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Project Contact

GEOWISE Oy, Mr. Pertti Woitsch, Rälssitie 7 A, 01510 Vantaa, Finland

ResiStand Project
Standardisation is a powerful tool to achieve better interoperability. However, it needs to overcome a lack of
interest and modest participation from stakeholders. Also, promising research results are not always used as
the basis for new standards.
The overall goal of ResiStand is to find new ways to improve the crisis management and disaster resilience
capabilities of the European Union and individual Member States through standardisation.
ResiStand contributes to improved disaster resilience by identifying and analysing the drivers, constraints and
expectations of three main stakeholder communities: Standardisation Organisations, End-Users, and
Suppliers, consisting of researchers, industry and SMEs.

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-instandardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

Based on this information, gaps in standardisation are identified and a prioritised roadmap for new initiatives
will be created. The roadmap will be complemented by a critical evaluation of standards as a tool to improve
disaster resilience.
ResiStand aims at implementing a pre-standardisation process that supports the development of standards.
The feasibility of the process will be tested by developing a new work item. The aim is that stakeholders will
continuously utilize this “ResiStand Process” in the future, and that the project delivers better understanding
of the potential of standards for contributing to improved disaster resilience.
ResiStand will support the management of increasing threats to society such as armed conflicts, terrorism,
pandemics and natural disasters, which have increasingly cross-border, even global consequences due to the
on-going globalisation.
Protection of citizens through anticipation, preparedness, response and adaptation to crisis situations – i.e.
maintaining disaster resilience – will be more efficient. Collaboration between national, European and
international stakeholders will be improved by unified processes and management systems as well as by
technical, procedural, operational and semantic interoperability.
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Executive Summary
The objective of WP4 (Identification of standardisation opportunities) is to
create understanding about the drivers and restraints affecting the
motivation of the ResiStand Supplier Community (SUC) to participate in
standardisation activities, as well as to identify potential new standardisation
items related to technologies, solutions, procedures, best practices,
procurement models, regulatory aspects and services.
The purpose of this report is to analyse the degree of involvement of the
SUC-I – the industrial section of the Supplier Community – in standardisation
activities and to identify the drivers and restraints affecting their motivation.
This includes also the examination of their perception and understanding of
the standardisation processes. The rest of the WP4 objectives are addressed
in D4.3 (perspective of the research community) and D4.4 (mapping of
standardisation opportunities). We suggest that the reader familiarizes
oneself with all three documents to acquire a wider overview of the topic.
Two methods were used to collect the required information from the
members of the SUC-I: a web-based questionnaire and two workshops. In
December 2016, ResiStand published a web-based questionnaire targeted to
the SUC-I. This survey was followed by two workshops (February and March
2017), where the SUC-I members were invited to participate. Forty members
replied to the questionnaires. Further fourteen SUC-I members participated
in two workshops to discuss the key issues. The collected information was
analysed in March 2017.
The SUC-I members almost unanimously perceived standards as positive
since they expect to obtain certain benefits for their enterprises through
participation in standardisation activities. These benefits include access to
new information, networking with other market players, influencing the
market, new business opportunities and potential cost savings.
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The costs (payroll, fees, traveling etc.) related to standardisation were
identified as the main obstacle to participate in these activities. Other limiting
factors were the complexity and slowness of the process, lack of human
resources, and potentially negative effect of standardisation on R&D and
innovation.
Several potential improvements – or driving factors – were also identified.
The most frequently suggested driver was to increase public funding to cover
the costs of standardisation activities. Other identified drivers included better
information and promotion of standardisation, clearer and faster processes,
and better balancing of various stakeholder groups in standardisation
committees and workgroups.
The results of this research serve as input data for WP5 (Preparation and
roadmapping for standardisation activities) and WP6 (Towards a sustainable
process) of ResiStand.
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Introduction and objectives
ResiStand work package 4 (Identification of standardisation opportunities) collects the information on the
industry and the research community’s relationships towards standardization, and their expectations to it.
WP4 Identifies and commits key players from the supplier sector (industry and research) to the ResiStand
project. This WP also helps building the ResiStand Process (WP6) by identifying and clustering standardization
[4]
opportunities (D4.4 ), needs and constraints from industry (D4.2, this deliverable) and research sector’s
[3]
point of views (D4.3 ). WP4 has closely engaged with supply sector members by organising workshops,
carrying out web based questionnaires and making project surveys as desk research.
This report is the second in the series of deliverables belonging in WP4. More specifically, this document
reflects the core work done by T4.2 (Standardisation drivers and restraints of the industry, incl. SMEs). This
deliverable analyses the involvement of the industrial members of the Supplier Community (SUC-I) in
standardisation activities, and studies drivers and restraints that affect their involvement in standardisation.
A similar analysis for the suppliers representing the research community (SUC-R) is presented in D4.3 (Report
[3]
on the research community’s participation in standardisation – current situation and future expectations ).
D4.2 takes into account previous work already completed in the project such as the ResiStand’s Conceptual
[1]
Framework (RCF) (see D1.1 ResiStand Handbook ) and the key stakeholders of the supplier community (see
D4.1 Contact list of the Supplier Community). Also, and with regard to the scope of ResiStand as a project, the
output of this report will be later used by WP5 (Preparation and roadmapping for standardisation activities)
and WP6 (Towards a sustainable process).
A significant portion of the information reflected in this report has been collected via online questionnaire.
Two workshops (Brussels in February 2017, and Rome in March 2017), in which ResiStand worked with a
total of 14 key representatives of the SUC-I, were used to refine and expand some of the findings in the
survey.

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

The key objectives of this report are:
•
•

•

Analyse the degree of involvement of the SUC-I in standardisation activities;
Identify the drivers and restraints that may affect the willingness of the SUC-I to participate
in standardisation, including their understanding of the standardisation process and how it
is perceived (e.g., complexity, affordability, cost/benefit, etc.);
Provide a portrait of the SUC-I perspective that will be later used in the standardisation
roadmap (WP5) and standardisation strategies (WP6).

This introduction is followed by the approach to the work done, tools and methods. The next section
describes the analysis carried out and the results obtained. Finally, conclusions are presented, including
recommendations for the future tasks that will follow up on the results.
Figure 1 and Table 1 illustrate all the data sources, data collection methods, tasks and deliverable of WP4 as
well as linkages between them.
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Figure 1: Overview of key information flow within WP4
Table 1: Key content guide for D4.2, D4.3 and D4.4
Item / Data content

D4.2

D4.3

D4.4

Design of questionnaires
(SUC - Industry)

Full details

-

-

Design of questionnaires
(SUC - Research)

-

Full details

-

Design and execution of
workshops

-

-

Full details

Results of workshops

Full details for drivers
and restraints of SUC-I

Full details for drivers
and restraints of SUC-R.

Full details for drivers
and restraints of SUC-I

Full details for drivers
and restraints of SUC-R.

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

Results of questionnaires

page 2

Full details for
opportunities
(SUC-I & SUC-R)
Full details for
opportunities
(SUC-I & SUC-R)
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Approach and methods
This section describes the targeted audience of this study. The work done in T4.1 (Identify members and give
[2]
structure to the Supplier Community) was the main input (e.g., stakeholders listed in D4.1 ); however
additional efforts were dedicated to reach a wider audience. This section also provides some information on
the tools that were chosen to gather the information.

