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Εισαγωγή

Το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» 2021-2027 αποσκοπεί στην προώθηση της υιοθέτησης της ψηφιακής τεχνολογίας από τις επιχειρήσεις και τις δημόσιες διοικήσεις σε ολόκληρη την ΕΕ. Στηρίζει τον ψηφιακό μετασχηματισμό και τις στρατηγικές ψηφιακές ικανότητες στο πλαίσιο της ομάδας «Ευρωπαϊκές στρατηγικές επενδύσεις», με εστίαση στην προαγωγή της ανθεκτικότητας, της ένταξης και της ψηφιακής κυριαρχίας στην ΕΕ. Για το πρόγραμμα έχει διατεθεί προϋπολογισμός ύψους 7,6 δισεκατομμυρίων ευρώ για την περίοδο 2021-2027.

Η παρούσα έκθεση, με την οποία αξιολογείται το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», αποτελεί τη συμβολή της Ευρωπαϊκής Οικονομικής και Κοινωνικής Επιτροπής (ΕΟΚΕ) στην ενδιάμεση αξιολόγηση της Ευρωπαϊκής Επιτροπής. Με βάση τη μέθοδο αξιολόγησης της ΕΟΚΕ, στην παρούσα έκθεση παρουσιάζονται απόψεις των κοινωνικών εταίρων και των οργανώσεων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών από τη Γερμανία, την Πορτογαλία, την Πολωνία, τη Μάλτα και τη Σουηδία σχετικά με τον αντίκτυπο και τη σημασία της συμμετοχής της κοινωνίας των πολιτών στις διαδικασίες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Λόγω του ειδικού σχεδιασμού του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», πραγματοποιήθηκαν συνεντεύξεις και έρευνες με εκπροσώπους των αρμόδιων δημόσιων αρχών. Τα πορίσματα συνάγονται από τις άμεσες αλληλεπιδράσεις στις χώρες που αναφέρονται, καθώς και από την ανατροφοδότηση από διαδικτυακές έρευνες. Λεπτομέρειες σχετικά με τη μεθοδολογία και τις διαδικασίες τεκμηριώνονται στο τεχνικό παράρτημα.

Το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» στηρίζει έργα στους τομείς της υπερυπολογιστικής, της τεχνητής νοημοσύνης, της κυβερνοασφάλειας, των προηγμένων ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων και της ευρείας χρήσης της ψηφιακής τεχνολογίας. Μετά από συζητήσεις με την Ευρωπαϊκή Επιτροπή, η ΕΟΚΕ επέλεξε να επικεντρώσει την αξιολόγησή της στις προηγμένες ψηφιακές δεξιότητες και στην εκτεταμένη εφαρμογή τεχνολογιών, μεταξύ άλλων μέσω των ευρωπαϊκών κόμβων ψηφιακής καινοτομίας (EDIH), εστιάζοντας στη διάσταση του φύλου και στα πραγματικά οφέλη για τους χρήστες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη».

Η έκθεση αξιολόγησης και το τεχνικό προσάρτημα αποσκοπούν στην ενημέρωση των φορέων χάραξης πολιτικής σε επίπεδο ΕΕ σχετικά με τις απόψεις των οργανώσεων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών (ΟΚΠ) και των δημόσιων φορέων που συμμετέχουν στην ενδιάμεση υλοποίηση του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» σε επιλεγμένα κράτη μέλη και στην αξιολόγηση της εμπειρίας και του ρόλου των ΟΚΠ και των δημόσιων αρχών στη διαδικασία σχεδιασμού και εφαρμογής αυτού του νέου χρηματοδοτικού προγράμματος της ΕΕ.

Στην έκθεση αξιολόγησης συνιστάται η δημιουργία ενός ευέλικτου, ελκυστικού και αποτελεσματικού πλαισίου του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» για την αντιμετώπιση των μοναδικών προκλήσεων και την αξιοποίηση των ευκαιριών για ψηφιακό μετασχηματισμό σε ολόκληρη την ΕΕ. Με την ενσωμάτωση διαφορετικών προοπτικών και την ενίσχυση της προσβασιμότητάς του, το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» μπορεί να μεγιστοποιήσει τον αντίκτυπό του σε όλα τα κράτη μέλη.

Γενικές παρατηρήσεις

Οι περισσότεροι ερωτηθέντες συμφώνησαν ότι το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» είναι ζωτικής σημασίας για την προώθηση της καινοτομίας και του ψηφιακού μετασχηματισμού της οικονομίας, και ότι το πρόγραμμα χαίρει ευρείας εκτίμησης, ιδίως όσον αφορά την εστίασή του στις ΜΜΕ. Το πρόγραμμα EDIH θεωρείται επιτυχημένη προσέγγιση για την επίτευξη των στόχων της ψηφιακής δεκαετίας.

Έχουν σημειωθεί σημαντικές καθυστερήσεις στη διαδικασία εφαρμογής του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», γεγονός που υποδηλώνει έλλειψη ωριμότητας. Λόγω αυτών των καθυστερήσεων, πιστεύεται ευρέως ότι είναι ακόμη πολύ νωρίς να αξιολογηθούν ο αντίκτυπος και η αποτελεσματικότητα του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Ως νέο πρόγραμμα, στερείται μακροπρόθεσμου σχεδιασμού, συνέχειας και σαφών μελλοντικών βημάτων, και έχει περιορισμένη χρηματοδότηση. Η αναγνώριση αυτών των προκλήσεων που σχετίζονται με την εφαρμογή απαιτεί συνεχή βελτίωση και σαφή χάρτη πορείας για το μέλλον του προγράμματος.

