Test must be carried out as planned and as defined in the roll-out plan. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Have the tests in the meantime been successfully completed as 
planned and as defined in the roll-out plan? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Tests have been completed as planned. This question can hence be 
regarded as fulfilled. 

 

14.5.1.3 Usability and User Satisfaction 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces of the 
demonstrator, especially to those of the demonstrator components 
listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all user interfaces of the Portuguese demonstrator application 
listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2 
been designed and developed following best practices with regard to 
usability? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The mock websites for Creditor and Bank developed within the project 
are mere demonstrators to showcase the business flow. The back-
office web interfaces of the Routing Service and Validation Service are 
intended for operators and follow “common sense” usability guidelines. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Usability requirements are less strict for demonstrators (MoSCoW 
prioritization “SHOULD”). Following “common sense” usability 
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guidelines might hence be sufficient. 

Recommendations Although not a mandatory requirement, demonstrator 
developers/operators should still aim for a sufficient level of usability. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Are all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2 adequately met by the 
demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Web pages on the demonstrator have been developed using the 
Bootstrap web toolkit, which has built-in usability features. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Best practices with regard to usability have been applied with the help 
of frameworks featuring built-in usability features. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-PT-UsabilityBestPractices 

Criterion Description User interfaces should be designed and developed following best 
practices to assure usability. This applies to all user interfaces of the 
demonstrator, especially to those of the demonstrator components 
listed in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 Annex 4 
Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2 been considered adequately during 
design and development? 
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Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The mock websites for Creditor and Bank developed within the project 
are mere demonstrators to showcase the business flow. The back-
office web interfaces of the Routing Service and Validation Service are 
intended for operators and follow “common sense” usability guidelines. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Usability requirements are less strict for demonstrators (MoSCoW 
prioritization “SHOULD”). Following “common sense” usability 
guidelines might hence be sufficient. 

Recommendations Although not a mandatory requirement, pilot developers/operators 
should still aim for a sufficient level of usability. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have all relevant usability requirements defined in Deliverable D.3.7 
Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2 been taken into consideration 
during design and development of the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Web pages on the demonstrator have been developed using the 
Bootstrap web toolkit, which has built-in usability features. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Best practices with regard to usability have been applied with the help 
of frameworks featuring built-in usability features. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-PT-UsabilityFeedback 
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Criterion Description User feedback should be collected to improve continuously usability. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to 
provide demonstrator users means to provide feedback with regard to 
usability? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement An email to provide feedback will be displayed in the web pages. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The responsible demonstrator-operator organization 
provides users means to provide feedback with regard to usability. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.3-PT-UsabilityTests 

Criterion Description Usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) could be carried out to improve the 
usability of the user interfaces of components described in Deliverable 
D.3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2. 

MoSCoW Prioritization COULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to carry 
out usability tests (thinking aloud, etc.) of the demonstrator application 
to be operated? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Usability tests in the form of thinking aloud will be done informally 
during development phase. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment The explicit conduction of usability tests is not planned. This is fair 
considering the fact that the related evaluation criterion is not 
mandatory (MoSCoW prioritization “COULD”). 

Recommendations Usability-enhancing actions should be taken as foreseen during 
development of the demonstrator whenever possible. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have any actions to improve usability been taken during the 
development of the demonstrator? Were the most relevant actions 
performed whenever possible?  

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Web pages on the demonstrator have been developed using the 
Bootstrap web toolkit, which has built-in usability features. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment Reliance on the Bootstrap web toolkit support the overall usability, but 
does not replace explicit usability tests, such as thinking aloud tests, 
etc. Nevertheless, this is not a serious issue considering the MoSCoW 
prioritization “COULD” of this criterion. Usability-enhancing actions 
taken by the demonstrator appear reasonable. 

Recommendation Where possible, additional usability-improving actions could be taken, 
or the overall usability could be improved by carrying out usability 
tests. 
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Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The core products are the SEPA e-Mandates Validation Service and 
the Routing Service, which have only back-office interfaces. The 
Creditor and the Debtor Bank components are just mock-up services 
for full end-to-end demonstration purposes and are not intended to be 
reused in production environments or sold/licensed as products. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion is partly fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator. 
Considering the fact that this criterion’s MoSCoW prioritization is 
“COULD” only, the final status of this criterion is still “OK”. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-PT-OperatorSatisfaction 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The satisfaction of the demonstrator operator with the service provided 
by the demonstrator compared to the traditional way to provide the 
service must be determined. 

