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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 an 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.
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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 a better
understanding of the potential of standards for contributing to an 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 Supplier
Community to participate in crisis management and disaster resilience related
standardisation activities, as well as to identify potential new standardisation items related
to technologies, solutions, procedures, best practices, procurement models, regulatory
aspects and services.
This deliverable D4.3 Report on the research community’s participation in standardisation –
current situation and future expectations, identifies and analyses factors that relate to
research organisations motivation to participate in standardisation: what are the benefits
and motivation factors that encourage research organisations to participate and what are
the restraints that inhibit their participation in standardisation. This report includes also
ideas and proposals to overcome the identified challenges. The rest of the WP4 objectives
are addressed in D4.2 (perspective of the industry) and D4.4 (mapping of standardisation
opportunities).
In December 2016, ResiStand published a web-based questionnaire targeted to the
research organisations (ROs). This survey was followed by two workshops, where the RO
members were invited to participate. Altogether 32 persons replied to the questionnaire
and further eleven RO representatives participated in the workshops. The collected
information was analysed in March 2017.
The results showed that standards have low impact on research activities as the use of
standards does not offer major benefits for the research organisations (RO). The main
reason for that was that standards do not apply to new and innovative technologies as they
do support only existing and known solutions. Also the purchasing costs of standards were
considered too high.
In addition to the low impact of standards, ROs participation in standardisation was seen to
be challenging. The main restraints inhibiting RO’s participation in standardisation were
related to the high participation costs and lack of resources as well as to the protection of
intellectual property rights. Standardisation was also seen as a separate step after the
research and development work, which is not naturally supported in the research culture.
Increased availability of funding for standardisation, building of standardisation
requirement within the research topics and using standardisation as a research impact
factor could promote and encourage ROs to be more interested in standardisation.
In addition, common motivation factors and possible restraints for both research and
industry organisations to participate in standardisation, were reviewed and found. Good
networking possibilities, access to state of the art information and new business and
research opportunities motivated the supplier sector to participate in standardisation, as in
turn lack of resources (money and time) was the main restrain for participation.

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

The results of this research will be used as an input for further ResiStand project work in
WP5 (Preparation and roadmapping for standardisation activities) and WP6 (Towards a
sustainable process).
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Introduction and objectives
The ResiStand project’s work package 4 (WP4) investigates the relationship and expectations of the supplier
sector, including both industry and the research entities, towards standardisation. The objective of WP4 is to
create understanding about the drivers and restraints affecting the motivation of the Supplier Community
(SUC) to participate in standardisation activities related to CM and disaster resilience, as well as to identify
potential new standardisation items related to technologies, solutions, procedures, best practices,
procurement models, regulatory aspects and services. These items are later called as standardisation
opportunities, which will be used in further work of the ResiStand project to build standardisation roadmap
WP5 (Preparation and road mapping for standardisation activities). The knowledge related to drivers and
restraints of the Supplier Community’s participation in standardisation activities are used as an input for
designing the new ResiStand process in WP6 (Towards a sustainable process).
To fulfil these objectives WP4 have also identified key players from the supplier sector that are important for
the ResiStand project. This was done in the first task of WP4 and reported in deliverable D4.1 [3]. The key
players and also other potential SUC members have been involved to further WP4 work by organising
workshops, carrying out web based questionnaires and making project surveys on R&D projects.
This deliverable D4.3 Report on the research community’s participation in standardisation – current situation
and future expectations, is based on the work of task 4.3 (T4.3), which aims to create a better understanding
for the research community’s (SUC-R) participation in standardisation by studying and surveying their current
drivers and restraints, as well as future expectations related to standardisation. On the other hand, T4.3 aims
to identify new standardisation opportunities originating from the research sector that could be used as basis
for forthcoming standardisation activities.
D4.3 is one of the three main documents of WP4. It combines and introduces all the findings that are derived
from surveys, workshops and desk research, related to the research community’s participation in
standardisation (see Figure 1) and tries to answer two main questions:
•
•

What are the benefits and drivers that encourage and motivate research entities to participate in
standardisation and
What are the obstacles that restrain or inhibit research entities to participate in standardisation, and
how to overcome them.

Deliverable 4.2 [1], which is a parallel deliverable to D4.3, addresses the similar findings from the industry
(SUC-I) perspective.

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

This deliverable consists of four main sections. After this introduction, section 2 explains the approach and
methods used in task 4.3. An analysis of the gathered data, together with the main findings, is presented in
section 3. The last section “Conclusions” summarises the outcomes of the research and presents the key
results.
All the findings related to new standardisation opportunities originating from the research sector are
reported in D4.4. [1] together with the industry induced opportunities. Figure 1 introduces and illustrates the
WP4 relevant data sources, used data collection methods and deliverables as well as the dataflow between
them more closely.

page 1

I NCREASING DISASTER R ESILIENCE THROUGH S TANDARDISATION

Figure 1: Overview of key information flow within WP4
As all three WP4 deliverables D4.2 [1], D4.3 and D4.4 [1] gather and analyse information from the same data
sources, the availability of each information item in different deliverables is described in Table 1. All the
above mentioned deliverables are publicly available in the ResiStand project webpages www.resistand.eu.
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_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

Results of
questionnaires
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Full details for
opportunities
(SUC-I & SUC-R)
Full details for
opportunities
(SUC-I & SUC-R)
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Approach and methods
The section 2 describes the target audience for this study as well as the tools and methods used for data
gathering and analysis.