Το πρόγραμμα EDIH είναι ο πλέον αναγνωρισμένος στόχος του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» των οργανώσεων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών. Ωστόσο, υπάρχει σχεδόν μηδενική γνώση σχετικά με άλλους ειδικούς στόχους και σύγχυση με άλλους μηχανισμούς χρηματοδότησης και πρωτοβουλίες. Το πρόγραμμα EDIH, το οποίο καλύπτει όλες τις περιφέρειες της ΕΕ, αναγνωρίζεται ως επιτυχημένη προσέγγιση και συχνά προτείνεται ως παράδειγμα που αξίζει να αναπαραχθεί.

Η εφαρμογή του προγράμματος EDIH ποικίλλει ανά την ΕΕ. Λόγω του σημαντικού ρόλου των κρατών μελών στην υλοποίηση του προγράμματος, η σημασία, η αναγνώριση και η πρόοδός του διαφέρουν σε μεγάλο βαθμό μεταξύ των κρατών μελών. Οι χώρες έχουν διαφορετικούς κανόνες και προσεγγίσεις όσον αφορά τους εθνικούς στόχους, τα κριτήρια επιλογής και τον ρόλο του EDIH ως θεσμού και στους μηχανισμούς συγχρηματοδότησης (από εθνικούς κρατικούς προϋπολογισμούς, το ΕΤΠΑ, τον ΜΑΑ ή άλλες πηγές). Ως εκ τούτου, οι απόψεις των ερωτηθέντων όσον αφορά την αποτελεσματικότητα και τη συνολική σημασία του προγράμματος ποικίλλουν.

Εκτός από το πρόγραμμα EDIH, οι άλλοι στόχοι του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» καταδεικνύουν ανισότητες μεταξύ των μεγάλων οικονομιών και των μικρότερων περιφερειών της ΕΕ. Ο συνδυασμός μέσων συγχρηματοδότησης προκαλεί σημαντικές καθυστερήσεις, ανισότητες μεταξύ των χωρών και έλλειψη κοινής δέσμευσης για την επίτευξη κοινών στόχων, πράγμα που παρεμποδίζει τη διασυνοριακή συνεργασία.

Η έλλειψη κατανόησης, γνώσεων και ευαισθητοποίησης σχετικά με τις δυνατότητες που προσφέρει το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» και η απουσία έγκαιρης, συνεπούς και διαφανούς επικοινωνίας με τις δημόσιες αρχές οδηγούν σε άνιση πρόσβαση στην πληροφόρηση μεταξύ χωρών και περιφερειών.

Σε πολλές συνεντεύξεις επισημάνθηκαν οι διοικητικές επιβαρύνσεις και τα ζητήματα που σχετίζονται με τη διακυβέρνηση του προγράμματος, όπως το αρχικό χάος, οι περίπλοκες διαδικασίες εφαρμογής, η υποβολή εκθέσεων και τα αναπάντητα ερωτήματα σχετικά με τον ΦΠΑ, τους μηχανισμούς κρατικής στήριξης και τη διασυνοριακή συνεργασία. Αυτό αναδεικνύει τη σημασία της απλούστευσης των διοικητικών διαδικασιών, της βελτίωσης του συντονισμού και της ενίσχυσης των ικανοτήτων διαχείρισης του προγράμματος, ώστε να διασφαλιστεί η αποτελεσματική εφαρμογή και να μεγιστοποιηθεί ο αντίκτυπος του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», ιδίως του προγράμματος EDIH.

Η ανάλυση των πληροφοριών και των δεδομένων που συγκεντρώθηκαν δείχνει ότι τα τρέχοντα ποσοστά συγχρηματοδότησης παρεμποδίζουν την ευρεία υιοθέτηση του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Στις συνεντεύξεις, οι περισσότεροι ερωτηθέντες επισήμαναν ότι το ποσοστό συγχρηματοδότησης της τάξης του 50 % καθιστά το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» μη προσβάσιμο, με μόνο μεγάλες και καλά χρηματοδοτούμενες οντότητες να έχουν τη δυνατότητα άντλησης κονδυλίων. Το ποσοστό συγχρηματοδότησης, το οποίο απαιτεί ανάληψη υποχρεώσεων 50-50, θεωρήθηκε ότι δημιουργεί πρόσθετες προκλήσεις. Οι οργανισμοί διστάζουν να συμμετάσχουν λόγω της πολυπλοκότητας και του μακροπρόθεσμου χαρακτήρα των συμβάσεων. Η παροχή χρηματοδοτικής στήριξης για πιο μικρές προσκλήσεις υποβολής προτάσεων με μικρότερη διοικητική επιβάρυνση θεωρήθηκε καλή λύση.

Η ύπαρξη σαφών κανόνων τόσο σε εθνικό όσο και σε ευρωπαϊκό επίπεδο είναι ζωτικής σημασίας για την επιτυχή συγχρηματοδότηση. Η έλλειψη σαφήνειας θα συνεχίσει να περιορίζει την ταχύτητα ανάπτυξης του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Οι δικαιούχοι θεώρησαν ότι η συγχρηματοδότηση περιορίζει την καινοτομία, συνεπάγεται μεγαλύτερες χρονικά διοικητικές διαδικασίες και καθιστά λιγότερο ελκυστική τη συμμετοχή μικρών ενδιαφερόμενων μερών σε έργα.