2.1

Targeted audience and sources for participants

The main objective was to reach the widest audience within the SUC. Since the efforts were limited, one of
[2]
the main concerns was to ensure that a large number of “key stakeholders” (as defined in D4.1 ) were
invited to participate in ResiStand, either by filling a questionnaire, or by attending the workshops, or both.
At the same time, another concern of ResiStand was the possibility of troubling some of the recipients by
sending multiple invitations to complete the survey and/or to register for the workshops.
In order to overcome these concerns and maximise the reach, the targeted audience was split into different
tiers depending on their reachability, proximity to the partners and their current involvement in the
ResiStand stakeholder community.
The rationale for the different approaches is illustrated in Figure 2 and explained further below. This
methodology applies to the SUC as whole (i.e. SUC-I and SUC-R)
SUC contact list [+200]

Crawl entire list & find “inviting
partner(s)” for each contact

Same contact
listed twice

Key Stakeholder list
(D4.1) [24+27]

YES

NO

NO
Assign each contact to
corresponding “inviting partner”

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

More than one
inviter per Org.?

YES

Are any contact
details blank?

NO
Pick one partner
randomly as
inviter

Member of SH
community?

NO

Group M: Members
subscribed to SH
communities. Key SH or not

Use MailChimp. Template text to
be provided

Add “blank”
contact into “R”.
Pick random
inviter (not blank)

List “R”: Contains
organisations to be contacted
by others. Share with partners
in list

SH = stakeholder

YES

YES

Partner to decide
what to do

Group Pi (P1, P2, etc.), one
group for each inviting
partner.

SEND: E.g. it is OK for that
partner to risk their
contact receiving 2+
invitations

Partners to send emails using their
personal email accounts. Template
text to be provided. Contains link
to join SUC

Group 0: Twitter and
LinkedIn.

Send tweets and promote via LI as
per out communications strategy.
Contains link to join SUC

SECOND STAGE: “Loopback” and ensure all key SH are hit and try to recruit less represented groups (D4.1 recommendations).
Then follow same flow chart to send invitations to these new/pending contacts

Figure 2: Flowchart analysis to reach the SUC in different tiers
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Members of the SUC – Group M

These organisations were already members of the SUC; i.e., at least one representative has registered in
ResiStand’s website and subscribed to the ResiStand community.
These organisations were the first to be contacted for obvious reasons. Firstly, they had already expressed
their interest in working with ResiStand; and secondly, the invitation to participate could be sent instantly via
MailChimp, the tool that the ResiStand project used for managing the communities and dissemination in
general.
Organisations in the project’s “master” contact list – Groups Pi

These were contacts nominated by the consortium partners to be included into the project’s “master”
contact list (output from T7.1 Maintenance of the ResiStand contact list) but who were not members of the
SUC when the invitations were sent. At that point, this master list contained approximately 400 contacts, of
which over 100 were classified as “industry and SMEs”. It was agreed that each partner was to send the
invitations to their contacts, therefore 14 groups “Pi” were created, one for each ResiStand partner.
In order to prevent “spamming” (e.g., a contact receiving the same invitation more than once) some
safeguards were put in place. For instance, when a company name appeared several times, that contact was
assigned to one single partner by TRI, who is in charge of maintaining the contact list.
In some cases, the full name of the person of contact was withheld by the inviting organisation (e.g.
confidentiality concerns) and only the name of the company was in the list, thus creating a risk of sending
duplicate invitations by accident. In these few cases, it was left to the inviter’s discretion to send or not the
invitation to that person.
General public – Group 0

The online survey and the workshops were publicly promoted via the project’s website, Twitter and LinkedIn.
It is anticipated that these initiatives reached lot of potential stakeholders and had a very positive impact
(e.g., both workshops were fully booked; the expected number of at least 30 completed questionnaires was
reached).
The questionnaires were promoted in over a dozen specialised LinkedIn groups such as the National Fire
Protection Association, Disaster & Emergency Management, BSI Standards Network with a combined
audience of over 200,000 professionals potentially interested in the work of ResiStand.
Loopback to target again missing key stakeholders

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

[2]

The list of SUC-I stakeholders (see D4.1 ) was revisited through a second iteration with the aim of
identifying those key organisations that might not have been yet aware of ResiStand and the questionnaires.
Some of these key stakeholders did not appear in the master contact list (i.e., none of the partners had a
contact in that organisation), so it was agreed to reach them using publicly available channels (e.g., websites,
contacts for project coordinators of FP7 and H2020 projects, other professional networks such as LinkedIn,
etc.).
The participation of these key organisations was particularly relevant to increase the soundness of the results
produced by WP4. The project coordinator was directly involved in the process to ensure that all the key
stakeholders had been made aware of ResiStand and the research activities being carried out.

2.2

Approach, tools and methods

The online survey and the workshops were the main data collection methods used to gather relevant
[3]
information from the SUC, both the SUC-I and the SUC-R (see D4.3 ).
The rationale was to design a comprehensive online questionnaire to address all the objectives of T4.2. The
workshops were used to widen, refine and complete the results obtained by the online survey. The following
sections illustrate the decisions made when designing the questionnaire and selecting the tools. The
[4]
organisation and the methodology of the workshops are described in detail in D4.4 .
2.2.1

Online questionnaires

The requisite of an “email/web-based questionnaire” was set in the DoA. Early on it was decided to
implement the questionnaire following the “web-based” approach. The benefits of the web-based option
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were mainly related to the time that would be saved by the automatic classification of data and basic analysis
that most systems allow for.
Early discussions also included the possibility of selecting tools to be jointly used by the SUC-I and the SUC-R
questionnaires since both surveys were similar. In the end, and bearing in mind LimeWire had already been
used for a questionnaire targeted for the end user community (E-UC), it was decided that the contents of
both surveys would be aligned at design, but the solutions chosen and the technical implementation would
be up to the partners in charge of each one of the tasks.
After a preliminary analysis of the available products (e.g., Survey Monkey, LimeSurvey), it was decided to
build the SUC-I questionnaire as an extension of the existing project’s website by using a DRUPAL module
specifically designed for online surveys. This option did not require additional expenditure in software
license, it had all the required functionalities and the developers were familiar with the system. Before a final
decision was made, a mock-up survey was set up and some basic testing was carried out to ensure that the
system met all the technical requirements (e.g., there were sufficient types of question to be designed,
conditional questions that are shown/hidden depending on previous answers, anonymity, etc.).
After the tool selection, the focus was shifted to the actual design of the questionnaire, the questions, their
precise wording, grouping, etc. The drafting of the SUC-I questionnaire was done in close cooperation with
[3]
the preparation of the SUC-R questionnaire (see D4.3 ) to achieve an adequate alignment between both
surveys.
The process began with the preliminary assumptions needed to design the questionnaires (e.g., cost would
be a major restraint for everyone). A basic analysis was carried out in the early stages, e.g., checking other
projects, studies with a similar scope, examples of web-based questionnaires, etc. This information was used
to optimise the design of the questionnaire and the overall process of data collection. As shown later on, the
results from the workshops matched the results of the surveys; generally speaking, the assumptions made
for the design of the questionnaires seem correct (e.g., the complexity and costs associated with
standardisation were indeed the main issues for the SUC-I).
[3]
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Draft questionnaires for industry (SUC-I) and for researchers (SUC-R, see D4.3 ) were prepared in parallel.
The first versions were shared within WP4 to get feedback and ideas for improvement. Moreover, the draft
surveys were distributed to the entire consortium to obtain a project-wide perspective and to ensure that
the output of WP4 would be suitable for the future objectives of WP5 and WP6. Both questionnaires were
refined (e.g., improved wording to increase the quality of the questions) and also further aligned to each
other so their design, choices given and wording were similar. The updated version was shared again with
the consortium for final validation.
Multiple aspects were taken into account in the production of the final version of the questionnaires. Some
of the key issues were:
•