Solution The satisfaction level L compared to the traditional way of service 
delivery is rated on a scale from 0 to 5: 

• L > 2.5: more satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (larger values of L indicate higher 
satisfaction) 

• L = 2.5: as satisfied with FutureTrust service as with traditional 
service 

• L < 2.5: less satisfied with FutureTrust service than with 
traditional service (smaller values of L indicate lower 
satisfaction) 

 

Measure Satisfaction level is available and L >= 2.5. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the demonstrator operator’s satisfaction level L been determined 
according to the method described above and is the satisfaction level L 
>= 2.5? 
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Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement There is no baseline for the “traditional way” to compare with. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment 
No satisfaction level could be provided due to missing baseline for 
comparison. 

Recommendation 
Given a missing baseline for direct comparison, the demonstrator 
operator must at least provide a brief reasoning on the demonstrator’s 
potential to achieve a sufficient level of satisfaction.  

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Can a sufficient level of satisfaction be argued for the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator showcases the combined use of eIDAS, SEPA e-
Mandates and PSD2 in a real-life workflow. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator during 
ex-post evaluation. The operator is sufficiently satisfied with the 
demonstrator as it successfully showcases the combined use of eIDAS, 
SEPA e-Mandates and PSD2 in a real-life workflow. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.3-PT-DiscontinuationRate 

Related General Criterion General Criterion E.3: Usability and User Satisfaction 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The percentage of transactions that are terminated by users before the 
transaction is complete (discontinuation rate) must be determined and 
remain above a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The discontinuation rate is measured and checked against a suitable 
threshold to be defined by the demonstrator. 

Measure The discontinuation rate is sufficiently low from the perspective of the 
operator, i.e. remains under the threshold defined. 

Please indicate in addition: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• the number of successful transactions, as well as 
• the number of transactions terminated by users before the 
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transaction is complete 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the discontinuation rate been determined and does this rate 
remain above a suitable threshold (defined by the demonstrator 
operator)? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Measurement is not possible – the demonstrator is not run with real 
users and transactions. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment Determination of a discontinuation rate based on real users is not 
possible. Therefore, no figures have been provided during mid-term 
evaluation. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should aim for determining the 
demonstrator’s discontinuation rate based on test transactions with test 
users. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the demonstrator’s discontinuation rate been determined based on 
test transactions and test users and does this rate remain above a 
suitable threshold (defined by the demonstrator operator)? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator is used mostly on conferences and workshops. The 
number and nature of transactions do not allow extrapolation of 
discontinuation rates. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment This question could not be answered by the demonstrator provider, as 
the number and nature of transactions did not allow extrapolation of 
discontinuation rates. 

 

14.5.1.4 Interoperability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.4-PT-InteropFrameworks 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” must make use of one or 
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more interoperability frameworks or solutions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Portuguese demonstrator rely on at least one established 
interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-border use 
of the application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” follows interoperable specification 
EPC208-08. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The Portuguese demonstrator relies on at least one 
established interoperability framework or solution that enables a cross-
border use of the application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 
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Criterion ID E.4-PT-CrossBorderApplicability 

Criterion Description The demonstrator must be usable cross-border and must not be limited 
to users from Portugal. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator application “SEPA e-Mandates service” be usable 
cross-border, i.e. also by foreign users stemming from other countries 
than Portugal? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” follows interoperable specification 
EPC208-08. Furthermore, our implementation makes use of the 
interoperable and cross-border FutureTrust services Identity 
Management Service, Remote Signing and Sealing, Comprehensive 
Validation Service and Scalable Preservation Service. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The demonstrator application “SEPA e-Mandates 
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service” is usable cross-border, i.e. also by foreign users stemming 
from other countries than Portugal. 