2.1

Targeted audience and sources for participants

The main objective in contacting the SUC-R stakeholders was to reach the widest audience for the online
questionnaires and invitations to the workshops, as well as to ensure that a large number of key stakeholders
(as defined in D4.1 [1]) would be engaged to the research and ResiStand Supplier Community. In order to
maximise the outcome, the targeted audience was split into groups depending on their reachability and
current involvement in the ResiStand SUC community. These groups were:
•

•

•

Member organisations of the SUC: At least one person of these organisations had already
subscribed to the SUC community and expressed their interest in ResiStand project. They were
1
contacted via MailChimp messages as their contact information was already available.
Organisations in the ResiStand Master Contact list but who were not members of the SUC: In the
beginning of the ResiStand project, ResiStand partners nominated contacts to be included onto the
master contact list (output from T7.1 Maintenance of the ResiStand contact list). This master list
contained approximately 400 contacts, of which over 70 were classified as “research organisations”.
It was agreed that each partner would send the invitations to their contacts. If an organisation name
appeared in several entries, the contact was assigned to one single partner.
Associations and forums: Several relevant associations, networks and forums like EARTO Security
working group, IMG-S, ERNCIP, JRC Ispra, PSCE, TIEMS etc., were contacted by personal invitations
sent to their chairpersons and secretaries with requests to distribute the questionnaire links and
workshop information to their members.

The list of SUC-R stakeholders was revisited through a second iteration with the aim of identifying those key
organisations that might not yet be aware of ResiStand and had not received the questionnaires, or those
that had not answered yet. These organisations were contacted again through ResiStand partners’ FP7 and
H2020 project contacts and professional networks.
The online survey and the workshops were also publicly promoted via the project’s website, Twitter, and
LinkedIn. It was anticipated that these initiatives would reach many potential stakeholders. The
questionnaires were promoted in more than 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.

2.2

Approach, tools and methods

As the objective of this study was to identify drivers and restraints for the research community’s participation
in standardisation activities, the approach was to reach as many relevant SUC-R members as possible and use
easily accessible data collection methods. Two main methods were chosen to support this approach: web
based online questionnaires and facilitated workshops which are both described shortly below. The basic
idea was that the online questionnaire would provide a primary set of information, which could then be
refined, intensified and completed through moderated discussions in the workshops.
2.2.1

Online questionnaires

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

2

The SUC-R survey was implemented as a web questionnaire by Webropol tool. Webropol is well-known and
broadly used survey tool, and it had already been tested and used successfully in other research projects.
The Webropol tool is capable of creating automated preliminary analyses, and the resulting data is easy to
transfer from Webropol to other software for more detailed analysis and processing.

1

MailChimp is the tool that the ResiStand project uses for managing the communities and dissemination in
general. See www.mailchimp.com
2

See www.webropolsurveys.com
page 3
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The privacy of the respondents was highly emphasized during the design of the online questionnaire. The
final decision was to design a completely anonymous survey with a voluntary possibility for the respondent
to enter her/his contact information. A full ethical review was carried out by T4.3 and T4.2 leaders, and the
Ethics Controller to ensure that the questionnaires were compliant with ResiStand’s Ethics Protocol (D8. 1)
[1] and Data Management Plan (D8.2) [1]. The only automatically recorded background information was the
start and end times of each questionnaire entry. That information was used to check the appropriateness of
the responses, as too quickly completed questionnaires would have indicated the potential use of automated
tools to fill the questionnaire or the respondent’s lack of interest in the topic.
The final questionnaire can be found in the Annex 1 of this document. It consisted of five separate sections
which were:
•
•
•
•
•

Background information
Use and role of standards in research
Participation in standardisation
New standardisation opportunities
Other comments.

Background information was collected to enable better analysis and understanding of the data. Data from all
the other phases of the questionnaire was utilised to understand the current use and role of standards in the
RO’s daily research work, to collect information about their motivation factors, drivers and restraints related
to standardisation, and to find potential gaps and possible new standardisation opportunities. As mentioned
already earlier, these opportunities are reported in D4.4.
The link to the questionnaire was sent to the respondents by email and it was open from 02/12/2016 to
13/02/2017. Originally, the questionnaire was planned to be open until 31/01/2017, but the time frame was
extended by two weeks due to the opportunity to gather more answers by distributing the questionnaire link
among the registered workshop attendees (the first workshop was held on 01/02/2017).
The total number of received responses was 32. The questionnaire link was opened about 250 times without
sending the response. The reason for that was not clear since no comments about the difficulty or length of
the questionnaire were received.
2.2.2

Workshops

Two workshops dedicated to industry and research stakeholders were organised; one in Brussels in January
2017 and one in Rome in March 2017. The objectives of the workshops were to discuss and identify new
standardisation opportunities in different fields of disaster resilience, as well as to discuss drivers, constraints
and needs to enhance the standardisation process. A total of 25 SUC members participated in the
workshops, of which 14 represented industry and 11 research organisations. The moderated discussions
during the workshops were held in small groups with 5-8 participants each.
This deliverable summarises the results of the workshop sessions, which were dedicated to identify and
discuss about the benefits, drivers and restraints related to standardisation. A more detailed description of
organisation and methods of the workshops can be found in deliverable D4.4 Summary report on new
standardisation activities.

