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1. Introduction

The opinions expressed in this Study are those of the authors and do not necessarilyeeflect
views of the European Commission.

This report consolidates and presents the findings of the “Suppalstses” part of
the study:

In deliverable 3 of this study (Figure 2) the main reasons for public bodies not to
distribute their own software under an OSS licence were highlighted. These are
order of importance:

Lack of internal resources and skills for helping in such project (71.5%);
Lack of external assistance for helping in such project (8.8%);

Legal obstacles (liability, warranty, copyright etc.) (8.8%);

Security issues, if disclosing code facilitates intrusion (5.7%);

Lack of distribution channels (repository) (4.1%);

Political obstacles (2.6%);

Lack of a convenient licence (1%).

Our purpose is to address the dynamics and mechanics of malkiwagrsofully
owned by public organisations available for a large communityideuterritorial
boundaries. In particular we will address the following aspects:

The role and/or need for OSS competence centres to support, iaf@m
guide potential users throughout Europe on the availability of parti©yan
Source software and on best practices;

The relation between public sector software distribution armbresistent
strategy for internal Open Source deployment;

The opportunities to link public sector software solutions to astiegi Open
Source community: Is an Open Source community required for the
development and maintenance of software used by public organiSaloits
realistic that such communities would emerge and be self-aeinor what
other models could apply to them?

The opportunities for developing a new set of external support servited: W
could be the role of the software and services industry ivedelg such
support?
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2. Developing Competence Centres

The two main obstacles or reasons for not distributing own software under an OSS
licence are the lack of skills or resources (internally 71% / exter@adp).

It has been shown that the FLOSS market penetration was high in Europe, where a
large share of private and public organisations report some use of FLOSS in most
application domains. In the public sector, awareness FLOSS has been continuously
increasing during 2004-2006, because economic incentives are complemented by
policy initiatives. In addition to lower entry costs, public sector is addaloy the
independence (free choice of contractors) and the guarantee of open standards.
FLOSS is seen as an opportunity to create more jobs locally and to develop more
inventive competences (more developers and researchers) rather than vendors,
boosting the knowledge economy and making resources more competitive.

This growing importance has been highlighted in recent stustisting that nearly

50% of all policy initiatives towards Open Source are concentrated in Eulope

2005, there were 265 active public sector policy initiatives worldwide to promote the
use or the deployment of Open Source, 126 of which were launched in Europe. Sim-
ilar initiatives were 73 in Asia, 40 in Latin America, 17 in North Arc&rié4 in the

Middle East and 4 in Africa. In Europe, most projects were launched by the European
Union (16), France (10) and Germany (9). Italy, Spain and UK are right behind these
countries, with 6 projects each. The same situation can be reported foramall ¢

tries like Belgium (5), Denmark (5), Finland (3), Netherlands (3), Norwagr{d)

Sweden (3).

Despite this growing use (concerning mainly Open Source software conasa@uht
servers), the development of a new business model that could serve as evidence for
the achievement of a performing European knowledge economy (originally
envisioned for 2010), has faced some delays due to the lack of successful
“ecosystems” allowing services to be developed around public sector business
competences.

The need for developing such ecosystems has been highlighted in the Lévy/Jouyet
2006 report on the “economy of intangibiegiased on the reality of the knowledge
society impact on the dynamism of modern economies. One of the three main pieces
of advice given in the report was to modify the perception of public sector assets.
Instead of prioritising real estate, gold reserves or other finansigisashe modern

State should put much more focus on its intangible assets, including know-how and
software.

The report highlights the paradox of the FLOSS economic model. This model allows
for the generation of substantial economic value in the field of services, together wit
a “no licence fees” model concerning the software code itself. The report also
highlights the usefulness of “Péles de compétitivité” (competitivenegsesg. In

1 the MERIT 2006 “Study on the economic impact pe® Source software on innovation and competitisené the
Information and Communication Technologies (ICTjteein the EU” - P. 27-31

2 According to a 2006 CSIS study - http://www.csig/oredia/csis/pubs/060101_ospolicies.pdf
3 Maurice Lévy, Jean-Pierre Jouyet, “L'Economie'idenhatériel” — 2006 report -
http://www.minefi.gouv.fr/directions_services/siraiechnologies_info/immateriel/immateriel.pdf
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this way direct project promotion (visibility), the creation of a wider communit
(bringing together universities, public laboratories, and enterprises) and the
mutualisation of resources are combined. The development of such “pooling centres”
is recommendédIn France, the recommendations were acted upon by the Minister
of economy and finance Th. Breton, who decided to create a new competitiveness
pooling centre for Free & Open Source software

Previous competence centres experiences were set up on territorial.eagis (i
Silicon Valley in California, or Sophia Antipolis in France), showing that ygbrg
together in one region specific competences (academic institutions, eeterpris
innovative public institutions), cross-fertilisation and competitive advastege be
achieved as soon a critical mass is reached.