•

•

Find the optimal balance between the number of items and depth of the questions, hence
managing the time it would take to complete the survey. The more tedious the
questionnaire, the more likely the respondent to drop it halfway or even ignore it entirely;
Determine which questions should be obligatory. This comes with the same rationale as
the point above. Requesting more information for a complete questionnaire would be
more useful for the analysis, but with the risk of receiving less submissions;
Ethical monitoring and data protection. Potential ethical concerns were greatly minimised
by the fact that participation in the survey was voluntary and the submissions were
anonymous (although the respondents were given an opportunity to leave contact
information voluntarily). A full ethical review was carried out by WP4 leader, T4.2 leader,
and the Ethics Controller to ensure that the questionnaires were compliant with
[5]
[6]
ResiStand’s Ethics Protocol (D8. 1 ) and Data Management Plan (D8.2 ).

The final version of the SUC-I questionnaire contained approximately 30 questions with different answering
formats (best option, multiple choice, short/long text field, etc.). Some of these questions were compulsory,
others optional, and some questions were conditional depending on earlier answers.
These questions were split into five main sections and two additional more informational pages (“welcome”
and “thank you”). The questionnaire structure was as follows:
page 5
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o
•
•
•
•
•
o

Welcome/Introduction/Instructions
About the organisation being represented
About the person and his/her knowledge in standardisation
Drivers and motivations
Restraints and barriers
Opportunities
Closing and thanks

A text version of the final SUC-I questionnaire is available in Annex 1.
The final version of the questionnaire was made available via de following URL:
http://resistand.eu/content/questionnaire-industrysme-opinion-standardisation

1

The SUC-I questionnaire was open from 1 December, 2016 to 10 February, 2017. Originally, the window for
filling the questionnaire had been set up to 31 January, 2017, but due to the not too excessive amount of
replies received (possibly due to the Christmas Holidays), plus the fact that the first workshop took place on 1
February, 2017, it was agreed to keep the questionnaire online for two additional weeks. The questionnaire
was promoted and made available to members of the SUC-I as described in section 2.1.
2.2.2

Workshops

Two workshops were organised by WP4, one in Brussels (1 April, 2017) and one in Rome (8 March, 2017).
Since these events were coordinated with WP3 (Identification of standardisation needs and requirements),
representatives of both industry and end-users attended these events.
Under WP4 perspective, the main purpose of these events was to widen and complete the information
already available from the online survey. The following sections describe the most relevant findings of the
workshops in regard of the involvement of the industry in standardisation activities and the drivers, restraints
and motivations.
All the details regarding these workshops, including the design process, execution, the chosen dates and
venues, attendants, methodology and group dynamics to boost useful discussions are fully explained in D4.4
[4]
(Summary report on new standardisation activities ).

2.3
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2.3.1

Methodology for analysing the data
Analysis of questionnaire data

The preliminary data analysis was carried out before the questionnaire was closed. The aim of this activity
was to ensure the overall appropriateness of the received data and to obtain early conclusions that could be
useful for the preparation of the workshops. For instance, what were the drivers and restraints that most
people had selected in the survey? A simple hand-out with the main conclusions was prepared for the
workshop moderators to support their work.
The SUC-I online survey closed in 10 February, 2017. At this point the final analysis was carried out, and
reported in this deliverable (see Section 3). This stage included the preparation of charts and the detailed
cross-examination of the data.
An example of this in-depth analysis is when there were two major choices for one question (e.g., costs and
expertise as the major restraints, chosen almost 50% each). Then it was checked if this more or less
symmetrical distribution could be explained by other factors such as company size, market, seniority of the
respondent, etc. (e.g., whether most SME’s picked one option, and large companies the other).

1

For illustration purposes, the web questionnaire is still available in that URL. However, any submission
beyond the closing date is discarded.
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2.3.2

Analysis of workshop data

A similar analysis was done with the information from the workshops. In the end, the results from all the
discussions were put together and conclusions were drawn. All the relevant findings were reported in this
deliverable, as well as in D4.3 (Report on the research community’s participation in standardisation – current
[3]
[4]
situation and future expectations ) and D4.4 (Summary report on new standardisation activities ). See
Table 1 for more details on where the information is reported.
The discussions in the workshops were held in small groups with 5-8 participants each. This allowed a very
[4]
flexible application of the methods (see D4.4 ). All results were written on whiteboards and copied from
there into Excel files. The files were later collated as one file which then contained the motivations and
drivers on one worksheet and restraints and barriers on another sheet.
The data in this Excel files was then divided in groups according to the topic they were addressing (see
sections 3.3.2 and 3.4.2). Same or similar entries were combined as one item and added to the list of drivers
or barriers.
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As the method used in the workshops was collaborative and conversational, it made no sense to create
statistics about the occurrence or frequency of any single drivers or barriers, as they were noted as results of
discussion. Therefore, all recorded workshop data was treated equally, without any quantitative analysis.
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Analysis and results
The analysis of the information, both from the questionnaire and the discussions at the workshops, is mostly
qualitative, with some quantitative assessments for the survey results limited to averages, counts and
identification of the most popular answers. The findings of the online survey, completed with the input from
the workshops (i.e., for drivers and restraints), are explained in the following sub-sections.
When the questionnaire closed on 10 February, 2017, 40 complete entries had been stored into the system.
This number is aligned with the original expectations, considering that the benchmark set by the
questionnaire dedicated to the ResiStand End-User Community (E-UC) in WP3 was 35 entries. Also, holiday
season in December-January might have affected the response number.
All in all, the sample size can be considered sufficiently representative, moreover when the results were later
completed and refined in the workshops that took place afterwards. In this regard, the results provided by
the survey were completely aligned with the opinion shared by the experts at the workshops.

3.1

Section 1 of SUC-I questionnaire: on the respondents’ profile

This first section aimed at providing a profile on the respondent and the company that was being
represented, including its market, reach, size, etc. These questions were included to better understand the
background of the respondents.
3.1.1

Organisation’s reach and size (number of employees)
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The following two figures (Figure 3 and Figure 4) illustrate the distribution of the organisations that replied to
the questionnaires in terms of their size and market reach.