 

14.5.1.5 Reusability and Sustainability 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question At start of the demonstrator operation, will the demonstrator 
application already have a sufficient maturity level (TRL 5) that is in 
line with FutureTrust’ project goals? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” will implement specification EPC208-08 in 
full and will be ready for a production deployment in a Customer. The 
demonstrator will showcase the business processes very close to a real 
environment. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Already at go-live of the demonstrator, the 
demonstrator application has had a sufficient maturity level (TRL 5) in 
line with FutureTrust’ project goals. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-Maturity 

Criterion Description The demonstrator should have a sufficient maturity level that facilitates 
a reuse of developed software components. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be reused in future? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator components are highly decoupled to allow reuse and 
facilitate maintenance and evolution. The FutureTrust services are 
called via well-defined web interfaces. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Components of the demonstrator application been 
designed and developed such that they can be reused in future. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. In addition, implementation-
specific requirements described in Deliverable D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 
should be considered adequately. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have components of the demonstrator application been designed and 
developed such that they can be maintained efficiently? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator components are highly decoupled to allow reuse and 
facilitate maintenance and evolution. The FutureTrust services are 
called via well-defined web interfaces. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Components of the demonstrator application have been 
designed and developed such that they can be maintained efficiently. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-Maintainability 

Criterion Description Demonstrator-related software components should be developed such 
that they can be maintained efficiently. In addition, implementation-
specific requirements described in Deliverable D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 
should be considered adequately. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Have all maintainability-related requirements as outlined in Deliverable 
D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 been considered during design and 
implementation of the demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator components are highly decoupled to allow reuse and 
facilitate maintenance and evolution. The FutureTrust services are 
called via well-defined web interfaces. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. All maintainability-related requirements as outlined in 
Deliverable D3.7 Annex 4 Section 5.2 have been considered during 
design and implementation of the demonstrator application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-CrossPlatformApplicability 

Criterion Description Software components of the Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-
Mandates service” should be developed such that they can be operated 
on different platforms with minimal adaptations. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is cross-platform applicability supported by all components of the 
demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator is developed using Java EE technologies, which are 
cross platform. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Cross-platform applicability is supported by all 
components of the demonstrator application. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization systematically 
collected lessons learned and experiences gained during development 
of the demonstrator application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Lessons learned and experiences are collected on an ad-hoc basis. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment As the related evaluation criterion has the MoSCoW prioritization 
“SHOULD”, an ad-hoc collection of lessons learned, and experiences 
gained is fair.  
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Recommendations The collection of lessons learned should be intensified, in order to 
facilitate an experience exchange with other stakeholders. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator developer, i.e. has the collection of 
lessons learned and experiences during development of the 
demonstrator application been intensified? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The project is still on an active development phase, where lessons 
learned are immediately incorporated in the deliverables (software, 
presentations, marketing material, etc.). 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Experiences gained and lessons learned during development are 
continuously collected and shared.  

Recommendation The current practice regarding the collection and sharing of lessons 
learned and experiences gained during development should be 
retained. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Will the current practice to collect and share lessons learned and 
experiences gained be retained until the end of pilot-related developing 
activities? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator during 
ex-post evaluation. Established practice to immediately incorporate 
lessons learned into deliverables (software, presentations, marketing 
material, etc.) has been followed throughout the project. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-LessonsLearned 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be collected during 
development and operation of the Portuguese demonstrator. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization prepared 
means and processes that support a systematic collection of lessons 
learned and experiences gained during operation of the demonstrator 
application? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☒ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The evaluation criterion related to this question is not met. However, 
the criterion is not mandatory. 

Recommendations The demonstrator operator should evaluate possibilities to collect 
lessons learned and experiences gained also during operation of the 
demonstrator.  

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Has the above recommendation from the ex-ante evaluation been 
considered by the demonstrator operator, i.e. are lessons learned and 
experiences gained collected during demonstrator operation? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The project is still on an active development phase, where lessons 
learned are immediately incorporated in the deliverables (software, 
presentations, marketing material, etc.). 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment The applied practice to collect and share lessons learned related to 
development activities is exemplary. However, the same practice 
should also be applied to operation-related activities. 