2.3

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

2.3.1

Methodology for analysing the data
Analysis of the questionnaire data

The preliminary analysis of the responses was done to confirm the relevance and overall quality of received
data. The analysis focused on finding out if there was a reason to suspect that some of the responses were
sent by the same respondent or sent with inappropriate intention. After checking the overall quality of
results and the starting and ending times of the submitted questionnaire responses, it was decided that all
responses were relevant and appropriate, and hence there was no need to disregard any of the received
entries.
As the total number of questionnaire responses were only 32, and as the questionnaire included quite many
open questions, a statistical data analysis was not seen as an appropriate approach to process the data. The
results were analysed mainly qualitatively or semi-quantitatively by observing the distribution of responses
page 4
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between different response options, preparing comparison charts and interpreting and combining the data
from open questions to observations. It should be noted that responders were able to select multiple options
for a single question for most of the questions of the survey. Basically this explains why in some items the
number of total responses is higher than 32, which is the number of completed questionnaires.
2.3.2

Analysis of the workshop data

The results of the group discussions at the workshops were written on whiteboards and copied later into
Excel sheets. Results from both workshops were collated and analysed in more detail by the session
facilitators. The findings and conclusions of the workshop sessions are reported in Section 3 (drivers and
restraints), as well as in D4.4 Summary report on new standardisation activities (standardisation
opportunities).

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

The workshop methodology as well as the analysis of the workshop results was based on the idea that the
motivation to participate in standardisation is strongly linked to the benefits that the organisation expects to
obtain through the participation. Thus willingness to obtain certain benefits, either to organisation or to an
individual person, is the driving force for the participation in standardisation.
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Analysis and results
3.1

Section 1 in SUC-R questionnaire - Back ground information

The responses to the questionnaire for research organisations originated from 14 different European
countries (see Figure 2 and Figure 3). The total number of responses per country varied between 1 and 4.
Most of the responses came from Finland, Italy, Albania, Austria, Germany, Spain and Sweden. Also Turkey
and one other country outside the EU area were present. Despite the intensive contacting of potential SUC-R
members there no responses from France or U.K. were received.
RO locations

RO questionnaire responses

Figure 2: The locations of ROs

Figure 3: The number of responses per country

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

The operational areas and the organisational sizes of the responses were divided very equally. One third of
the organisations declared to operate at national level, one third at European level and one third at
international level (see Figure 4).
RO operation scale

RO size

Figure 4: RO operational scale

Figure 5: RO size (number of employees)

Almost 59% of responses came from big organisations (number of employees more than 1000), 16% from
middle size organisations and 25% from small and medium sized organisations employing a maximum of 250
people (see Figure 5). No responses were received from micro organisations employing less than 10 people.
This distribution was expected, as research usually requires lot of resources and thus favours larger
organisations with the capability to maintain research facilities.
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More than half of the responders were scientists (junior, senior or principal), about one fourth were line or
project managers, and a minority worked as directors, professors or in consultant roles.
The respondents were also asked to choose in which categories their current research and development
activities relate to. The next Figure 6 illustrates the respondents’ research tendencies and research and
development activities.
Research and development activities

Figure 6: Distribution of research and development activities

The most common category was “Information management and data collection”, the second was “Command
and control, communication and coordination”, and the third was “Surveillance and monitoring”. The
category “Simulations and public protection” was also among the most popular research activities. The
answers showed that development of simulation capabilities were closely connected to bigger organisations
and organisations that operate on international level.

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

Considering the different disaster management phases, most of the respondents linked their research and
development to the early disaster management phases, i.e., mitigation and preparedness, which got 23 and
21 responses, respectively. The response phase got 15 responses and the recovery phase 8 responses (Table
2).
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Table 2: The amount of responses related to phases of the disaster management cycle.

3.2

Phase of the DM
cycle

ISO 22320 definitions for the disaster
management phases

Amount of
responses

Mitigation

Measures taken to prevent, limit and reduce
impact of the negative consequences of incidents,
emergencies and disasters.

23

Preparedness

Activities taken in order to prepare incident
(disaster) response.

21

Response

Actions taken in order to stop the causes for the
imminent hazard and to mitigate the
consequences of potentially destabilizing or
disruptive events and to recover to a normal
situation.

15

Recovery

Restoration and improvement, where
appropriate, facilities, livelihood and living
conditions of disaster-affected communities,
including efforts to reduce risk factors.

8

Section 2 in SUC-R questionnaire - Use and role of standards in research

This section provides an overview of the use of standards and the role of standards in research work, offering
a baseline for understanding the current situation. According to the questionnaire results, standards mainly
have “Some impact” or “Low impact” on daily research activities. Over 90% of respondents chose these two
categories or “No impact at all” when they were asked to describe the impact of standards on daily research
activities (see Figure 7). In practice this means that the ROs do know and consider main standards, but
standards do not really have any effect to the work. Only 9% of respondents expressed that standards have a
high impact on their daily research activities, as they form the bases for their work. When analysing the
responses in more detail, it seems that SMEs and middle-sized organisations employing 500-1000 employees
perceive the impact of standards slightly higher than the big organisations.