Company size

Company reach

Figure 3: Distribution by company size (num.
of employees)

Figure 4: Distribution by company
reach

Approximately one half of the total entries came from large companies (45% with over 1000 employees).
Approximately the other 50% were SMEs, more or less evenly distributed among the 3 given tiers ranging
from under 10 employees to up to 250; micro-SMEs with less than 10 employees were slightly predominant
among the 3 sub-groups.
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As it could be expected from the predominant presence of large enterprises (>1000 employees), almost two
thirds of the organisations declared an international scope; this share went to over 75% if European market is
considered as international reach. Only the remaining 22% of the replies declared a national scope for their
operations.
The high number of entries coming from large and very large companies could be explained by two factors:
•
•

3.1.2

Larger companies have more resources and are more likely to participate in
standardisation activities and therefore also willing to participate in the survey;
Atos, the partner responsible for setting up this survey, shared additional efforts to
promote the SUC-I questionnaire in their area of influence, something that could also
explain the higher response rate from large companies which are similar in size and
common interests in standardisation as Atos. This assessment is partially confirmed, as
shown in the chart below (Figure 5), by the fact that a large portion of entries were also
coming from Spain and France (respectively, the local base of the Atos’ branch participating
in ResiStand and the location of Atos corporate headquarters).

Organisation’s country of origin

The next chart (Figure 5) analyses the geographical distribution of the organisations that filled the
questionnaire. This question was flagged as potentially problematic during the design of the questionnaires;
e.g., a straightforward location might not be possible for some large corporations operating in different
countries and even under different names. To solve any ambiguity, the survey specifically asked for the
location of the company headquarters.
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Company location

Figure 5: Geographical distribution of entries (i.e., location of headquarters)

The majority of the entries were sent from the EU, but one response originated from one company based in
Turkey, two from the USA and one from Canada.
There was some internal discussion about the validity of these outlying entries, in the end it was decided that
their input was legitimate, useful for the objectives of this analysis and therefore they would be treated as
any other entry. The main rationale behind this decision was based on:
•

It should be safe to assume that the drivers, restraints, motivations, etc. would be similar in
companies in the same markets, but based outside the EU. In this regard, their answers
were completely aligned with the most common choices in the survey (i.e., all pointed out
“costs” and “expertise” as the main factors for the involvement of industry in
standardisation);
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•

3.1.3

It is reasonable to expect that these companies have legitimate business interests in the EU
market and therefore their opinion should be considered relevant. To reinforce this idea,
these respondents declared to have participated in EU projects and some of them also
participated in the workshops (e.g., one company from Turkey attended the event in
Rome).

Product and services offered by the company

The last question to characterise the organisation was the identification of the products and services that
they offer. The possible options were taken from the list available in ResiStand’s Conceptual Framework
[1]
(RCF) (see D1.1 ResiStand Handbook ) and then grouped and simplified for the aims of the online survey.
Only 10% of the entries declared an activity outside the given options. The alternatives included: training,
consulting, mapping, IT, Decision Support Systems (DSS) and oil and gas. The products and services declared
by the participants are shown in the following Figure 6. It should be noted that multiple choices were allowed
since a company may offer a wide range of product and services:
Products and services
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Figure 6: Products services and offered (some companies provide more than one)

Figure 6 shows a varied distribution of product and services; the most predominant being “information
management and data collection” (18%), “surveillance and monitoring” (14%), “simulations” (12%) and
“command and control, communications and coordination” (12%).
As in the discussion about the size of the participating organisations, the predominance of technological and
ICT related activities might be partly explained by the fact that Atos was in charge of the survey and was the
most active partner promoting the questionnaire within their area of influence.
3.1.4

The respondent’s position in the organisation

The last question in section 1 of the SUC-I questionnaire was about the role of the person filling the
questionnaire in the organisation. The results are shown in Figure 7.
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Role in the organisation

Figure 7: Distribution of roles of the people representing the organisations

The choices were more or less evenly split into senior staff and managers (these including top managers), as
shown in Figure 7 above. None of the professionals self-declared as “junior” or decided to specify any other
category of their choice.
The respondents were mostly experienced and high-ranking professionals which were representing their
respective industries and their legitimate interests. All considered, this high level of seniority should add
extra value to the findings of this report.

3.2

Section 2 of the SUC-I questionnaire: involvement in standardisation activities,
impact of standards and knowledge of standardisation processes

The aim of section 2 was to assess the impact of current standards in the daily work of the respondent and
the main activity of the organisation. Also, the objective of this block was to find the degree of involvement
in standardisation activities, as well as the respondent’s overall knowledge of the standardisation processes
and its main actors.
3.2.1

The impact of standards in the organisation's activities and daily work
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The next question was aimed at identifying the impact of standards in the activity of the organisation and/or
the day-to-day work of the person filling the questionnaire. The results are shown in Figure 8:
Impact of standardisation

Figure 8: Distribution of the impact of standards in daily work/the organisation

Almost half of the answers (43%) declared either a strong impact or standards playing a key role in their
organisations. The other half identified some impact and less that 7% of the respondents selected little or no
impact.
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In line with the level of seniority identified in the respondents, the moderate-to-high impact of standards in
the sampled organisations could be considered as a good indication of the relevance of the information
gathered by the survey.
3.2.2

The most relevant standards used by the respondents

The responses also provided information about most commonly used standards:
•
•
•

3.2.3

ISO: 9000, 14000, 18000, 22301, 27000, 27031, 31000
ICT related: GIS, 3D terrain, EPSG, XML, HLA, XACML, SOS, EN13606, openEHR, DICOM,
OGC, WMS, WFS
Other: VDA6, NF399, OSHA, DIN, military, ETSI, ETSI-EMTEL, ISO/TC 292, OASIS (IoT), CSN
EN, QA, SOPs, Management Systems, CBRN, CE directives, protective clothing, industry,
STANAG, accreditation Canada

Phase(s) at which standards are considered

The next item enquired at what phase(s) of the development cycle standards where considered for new
products or services; the format was a multiple-choice question. To increase the focus on the possible
[8]
answers, Technology Readiness Levels (TRL) and their definitions were provided within the questionnaire
as reference. The results are as follows:
Standards in the development cycle

TRL 1-2
TRL 3-5
TRL 6-7

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

TRL 8-9

Figure 9: Phase(s) of development cycle in which standards are considered

Approximately 40% of all the entries indicated that standards are considered all across the development
cycle of product and services, whereas only 8% stated that standards are not considered at all.
When standards are not present in all phases, they are more frequently taken into account in the early
phases, with “pre-design and development” (TRL 3-5) as the most common answer.
3.2.4

Work with standardisation bodies

The next questions were aimed at determining the direct involvement of the professional filling the
questionnaire in standardisation and the organisation’s connections to standardisation bodies. This block
consisted of three questions: the level of the standardisation bodies they work with, their names, and their
role in dealing with these bodies. The results are summarised in Figure 10 and Figure 11 below.
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Direct work with standardisation bodies (by type)

Role when dealing with standardisation entities

Figure 10: Distribution of standardisation bodies involved in
the organisation’s work and their reach