Applied to the knowledge economy, the concept is based on networks overcoming
barriers of space and time (people and organisations meeting and working in the
same virtual collaborative space). The study has found several applicatioct®ia se
where bringing together competences, scaling effects and optimisation of budgets
presented the greatest opportunities, i.e. Education, from 1998 &lready

The main objectives of a competence or competitiveness centre (CC) are or could be
To continuously informthe community;
To promote collaborations (synergies, mutualisation);

To coordinate specific actions where the CC leadership seems the most
appropriate;

To provide specific support according to community needs (best practices or
guidelines, specific advices, model of contractual framework, guidance for
licence selection);

To be a focus point for federating initiatives, avoiding duplication or
fragmentation of efforts, linking to service proposals and the development of
a sucessful echosystem;

To provide material and organisational support( i.e. server, software forge
facility, forum, document sharing platform).

In European Member States, most initiatives in the field respond only to sohee of t
above objectives: there are numerous “forges” organised at the national or regional
level (i.e. Extremadura, Andalusia, Galicia, Cataluiia in Spain), moeite last
objective (providing a technical working environment for OSS developers). A
“reasonable observer” could question the usefulness of maintaining e.g. 3 or 4
repositories in Spain, because from his point of view their audience would be quite
limited and their applicability and effectiveness controversial. This olrseouéd
conclude that these territories are not large enough to generate economies of scale
through the reuse of free software and should preferably merge or be joinbétoget
However, what is true for Spain is found in other countries as well. Diversity is a
fact: developers will always prefer something that they themselves haveethaermt

4 Levy & Jouyet, Recommendation # 38

5 http://www.minefi.gouv.fr/presse/discours/mini¢tb®612042.php

6 See the French “Pdle de competences Locicielsdidbu CEREN — CNDPhtitp://logiciels-libres-cndp.ac-
versailles.fr/article.php3?id_article=17
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produced, even it leads to some fragmentation, dispersion and forking. On the other
hand, often due to the lack of critical mass, several member states have no public
sector oriented initiatives in the field.

At the European level, the development of a competence centre has been initiated by
the IDABC programméwith the creation of the OSO (Open Source observatory) in
2004. The OSO has responded to the first objective (information) by providing news,
case studies, events notices and a first small inventory of public sector open source
software, providing links to project sites. The OSO has deployed efforts to address
the fourth objective (responding to community needs with best practices or
guidelines, specific advices), but this approach was more « top-down » than

« bottom-up ». The OSO has disseminated advices based on the IDABC approach of
collaboration between public sector and Open Source communities, or to respond to
its own needs (i.e. the elaboration of a specific open licence, the EUPL).itulpart

the active promotion of collaborations, the coordination of specific support actions or
developments, the support to community's requests, a software repository and a
collaborative work space were still out of the scope of this first « OSO ».

All this could be the goal of a new European Commission project: the Open Source
Observatory and Repository (OSOR).

The necessity of developing a pan-european competence centre is partly
demonstrated by the present study. Considering the six case studies ¢hat wer
investigated, three of them (MMBase, Camden and to a certain extent
CommunesPlone) include the development of Open Source Content management
systems (CMS) to allow public sector organisations to communicate via their we
sites. The necessity of developing a pan-european competence centre is also
demonstrated by the fragmentation of repositories. A European centre will ngecha
such situation (fragmentation of efforts in European public sector is based on
historical, financial, regulatory and linguistic diversities) and shouldrpoot

compete with or to replace existing centres. It could however provide mutual
visibility on achievements, ensure knowledge sharing regarding practices and
functionalities and encourage synergies concerning new developments.

This should be approached pragmatically, in line with the concept of a « Europe of
projects »: the way to progress is not to propose a regulatory instrument that could be
approved and applied unanimously by 27 States, or to develop an academic vision
that could be shared by all stakeholders, or to implement a global « top-down »
organisation, expecting and waiting for adhesion from all parties. It would be better

to build communities around concrete projects, with a limited number of active and
motivated contributors (e.g. four or five organisations representing the public sector
which could constitute — starting from existing knowledge and software material - a
sucessful pilot project.

The areas for these pilot projects could be, for example:

The management of parliaments: there are are currently severaSOpece
initiatives at the regional parliamentary level in Spain, Belgium and Ttaky
growing federalisation and regionalisation in Europe could justify the creati

7 IDABC stands for Interoperable Delivery of Europesovernment Services to public AdministrationgsiBesses
and Citizens. Managed by DG Enterprise until theé @006, it is managed by DG Digit from 2007
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a « community of parliaments » and the pooling of knowledge in a common
competence centre;

The generalisation of eProcurement across Europe, in line with the objective of
conducting 50% of procurement electronically by 2010;

The sharing of competences, material and services related to communication
between the public sector and citizens or enterprises: content management
systems, templates etc;

The adoption of interoperable data structures and software components for
exchanging information between administration in Europe (authentication of
users, digital rights management, interoperability of administrativefloar,
unique identity for enterprises and citizens).