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

Impact of standards
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Figure 7: Distribution of standards impact on daily research activities

All types of standards are used in research and development activities. The most common are: terminology
standards (26% of respondents), basic standards, process standards and testing standards (Table 3). Product
and service standards were the least used standard types. This may be explained by the fact that research
and development entities tend to focus more on technology development and IPR selling than on offering of
commercial products or services. Bigger research organisations were more familiar with the service
standards than smaller organisations.
Table 3: Type of standards used in daily research and development work.
Number of
responses

Standard type

ISO/IEC Guide 2:2004 definition for standard types

Basic standard

Wide-ranging coverage or contains general
provisions for one particular field

15

Terminology
standard

Concerned with terms, accompanied by their
definitions etc.

18

Testing standard

Concerned with test methods, sometimes
supplemented with other provisions related to
testing

10

Product standard

Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by product or
group of products, to establish its fitness of
purpose

7

Process standard

Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by a process,
to establish its fitness of purpose

14

Service standard

Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by a service,
to establish its fitness of purpose

4

The use of standards was studied also by asking the respondents in which phases of the development
process (concept design, pre-design, prototyping and main design) they normally apply standards.
Technology development phases were also expressed in terms of technology readiness levels (TRLs) [1] .
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The results show that the research entities consider and apply the standards mostly in the concept design
and the pre-design phases (TRL levels 1-5). In more mature TRL levels (TRL 6-9), the utilisation of standards is
slightly lower (Figure 8). 14% of respondents said that they use standards in all development phases. When
analysing the results by the size of the RO it seems that SMEs use standards in prototyping phase (TRL6-7)
more often than bigger organisations.
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Standards in technology development processes

Figure 8: The utilization of the standards in different TRL levels

In order to study the reasons and motivations to participate in standardisation, the perceived benefits of the
organisations were inquired. The results show that the ROs find the compatibility of technology, services and
processes and the provision of a common language with stakeholders (customers, end-users, research
partners and industry) as the most notable benefits of standardisation. Also about 20% of respondents use
standards as checklist for requirements or consider standards as good sources of technical information. Only
a few ROs stated that standards help them to ease market entrance. Another named benefit was that
standards help to maintain good laboratory practices. In general, all respondents found standardisation
beneficial at least to some extent (see Figure 9). When analysing the responses by the size of organisations, it
was found that bigger organisations believed more often than SMEs that standards help in market entrance.
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Benefits of the standards

Figure 9: The distribution of benefits of standards application

The questionnaire also studied the reasons not to use standards. The most common reason was that
standards were not seen relevant for research; about 26% of the respondents thought that way (Figure 10).
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Standards were considered more like regulations to research and innovation. Other reasons not to favour
standards were the lack of major benefits, high costs of purchasing standards and the lack of support to
research and innovation, as they do not present the state-of-the-art of technologies or services. Big
companies had a more negative perception of standards whereas SMEs tended to be more in favour of
standards.
Respondents gave also other reasons for not using standards:
•
•
•

Lack of knowledge on relevant and applicable standards. Even if standards exist, they might
not be used by customers/end-users
No standards, or only a few standards, exist in certain domains
Difficulty to find consensus about applied standards within researchers and customers, if
existing standards do not apply directly to the developed technology or solution.
Reasons not to use standards

Figure 10: The distribution of reasons not to use standards
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Less than half of the respondents (45%) declared that they have been involved in research and innovation
projects that have addressed standards and standardisation. Almost 20 projects were named and listed
below. This information was useful for the survey of research project carried out in T4.4 (see D4.4 for more
details).

•

ACRIMAS

•

DRIVER

•

SANY

•

ArcFUEL

•

EDEN

•

SASER

•

CREATIV

•

EPISECC

•

SLAM

•

CRISMA

•

INSPIRE

•

Spitfire

•

C2-SENSE

•

ORCHESTRA

•

SUSTA-SMART

•

DARIUS

•

PICRIT

•

TATOO

3.3
3.3.1

Section 3 in SUC-R questionnaire - Participation in standardisation
Knowledge about standardisation and participation in standardisation

Most of the respondents (87%) informed that they have at least “some knowledge” about standard
development (Figure 11). 22% of the respondents estimated to have “good knowledge”, and one “excellent
knowledge” about standardisation processes. Slightly over one tenth of the respondents (13%) told to have
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“no knowledge” at all. Bigger organisations perceived to have a better knowledge about standardisation
compared to SMEs.

The knowledge about standard development

Figure 11: Distribution of the knowledge about standard development

Two thirds of the research organisations declared to take part in standardisation activities organised by
standardisation bodies. The most common level of participation was national (e.g. BSI, DIN, AENOR, NEN,
SFS, etc.) and the second was the European level (CEN, CENELEC, ETSI). Only three organisations stated that
they participate also in international standardisation work (ISO, IEC, ITU) and another three in other ways like
following selected networks and sharing information in national networks. At European and international
level only bigger organisations participated in standardisation. Most of the SMEs did not participate or did
not know if their organisation participates in standardisation. (Figure 12)
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Participation in standardisation