Recommendation The demonstrator operator should collect (and share) lessons learned 
and experiences gained during operation of the demonstrator. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Are lessons learned and experiences gained collected during operation 
of the demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement 
The lessons learned are collected in a document shared with the 
partners 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator during 
ex-post evaluation. Lessons learned and experiences gained during 
operation of the demonstrator application have been collected 
systematically. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange  

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Has the responsible demonstrator operator organization shared lessons 
learned and experiences gained during development of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Lessons learned have been shared with partners responsible for the 
FutureTrust services that the demonstrator is integrating. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 
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Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The responsible demonstrator operator organization has 
shared lessons learned and experiences gained during development of 
the demonstrator application with other stakeholders. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.5-PT-ExperienceExchange 

Criterion Description Lessons learned and experiences gained should be shared with other 
stakeholders (project partners, etc.) during and after development and 
operation of the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service”. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the responsible demonstrator operator organization plan to share 
lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Lessons learned and experiences will be shared with the project 
partners. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The responsible demonstrator operator organization has 
shared lessons learned and experiences gained during operation of the 
demonstrator application with other stakeholders. 

 

14.5.1.6 Legal Compliance 

Related Evaluation Criterion36 

Criterion ID E.6-PT-EULawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant European law. In particular, compliance with 
the EU GDPR has to be assured. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator comply with legal requirements of 
relevant European law? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” is fully compliant with EPC208-08. 
Furthermore, the integration of the FutureTrust services into the 
demonstrator enhances it to comply with PSD2. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

 
 

36 Note that the description of criterion E.6-PT-EULawCompliance has been extended after completion of 
the ex-ante evaluation, in order to emphasize the special relevance of the EU GDPR. 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” complies 
with legal requirements of relevant European law. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.6-PT-NationalLawCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Portuguese law. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” comply with legal 
requirements of relevant Portuguese law? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” is fully compliant with EPC208-08. 
Furthermore, the integration of the FutureTrust services into the 
demonstrator enhances it to comply with PSD2. 

 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   531 of 551 

 

 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” complies 
with legal requirements of relevant Portuguese law. 

 

14.5.1.7 Compliance with Project Goals 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-PT-ProjectGoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to comply with the general project 
goals of FutureTrust. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator application comply with the project 
goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement? 



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   532 of 551 

 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator showcases the integration of several of the 
FutureTrust services in a financial business application. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The Portuguese demonstrator complies with the general 
project goals of FutureTrust. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-PT-WP5GoalsCompliance 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to comply with the goals defined in 
WP5 for FutureTrust demonstrators. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator application comply with the WP5-
related goals for demonstrator applications defined in the FutureTrust 
Grant Agreement? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator showcases the integration of several of the 
FutureTrust services in a financial business application. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The Portuguese demonstrator application complies with 
the WP5-related goals for demonstrator applications defined in the 
FutureTrust Grant Agreement. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID E.7-PT-PilotGoalCompliance 

Criterion Description The demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to comply with the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined for the Portuguese demonstrator. 
In particular, the goals outlined in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 4 Section 
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4.1.4 have to be considered. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator application comply with the demonstrator-
specific goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant Agreement for the 
demonstrator and with the demonstrator’s objectives outlines in 
Deliverable 3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.4? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator showcases the integration of several of the 
FutureTrust services in a financial business application. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. The demonstrator application complies with the 
demonstrator-specific goals defined in the FutureTrust Grant 
Agreement for the demonstrator and with the demonstrator’s 
objectives outlines in Deliverable 3.7 Annex 4 Section 4.1.4. 
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14.5.2 Impact Analysis 