The identification and start-up of such collaborations topics will be part of the
feasibility study of the new OSOR, that could be both a repository and a collaborative
working environment.

Concerning the repository functions, a development decision will be taken based on
the value that the OSOR could add to existing local developments. Elements of this
added value could be:

A user-friendly, public sector oriented GUI (presenting knowledge, cases and
other material from a public sector business perspective);

Practical guidelines for the organisation of software distribution (in gever
languages) — the repository platform providing a localised, multilingual and
practical support;

A multilingual public sector taxonomy guiding visitors to find knowledge or
software that is relevant for them;

Index (by clusters) and links to all national / regional repositories;

Wiki capabilities for self-registration of repositories, software mtsjand
knowledge (i.e. a case study) through multilingual forms;

News from all member states, events, cases, advices (a continuation of the
OSO efforts).

Concerning the collaborative functions, a decision wether to develop the project
further will also be taken based on the value added by the OSOR to existing
« forges »:

A focus on public sector mutualisation issues (models of contract, experience,
regulation);

A collaborative development environment (i.e. Gforge-like functionalities) for
new transnational projects and for countries or communities that will prefer
OSOR (i.e. because no local forge exists, or none is convenient or neutral or
public sector oriented);

A focus on localisation, with specific activities related to helping publiosect
software package translations and adaptation to other Member States
regulations.
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3. Implementing a consistent internal Open Source strategy

The distribution of public sector software according to an Ofearce licence
depends on the successful implementation of FLOSS inside the pellior s
organisation itself.

If this is not the case, the distribution initiative will bedertaken by a so called
“Evangelist” (a person or a small group of persons that are particolatlyated and
aware of the benefits of the Open Source approach). This repragesktdecause, if
for any reason these persons quit their jobs or are promoted, mwmwabther
department or replaced by less motivated personnel, the dewslbpmdistribution
project may be interrupted in favour of returning to the moret $&on, comfortable
but less innovative policy of “buying to a proprietary provider”.

The acquisition of capacities and skills within an organisatodistribute its own
software as Open Source must therefore be shared from the ttog hottom by the
whole organisation (managers, IT developers and users) andustidenrelated to a
successful experience and strategy for implementing Open &anside the
organisation itself.

We will first examine the global aspects of implementingOgoren Source strategy.

This question may be independent from the fact that the sofiwdpeoduced and
distributed by the administration”.

Open Source strategfsource: Unisys)

We see globally four main steps that may also be seehea®ur phases of an
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iterative loop (after final evaluation of a cycle, the next one is initiated):

3.1. Motivation / Knowledge sharing

The first step should concern knowledge sharing, motivation, undersgatiuk
opportunities, but also the risks and possible issues relased @SS approach. It is
difficult to assess the extent to which this was done ifittistoric” European Open
Source case studies, such as the Extremadura region, Camden etdoiMast gases
are generated by early advocates, with enough persuasion powaitiate a
dynamic. However, in all teams there are leaders atalvfets; there are employees
that are now using at home a stack of software, usually progreéiware that they
“did not have the impression to pay for” just because it wasided in the purchase
of their new PC. For these employees, it could become a necessdgdhe migrate
to other tools and change habits. In a large public administratioere the
management is not advocating a specific business model, but iatheeptical of
overly positive promises and wary of the idea of dramatically changinga¢heir
organisation is working, such awareness raising exercises will be very useful.
This requires the building of a vision: the first support for theidigion of public
sector software must be found internally. It will be up to phélic sector staff to
animate a supporting “community”; they should therefore have thdeiblat they
now have an opportunity to “change with autonomy” rather than jusyiagpthe
decisions taken by the proprietary software industry on what they should do.

3.2. Assessment (ex-ante evaluation)

The project of implementing an Open Source solution must batedtiwith an
assessment of products or “components” that could help the developaantto
start the project based on an appropriate architecture. Aprally question is “does
the solution exist somewhere?” Is it available, possibly f@render a convenient
OSS licence? Is it possible to contact the developer community?

If no similar solution exists, could we at least use exishinidding blocks? Almost
no solution is developed totally from scratch today. Most of theendependent on
the existing body of ready to use libraries or components.