Figure 12: Participation level in standardisation

Almost 80% of the respondents told that they have been involved in standardisation on behalf of their
organisation. The rest said that they have taken part as individuals and thus they were participating at their
own costs. The majority of the respondents declared that the participation is challenging due to limited
resources i.e., lack of money and time. The project-based participation in standardisation was not common
as only one respondent said to have taken part in standardisation as a member of an EU project.
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3.3.2

Motivation and drivers participate derived from the questionnaires

The questionnaire enquired also the ROs’ motivations, i.e., drivers to participate in standardisation (Figure
13). Almost half of the responses stated that cooperation with different stakeholders acts as a driver for
participation. The second most important motivation was the opportunity to influence standards. Almost
20% of respondents told that the possibility to learn is also a driver for their participation. In the open
questions, one respondent told that the motivation was to prevent the use of standards for marketdomination purposes. None of the respondents considered the participation as an assigned responsibility
without having any motivation factors linked to it.
Drivers to participate in standardisation

Figure 13: Motivation factors to participate in standardisation

Only a few SME representatives answered the question about the drivers to participate. The opportunity to
influence in standardisation and cooperation with different stakeholders were the motivation factors chosen
by SMEs. Bigger organisations valued also the possibility to learn new things as one of the main motivating
factors.
When the respondents were asked about the means to increase their participation in standardisation, the
main answers were related to resources and information issues (Figure 14). About one third of the
respondents stated that more information and promotion of standardisation, as well as public funding
available for standardisation activities would increase the participation of ROs. Also clearer working
processes together with better and more efficiently organised work of standardisation bodies would
promote the ROs’ participation.
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One factor that could enhance the participation was easier access to the standardisation working groups, as
it appears difficult for an outsider to become part of the process. H2020 and other funding programs should
also consider the involvement of research projects in standardisation work as one of the research impact
measures.
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Promotion of standardisation

Figure 14: Promotion actions to increase the interest of standardisation

3.3.3

Motivation and drivers derived from the workshops

This section addresses the workshop discussions about the motivation and drivers in relation to the SUC-R
participation in standardisation. Restraints and barriers are discussed in section 3.3.5. According to the
discussions at the workshops, the benefits and potential drivers that the ROs are mainly looking for can be
divided in four groups:
Common terminology

Through the participation in standardisation research organisations can gain knowledge and support the
formation of common definitions and understanding of the terms used in the crises management and the
disaster resilience domain. A common understanding and clear terms are important because they ease the
planning and implementation of R&D work and help to communicate with different stakeholders. It also
creates other benefits such as:
•
•
•

Better and deeper understanding of end-user expectations
Well defined requirements, as all stakeholders understand them in the same way
A common terminology for communication in multicultural and heterogeneous environments

Networking
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The standardisation activities offer a good opportunity to network with other experts, actors and interest
groups on the field:
•
•
•
•

End-users
Other research entities
Industrial companies
Consultants and association members.

It was also mentioned that stakeholders evaluate the importance and the eligibility of the standard under
preparation indirectly by acknowledging who or what organisations are participating in the work.
Exchange of information

Through participation in standardisation work, research organisations have an arena to influence standards
and receive wider information on problems and priorities of a certain domain. By participating, they can
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ensure that the proposed changes and important issues are discussed and inserted into the standards. The
participation is also seen as an opportunity to share R&D related ideas and receive feedback to steer the
research work. Information related to benefits includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Better understanding of the importance and priority of different issues in the domain. An easy
way to gain overall and aggregated domain knowledge
Better understanding of existing standards, their usage and the problems related to them
Early knowledge of the forthcoming standards and how to fulfil the requirements
Ability to develop prototypes which already take into account upcoming standards
Awareness of technological challenges and possible unwanted performance of the technology
Possibility to benchmark with other research organisations.

Research and business opportunities

Through standardisation, ROs can create competitive advantages that can lead to new research and funding
opportunities, as well as to IPR selling. This includes:
•
•
•
•
•
3.3.4

Better adaptation of future research plans to end-user and market needs
Research results are more easily accepted and transferred to commercial applications
Earlier knowledge about the exploitation potential of research results
Better knowledge about the research and market competition and cost factors
Exploitation of the contact network for research proposal building and IPR offering

Restraints and barriers derived from the questionnaires

Not only the use of standards, but also the participation in standardisation, was considered challenging by
the respondents. According to the results, the main restraints not to participate in standardisation were the
high costs of participation and the lack of money (Figure 15). Respondents also thought that the benefits of
standardisation are not clear enough and the standardisation process is too slow and time-demanding. Two
respondents also told that the lack of cooperation with other stakeholders was a barrier for their RO.
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Restraints to participate in standardisation

Figure 15: Barriers to participate in standardisation

Many respondents pointed out that standardisation is not seen as part of the organisation’s core business
and thus it is not a priority. Standards usually cover the research work only partly, and thus the involvement
in standardisation work is not very relevant. The consensus process is considered very time consuming, too
complicated and long, particularly among respondents from big organisations.
Other restraint is the lack of practitioners’ (i.e., emergency response and civil protection) interest in
standardisation. In many countries emergency response is considered a national issue, which limits the need
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of standardised response procedures and technologies. Standardisation of disaster risk management
planning, risk communication and strategy development, volunteer management and assessment of human
needs/damages were named to be the most challenging and acute issues.