Ενώ καταβάλλονται προσπάθειες για την προώθηση προηγμένων ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων, εξακολουθούν να απαιτούνται αποτελεσματικές στρατηγικές εφαρμογής για την κάλυψη των αναδυόμενων αναγκών του εργατικού δυναμικού.

Στο πλαίσιο του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» έχουν καταβληθεί σημαντικές προσπάθειες για τη στήριξη των γυναικών στην τεχνολογία, με την αναγνώριση ότι είναι σημαντική η ενσωμάτωση της διάστασης του φύλου στον ψηφιακό τομέα. Ωστόσο, οι αξιολογήσεις από τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη είναι ανάμικτες. Ενώ υπάρχουν αξιέπαινες πρωτοβουλίες που αποσκοπούν στη συμμετοχή των γυναικών και των κοριτσιών στην τεχνολογία, όπως προγράμματα παροχής συμβουλών και στοχευμένη κατάρτιση, οι συμμετέχοντες εξέφρασαν ανησυχίες σχετικά με την αποτελεσματικότητα και την ορατότητα αυτών των προσπαθειών. Ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη από διάφορες χώρες επισήμαναν την έλλειψη προβολής όσον αφορά τις πρωτοβουλίες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» που επικεντρώνονται στις γυναίκες και διατύπωσαν μια ευρύτερη παρατήρηση ότι από πολλά εν εξελίξει προγράμματα απουσιάζει η άμεση συμμετοχή της κοινωνίας των πολιτών και των κοινωνικών εταίρων.

Μολονότι οι πρωτοβουλίες στον τομέα της έρευνας, της ανάπτυξης και της επιχειρηματικότητας έτυχαν θετικής υποδοχής, η τριτοβάθμια εκπαίδευση έχει επικριθεί για την έλλειψη αποτελεσματικότητας όσον αφορά την προώθηση της συμμετοχής των γυναικών. Συνολικά, ενώ το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» θεωρείται πολύτιμο για την προώθηση της ισόρροπης εκπροσώπησης των φύλων στον κλάδο της τεχνολογίας, τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη τονίζουν τη σημασία της βελτίωσης της επικοινωνίας, της αυξημένης συμμετοχής των γυναικών και της στρατηγικής εστίασης στην ευθυγράμμιση των εκπαιδευτικών και των βιομηχανικών αναγκών για την ενίσχυση του αντικτύπου αυτών των πρωτοβουλιών.

Ειδικές παρατηρήσεις

Αποτελεσματικότητα

Οι περισσότεροι ερωτηθέντες συμφωνούν ότι οι δραστηριότητες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» έχουν θετικό αντίκτυπο στα περιφερειακά οικοσυστήματα και διαμορφώνουν τον ψηφιακό μετασχηματισμό της ευρωπαϊκής οικονομίας. Ωστόσο, οι δραστηριότητες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» χαρακτηρίζονται συχνά ως πρόγραμμα του EDIH ή συγχέονται με πρωτοβουλίες γενικού ψηφιακού μετασχηματισμού ή δεξιοτήτων που χρηματοδοτούνται από πολλαπλές δημόσιες πηγές χρηματοδότησης.

Σε συνεντεύξεις σε διάφορες χώρες, όπως η Πολωνία και η Σουηδία, εκφράστηκαν αμφιβολίες σχετικά με το κατά πόσον οι ΜΜΕ θα μπορούσαν να αξιοποιήσουν πλήρως τις ευκαιρίες που παρέχουν τα προγράμματα του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Ως βασικοί παράγοντες που συνέβαλαν σε αυτό προσδιορίστηκαν η έλλειψη ευαισθητοποίησης και στρατηγικής προσέγγισης.

Το 63 % των ερωτηθέντων πιστεύει ότι οι δραστηριότητες του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» είναι αποτελεσματικές. Από την άλλη πλευρά, το 28 % δεν ήταν σίγουρο πώς να απαντήσει στην ερώτηση. Ειδικότερα, το ποσοστό των αναποφάσιστων ερωτηθέντων στη Γερμανία ήταν 13 %, σε αντίθεση με το 67 % στη Μάλτα, γεγονός που υποδηλώνει διαφορές μεταξύ των κρατών μελών όσον αφορά την επιτυχία τους στην εφαρμογή των προγραμμάτων και στην αύξηση της ευαισθητοποίησης εντός του οικοσυστήματος.

Οι χώρες της ΕΕ, με στρατηγικό όραμα και πόρους και ακριβείς μηχανισμούς συγχρηματοδότησης, είναι πιθανότερο να προσελκύσουν χρηματοδότηση, να σχηματίσουν πολυκρατικές κοινοπραξίες και να κερδίσουν έργα, με αποτέλεσμα τη δημιουργία ενός ακόμη πιο σημαντικού χάσματος όσον αφορά την υιοθέτηση της ψηφιακής τεχνολογίας και τα ποσοστά κατανάλωσης κονδυλίων της ΕΕ μεταξύ των χωρών της ΕΕ.