After identifying building blocks, the impact of integrating attmponents into a
solution and releasing it to “the market” must be evaluatée. dlements of this
assessment are:
Human: e.g. an association of municipalities wants to proiglenembers
with a collaborative environment allowing municipal board members t
manage its agenda, upload documents, work collaboratively on documents,
prepare board minutes etc. To what extent are they reaghdtwse this new
approach? Is it compatible with their current way of working? Wédhe
benefit to them? Do they have the technical capacity toemmght and
manage a new solution? Would they prefer a Web service?
Organisational: Launching a new Open Source project may repieseny
long term commitment.
Technical: ICT environments are complex. They are composed ofakeve
platforms. They run a great variety of tasks, sometimethenbackground

Page 10 of 24



OSS IMPACT STUDY D4 — \ersion 3.2 Contract no.: 30-CE-0039302/00-67

(such as automatically printing hundreds of invitation lettesnfrthe
collaborative environment). They use an existing back-office €i@mple
databases) where the integration of a new application intoexisting
environment may not be optimal. Therefore a proof of concept of the mai
elements of the solution should be built and tested: a prototypeatingtthe
most critical functionalities, highlighting where critical uole treatments
and cost impact in the case of failure will be the highest.

3.3. Strategy definition

Once the proof of concept has been established, the medium andriorgjregegy
can be defined based on the various options, and by selectingo#teappropriate
one. Launching a specific public sector software distribution justfy external
consultancy, especially with regard to:
Cost estimation. It is notable that none of the six cases we studied has— even
after some years of involvement in the project — a clear calculation or
comparison of these costs. An estimation of savings is easier when a large
scaling effect facilitates calculation, in particular when the licensavings
are high. Is it the same when the decision concerns producing one's own
specific software, or releasing it under an open source licence?
Legal issues (in particular intellectual property rights — concerning building
blocks' copyright and possible issues related to patents); support concerning
the determination of a distribution licence
Optimal organisation of the development project; distribution of roles,
selection of the appropriate collaborative environment
Interoperability questions: the selection of of open standards

3.4. Strategy execution and evaluation

Depending on the case, the execution of the strategy and tiedrethange
management will be more or less complex. In particular, theipp@sgecision to
develop one's own software or to distribute it under an open saceoed is only
one of the aspects of public sector ICT management. It could andl Stayla minor
aspect in the sense that the core mission is differeistitiite quality, reliability and
continuity of a service to be delivered to citizens and enseqrTechnical evolution

is just a means to achieve the objective. The desire tgthte “of the art” or “first
ranked in eGovernment applications” sometimes needs to be madénatéhe
weight of legacy documents (migrating data is always diffigaltthe direction of
open source or not) and integration into a complex, mixed set of other applications.
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4. Linking the Public Sector distribution to a Co mmunity

4.1. The leverage effect

A third way to obtain support for the deployment of a public sector Open Source
solution is to closely link this solution to an existing FLOSS community. From the
beginning of the project, this means that the solution should, to the greatest extent
possible, make use of the existing tools, standards, component libraries etc.jtand lim
the development to what is absolutely necessary.

This approach requires some discipline and may reduce liberty or creativity, but i
will also limit investments and will optimise the benefits of reusing rete

produced by the existing community. On the other hand, the existing commuhity w
welcome the public sector initiative as a means of increasing its own chances to be
perennial.

To benefit from this leverage effect, public sector organisations shoutd tede
common community “trunk” which is the closest to the functionalities that are to be
obtained, and could explore ways to motivate this community to support its own
solution.

Is an Open Source community required for the development and maintenance of
software used by public organisations? Is it realistic that such commurutigs w
emerge and be self-organized or what other models could apply to them?

One of the main purposes of releasing software as open source software, other than
contributing to the general public good, is to reduce the costs of maintenance and
further development by sharing responsibilities with others. This is, byitasf,
dependence on a “community”, although this may not always be what is commonly
known as the “open source community”; rather, it could be a subset. But in fact, even
well known open source projects do not rely on a generic “open source community”,
but rather on their own communities. This is tied to features of the development
model of open source that are important to understand.

The development of software and the cooperation in Open Source software developer
communities differs considerably from developing proprietary software in firms.
Open Source software is developed as a result of free cooperation of autonomous
developers connected through a highly volatile network organization; proprietary
software is usually a result of hierarchical teams working on cleajlyeseed tasks.
However, Open Source software, like proprietary software, requires develdpers
write code, coordinate work, and maintain and administer the progress of a. projec
When an Open Source software project reaches a critical size, individual p&eple ta
responsibility for different project tasks. Coordinating institutions and gawgrni
structures thus emerge. These differ from project to project based on vaitenies, cr
including the project’s ties to firms, size, and technical nature, and can include
“benevolent dictators” (e.g. Linus Torvalds as leader of the Linux kernel
development), “rotating dictatorship” (e.g. the Perl scripting language) and
democratically elected committees (e.g. FreeBSD, Apache, Debennical

merits, effort contributed and reputation play a significant role in the detation of
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leaders and leadership structures. Based on studies of demographics # tqgtear
Open Source software developer communities posses not only technical expertise
but also a high degree of management skills.

4.2. Developers' motives

There is a large variety of assumptions as to why people join the FLOSS community
and “work for free”. The first thing to realise is that developers, by and largetdo
“work for free”. They perceive themselves as selfish and self-steteand expect
returns from their contribution. These returns are not always monetary: leaming ne
skills is the most commonly cited reason for developers' participation. But monetary
returns are an important benefit — roughly 50% of developers earn an income through
their Open Source software work. This particularly applies for a largerityagf the

most productive and experienced developers.