3.3.5

Restraints and barriers derived from the workshops

Several restraints were identified and discussed in the workshops; the most common were related to the lack
of resources (money and time) and the protection of intellectual property rights (IPR). Standardisation was
also seen as a separate step after the innovation and development cycle which is not naturally supported in
the R&D process. During the workshop sessions, the participants selected three main restraints or
challenges, which were later analysed in order to create proposals for overcoming these challenges and
improving the situation. The key issues are described below.
Lack of resources – funds and personnel

Participation in standardisation creates significant costs (e.g., participation fees, travel costs, personnel
costs). Since standardisation is not always part of a financed project, the organisations have to cover the
standardisation costs by themselves. This is not favoured by the administration of the ROs. To improve the
resource-related challenges, some EU funding should be made available also for standardisation so that the
working time of researchers and the participation costs could be allocated and carried at the project level.
Information sharing and IPR protection

Standardisation may call for disclosure of sensitive knowledge, which can be considered a threat to
intellectual property rights. This challenge could be tackled by:
•

•

•
•

Sharing only the moment (date) when the research result or innovation will be published in
scientific journals or conferences in advance and planning the actual standardisation work
schedule according to the publication schedule
Building up official identification and status of “trusted” organisations, through which each
registered organisation could have access to standardisation work and possibility to contribute
it
Increasing motivation by offering free use of standards for all contributors (e.g. free user
licences)
Linking patent offices with standardisation organisations and standardisation work.

Lack of standardisation culture

For research organisations, standardisation is not naturally present as it is regarded rather a separate step
after an innovation is made. The reason for this is that the developed technologies, solutions and services are
new and immature from a market point of view. There is not really a demand for a standard until the
knowledge of the solution is spread more widely and there are some signs of market acceptance.
Because of the fact that standardisation is not emphasised and included in research project proposals and
project work, researchers do not see benefits of it. Thus no organisational culture to standardise research
results builds up. This situation could be improved by:
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•
•
•
•

Building standardisation requirement in the research topics i.e., including standardisation as a
requisite in the call texts
Using standardisation as an impact factor or metric for societal importance of scientific work
Increasing awareness of standards and standardisation among researchers
Increasing standardisation awareness of end-users and other customers.

Standardisation limits research and development

In some extent, standards are considered to limit innovation and R&D activities as they paralyse creativity standard procedures are not perceived innovative. From the research organisations’ point of view, the
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slowness of the standardisation process may lead to the situation where the content of the standard is
already outdated before the standard is even published. Suggestions to improve the situation include:
•
•
•

3.4

Making guidelines on how to standardise research results, which includes also consideration of
costs, benefits and TRL levels
Develop tools that show and concretise the benefits of standardisation as well as calculate the
costs
Rising the general awareness about standardisation and its benefits to different stakeholders.

Sections 4 and 5 of the SUC-R questionnaire: New standardisation opportunities
and other information

Section 4, asking respondents about the possible ideas and sources for new standardisation opportunities,
was the last main section of the SUC-R questionnaire. As majority of the questions and also answers were
related to standardisation opportunities the results of this section are analysed and reported in D4.4
(Summary report on new standardisation activities). Basically all the crisis management and disaster
resilience related problems that could benefit from standardisation and that were named by the
respondents, were considered as new standardisation opportunities. This opportunity data was classified,
clustered and analysed according to the same classification criteria and methods used for all the other
opportunities identified from project surveys and workshops. For further information see D4.4.
In addition to opportunities, section 4 also enquired respondents about possible ethical, legal or social
aspects that may impact standardisation or create need for new standardisation activities. Respondents
named the following aspects and concerns that they think should be considered in future standardisation
work:
•
•