Εκπρόσωποι της Μάλτας έχουν επισημάνει τις δυσκολίες χρήσης των προγραμμάτων της ΕΕ των οποίων τα πεδία εφαρμογής αλληλεπικαλύπτονται. Αυτό απαιτεί πόρους και προσπάθειες προκειμένου να επιτευχθεί ευθυγράμμιση των στρατηγικών στόχων με τις σωστές προσκλήσεις υποβολής προτάσεων και την ορθή χρήση των κονδυλίων.

Στην ερώτηση σχετικά με την αποτελεσματικότητα του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» όσον αφορά την προώθηση των ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων, το 56 % ήταν «αναποφάσιστο». Μόνο το 26 % τις έκρινε «μετρίως αποτελεσματικές», ενώ το 14 % έκρινε ότι δεν ήταν «πολύ αποτελεσματικές». Τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη τόνισαν την ανάγκη για περισσότερη χρηματοδότηση για εκπαιδευτικά προγράμματα για την προώθηση των ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων, ιδίως σε επίπεδο δευτεροβάθμιας και τριτοβάθμιας εκπαίδευσης. Απαιτούνται επίσης πρωτοβουλίες για τη γεφύρωση του χάσματος μεταξύ των αναγκών των πανεπιστημιακών ιδρυμάτων και της βιομηχανίας.

Στην Πολωνία, τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη επισήμαναν την ανάγκη για συνεκτικές προσπάθειες ψηφιοποίησης στα τοπικά πανεπιστήμια και στις βιομηχανίες για τη βελτίωση των οικοσυστημάτων ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων συνολικά. Οι Πολωνοί συμμετέχοντες τόνισαν την ανάγκη για επενδύσεις σε στρατηγικούς τομείς, όπως τα δίκτυα 5G, η ανάπτυξη δεξιοτήτων στους τομείς θετικών επιστημών, τεχνολογίας, μηχανικής και μαθηματικών (STEM), ιδίως για τις γυναίκες, και οι βελτιώσεις στην αξιακή αλυσίδα των τεχνολογιών των πληροφοριών και των επικοινωνιών (ΤΠΕ).

Τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη είχαν αποκλίνουσες απόψεις σχετικά με την αποτελεσματικότητα των εθνικών σημείων επαφής (ΕΣΕ) όσον αφορά τη διευκόλυνση της δικτύωσης και της συνεργασίας μεταξύ των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών. Ενώ ορισμένοι ερωτηθέντες επισήμαναν τον θετικό ρόλο που διαδραματίζουν τα ΕΣΕ, σημαντικό μέρος των ερωτηθέντων έκρινε ότι η συμμετοχή των εν λόγω σημείων επαφής «δεν είναι πολύ σημαντική». Ορισμένα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη ζήτησαν καλύτερη κατάρτιση και καθοδήγηση για τα ΕΣΕ σχετικά με τις δραστηριότητες που θα πρέπει να διεξάγουν.

Εκπρόσωποι των πολωνικών δημόσιων αρχών τόνισαν ότι είναι σημαντικό να επιτραπεί στα ΕΣΕ να έχουν πρόσβαση στις βάσεις δεδομένων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» για τη βελτίωση της επικοινωνίας τους με τους δικαιούχους. Στη Μάλτα, τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη επισήμαναν καθυστέρηση στην παροχή υπηρεσιών από τα ΕΣΕ. Ανέφεραν την ανάγκη για καλύτερη τοπική προώθηση του προγράμματος σε σύγκριση με άλλες χρηματοδοτικές πρωτοβουλίες της ΕΕ με ευρύτερη αναγνώριση.

Τα γερμανικά ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη τόνισαν τη σημασία της ενίσχυσης των συνδέσεων μεταξύ της ευρωπαϊκής και της εθνικής διάστασης μέσω ενός πιο ισχυρού δικτύου ΕΣΕ. Υποστήριξαν ότι μια ολοκληρωμένη ανάλυση που θα ενσωματώνει προοπτικές τόσο σε επίπεδο ΕΕ όσο και σε εθνικό επίπεδο θα ενισχύσει την αποτελεσματικότητα των ΕΣΕ.

Σημασία

Οι χώρες με σαφώς καθορισμένους στόχους τείνουν να επιτυγχάνουν μεγαλύτερη επιτυχία και ορατότητα. Οι γερμανικές αρχές επισήμαναν ένα σαφές στρατηγικό όραμα και τον καίριο ρόλο των EDIH στον ψηφιακό μετασχηματισμό, σε αντίθεση με τη Μάλτα, όπου ο ρόλος και οι υπηρεσίες των EDIH της Μάλτας δεν έχουν σκιαγραφηθεί ακόμη.

Οι περισσότεροι ερωτηθέντες πιστεύουν στον ζωτικό ρόλο που διαδραματίζει το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» στην οικονομική ανάπτυξη και στην ανταγωνιστικότητα της ΕΕ, αλλά δηλώνουν ότι είναι πολύ νωρίς να εκτιμηθεί ο αντίκτυπός του. Τάσσονται υπέρ του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» για τη στήριξη της ισότιμης χρηματοδότησης σε όλες τις περιφέρειες της ΕΕ σε μόνιμη βάση.

Τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη από την Πορτογαλία επισήμαναν την ανάγκη να καταστούν οι EDIH αυτάρκεις, τονίζοντας την ανεξαρτησία από τη χρηματοδότηση έργων ώστε να αναδειχθεί η αξία τους στις επιχειρήσεις.