Recognition by peers and society is a motivating factor, but the nature of i@pigat
such that it can reward a few leaders, but not the majority of voluntaryipents. It
is, however, a factor that can be atrtificially boosted by PAs at relatowglcost, by
awarding prizes or other forms of public recognition to developers.

Another class of motivating factors is product-related: developers who haed a ne
that an existing Open Source software product does not meet may be willing to fix
the software and contribute their fix back to the community. Similarly, the Open
Source software community is excellent at spotting and fixing bugs iniits ow
software.

One key underlying motivating factor, that often adds to those outlined above, is an
overlap between individuals as developers and the same individuals as users.
Generally speaking, the pool of developers who may find some self-interested
motivation to contribute to a software project is proportional in size to the project’s
potential user base. This can be disadvantageous for PAs when they wish to build PA
specific software (and advantageous when they want generic software talored t
their needs, as with Extremadura’s GNU/LInEx based on the generic Debian
package). However, the Open Source software ecology has many examples of niche
communities of users with their own niche community of developers, from precision
engineering to hospital information systems. This characteristic cahtid&ke it

could lead to many developers from many PAs and PA-related businesses
collaborating in a PA-specialised niche of developers.

PAs need to understand in-depth what motivates developers. Before trying to create
community-based Open Source software applications, they will need to haae a cle
understanding of why developers would be interested in collaborating.

As described above, Open Source software developers are encouraged through direct
financial incentives (such as a salary from their employers). Meanwhils,afse

Open Source software are often satisfied enough to pay. Hiring an entire team of
developers is often not an option for public administrations, however. Hiring or
subcontracting some developers from a wider community to lead a project (or
contributing existing staff to the development process) may often be a good idea, as it
provides an extent of control over the resulting software at least in terms of the
technical features and timeliness of production. Contracting developersvicese
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and support of related systems (particularly individual developers or SMEBrkimi
is a direct and straightforward financial incentive, and has been used for example
the Spanish region of Extremadura.

A more innovative approach is the “bounty” model, where an informal competition or
fellowship scheme is run, to provide monetary or other material rewards to
developers who solve particular problems. This has been pioneered by the software
billionaire and philanthropist Mark Shuttlewdtih South Africa. In 2003, he
announced a bounty for development on SchoofTaal Open Source software

school administration system written in Python. After some proposals and
development efforts, the core development team was selected — led by developer
Steve Alexander, with members in Lithuania and the UK. The bounty was EUR
37,200 for work commencing 1 September 2003. Shuttleworth’s website announces
further bounties for individuals or teams interested in extending SchoolTool to
manage pupil academic progress and test results, willing to collaborate auliviiim
Steve Alexander's team.

Open Sourcefor specific user communities

A good example, related to the public sector domain in general, can be found in the
healthcare sector. The US Veterans Administration provides lifelonthbaia for

military personnel, and the US Government developed and maintained a Healthcare
Information System (HIS) called Veterans Health Information Systmd

Technology Architecture (VistA). The huge software system used for this gurpos
was proving expensive to maintain. Under the US Freedom of Information Act,
source code was released into the public domain. This resulted in an initial burden as
users (other health systems and hospitals) assumed that the original authors would
continue to maintain the system, while in fact the original authors wished to
encourage a community to do so. Today, the VistA system is supported by
foundations, businesses and the health community around the world, and is widely
believed to be the largest and most widely used HIS application. While the software
is free, it has historically run on proprietary systems (such as Windowvd Sy

which support the specialised programming environment in which VistA iewritt
OpenVistA is an Open Source software suite including VistA and enabling tools that
allow VistA to run on GNU/Linux.

When the Beaumont Hospital, the largest public hospital in Dublin, decided to switch
to Open Source software, it chose VistA as its hospital management.syétéenit

got support from many members of the VistA community, including from hospitals
elsewhere in Europe, it also joined the community as a contributor by providing its
own feedback. It joined a large community of users that include the US military
health system and the German Heatrt Institute, Berlin.

As this example shows, though, there is no single monolithic “Open Source software
community”. Rather, there are lots of different overlapping communities and sub-
communities addressing needs of different groups. These communities tend to
automatically be close to the users whose needs they address as they oftemeare for
out of those users, or subsets of the more technically adept users. So, Open Source
software in healthcare is largely supported by IT staff in hospitals ariti¢eeal

8 http://www.markshuttleworth.com/bounty.html
9 http://www.schooltool.org
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providers along with businesses and supporting organisations around them; Open
Source software for biotechnology (e.g. BioPerl, the basis for the Human Genome
Project) were all originated at the European institutions contributing to tfe HG
Similarly, Open Source software for public administrations is likely tsupported

by a community initiated by PAs themselves.