14.5.2.1 Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-PositiveBusinessCase 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” has to be 
based on a well-defined business case. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there a positive business-case description for the Portuguese 
demonstrator available at its start? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator fully implements the e-Mandates specification, an 
online service for the authorization of direct debits. It has the potential 
to evolve or replace current direct debit systems based on paper or 
non-cross-border electronic systems. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. A positive business case can be described for the 
demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-EconomicValue 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator should create economic value through 
use of and reliance upon trust services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is there an increase of economic value by the Portuguese demonstrator 
application “SEPA e-Mandates service”? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Multicert expects to sell and deploy the solution to Banks and Payment 
System Processors. The e-Mandates provides several advantages, 
including real time authorization of direct debit, confirmation of IBAN 
and reduced fraud and liabilities. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled by the Portuguese demonstrator from 
the beginning. Accordingly, an increase of economic value by the 
Portuguese demonstrator application “SEPA e-Mandates service” can be 
expected. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The set-up costs for the demonstrator application are compared to the 
average set-up costs of other services hosted by the same operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average set-up costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is available 
and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Portuguese demonstrator been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the demonstrator operator? And does this comparison indicate a 
positive business case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The estimated qualitative set-up costs are similar to other TSP services 
and demonstrate a positive use case, based on the key benefits of e-
Mandates based on a Creditor Mandate flow, over traditional paper-
based mandates. 

  
Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 
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Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Set-up costs of the Portuguese demonstrator have been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to set-up costs of other services operated 
by the demonstrator operator. This comparison indicates a positive 
business case for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-SetUpCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The set-up costs for the demonstrator application comprise in general 
costs for hardware, software, personnel, external costs etc. These costs 
should be quantitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution Estimate the set-up costs for the demonstrator application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the set-up costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation of set-up costs. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have set-up costs of the Portuguese demonstrator been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement A preliminary estimation of quantitative set-up costs has been 
prepared, indicating a positive business case. However, a more 
accurate estimation will be worked out as we finalize the product. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment A quantitative estimation of set-up costs is in progress. The criterion will 
hence be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation An accurate quantitative estimation of set-up costs should be provided 
during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the quantitative estimation of set-up costs of the Portuguese 
demonstrator been completed and do obtained figures indicate a 
positive business case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The set-up costs are estimated. However, we do not have reference 
cost values of alternatives (e.g. paper-based e-Mandates, alternative 
proprietary direct debit workflows) to compare with. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment The demonstrator provider has estimated set-up costs as demanded. 
Due to the lack of reference costs of alternative solutions, no serious 
statement regarding achievement of a positive business case could be 
made. This question is thus regarded as sufficiently fulfilled. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-1 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application 
should be qualitatively estimated to demonstrate the positive 
business case. 

Solution The operating costs for the demonstrator application are compared to 
the average operating costs of other services hosted by the operator. It 
is estimated whether costs for the FutureTrust demonstrator are in the 
lower, middle, or upper third of the average operating costs of services 
hosted by the operator. 

Measure A qualitative estimation of the operating costs of the service is 
available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business case. 

Please provide this qualitative estimation of operating costs. 
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MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Portuguese demonstrator been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the demonstrator operator? And does this comparison 
indicate a positive business case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The estimated qualitative operating costs are similar to other TSP 
services and demonstrate a positive use case, based on the key 
benefits of e-Mandates based on a Creditor Mandate flow, over 
traditional paper-based mandates. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment Operating costs of the Portuguese demonstrator have been estimated 
qualitatively and compared to operating costs of other services 
operated by the demonstrator operator. This comparison indicates a 
positive business case for the Portuguese demonstrator. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.1-PT-OperatingCosts-2 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.1: Demonstration of Positive Business Case 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The operating costs (after set-up) for the demonstrator application are 
compared to the average operating costs of other services hosted by 
the operator. Costs for the FutureTrust pilot should be quantitatively 
estimated to demonstrate the positive business case. 

Solution Estimate the operating costs per month for the demonstrator 
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application. 

Measure A quantitative estimation of the operating costs per month of the 
service is available and estimated costs demonstrate a positive business 
case. 

Please provide this quantitative estimation. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Have operating costs of the Portuguese demonstrator been estimated 
quantitatively and do obtained figures indicate a positive business 
case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement A preliminary estimation of quantitative operating costs has been 
prepared, indicating a positive business case. However, a more 
accurate estimation will be worked out as we finalize the product. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment A quantitative estimation of operation costs is in progress. The criterion 
will hence be re-evaluated during ex-post evaluation. 