Figure 11: Role played by the person involved with the
standardisation body

26 entries (65%) stated that there was no direct involvement with standardisation bodies. For those involved
with standardisation bodies, “national entities” (e.g., BSI, DIN, AENOR, NEN, SFS, etc.) were the most
common option along with “EU organisations” (e.g., CEN, CENELEC, ETSI, etc.); “international bodies” (e.g.,
ISO, IEC, ITU, etc.) were slightly less selected. Only three entries marked “other” as an option; the
organisations mentioned here included: IOGP, OASIS and “professional development”, possibly meaning
professional or technical certifications such as PMP, PRINCE2, ITIL, etc.
Over 50% of the people involved with standardisation bodies were members of TCs (or similar entities) and
15% declared to have a leading role. The distribution of the results (i.e., high level of involvement in TCs) is
aligned with the seniority identified earlier (see Figure 7).
Further analysis of the questionnaire spotted potential inconsistencies in the amount of people who selected
“I am a member of a TC (or similar body)”, which was 54% and then the much lower number of professionals
who declared to have an expert knowledge on standardisation (just 10%). This inconsistency, its possible
explanation and potential impact are analysed in detail in the next heading (see 3.2.5).
3.2.5

Knowledge about standards and standardisation activities
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This set of questions focused in stablishing the knowledge of existing standards, the degree of understanding
of the standardisation activities and the main actors involved in the process.
The first item enquired about the general knowledge of the process to develop standards and
standardisation bodies. The results are shown in Figure 12:
Self-declared knowledge in standardisation and standardisation bodies

Figure 12: Degree of knowledge in standardisation
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The results show that most of the respondents declared “some” knowledge in standardisation, whereas
approximately one third had a good knowledge or they considered themselves experts. Only 7% chose the
option of “no experience”. In general terms, the average knowledge about standardisation seems to be
medium or high.
After a closer look at the amount of self-declared “experts”, a small discrepancy appears when these
numbers are compared to the results to an earlier question about the respondent’s role when dealing with
standardisation bodies. Initially 7 people (54% of people involved in standardisation) declared to be members
of “technical committees” (results in Figure 11), but later on only 2 people chose “expert – member of TC” as
their answer (results in Figure 12).
In any case, this small anomaly does not seem too problematic for the results of the survey because it might
be caused by the term “Technical Committee” (TC). Most likely, in the first question (Figure 11) “TC” was
understood in the most general sense (e.g., a group of experts within that organisation, for instance working
in the development of a new product). However, in the second item (Figure 12) it was clear that term “TC”
made reference to a committee related to standardisation bodies such as ISO, CEN/CENELEC, etc. hence the
lower response rate.
The next two questions were aimed at determining the knowledge of actual standards currently in use rather
than the standardisation process. The question was split into standards related to the company’s products
and services, and other standards. The results are shown in Figure 13 and Figure 14:
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Knowledge of company-related standards

Knowledge of other standards

Figure 13: Distribution of expertise in standards related to Figure 14: Distribution of expertise in standards different to
the company’s main activity
the company’s main products and services

As it would have been expected, all respondents had medium-high knowledge of the standards related to the
product and services of their own, but a more limited understanding of other standards which might not be
that relevant for their daily activity.
The next analysis focuses on the type of the standards that are being used. The question was given as a
[1]
multiple-choice with the different types of standards (options taken from the RCF, see D1.1 ); one option
was the respondent not being sure about the different types of standards. The following Figure 15 shows the
results of the responses that were received:
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Type of standards in use by the respondents and their companies

Figure 15: Distribution of types of standards used

The results show a well-balanced distribution for all the options given; standards related to processes were
the most picked option whereas terminology standards were less favoured. Only 4 entries admitted not
being sure about the standards they actually use.
The last question of this block was related to R&D projects related to standards and standardisation in which
the participants have been involved with. The results are shown in Figure 16:

ResiStand_D4.2_Industry-participation-in-standardisation_v01fg27042017_FINAL.docx

Participation in R&D projects related to standards

Figure 16: Percentage of participants involved in R&D projects related to standards
or standardisation

Two thirds of the answers stated being involved with research projects related to standards and
standardisation, something that is aligned with the expectations from the targeted audience of the
questionnaire.
Participants were also asked to share the names of the projects they have been involved in. This information
was useful for the desk study of research projects carried out by T4.4. Some of these projects were not
analysed in detail since they were not related to disaster management (see D4.4 for more details on the desk
study). The project names given are as follows:
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•

ACROSS

•

DRIVER

•

PROSYS-Laser

•

ACRIMAS

•

Ecossian

•

ProtectRail

•

BIOCIDE

•

EPICSECC

•

REACTION

•

BIOMONECS

•

FEDDS

•

RERUM

•

CHIRON

•

HeartMan

•

SOA4All

•

CIPSEC

•

HILAS

•

TOXI-Triage

•

CIRAS

•

IDIRA

•

ValueSec

•

CocoCloud

•

Indigo

•

VITA

•

COMMIUS

•

Optimis

•

VPH-Share

•

CUMULUS

•

PASSIVE

•

ZONeSEC

•

D-BOX

•

PPLANE

3.3

Section 3 of the SUC-I questionnaire and workshops results: motivation and
drivers to participate in standardisation

This part firstly analyses the results from the SUC-I with regard to the drivers and motivations for the industry
to participate more in standardisation. Then the results are expanded with the key results of the discussions
held in the two workshops.
3.3.1

Motivation and drivers derived from the questionnaires
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The first question consisted of three items aimed at finding whether the person filling the questionnaire was
personally involved in standardisation, and if so, if the involvement was voluntary and what would be his/her
motivation.
The main objective for asking about their willingness was having a “flag” of whether the respondent had a
lack of interest in this area, or even a manifest dislike of standards and standardisation. This would be used in
case some entries had to be examined in detail for several reasons (e.g., open answers were not particularly
coherent or if there were concerns about biased answers).
The results are shown in Figure 17, Figure 18 and Figure 19 as follows:
Personal involvement in standardisation

Willingness to participate in standardisation

Figure 17: Share of respondents personally involved in
standardisation

Figure 18: Percentage of people willingly involved in
standardisation activities vs those asked to do it
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40% of the participants were directly involved in standardisation activities and only 3 out of the total 40
entries received, which is less than 20% of those directly involved in standardisation, declared that they were
asked to participate but they did not do it willingly. These numbers can be considered reasonable, and after
close examination of the three entries that chose “no” to the second part, there were no indications of
opposition or dislike to standards that could cast doubts over their submissions.
In regard of the motivations to willingly participate in standardisation:
Motivations to participate in standardisation

Figure 19: Reasons given to willingly participate in standardisation

Most respondents declared that the benefits expected for the company and its products were the main
reason to participate in standardisation activities. In only one entry the option chosen was “a personal
interest in standardisation”. In this regard, the study shows that, generally speaking, standards are perceived
by industry as something positive that can improve their business rather than just a hurdle, extra cost,
unnecessary regulations etc.
The next question enquired about what are the drivers to participate more in standardisation.
The results are shown in the following Figure 20:
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Drivers to increase participation in standardisation

Figure 20: Distribution of drivers to increase participation in standardisation activities

Costs are the biggest concerns for industry, as 25 out of 40 entries (63%) selected the availability of public
funding as the most likely driver to participate more. The second most common answer (45%) was “Better
education, information and promotion of standardisation”. The other two options, “Clearer processes”
“Better organisation of the standardisation bodies” were also chosen several times, but these were clearly
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less favoured than “costs” and “knowledge of standardisation aspects” (this statement was reinforced by the
answers given to the questions related to restraints, see section 3.4 for reference).
When asked to specify their choice of “other” and also to provide additional drivers (open question at the
2
end of the page), the responses included :
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Help to market the product with standards as reference;
Shorter lead times until standard implementation, stronger voice for the users, less
influence from industry;
Cost savings by clearer and simpler processes. Simpler procedure for new standard
launching;
Improve the perception of the tangible value and benefits that standards provide;
Standards describing procedures on a meta-level, with a broad field of application, are more
useful than detailed standards on a narrow topic;
Limit the (excessive) proliferation of standards;
Faster process from inception to publication of technical standards. Often they do not cope
with the current fast-changing scenario and we have to either adapt standards to new
needs or to partly use a standard complementing it with ad hoc adaptations/extensions;
Development of prototypes up to TRL6 as part of standardisation activities;
Publication of technical papers;
Participation in FP7 and H2020 projects to create a standard to “share scenarios” and to
support SMEs with research and technical development facilities;
Collaborating with national and European stakeholder, as well as with standardisation
bodies and regulators;
Preparation of preliminary studies to identify barriers.