This community may include a handful of independent, volunteer developers — but is
more likely to include developers employed at PAs, employees at firms that work
(developing software or providing ICT services) for PAs, or freelance consactor

who get paid by PAs or supporting firms.

While such communities occasionally arise spontaneously, and are often self-
organising once they start, they often need encouragement at inception. This is
especially the case when the software at the core of the community is perodieed t
“owned” by a single organisation, such as a specific PA.

Methods of building such communities are further discussed in the “Guidelines and
practical toolkit”.
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5. Developing the external support services

The last step of investigating on support for the deployment ofqsétitor OSS is
the development of external support services.

External support services are a part of a successful ecosystem whidesna series
of private sector service providers that will guarantee support tocpsdattor once
the solution will be released as FLOSS.

Indeed, the above communities are generally informal: assowatf highly

motivated and competent individuals, that normally cannot assurmegpensibility

to grant to the public sector an appropriate service levetagmet. The need for a
“responsible counterpart” represents a service opportunity for afisge@nch of

software industry: service providers and integrators. Suchcsersiopen to fair

competition, because no proprietary vendor privilege exists: BLOSvices are
open to anyone, and will be therefore awarded to the provider pmgpibe best

value and competences. No service provider will therefore befin@fn a strong

vendor lock-in effect.

What could be the elements of a successful industry business model?

The first opportunity for software industry is to participate @ntractor in the
development of the public sector solution that is to be distributgdRixed or T&M
price development contract to provide public sector software). kifgpeases, the
public sector will ask for support for rewriting components thatewaitially
developed or integrated from proprietary software components.

A second opportunity is to provide maintenance for the developed sohgian
“unique” contractual point of contact.

The need for a unique point of contact echoes the current complexi@Tof
yesterday's world was simpler. Proprietary hardware anmva@ vendors (often
originally the same companies) were regularly proposing theioviations to
decision makers and IT departments. Choices were limitedetsnas by the
hardware platform (e.g. an IBM AS/400 could run only a cgtatoof application
software proposed by IBM and a selection of authorised “aggngsid afterwards

by the software environment once software became more independent from hardware
(DOS, 0S2, Windows, Mac-).

The Internet and the emergence of OSS has made this world more complex:
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The Internet, its search engines and sharing environments faalated the
emergence of a knowledge community where both users (now owning polR€dul
at home), IT professionals (who find it easy to download andst#swvare) and
decision makers (politicians comparing their country's solutiotis ather countries'
best practices) exchange ideas and code.

Over time, in nearly all type of organizations, ICT managedseven end users have
downloaded, tested and integrated specific open source softaamgonents into
their ICT systems. Now, they may be planning an open sourgeation or
development. At the same time, certain organisation havdogeeke(or purchased)
specific software that may or may not be — from their pointi@# - “open source”
in so far as they have full access to the code with tmodify it and — possibly —
to redistribute it.

The public sector is no exception, but it has additional characteristics: facimgd m
environment made of specific legacy software, as well as tailor-madeassftw

developed internally or developed by contractors for the public administration, mos

of the time combined with proprietary software applications or platforms. In @aditi

open source software applications have been downloaded by users, by ICT staff or by
the ICT management, and some of these open source components already are — or are
becoming - essential for the technical core of the organization.

This “mixed stack” requires an appropriate level of maintenance.
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In a complex ICT world, the role of “trusted partner” as reliable
(if not “unique”) point of contact

In the context of a public body making its own software available as open source,
support for deployment may be regarded from two points of view: that of the support
provider and that of the support requester.

From thesupport provider's point of view, distributing a public sector institution's
own software may become an unexpected source of work.

From thesupport requester'spoint of view, support is a prerequisite for deploying
software for critical application purposes.

Open source software support is — in general - difficult to obtain globally, because the
characteristic of free/open source software is a great fragmentatqoraviders »,

which are often unstructured communities. Real open source enterprisesaexists (
typical case is represented by the European — Swedish MySQL database provider
which was from its start in 1995 set up as a business venture). Quite often, public
administration select open source software from these economic actorshrathe

from informal communities, because “enterprises” appear more trustwortioyer

all possible events (this is the main reason why, for example,the European
Commission data centre runs on Red Hat Linux and not Debian). These strong
economic actors are still the exception, and such enterprises have geediaid

local support capacity: their support is entirely dedicated to their product and does
not necessarily cover integration case with other products, including proprietary
ones. The lack of organised support is obviously even higher if software was
originally produced by another public sector body (possibly established in another
country), as the mission of this public body is to provide government services to their
own citizens, not to support other (possibly foreign) administrations.

The risk for the public sector IT manager who integrates open source sofiviaare i

or his critical application stack is therefore to be left alone when facing aprobh
principle, risks are not higher than with proprietary software, but they exiglas w
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As there is no global vendor covering integration (even if we expect that OSS uses
open standards, the integration of different components still is an additional $tep tha
requires much effort and expertise), there is a need for an experiencedanteta

will propose a solid service level agreement (SLA).