•

•

Standardisation of services and procedures need to take into account data protection and
privacy issues.
In Crisis Management there is a risk of "negative standardisation" i.e., standards will set the
level of technological requirements rather low, which will weaken technology development as
the market is widely satisfied with standardised solutions. New and better solutions can be
introduced but market entry becomes very challenging because these solutions are not
compatible with existing standards.
A harmonised vocational training of first responders contributes to more efficient crisis
management, because it improves interagency and cross-border cooperation possibilities
(societal benefit)
Need of better coordination between standardisation and legislation. Standards are made
vague on purpose since they may become a liability for organisations.
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Lastly, the respondents were given the possibility to share other ideas or comments related to
standardisation and to leave their contact information if they wanted to be contacted by ResiStand project.
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 involvement of research organisations in
standardisation activities as well as to identify the drivers and restraints that affect the motivation of the
SUC-R to participate in standardisation activities. This includes also the examination of their understanding of
the standardisation process.
To collect the required information from the members of the research organisations, an on-line
questionnaire was established and two supplier community workshops were held. Altogether over 40 SUC-R
members gave their contribution to this deliverable - 32 replied to the questionnaire and eleven members
participated in the workshops. The participants represented research organisations of several sizes, from 14
different European countries and dedicated to different disaster management and resilience domains. The
collected and analysed data was considered representative, as the questionnaire results and findings from
the workshops were found logical and well aligned with each other.
The results of this study showed that research organisations know standards but the impact of standards on
their research activities is fairly low. Standards are not seen as very relevant for research as they represent
current technologies, solutions and practices, which is not considered to support the development of new
and innovative technologies and solutions. In addition, the purchasing costs of standards are considered
high, especially when the low importance of standards for ROs is taken into account. If ROs use standards,
they are considered in the early phases of the development work, the most commonly used standard types
being terminology, process and general standards.
Concerning the participation in standardisation, it is mainly bigger research organisations that seem to
participate in standardisation activities. Most commonly, ROs are involved in national or European
standardisation work and they participate as a employer of their home organisation. Participation as an
individual or on a behalf of project is rare.
ROs considered not only the use of standards, but also the participation in standardisation as challenging.
Standardisation is many times seen as a separate step which is not naturally supported in the R&D process
and research culture. The main restraint inhibiting RO’s participation is related to the lack of resources
(money and time). Since standardisation is not usually related to project work, ROs need to cover the high
costs of standardisation by themselves. To overcome this restraint, some funding should be made available
also for standardisation so that the working time of researchers, as well as the costs of participation, could be
allocated and carried at the project level. This would require willingness of research funding organisations to
make changes to funding rules, as well as need to include standardisation requirement in call texts.
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Another restraint relevant for ROs is the protection of intellectual property rights (IPR). Standardisation may
also call for disclosure of sensitive knowledge, which can be considered a threat for IPR. Linking patent
offices with standardisation organisations and standardisation work could be one possible solution to
diminish the IPR concerns.
Despite the quite cautionary attitude of ROs towards standardisation, drivers that encourage and motivate
ROs to participate in standardisation were also identified. Through participation in standardisation, ROs may,
for instance, gain new knowledge and support the formation of common terminology used in the crises
management and disaster resilience domain. A common understanding and clear terms are important
because they can ease the planning and implementation of R&D work and help the communication with
different stakeholders. Participation also offers an opportunity to influence in standardisation and find new
research and business possibilities. Public funding, promotion of standardisation and easier access to the
work of standardisation bodies would encourage RO’s to participate more.
The drivers and restraints of industry participation in standardisation are presented in the ResiStand
deliverable D4.2 Report on industry participation in standardisation current situation and future expectations
[1]. Based on the findings of that deliverable and this one, it can be said that the starting point of ROs and
industry motivation towards standardisation is quite different. Whereas most of the ROs stated that the
impact of standards is low or modest, almost half of the industry representatives declared either a strong
impact or standards playing a key role in their work.
In spite of the above mentioned difference both ROs and industry thought that standardisation offers
valuable networking possibilities, access to state of the art information and new business and research
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opportunities. Also common drivers can be found. The main common driver that would enhance SUC
participation in standardisation was better availability of public funding. The situation could be improved also
by better availability of standardisation information.
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Similarly, there are also shared restraints. The costs related to the standardisation were considered high and
the standardisation process too resource demanding. A bit surprisingly, industry organisations thought also
that standardisation may be a potential threat to R&D. The viewpoint was anyhow different. For ROs the
concern was more about slowing down the technology development itself, whereas industry was more
worried about the market limitation impact, as the uptake of new innovative solutions may be restrained by
existing standards.
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Annex 1

Research organisations’ web-based questionnaire
Web Questionnaire for Supplier Community - RESEARCH

Introduction
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.
This online questionnaire is addressed to research organisations (RTO’s and universities) conducting crisis
management and disaster resilience related research. The questionnaire aims to identify drivers and
restraints for the research community’s participation in standardisation activities and collects ideas
potentially providing standardisation opportunities.

Completion of the online questionnaire will take 10-15 minutes of your time. It will be open and accessible
until January 31, 2017 for all research organisations working in the area of crisis management and disaster
resilience. You are very welcome to forward the link to the online questionnaire to any person you consider
is suitable.
The results of the questionnaire will be handled anonymously.
ResiStand’s partners also kindly invite you to join the ResiStand Supplier Community (SUC), in case you
haven’t registered yet. You may do so at the end of the survey.
For further information on the EU project ResiStand, please visit http://resistand.eu/. If you have any
questions regarding this questionnaire, please contact Liisa Poussa (n.n@vtt.fi).

Section 1 - Back ground information
Please provide some information about you and your organisation. This information will help us to analyse
the results of the questionnaire.
Q1. Select the region in which your organisation operates.

National
European
International
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Q2. Select the country of your organisation (e.g. location of headquarters).

Q3. Organisation size (number of employees).

<10
10-50
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51-250
251-500
501-1000
>1000

Q4. Your position in the Organisation.

Scientist
Senior or Principal Scientist
Line Manager (E.g. Head of unit)
Customer or Product manager (E.g. Sales and Marketing)
Director
Other, please specify below

Q5. Please choose the categories your research and development activities relate to.
Law enforcement
Command and control, communication and coordination
Rescue operations
Physical protection
Public protection
Evacuation and shelter
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Basic needs supply
Crises logistics
Emergency health care
Threat Sensing technologies
Surveillance and Monitoring
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Information management and data collection
Simulations
Other, please specify below

Q6. Kindly provide an example of one or more developed technologies, products or services that relate to the
above selected categories.