In summary, and as per the responses given to the questionnaire, industry is willing to participate in
standardisation when this helps them to market their product, but only providing that costs, time, complexity
of the processes, etc. justify this investment in terms of cost/benefit.
3.3.2

Motivation and drivers derived from the workshops
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3

Half of the available working and discussion time at the two SUC workshops was reserved for discussions
about industrial enterprises’ motivation to participate in standardization on the one hand, and about the
restraints preventing them from participation on the other hand. This section addresses discussions about
the motivation and drivers relative to the SUC-I; restraints and barriers are discussed in the workshops are
addressed in section 3.4.2.
Usually, the motivation to participate in any external activities such as standardization is created by certain
benefits that the organization expects to obtain through the participation. It is also possible that people do
something because of ideological or humanitarian reasons without looking for tangible benefits, but in the
case of industrial enterprises this is rather exceptional. So, the discussion was based on the idea that the
willingness to obtain certain benefits is the main driver for the participation in standardization. This
presumption was proven to be true during the workshops.
The drivers arising from these benefits can be reinforced by external parties to strengthen their effect,
creating an even stronger motivation for the enterprises to participate in standardization activities. In the
workshops, such drivers were also discussed together with ideas about potential factors that could support
standardization by enabling these drivers.

2

Some of these were actually given at the end of the questionnaire, in an open question “Any other
comment”
3
SUC (both SUC-I and SUC-R) were represented at these events. For detailed information about the
workshops, their participants and applied methodologies, please refer to D4.4 Summary report on new
[4]
standardisation activities .
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According to the discussions at the workshops, the benefits that the enterprises are mainly looking for can be
divided in five groups:
Gathering of new information

Through their participation in Technical Committees and Working Groups of standards organizations, the
enterprises gain access to important information that they can exploit in their marketing, sales and product
development activities. This includes:
•
•
•
•
•

Better understanding of existing standards and their usage;
Better understanding of customer and end user expectations;
Obtaining information about new technologies and processes;
Learning to know future standards in advance;
Learning to know third party (e.g. competitor) products, technologies and processes.

Networking

The standardization activities offer a good opportunity to network with other market players and elevating
the profile of the enterprise, in particular:
•
•
•
•

End-users;
Research community;
Regulators;
Competitors.

Market influence

The enterprises see that they can not only access their markets better through fulfilling existing standards,
but even change and develop the market by participation in preparation of new standards. Some of the ideas
discussed as follows:
•
•
•
•

Opportunity to influence the standards in one’s favour;
Gaining competitive advantage on the market through increased compliance with
standards;
Protecting the market against competition through influencing new standards;
Pursuing to have an influence on standards that contain regulatory requirements.
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Cost savings

Through participation in creation of new standards, the enterprises can save in research, development and
certification costs.
Business opportunities

All the above-mentioned benefits drive the commercial activities of an enterprise through giving it significant
competitive advantage that can lead to new business opportunities and growing revenues. This includes:
•
•
•
•
•

Better compliance with market demand and expectations;
Possibilities to develop and market own solutions that comply with standards;
Levelling the playing field with other compliant companies;
Adding to interoperability with other solutions;
Opportunities for SMEs to enter supply chains of large companies.
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3.4

Section 4 of the SUC-I questionnaire and workshops results: restraints and
barriers

This block firstly presents the findings from the questionnaire, and then the results are completed with the
key outcomes from the workshops with regards to the restraints for the participation of the SUC-I in
standardisation.
3.4.1

Restraints and barriers derived from the questionnaires

This next section is closely related to the previous questions about drivers, because by removing an existing
restraint or barrier, the same issue may, in some cases, be changed to a driver, and vice-versa. E.g., the costs
of standardisation might be a restraint, and the availability of public funding the driver. Both items address
the same issue, but from two different perspectives.
The results are shown in Figure 21:
Restraints that limit participation in standardisation
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Figure 21: Identified barriers that prevent industry participating more often in
standardisation activities

In line with the results obtained for drivers (see 3.3), costs are the main barrier for the involvement of
industry (55% of total entries). The lack of experts and low expectation of benefits came as secondary
reasons (33% and 38% respectively). Only 4 entries expressed a restrictive view about the role of standards
(i.e., “we do not need more restrictions”). In this item, no one selected “other”.
When compared to the results for drivers, these responses reiterate that costs are the main concern for
industry, followed by the knowledge that is required to participate in standardisation.
Also, almost one third of the respondents chose “No expectation of major benefits” as a possible restraint for
industry. This is somewhat surprising considering that it seemed to be consensus about the benefits of
standardisations for the industrial products and services (see Figure 19). This discrepancy could be
understood not as if the industry does not expect any benefits from standardization, but that the investment
in standardisation activities is not always that attractive in terms of a cost/benefit ratio. Also, it should be
noted that the first question was only replied by those that directly participate in standardisation; hence a
more positive perception of standards would be expected in the first question (Figure 19).
Lastly, and as in the section before, this section concluded with an open question regarding other restraints
4
and barriers for industry. The opinions that were gatherer are summarised as follows :

4

Some of these were actually given at the end of the questionnaire, in an open question “Any other
comment”
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•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

The management of standardisation activities should be better and clearer. Excessive
paperwork, times should be shortened;
End-users are not always well identified, so standards are not applied in practice;
Return of investment is crucial for SMEs. Standardisation is too time-consuming and the
efforts are not easily allocated to a specific project. This could be solved by more financial
support and simpler processes that require less time;
Due to budget constraints, it is more difficult for SMEs to invest in standardisation and
therefore this is dominated by larger industries; Standardisation is very difficult for niche
markets;
Lack of public funding;
Technical experts and key staff may be reluctant to get involved in standardisation;
No added value;
Existing standards are OK, sometimes even too many;
Elevated costs, including the price of publications.