5.1. Nature and levels of external support

Open Source support should be defined as an one stop shop (preferably a single point
of contact) allowing users to receive answers and solutions covering not only

software « bugs » but also a wider panel of services related both to the integration of
the OSS in a mixed environment and to other support and consultancy.

Prerequisites are:

to analyse of the type of service and its « look and feel » in interacting with
the beneficiary (first, second or third level support), including the way
support could address the cultural and linguistic diversity in Europe

the definition of the stack that will be supported (legacy applications, specific
or general purpose OSS ?)

the definition of a service level agreement describing in detail the various
services, their timing, the way the requesting user will be able to follow in
real time the processing of his request, the cost for setting up and magtaini
the support infrastructure and finally the process of ordering each specific
service and the cost of each service

the definition of the points that are specific to the open source organisation of
the work, the relationships with open source communities and incentives to
keep them alive and responsive.

5.2. The determination of support requirements

For service providers and integrators, global support means both consultancy and
technical services. These services may or may not be related to & stack
(portfolio of software).

Support should be defined in a SLA and could cover the following areas:

5.2.1. Support not related to a specific software s  tack

Prior to taking any initiative, a strategy must be defined. In the Open Source world
(where vendor's marketing is does not play the same role as with proprietary
software) a pro-active approach and technological understanding is essential. For
specialised consultants and advisers, this support is also a part of the “ecs-syst
and should be performed with a neutral, open mind, without limiting the options
assessed to the defined stack.

Situation assessment

What is the current situation (sometimes ICT managers are not aware cdithe ex
level of their use of OSS, due to the non bureaucratic process of installing this type of
software)?
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Where does the organisation already use OSS components? (Based on experience,
OSS components are sometimes introduced in the organisation without a pre-defined
strategy)

For what purposes were the OSS components downloaded, and in how far are they
really used?

Are OSS components critical (for how long could you operate without them)?
What is their level of integration with other ICT components?

What are their licences? (The case studies have demonstrated thagdabissasot
sufficiently documented, in particular concerning the incompatibilities between
different licences)

What is the impact of the licences that are used on the business, if ania(gsipec
the organisation could be in a position to re-distribute the OSS components)?

The conclusions of such a situation assessment are a clear and up-to-daepictur
the use of OSS in the organisation, the highlighting of possible issues (security,
licensing) and recommendations for future improvements.

Strategic questions

Which software or functionalities that are currently provided by proprietary
components) could be re-developed as OSS, distributed as OSS or migrated to an
OSS product?

When could such an action be taken?

Which products to consider?

What are the critical business functionalities ?
What is the expected benefit?

When should the migration take place? (The most sensitive aspects of
migration, are related to human factors, especially when the users' work
environment is modified: motivation, training, change management).

Which OSS components (under which licences) could be used to produce the
new software ?

Cost related questions

What is the economic impact of the planned course of action? What is the
investment, the expected return on investment, the total cost of ownership (TCO) for
acquisition, adaptation, roll-out, operation and retirement, compared to the current
cost of proprietary solutions and the expected cost of upgrading these solution to
recent or announced releases?

Legal questions

Is OSS licensing possible (e.g. for a legacy application, for a new developraadt)
if yes, which licences can be used? Is it preferable to use a single Jliocesbeuld
the software be released under multiple licences (dual licensing e.g. depending on the
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profit/non-profit purpose)?

Development evaluations

The “non-stack related” support or consultancy includes also “Development Studies”
on request. These advices are related to the opportunity to develop (or not) new
functionalities, taking in consideration the possibility to reuse or to integ&&e O
components and the chances to receive support from a developer “community”. The
following question are typically investigated in such opportunity studies:

How can functionalities be achieved that are new, or not covered yet?
Can the current OSS code be extended?
How can new external OSS components be integrated?

What should be developed from scratch (where no existing convenient OSS
component exists)?

Is it feasible or preferable to migrate to another OSS solution that includes the
functionality?

Is it opportune to involve an OSS community? How can an agreement be
made with this community? How to motivate people to collaborate?

What development environment should be used? Does it allow for
cooperative development?

Impact of licensing policies (all components and add-ons that are used ) and
issues related to intellectual property rights (consortium agreement swho i
the owner of the project, the names, the code etc.)

Does the description of the new application or functionality follow a useful
methodology?

Are there existing OSS components that could be reused in the development?
Are there alternative OSS solution that could ensure the same functionalities?

Is it realistic to expect the creation of a community around this particular
“‘common problem”?

Other consultancy domains

The “non-stack related” support or consultancy may include several other sexvices
for example

The tests of various components, prior to use it in a development process: To
develop solution X, is component A better than component B?

The performance evaluation of a specific OSS component: what if the number
of users goes from, for exampl) to 1007?... If the number of documents
produced in a batch goes from 50 to 50007 etc.