Τέλος, τονίστηκε η σημασία της ενσωμάτωσης της βιωσιμότητας στα ψηφιακά έργα του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», με επισήμανση της ανάγκης για πράσινες τεχνολογίες και πρακτικές.

Συμμετοχή της κοινωνίας των πολιτών και προστιθέμενη αξία

Κατά τις διαβουλεύσεις διαπιστώθηκε ότι η κοινωνία των πολιτών πρέπει να συμμετέχει περισσότερο στον σχεδιασμό των εθνικών και των ευρωπαϊκών προγραμμάτων. Τα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη εξήραν τη σημασία της δημιουργίας προγραμμάτων της ΕΕ που θα είναι λιγότερο γραφειοκρατικά και φιλικότερα προς τον χρήστη. Στην ερώτηση σχετικά με τη συμμετοχή των κοινωνικών εταίρων και των οργανώσεων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών στον σχεδιασμό μέτρων και δραστηριοτήτων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» στις αντίστοιχες χώρες τους, το 42 % των ερωτηθέντων ήταν αναποφάσιστο, το 30 % τη θεώρησε «όχι πολύ καλή», το 14 % «μετρίως καλή» και μόνο το 7 % «πολύ καλή».

Κατά τη διάρκεια των συνεντεύξεων, εκπρόσωποι των γερμανικών δημόσιων αρχών επισήμαναν την έλλειψη διαρθρωμένης ανταλλαγής απόψεων με τους κοινωνικούς εταίρους σχετικά με τον σχεδιασμό και τη διαδικασία υλοποίησης του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Ωστόσο, αναφέρθηκε ότι η ανταλλαγή αυτή υπήρχε στο πλαίσιο άλλης χρηματοδότησης που ήταν επικεντρωμένη στον ψηφιακό μετασχηματισμό σε εθνικό επίπεδο.

Από τις συνεντεύξεις και τα ερωτηματολόγια δεν προέκυψαν σαφείς τάσεις στις απόψεις των ομάδων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών και των οργανώσεων των εργαζομένων, γεγονός που υποδεικνύει διαφορετικές προσδοκίες ή την ανάγκη για παροχή γενικότερων πληροφοριών σχετικά με το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Αυτό τονίζει την ανάγκη για διάλογο χωρίς αποκλεισμούς και συνεργασία των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών για την αντιμετώπιση των ειδικών ανησυχιών και προτεραιοτήτων τους.

Υπάρχει ένα ευρέως διαδεδομένο αίσθημα ότι οι οργανώσεις της κοινωνίας των πολιτών χρειάζονται γενικότερη ενημέρωση και επικοινωνία σχετικά με τα προγράμματα της ΕΕ, συμπεριλαμβανομένου του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Μόνο το 12 % των ερωτηθέντων έκρινε ότι η επικοινωνία ήταν «πολύ καλή», ενώ το 54 % πίστευε ότι η επικοινωνία θα μπορούσε να είναι καλύτερη. Αυτό αναδεικνύει την ανάγκη για ισχυρότερες, χωρίς αποκλεισμούς και προορατικές στρατηγικές για τη συμμετοχή όλων των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών στην εφαρμογή του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη».

Επιπλέον, εκπρόσωποι κυβερνητικών οργάνων τόνισαν επίσης την έλλειψη πληροφόρησης στο επίπεδο του εθνικού σημείου επαφής ή των κύριων κυβερνητικών φορέων που συμμετέχουν στο πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Επιπροσθέτως, υπήρχε συχνά μια σύγχυση των ερωτηθέντων σχετικά με άλλες πρωτοβουλίες και πηγές χρηματοδότησης.

Ένα άλλο εμπόδιο στην αποτελεσματική ένταξη των οργανώσεων της κοινωνίας των πολιτών είναι η αδύναμη ικανότητά τους, γεγονός που καταδεικνύει την ανάγκη για εξειδικευμένο προσωπικό και πόρους για την παρακολούθηση των προγραμμάτων και την πλήρη αξιοποίηση των ευκαιριών που παρέχονται. Εκπρόσωποι της Σουηδίας ζήτησαν απλούστευση και λιγότερη γραφειοκρατία προκειμένου να ενισχυθεί η συμμετοχή της κοινωνίας των πολιτών.

Συστάσεις

Ενίσχυση της ευαισθητοποίησης και της επικοινωνίας σχετικά με το πρόγραμμα: Η ΕΟΚΕ προτείνει η Ευρωπαϊκή Επιτροπή να αναπτύξει μια ολοκληρωμένη στρατηγική επικοινωνίας για την ευαισθητοποίηση των διαφόρων ενδιαφερόμενων μερών σχετικά με το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Στα εν λόγω ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη περιλαμβάνονται οι κοινωνικοί εταίροι, οι ΜΜΕ, οι δημόσιες αρχές, τα εκπαιδευτικά ιδρύματα και η κοινωνία των πολιτών. Στόχος είναι να αποσαφηνιστούν οι ευκαιρίες χρηματοδότησης και να αυξηθεί η συμμετοχή των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών.

Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά στην Επιτροπή να δώσει ιδιαίτερη έμφαση στη στρατηγική ανάπτυξη και την υπέρβαση των εμποδίων εντός των κρατών μελών όσον αφορά την υλοποίηση του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» και τονίζει ότι η Επιτροπή είναι πρωτίστως υπεύθυνη για την υλοποίησή του μέσω άμεσης διαχείρισης. Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να παράσχει ενισχυμένη καθοδήγηση και στήριξη ώστε να διασφαλιστεί ότι κάθε κράτος μέλος μπορεί να αντιμετωπίσει αποτελεσματικά τις προκλήσεις και να ευθυγραμμίσει τις πρωτοβουλίες του με τους στόχους του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Επιπλέον, η ΕΟΚΕ τονίζει την ανάγκη κάθε κράτος μέλος να καταρτίσει σαφή στρατηγική και σχέδιο δράσης υλοποίησης που να ευθυγραμμίζονται με τους στόχους του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Με τη θέσπιση αυτών των ρόλων και την απαίτηση για συνεκτικά σχέδια δράσης, η Επιτροπή μπορεί να ενισχύσει τη διαφάνεια, τη λογοδοσία και τη συνεργασία, διευκολύνοντας τις συντονισμένες προσπάθειες για την επίτευξη των στόχων ψηφιακού μετασχηματισμού σε ολόκληρη την Ευρώπη.

Ενίσχυση των δομών συγχρηματοδότησης: Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να επανεξετάσει και να βελτιώσει τα μοντέλα συγχρηματοδότησης στο πλαίσιο του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», καθιστώντας τα πιο ελκυστικά και προσβάσιμα, ιδίως για τις ΜΜΕ, τις οργανώσεις της κοινωνίας των πολιτών και άλλες μικρότερες οντότητες. Η ΕΟΚΕ προτείνει να αυξηθεί το ποσοστό συγχρηματοδότησης σε τουλάχιστον 80 %, προκειμένου να ελαφρυνθεί η οικονομική επιβάρυνση των οργανώσεων και να ενθαρρυνθεί η συμμετοχή των μικρότερων οντοτήτων. Επιπλέον, η Ευρωπαϊκή Επιτροπή θα πρέπει να διερευνήσει εναλλακτικούς μηχανισμούς χρηματοδότησης.

Η διευκόλυνση καλύτερων συνεργειών μεταξύ των χρηματοδοτικών προγραμμάτων της ΕΕ είναι ζωτικής σημασίας. Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να θεσπίσει σαφείς μηχανισμούς για την ευθυγράμμιση των στόχων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», του προγράμματος «Ορίζων Ευρώπη», του Ευρωπαϊκού Ταμείου Περιφερειακής Ανάπτυξης και άλλων προγραμμάτων της ΕΕ. Συνιστά την παροχή σαφούς καθοδήγησης σχετικά με τον συνδυασμό πόρων από αυτές τις ροές με στόχο την ενίσχυση του αντικτύπου των έργων και την αποφυγή επικαλύψεων. 

Η ΕΟΚΕ ζητεί τη διεύρυνση των ικανοτήτων των EDIH, καλώντας την Επιτροπή να τους δώσει τη δυνατότητα να προσφέρουν συμμόρφωση, κυβερνοασφάλεια, συμβουλές σχετικά με την πρόσβαση σε χρηματοδότηση και ψηφιακή στήριξη για τις ΜΜΕ. Τονίζεται η ανάγκη να αναγνωριστεί η καίρια σημασία των EDIH για την ανταλλαγή γνώσεων και την περιφερειακή συνεργασία.

Απλούστευση και τυποποίηση των διαδικασιών εφαρμογής του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ ζητεί τη μείωση των γραφειοκρατικών φραγμών και σαφέστερες κατευθυντήριες γραμμές με στόχο τη βελτίωση της συμμόρφωσης και της κατανόησης των αιτούντων. Η Επιτροπή θα πρέπει να ενισχύσει ενεργά τη συμμετοχή των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών με τη συμπερίληψη της κοινωνίας των πολιτών, των κοινωνικών εταίρων και των περιθωριοποιημένων ομάδων στον σχεδιασμό, στην υλοποίηση και στην αξιολόγηση του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά τακτικές διαβουλεύσεις και εργαστήρια για τη συγκέντρωση ζωτικής σημασίας παρατηρήσεων και τη διασφάλιση ότι το πρόγραμμα ανταποκρίνεται στις πραγματικές ανάγκες και προκλήσεις των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών. Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά την εφαρμογή ενός αποτελεσματικού συστήματος παρακολούθησης και αξιολόγησης για το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» και την ενσωμάτωση της ανατροφοδότησης των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών, προκειμένου να διασφαλιστεί η προσαρμοστικότητα στις ανάγκες και στις προκλήσεις των συμμετεχόντων.

Η ΕΟΚΕ τονίζει ότι είναι σημαντικό να ενισχυθεί η συμμετοχή των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών στο πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» μέσω της ενσωμάτωσης της κοινωνίας των πολιτών, των κοινωνικών εταίρων και των περιθωριοποιημένων ομάδων σε όλα τα στάδια του προγράμματος. Προτείνει τη διεξαγωγή τακτικών διαβουλεύσεων προκειμένου να διασφαλιστεί ότι το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» ανταποκρίνεται στις πραγματικές ανάγκες των ενδιαφερόμενων μερών.