In summary, costs, and more specifically the return of the investment, seems to be the main concern of
industry. This aspect seems to have a much bigger impact in SMEs due to budgetary limitations. This fact is
confirmed after a closer look to the questionnaires; entries for SMEs are slightly more likely to include
monetary issues that those originating from a larger company.
Simplifying the processes and reducing the time and effort required for standardisation seems to be the
preferred approach to remove the current barriers that prevent industry to participate more in
standardisation activities.
3.4.2

Restraints and barriers derived from the workshops

If there were only clear benefits to drive the participation of industrial enterprises into standardization
activities, the committees and working groups would probably be full of industrial representatives. As this is
obviously not the case, there must also be significant restraints and barriers that prevent the enterprises
from participating. Several restraints were identified and discussed in the workshops, among these there
were the most obvious ones related to lack of resources, but also other barriers such as the standardisation
process and effect of standards on innovation and R&D were referred to by the participants. Below are listed
the identified barriers, and some proposal, as discussed with the experts, to improve the situation:
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Standardisation process - complicated and slow

The standardisation process is complicated with several levels and plenty of committees on each level. The
process is also rather slow.
•

•

•

•
•

The process is too slow – especially if the products are already available on the market;
o IMPROVEMENT: The time constraint could be improved by using contracts with
payments and deadlines. This could be financed by the industry.
There is a risk that after a long working period, no applicable standard will be published;
this can happen because of lacking consensus in the working group or the proposed
standard can be rejected by member states in the voting;
When a standard finally is published, it can be already outdated due to the long
preparation time – the market window has already closed;
o IMPROVEMENT: Pre-standards with the stamp of the standardisation body, that
are prepared very quickly and allow the industry (SME above all) to go ahead with
product development and implementation based on key requirements. This would
allow them to start advertising to customers with the standardisation stamp
already in place, whilst waiting for the final standard to be available in due time.
This would also allow a straightforward development and save time.
The standardisation bodies overlap on committee level and on European/international
level;
Large companies can rule the process in working groups and SME’s are walked over;
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IMPROVEMENT: mandatory participation of SMEs with funding by European
Commission (for EU standards).
The testing process for new standards can be slow and tedious;
The end-users are not kept in the loop nor informed about new or updated standards;
o IMPROVEMENT: More involvement of end-users with EU funding.
Some ANSI standards (USA) are more advanced – European standardization is in those
cases “reinvention of the wheel”.
o

•
•
•

Lack of resources – funds and personnel

As participation in standardisation is voluntary, the experts are allocated and the costs are carried by
participating organizations.
•
•
•

Participation in standardisation creates significant costs (e.g. participation fees, travel
costs, workforce payroll);
Specialized and expert personnel should be allocated to standardisation to create good
results, but the same people are also needed in other, regular business operations;
These two restraints mentioned above are especially problematic for SMEs, who lack both
money and highly-specialised personnel to cover all areas (e.g., standardisation).

Effect of standards on innovation and R&D

Standards can limit research freedom and obstruct innovation.
•
•
•
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3.5

Sometimes standards can limit innovation and R&D activities, which slows down or
destructs future research - especially problematic for SMEs;
Sometimes the standardisation process calls for significant disclosing of company secrets
and sensitive knowledge, which can affect the competitive position of the enterprise;
The background research for a standard can be long and tedious;
o IMPROVEMENT: Try to keep good balance in standardisation bodies among
industry and R&D. Be "objective" in managing the TC and the standardisation
process bearing in mind not to obstruct innovation.

Sections 5 and 6 of the SUC-I: standardisation opportunities and other
information

Section 5 closes the core of the questionnaire enquiring about new potential standardisation activities known
to the respondents. The in-depth analysis of standardisation opportunities is reported in in D4.4 (Summary
[4]
report on new standardisation activities ).
Section 6 was used to thank participants for their support. It also contained a text box to express any other
thoughts.
Some of the replies to these open questions included useful information related to drivers and restraints. For
clarity, these findings have been included into section 3.3.1 and section 3.4.1 respectively.
The questionnaire also asked for any ethical, societal or legal aspects that could affect standardisation
activities. This item was either skipped by most respondents or they just typed “no” in the text box.
One entry mentioned possible legal restraints (but these were not specified) and another mentioned some
worries regarding the lack of standards on how sensitive information is managed in the context of social
media and social networks.
Lastly, the respondents were given the option to leave their email if they wished, along with their
organisation names. This information was passed to WP7 for dissemination purposes.
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Conclusions
The objective of this report was to produce an analysis of the degree of involvement of the SUC-I in
standardisation activities, as well as to identify the drivers and restraints that affect the motivation of the
SUC-I to participate – or not to – in standardisation activities. This includes also the examination of their
perception and understanding of the standardisation process.
For the preparation of this report, the ResiStand team collected the opinions of 54 key representatives of the
industry (including SMEs) and analysed them. The data collected is considered representative, both in terms
of quantity and quality.
40 questionnaires were received, which was above the benchmark of 35 entries set as target for the survey.
Additionally, 14 SUC-I members participated in person in two workshops – this is also a good result as the
high-level participants represented several domains of disaster resilience and originated from several
countries.
The answers to the questionnaires and the findings derived from them were found logical and coherent and
they consistently aligned with the opinions shared at the workshops.
The knowledge of standards and standardisation found in the SUC-I is moderate-to-high. This includes good
knowledge of the standardisation process, the types of standards, the relevant standardisation bodies and
the R&D projects in which standards play a relevant role.
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There is an obvious consensus about the fact that standards are good for industrial enterprises and help to
develop, market and sell their products and services; this was the almost unanimous opinion stated in the
questionnaire, and the same view was also clearly expressed during the workshops. The experts that
participated in these discussions shared further motivations to participate in standardisation such as
increasing their knowledge, professional networking, reduced production costs and new business
opportunities.
Costs related to standardisation activities (participation fees, travel costs and especially the payroll costs of
the experts) are the main concern for the SUC-I, these costs with an even stronger impact on SMEs. The
experts are also usually persons, who are urgently needed in other daily activities of the enterprise, and their
absence through participation in standardisation meetings causes a shortage of capabilities.
Along with monetary issues, the extensive knowledge required in standardisation is the second major issue
addressed by the experts – thus the lack of experts is a key hurdle to overcome. The experts also believed
that better availability of information and clearer processes would increase the motivation to get involved in
standardisation.
An interesting finding was that standardisation was mentioned as a potential threat to innovation and R&D.
This might sound odd, but can be a real problem especially for small enterprises. If commonly used standards
cover certain technology or capability areas very widely, and are applied by all large market players, it is
extremely difficult – or practically impossible - for smaller companies to make vast investments over long
terms into development of new innovative solutions, as their uptake is restrained by existing standards.
According to the questionnaire, the “availability of public funding” was the most picked potential driver that
could increase the motivation of industry representatives to participate in standardisation. This idea was also
extensively discussed during the workshops, in which some possible practical solutions were mentioned;
such as introduction of more funding by the EU or financial support from large industry to SMEs.
As a conclusion, the industry clearly seems to compare the costs involved against the potentially achieved
benefits when considering involvement in standardisation activities. This should be remembered when trying
to increase the involvement of the SUC-I in standardisation.
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Annex 1

The web-based questionnaire for the industry (printed version)
Questionnaire for Industry/SME opinion on Standardisation

A.1.1

Introduction

Thanks for taking part in this survey; you will be helping ResiStand to create a solid roadmap for the
standardisation of crisis management and disaster resilience capabilities. This survey aims at finding industry
and SME's drivers, constrains and opportunities.
ResiStand is a Horizon 2020 project which aims to find new ways to foster the crisis management and
disaster resilience capabilities of the European Union and its Member States through improved
standardisation activities.
Completion of the online questionnaire will take 10-15 minutes of your time. It will be open until January 31,
2017. You are very welcome to forward the link to the online questionnaire to any person you consider might
be interested.
The results of the questionnaire will be handled anonymously.