Recommendation An accurate quantitative estimation of operation costs should be 
provided during ex-post evaluation. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

 Has the quantitative estimation of operation costs of the Portuguese 
demonstrator been completed and do obtained figures indicate a 
positive business case for the Portuguese demonstrator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The operations costs are estimated. However, we do not have 
reference cost values of alternatives (e.g. paper-based e-Mandates, 
alternative proprietary direct debit workflows) to compare with. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 

Comment The demonstrator provider has estimated operating costs as 
demanded. Due to the lack of reference costs of alternative solutions, 
no serious statement regarding achievement of a positive business 
case could be made. This question is thus regarded as sufficiently 
fulfilled. 

 

14.5.2.2 Empowerment and Protection of Users 
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Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-PT-DigitalExperience 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator empowers users in their digital 
experience when issuing or cancelling mandates for direct debit 
transactions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator provide users a more convenient electronic 
solution to an existing problem, i.e. the issuing and cancelling of 
mandates for direct debit transactions? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Issuing and cancelling of mandates for direct debits can be done online, 
instead of having to go to a branch or fill in a paper form. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The demonstrator 
provides users a more convenient electronic solution to an existing 
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problem, i.e. the issuing and cancelling of mandates for direct debit 
transactions. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.2-PT-AssetProtection 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator has to protect users and their assets 
when using electronic services. For the Portuguese demonstrator, 
mandates for direct debit transactions represent the primary asset. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Portuguese demonstrator comply with all relevant security and 
data-protection requirements (e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to 
reliably protect users and their assets? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
Data collected is the minimum strictly required and with several 
safeguards, including using an HSM to reinforce cryptographic controls. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 
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Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The demonstrator 
complies with all relevant security and data-protection requirements 
(e.g. Regulation (EU) 2016/679 etc.) to reliably protect users and their 
assets. 

 

14.5.2.3 Increase of Use of Trust Services 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.3-PT-TrustServiceUse 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator must increase the use of trust services 
by integrating and making use of at least one trust service for the 
realization of an electronic service that enables the issuing and 
cancelling of mandates for direct debit transactions. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Portuguese demonstrator application integrate at least one 
trust service? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
The demonstrator integrates with the following services: Identity 
Management Service, Remote Signing and Sealing, Comprehensive 
Validation Service and Scalable Preservation Service 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  



Future Trust Services for Trustworthy Global Transactions  
Evaluation and Impact Analysis of Pilots 

 
 

Document name: WP5  

Reference: D5.4 Dissemination: PU Version: 1.0 Status: Final Page:   545 of 551 

 

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The Portuguese 
demonstrator application integrate at several trust services. 

 

14.5.2.4 Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-PT-SPOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator must implement an electronic process, 
which is more efficient compared to its existing non-electronic pendant. 
For the Portuguese demonstrator, the electronic handling of mandates 
for direct debit transactions must be more efficient for the involved 
Debtor Bank and Creditor Bank must be more efficient compared to a 
manual processing of mandates. 

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the electronic implementation of issuing and cancelling of mandates 
for direct debit transactions expected to achieve a higher degree of 
efficiency for the service provider than its non-electronic pendant? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
e-Mandates provide several advantages, including real time 
authorization of direct debit, confirmation of IBAN and reduced fraud 
and liabilities. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The electronic 
implementation of issuing and cancelling of mandates for direct debit 
transactions achieves a higher degree of efficiency for the service 
provider than its non-electronic pendant. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-PT-UserOverheadReduction 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator reduces the administrative overhead for 
users (businesses or citizens) when issuing and cancelling mandates for 
direct debit transactions.  

MoSCoW Prioritization MUST 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the demonstrator application provide an efficiency-increasing 
service for users to help them to issue and cancel mandates that 
reduces their administrative overhead? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
e-Mandates provide several advantages, including real time 
authorization of direct debit and online management. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 
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Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The demonstrator 
application provides an efficiency-increasing service for users to help 
them to issue and cancel mandates that reduces their administrative 
overhead. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-PT-EGovernmentAvailability 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator “SEPA e-Mandates service” should 
contribute to a higher availability of e-government services. 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Is the demonstrated service “SEPA e-Mandates service” novel and does 
it close an existing gap in the respective e-government landscape? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” is targeted to the (private) Financial sector, 
not Governments. 