Advices: which is the most convenient OSS component for providing a
functionality? Does product or component X fit better than product Y in the
specific organisation's environment?
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Benchmarks:Compare the reaction and response time of a series of solutions
if the number of concurrent users jumps from 10G6?

Legal: the company producing the OSS component « X » has been purchased
by another company. The licensing policy is modified. What is the impact on
public sector software based on such a component ? Is it still free in the long
term ?

Open Standards: Which open standards should be preferred and selected? For
which duration (e.g. conservation of archives and documents)? Which
products use such standards?

5.2.2. Support related to a specific software stack

Once a series of open source components are integrated and operational, users will
expect appropriate support. This should be delivered whenever there is an incident,
and both for problems with the OSS component itself as well as for issues with the
component's integration into the rest of the IT environment (which is often a mix
between free and proprietary solutions).It is important to ensure a local support
capabilities: installation, restart, training for new users etc.

Incident processing

It is of great importance to guarantee quick and efficient responses and solutions to
incidents. The FLOSS communities are often a valuable and efficient source of
“voluntary support”; however, individual developers will be more motivated to fix
specific bugs, rather than to provide repetitive (and not innovative) support to
thousands of employees of a large governmental organisation.

For such purpose, the public sector organisation should preferably conclude a Service
Level Agreement (SLA) with a specialised support provider.

The SLA proposal should include, and describe in detail:
The incident notification processes (how, in which languages);

The various types of incidents (critical, severe, normal, feature request) and
corresponding delays permitted in acknowledgement, processing, and
solution, with real time process follow-up

The multi-lingual web tools allowing communication and real time follow-up
by the end user (“where and by whom is my request processed?”)

The various level of support possible (Platinum, Gold, Silver...?) and the
corresponding advantages (response time,, time coverage 24 x 7 or business
hours only).

The links between the supporting organisation and the developer
communities in order to access to first hand knowledge if needed (how far are
the original developers of the relevant OSS components included in the
supported stack, e.g.: JBOSS, MySQL etc;)
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Roll-out support

The operational roll-out or implementation of the OSS solution is another set of
standard processes that should be defined in the SLA:

Defining a specific list of software packages (based on the stack, but in
consideration of the specific client’s needs)

Installing the software packages (support)

Media source management (e.g. a CD-Rom, a central repository)
Support for the management of a local distribution server

Support for the implementation of a Web service-oriented architecture

Management of a specific « Open Source Repository » where
documentation, licences, and the last code and object versions are kept
available for downloads.

Local presence

If some part of support could be processed « Off shore » (FLOSS communities are by
nature « virtual » in geographic terms, and specialised help desks may be set up in
any place), other services require local presence and the knowledge about the
organisation's functioning. It is important that the SLA considers this proximity

action, to reduce the chance of dissapointing outcomes in the case of offshoring
(dealing with anonymous technicians without any specific knowledge of the
organisation business processes and constraints).

Local presence includes:

Services related to the monitoring of the implementation and change
management (helping users to become familiar with the new solutions,
adapting ICT processes to new requirements).

Personalised assistance, proximity support for users and developers;
Coaching for:

Development (the selection and the use of cooperative development
environment)

Roll-out processes

Management and optimisation

Training users and administrators

Improving implementation and the roll out processes
Operational management / performance tuning - optimisation

Technological survey

Even in the case where a specific software stack is supported, a specific
technological overview needs to be maintained with regard to this stack:

Concerning new software release (if they are innovations regarding the used

Page 23 of 24



OSS IMPACT STUDY D4 — \ersion 3.2 Contract no.: 30-CE-0039302/00-67

stack):

Are there any new versions or release announced for any Stack
components ?

What would be the impact of such new version if installed?

Is there any necessity or justification to migrate or upgrade or is it
better/wiser not to move?

What is critical in a migration or upgrade?
What is the estimated cost of changes?

Concerning new components or product for the same functionality:

Does a new OSS component respond better to the requested
functionalities ?

Is a new OSS better at integrating the various existing OSS
components that were used previously?

Concerning market trends and evolution:

What to do in case of « forking », i.e. if the community supporting a
specific stack component is divided between two or more derived
products?

What to do if the OSS provider of a stack component is taken over by
another company (e.g. the proprietary software Oracle succeeds in
buying out the free software data base X) ?

Which open standards to select for archiving or exchanging (what ICT
standards to select as basis for the Public Authority mission?)

Knowledge sharing

A good support SLA should provide a space for knowledge sharing, where the
supported organisation and its service provider cooperate to improve their expertise.
The SLA should define the components of a knowledge sharing space or portal (e.g.
best practices, contractual models, licence guide, etc.)

Reporting

The SLA should define the processes and periodicity of support monitoring: how, and
how frequently, will the public administration receive reports about the services
delivered (issues, achievements, performance, statistics, proposed imgmtszem

etc.)?
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