A.1.2

Section 1 - About you and your Organisation

Please provide some information about you and your organisation; this will help us to analyse industry's
opinion with a higher level of detail.
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ResiStand's conceptual framework considers the 4 phases of the Disaster Management Cycle by CFEDM(https://www.cfe-dmha.org/) and an inventory of key tasks, both operational and supporting. Please
check the figures below for reference.
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Q1. Organisation Reach (please select only one)
National
European
International

Q2. Organisation’s Country (e.g., origin or location of HQ)
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Q3. Organisation Size in number of Employees (please select only one)
<10
10-50
51-250
251-500
501-1000
>1000

Q4. Product and Services Offered (please select all that apply)
Law enforcement
Command and control, communication and coordination
Rescue operations
Physical protection
Public protection
Evacuation and shelter
Basic needs supply
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Crises logistics
Emergency health care
Threat Sensing technologies
Surveillance and Monitoring
Information management and data collection
Simulations
Other(s), please specify below
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Q1. Your position in the Organisation (please select only one)
Junior
Senior
Manager
Top/Senior Manager
Other, please specify below

A.1.3

Section 2 - Your knowledge about standardisation

Please provide some information regarding your knowledge of standards and your/your organisation's
involvement in standardisation.

Q2. What is the impact of standards in your daily work and/or your organisation's
activities? (Please select only one)
No or hardly any impact
Little impact
Some impact
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Strong impact
Standards play a key role

Q5. Please list the most relevant standards you use
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Q1. When developing new products and services, at what phase do you usually consider
standards? (Please select all that apply)
Standards are not considered at all
Concept designing (TRL1-2)
Pre-design and development (TRL 3-5)
Prototyping (TRL 6-7)
Main design and development (TRL 8-9)
All phases
Please visit the following link for the H2020 description of Technology Readiness Levels (TRL):
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-gtrl_en.pdf

Q6. Please select the standardisation bodies you work with (please select all that apply)
I do not work with standardisation bodies
National Standardisation Bodies (BSI, DIN, AENOR, NEN, SFS, etc.)
EU Level: CEN, CENELEC, ETSI
International Level: ISO, IEC, ITU
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Other(s), please specify below

Q7. Please specify your role dealing with the standardisation body (please select only one)
I do not work with standardisation bodies
Convenor
Leading role
I am a member of a TC (or similar body)
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Q1. Knowledge about standardisation bodies and the development of standards (please
select only one)
No knowledge
Some knowledge
Good knowledge
Expert, I am directly involved in standardisation (e.g. member of technical committees)

Q2. Knowledge about standards related to your Organisation's products and services
(please select only one)
No knowledge
Some knowledge
Good knowledge
Expert, I am directly involved in standardisation (e.g. member of technical committees)

Q3. Knowledge about other standards not related to your Organisation's main area of
interest (please select only one)
No knowledge
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Some knowledge
Good knowledge
Expert, I am directly involved in standardisation (e.g. member of technical committees)

Q8. Which types of standards are you involved with? (please select all that apply)
Basic standard
Terminology standard
Testing standard
Product standard
Process standard
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Service standard
I am not sure about the type of standards we use

If needed, please check the following table for reference:

Q1. Have you been involved in research and innovation projects (e.g., FP7, H2020) where
standards and standardisation were addressed?
No
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Yes, please list below the name of the projects that you remember

A.1.4

Section 3 - Drivers and motivations

Please provide some information to help us understand your motivations and your Organisation's drivers to
participate in standardisation.

Q9. Are you personally involved in standardisation?
No

(*)

Yes
(*) If the answer was "no", please try to fill the other questions of this section bearing in mind the impact of
standards in your organisation
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Q10. If you participate in standardisation, do you do it willingly or are you asked to?
yes - willingly
no - I am asked to

Q1. If you participate willingly, what is your motivation to participate? (please select only
one or leave blank if you do not participate willingly)
It is good for our products/services/my organisation

It is good for my professional career
I have a personal interest in standardisation
Other, please specify below

Q2. If you do not participate willingly, what would make you/your organisation participate
more actively in standardisation? (please select all that apply, or leave blank if you
participate willingly)
Clearer processes
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Better organisation of the standardisation bodies
Public funding available for standardisation activities in the private sector
Better education, information and promotion of standardisation
I do not participate and I doubt I will ever do

Other, please specify below
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Q11. Which types of standards are you involved with? (please select all that apply)
Clearer processes
Better organisation of the standardisation bodies
Public funding available for standardisation activities in the private sector
Better education, information and promotion of standardisation
I do not participate and I doubt I will ever do
Other, please specify below
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Q1. Please let us know anything else you would like to mention in regards to industry's
drivers to participate in standardisation. What would you improve?
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A.1.5

Section 4 - Constraints and barriers

Please provide some information to help us understand the constraints and barriers that you and/or your
organisation face when dealing with standardisation.

Q2. What are the main reasons not to be involved in standardisation, either you or your
organisation? (Please select all that apply)
No expectation of major benefits
Lack of understanding of the process or availability of expert staff
Standards are restrictions, so we do not need more
Increased/not recoverable costs and efforts
Concerns about competitors (e.g. sharing sensitive information: products, processes, patents, etc.)
Other, please specify below
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Q3. Please let us know anything else you would like to mention in regards of industry's
constraints that prevent them from participating in standardisation. What key problems
would you try to fix as a priority?
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A.1.6

Section 5 – Opportunities

Please provide some information to help us find any potential gap and support new standardisation
opportunities.

Q4. Which of the following do you consider a good source for new standardization
opportunities? (Please select all that apply)
Research project and their results (e.g. H2020, FP7, etc.)
End-user or customer's needs
Industry needs
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Other, please specify below

Q5. Have you ever considered developing a new standard related to your products,
services, processes, etc.?
No, Please specify why
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Yes. Please explain how was it done (channels, objectives, etc.) and benefits expected/obtained

Q6. Would you be able to share some examples where standardisation helped your
existing business line or created new market opportunities?
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Q7. Are there any ethical, legal or social aspects that may impact on standardisation, or
create needs for new standardisation activities?
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Q8. Are you aware of any existing problem or area that would greatly benefit from a
standardisation initiative?

A.1.7

Section 6 – Thank you!

Thanks for filling the questionnaire, your assistance is really appreciated. In the following weeks we will
analyse all the inputs and share the outcome with the stakeholders communities. Please use the box below
to add any other comment, suggestion, query, etc. regarding this survey.
Also, please leave your email address if it was OK for us to contact you to further clarify some of the inputs
received in these questionnaires.
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Q12. Any other comment

Q13. Is it OK for ResiStand to contact you?
No
Yes, please provide contact details below
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We also would like to take this opportunity to invite you to explore our website (resistand.eu) and learn more
about the work that is being done by the ResiStand Project. Also if you have not done so already, please
consider joining our stakeholder community (via the website), our LinkedIn group
(https://www.linkedin.com/in/resistand-project-537017123/), or just follow us on Twitter @ResiStand_EU.
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If you have any questions regarding this questionnaire, please contact Francisco.gonzalezg(at)atos.net.
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