Q7. Please choose the phases of the disaster management regarding your research and development work
relate to.
Mitigation
ISO 22320 Definition: Measures taken to prevent, limit and reduce impact of the negative consequences of
incidents, emergencies and disasters.
Preparedness
ISO 22320 Definition: Activities taken in order to prepare incident (disaster) response.
Response
ISO 22320 Definition: Actions taken in order to stop the causes for the imminent hazard and to mitigate the
consequences of potentially destabilizing or disruptive events and to recover to a normal situation.
Recovery
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UNISDR Definition: Restoration and improvement, where appropriate, facilities, livelihoods and living
conditions of disaster-affected communities, including efforts to reduce risk factors.
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Section 2 - Use and role of standards in research
Please provide some information about the use of standards in your work. This information will help us to
understand the current role of standards in research and development work.
Q8. How do standards impact on your daily research activities?
No impact - Standards are not applied / used.
Impact is low - Requirements of the standards are checked every now and then.
Some impact - Main standards are identified and considered.
High impact - Standards form bases for the research and development work.

Q9. Which type of standards do you normally use? (The given types of standard follow the definition of
ISO/IEC Guide 2:2004.)
Basic standard
Wide-ranging coverage or contains general provisions for one particular field.
Terminology standard
Concerned with terms, accompanied by their definitions etc.
Testing standard
Concerned with test methods, sometimes supplemented with other provisions related to testing.
Product standard
Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by product or group of products, to establish its fitness of purpose.
Process standard
Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by a process, to establish its fitness of purpose.
Service standard
Specifies requirements to be fulfilled by a service, to establish its fitness of purpose.

Q10. In which phase of the technology development process do you apply or consider the standards? (TRL
levels)
Concept designing (TRL1-2).

ResiStand_D4.3_ Research-participation-instandardisation_v10lp27042017_FINAL.docx

Pre-design and development (TRL 3-5).
Prototyping (TRL 6-7).
Main design and development (TRL 8-9).
All phases.
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Q11. What are the benefits that you or your organisation expect through the application of standards?
Technical information.
Checklist of requirements.
Ensures compatibility of technology, services, processes, etc.
Provides common language with customers / end-users /research partners / industry.
Helps market entrance.
Other, please specify below

I don’t expect any benefit.

Q12. If standards are not used, what do you think are the main reasons for not using them?
No expectations of major benefits.
Standards are seen as regulations that are mostly not relevant to research.
High purchasing costs of standards.
Standards do not present the state of the art and do not support innovation.
Other, please specify below

Q13. Have you been involved in research and innovation projects where standards and standardisation was
addressed?
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Yes, please name the projects below

No.
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Section 3 - Participation in standardisation
Please provide some information about participation in standardisation work. This information helps us to
understand your / your Organisation's motivations, drivers and possible obstacles to participate in
standardisation.
Q14. What is your present knowledge about standard development?
No knowledge.
Some knowledge.
Good knowledge, I know the process of standardisation.
Excellent knowledge, I am directly involved in standardisation (e.g. member of technical committees).

Q15. Does your organisation participate in standardisation and if so, in which level (please choose relevant
standardisation bodies)?
No, we don’t participate.
Yes, we participate
National level: National Standardisation Bodies (e.g BSI, DIN, AENOR, NEN, SFS, etc.).
European level: CEN, CENELEC, ETSI.
International level: ISO, IEC, ITU.
Other, please specify below

I don’t know.

Q16. How do you participate in standardisation?
As a representative of my organisation (organisation pays the costs).
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As an individual, having personal interest to standardisation (at my own costs).
Comment below
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Q17. What is your / your organisation’s motivation to participate in standardization?
Possibility to learn.
Opportunity to influence.
Cooperation with different stakeholders (e.g. industry, end-users, standardization bodies).
Participation is assigned to me, it is part of my job.
Other, please specify below

Q18. If you or your organisation doesn’t participate in standardisation please specify why?
Low understanding of the benefits of standardisation.
Slow proceeding of work.
High costs, lack of money.
Lack of co-operation with other stakeholders (e.g. industry, end-users, standardization bodies).
Other, please specify below

Q19. What should be changed to get research organisation to be more interested in standardisation?
More public information and promotion of standardisation.
Better organisation of the standardisation bodies.
Clearer working processes.
More public funding available for standardisation activities.
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Other, please specify below

Comment below
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Section 4 - New standardisation opportunities
Please provide some information about new standardisation ideas and opportunities. This information helps
us to find potential gaps in standardisation and support new standardisation opportunities.
Q20. What do you consider as a good source for new standardisation ideas or initiatives?
Research project results.
End-users’ / customers’ needs.
Industry needs.
Other, please specify below

Q21. Are you aware of any existing problem or area related to crises management and disaster resilience
that would greatly benefit from a standardisation initiative? Please give examples.

Q22. Would you be able to share some examples where standardisation has helped to create new business
opportunities?
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Q23. Are there any ethical, legal or social aspects that may impact on standardisation or create need for new
standardisation activities?
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Section 5 - Other comments
Thank you very much for your time and contribution!
You are free to share any other ideas and comments related to standardisation (e.g. improvement ideas,
benefits, weaknesses, obstacles, etc.).

Please leave your email address if we can contact you for further ResiStand project activities.

ResiStand’s partners also kindly invite you to join the ResiStand Supplier Community (SUC), in case you
haven’t registered yet. (Subscribe).
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For further information on the EU project ResiStand, please visit http://resistand.eu/. If you have any
questions regarding this questionnaire, please contact Liisa Poussa (n.n@vtt.fi).
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