Συνιστάται η ενίσχυση των εθνικών σημείων επαφής. Η Επιτροπή θα πρέπει να διασφαλίσει ότι τα εθνικά σημεία επαφής διαθέτουν την αναγκαία κατάρτιση και τους πόρους και ότι ο ρόλος τους έχει καθοριστεί με σαφήνεια για την προώθηση της δικτύωσης και της συνεργασίας, γεφυρώνοντας έτσι την ευρωπαϊκή και την εθνική διάσταση μέσω ενός ισχυρότερου δικτύου ΕΣΕ. Η ΕΟΚΕ προτείνει επίσης να αξιοποιηθούν οι ΟΚΠ για τη διαβίβαση πληροφοριών σχετικά με το πρόγραμμα «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» και να συμμετέχουν στις δραστηριότητες των ΕΣΕ.

Στήριξη της ανάπτυξης ψηφιακών δεξιοτήτων. Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να επενδύσει σε πρωτοβουλίες για τις ψηφιακές δεξιότητες που δημιουργούν σαφείς οδούς για την ανάπτυξη του εργατικού δυναμικού σε διάφορους τομείς, με τη σύνδεση των ψηφιακών και τεχνολογικών δεξιοτήτων με άλλους κλάδους της εκπαίδευσης. Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά στοχευμένη κατάρτιση για βασικές και προηγμένες ψηφιακές δεξιότητες, με έμφαση στην ενσωμάτωση των γυναικών, των νέων και των υποεξυπηρετούμενων πληθυσμών. Προωθεί επίσης τη συνεργασία μεταξύ της ακαδημαϊκής κοινότητας και της βιομηχανίας προκειμένου να διασφαλιστεί η ευθυγράμμιση μεταξύ των προγραμμάτων σπουδών και των αναγκών της αγοράς.

Καθορισμός αξιόπιστων δεικτών μέτρησης της αξιολόγησης. Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά στην Επιτροπή να αναπτύξει ένα ολοκληρωμένο πλαίσιο για την αξιολόγηση της αποτελεσματικότητας και του αντικτύπου των πρωτοβουλιών του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Το πλαίσιο αυτό θα πρέπει να επικεντρώνεται τόσο σε ποιοτικούς όσο και σε ποσοτικούς δείκτες μέτρησης και να περιλαμβάνει τακτικές αξιολογήσεις για την εκτίμηση της ευθυγράμμισης με τους ευρύτερους στόχους πολιτικής της ΕΕ και τις κοινωνικοοικονομικές ανάγκες των διαφόρων περιφερειών. Η ΕΟΚΕ υποστηρίζει επίσης τη διαφανή και αποτελεσματική χρήση των δημόσιων πόρων και τους ουσιαστικούς μηχανισμούς ελέγχου για τη διασφάλιση της έξυπνης χρήσης της χρηματοδότησης. Αυτή η διαδικασία αξιολόγησης πρέπει επίσης να διεξαχθεί σχετικά με την αποτελεσματικότητα του έργου των ΕΣΕ.

Αύξηση της ευελιξίας στην εφαρμογή του προγράμματος. Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να προσαρμόσει το πλαίσιο εφαρμογής του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη» ώστε να ανταποκρίνεται στις εξελισσόμενες ανάγκες των διαφόρων κρατών μελών. Η ευελιξία αυτή θα πρέπει να επιτρέπει προσαρμογές στους στόχους και στα χρονοδιαγράμματα εφαρμογής για την αντιμετώπιση των μεταβαλλόμενων συνθηκών, όπως οι οικονομικές ή τεχνολογικές αλλαγές.

Πίνακας εργαλείων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά στην Επιτροπή να προωθήσει ενεργά τον πίνακα εργαλείων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη», ο οποίος δρομολογήθηκε το καλοκαίρι του 2024. Ο πίνακας αυτός θα αποτελέσει κρίσιμο εργαλείο για την παρακολούθηση των επιδόσεων του προγράμματος, των χρηματοδοτικών κονδυλίων, της κατάστασης των έργων και των κοινωνικών επιπτώσεων του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη».

Προώθηση της ενσωμάτωσης της διάστασης του φύλου στην τεχνολογία στο πλαίσιο του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ ζητεί την ενεργό στήριξη πρωτοβουλιών με στόχο την αύξηση της συμμετοχής των γυναικών σε σταδιοδρομίες στον τομέα της τεχνολογίας και σε επαγγέλματα STEM και την ενημέρωσή τους σχετικά με τις διατομεακές αναπτυξιακές δυνατότητες μάθησης/χρήσης διαφόρων αναδυόμενων τεχνολογιών. Αυτό περιλαμβάνει συστάσεις για θέσπιση προγραμμάτων παροχής συμβουλών, συμμετοχή γυναικείων προτύπων και δημιουργία εταιρικών σχέσεων με οργανώσεις που εστιάζουν στην ενδυνάμωση των γυναικών στον τομέα της τεχνολογίας.

Ενίσχυση της κατάρτισης και της στήριξης των ΜΜΕ. Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να δημιουργήσει στοχευμένα προγράμματα στήριξης για την υπέρβαση συγκεκριμένων προκλήσεων που αντιμετωπίζουν οι ΜΜΕ όσον αφορά την πρόσβαση και τη χρήση της χρηματοδότησης του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά εξατομικευμένες διαβουλεύσεις και εργαστήρια για την ανάπτυξη των ικανοτήτων των ΜΜΕ όσον αφορά τη σύνταξη αιτήσεων επιχορηγήσεων και τη διαχείριση έργων.