 
 

 
 

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The related requirement cannot be met, as the demonstrator targets 
the private sector. Answering this question with N/A is hence 
reasonable. 
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Recommendations None. 

  
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator still focus on the private sector only 
so that this question and the related requirement are still not relevant? 
If Yes, please answer with “N/A”. Otherwise, please indicate fulfilment 
of the criterion. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status N/A 

Comment The related requirement cannot be met, as the demonstrator targets 
the private sector. Answering this question with N/A is hence 
reasonable. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Does the Portuguese demonstrator still focus solely on the private 
sector only so that this question and the related requirement are still 
not relevant? If Yes, please answer with “N/A”. Otherwise, please 
indicate fulfilment of the criterion. 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☒ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result N/A 

Comment This criterion does not apply to the Portuguese demonstrator, as the 
demonstrator does not represent an e-government service targeting 
the public sector. Accordingly, the final status of this question is “N/A”. 

 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.4-PT-Reliability 

Related General Criterion General Criterion I.4: Reduction of Administrative Overhead 

Relevant Pilot Application Portuguese Demonstrator 

Description The demonstrator should exhibit a sufficient reliability in order to 
contribute to the higher availability of e-government services. In 
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particular, the percentage of incomplete transactions due to system 
errors must remain under a threshold suitable for the demonstrator. 

Solution The number of incomplete transactions due to system errors is 
measured and checked against a suitable threshold to be defined by 
the demonstrator. 

Measure The demonstrator provides a sufficient reliability, i.e. incomplete 
transactions due to system errors must remain under the defined 
threshold. 

Please provide details on the reliability of the service: 

• The rationale behind the chosen threshold, 
• Total number of transactions 
• Percentage of incomplete transactions due to system errors 

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Mid-term Evaluation 

Question Does the demonstrator operator measure the number of incomplete 
transactions due to system errors and is this number below a suitable 
threshold defined by the demonstrator operator? 

Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Demonstrator does not have the required volume of transactions to 
assess its reliability. 

  
Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status Improve if possible 

Comment Obviously, the number of test users and test transactions is not yet 
sufficient to derive statistically significant figures. 

Recommendation The pilot operator should try to increase the number of (test) 
transactions, in order to derive statistically significant numbers 
regarding incomplete transactions. 

  
Ex-post Evaluation 

Question Has the demonstrator operator been able to increase the number of 
test transactions and to measure the number of incomplete transactions 
due to system errors; and is this number below a suitable threshold 
defined by the demonstrator operator? 

Updated Fulfilment ☐ Yes          ☐ No          ☒ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement The demonstrator was mainly shown in conferences and workshops to 
partners and industry targets. 

  
Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result Sufficient 
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Comment The demonstrator operator could not measure the number of 
incomplete transactions, as the demonstrator was mainly shown in 
conferences and workshops to partners and industry targets, resulting 
in a low number of test users. Thus, meaningful reliability figures could 
not be derived, yielding the final status “Sufficient”. 

 

14.5.2.5 Adherence to Sufficient Technology Readiness Level 

Related Evaluation Criterion 

Criterion ID I.5-PT-TechnologyReadinessLevel 

Criterion Description The Portuguese demonstrator should achieve a Technology Readiness 
Level (TRL) that is sufficient for the respective application scenario.  

MoSCoW Prioritization SHOULD 

 
Ex-ante Evaluation 

Question Will the Portuguese demonstrator application achieve TRL 5? 

Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement 
“SEPA e-Mandates service” will implement specification EPC208-08 in 
full and will be ready for a production deployment in a Customer. The 
demonstrator will showcase the business processes very close to a real 
environment. 

  

Analysis of Ex-ante Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

  

Mid-term Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 

Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Analysis of Mid-term Evaluation 

Status OK 

Comment None. 

Recommendation None. 

 

Ex-post Evaluation 

Updated Fulfilment ☒ Yes          ☐ No          ☐ Partly          ☐ N/A 
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Explanatory Statement Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

Analysis of Ex-post Evaluation 

Final Evaluation Result OK 

Comment This criterion has been fulfilled from the beginning. The Portuguese 
demonstrator achieves a Technology Readiness Level (TRL) that is 
sufficient for its application scenario 

 

 