Η ΕΟΚΕ ενθαρρύνει την Επιτροπή να προωθήσει πιλοτικές δοκιμές και πειραματισμό στο πλαίσιο του προγράμματος «Ψηφιακή Ευρώπη». Η ΕΟΚΕ συνιστά τη διάθεση ειδικού προϋπολογισμού για τον σκοπό αυτόν, ο οποίος θα συνδέεται με τους EDIH και άλλα ενδιαφερόμενα μέρη, διευκολύνοντας έτσι τις καινοτομίες που αντιμετωπίζουν αποτελεσματικά τις πραγματικές προκλήσεις.

Η ΕΟΚΕ καλεί την Επιτροπή να ενθαρρύνει τις εταιρικές σχέσεις μεταξύ των κρατών μελών, παρέχοντας χρηματοοικονομική και υλικοτεχνική στήριξη σε κοινά έργα συνεργασίας, δικτύωσης και καινοτόμων πρακτικών.

Βρυξέλλες, 23 Οκτωβρίου 2024



Ο πρόεδρος της Ευρωπαϊκής Οικονομικής και Κοινωνικής Επιτροπής
Oliver RÖPKE
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1. [bookmark: _Toc174452834]Introduction

[bookmark: _Toc174452835]Focus of the evaluation

The European Commission is currently carrying out an interim evaluation of the 2021-2027 Digital Europe Programme (DEP), which is a new EU funding programme focused on bringing digital technology to businesses, citizens and public administrations. It focuses on advancing digital transformation and strategic capacities within the European Strategic Investments cluster, and reflects the EU’s commitment to creating a resilient, inclusive and digitally sovereign European Union in the 21st century. The programme is governed by Regulation (EU) 2021/694 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2021.

With a view to contributing as an additional source of information to the Commission’s evaluation, in December 2023 the EESC Bureau requested that an evaluation report be drawn up, appointing Katrīna Zariņa as rapporteur (Group I, representative of the Latvian Chamber of Commerce and Industry).

With a view to complementing the European Commission’s evaluation, the EESC’s evaluation focused specifically on:
1) advanced digital skills;
2) the wide use of digital technologies across the economy and society, including through European Digital Innovation Hubs (EDIHs);
3) paying particular attention to the gender perspective and the practical benefits of the DEP for its end users/beneficiaries.

[bookmark: _Toc174452836]Methodology and study group

The EESC methodology is guided by the Commission’s Better Regulation guidelines. The EESC evaluation reports use two of the three criteria mentioned in Tool 47 of the Better Regulation Toolbox: effectiveness and relevance. In addition, the institution also evaluates the added value of civil society involvement in the policy.

The three criteria can be understood as follows: 
· Effectiveness: considers how successful EU action has been in achieving (or progressing towards) its objectives.
· Relevance: looks at the relationship between the needs of, and problems in, society and the objectives of the intervention; analysis of relevance requires consideration of how the objectives of an EU intervention correspond to wider EU policy goals and priorities. 
· Added value of civil society involvement assesses the extent to which civil society has been involved in designing, monitoring, implementing and evaluating the EU legislation in question.

In practice, the EESC evaluation reports provide organised civil society’s input into an ongoing evaluation by the European Commission.

A study group of nine EESC members gathered the views of civil society organisations as well as public authorities through two channels: five physical fact-finding visits to selected Member States and a targeted online questionnaire.

The full membership of the study group was as follows: 
· Martin BÖHME – Civil Society Organisations’ Group, Rhineland-Palatinate Chamber of Engineers and the Rhineland-Palatinate Association of Liberal Professions, Germany;
· Vasco DE MELLO – Employers’ Group, Commerce and Services Confederation of Portugal, Portugal;
· Louise GRABO – President of the Study Group, Civil Society Organisations’ Group, National Council of Swedish Youth Organisations (LSU), Sweden;
· Marcin NOWACKI – Employers’ Group, Union of Entrepreneurs and Employers, Poland;
· Franca SALIS-MADINIER – Workers’ Group, French Democratic Confederation of Labour – professionals and managers (CFDT), France;
· Mare VIIES – Workers’ Group, Estonian Confederation of Employee Unions (TALO), Estonia;
· Philip VON BROCKDORFF – Civil Society Organisations’ Group, Union Ħaddiema Magħqudin/UHM Voice of the Workers, Malta;
· Katrīna ZARIŅA – Rapporteur, Employers’ Group, Latvian Chamber of Commerce and lndustry, Latvia;
· Tymoteusz Adam ZYCH – Civil Society Organisations’ Group, Polish Confederation of Non-Governmental Initiatives, Poland.
The rapporteur was also supported by an advisor – Aiga Irmeja, the Executive Director of the Latvian IT Cluster.
Besides the fact-finding visits and the online questionnaire, secondary data on the EESC’s past work on the subject was also analysed.

[bookmark: _Toc174452837]Fact-finding meetings

The fact-finding meetings included semi-structured interviews with local civil society organisations and representatives of public authorities, generally following the thematic structure of the questionnaire. They took place in person, with some participants also attending online.

The sample of Member States was selected by the study group on the basis of criteria adopted by the EESC Bureau on 13 December 2022. The European Commission was also informed about the sample.

The countries were selected on the basis of:
· political spread, e.g. high/low level of implementation, application success rates, most/least affected by the legislative proposal/programme, etc.;
· geographical spread, i.e. by setting up five groups of Member States and choosing one from each group.
The EU Member States selected for this evaluation report where in-person fact-finding meetings took place were the following:
· Portugal (8 May 2024),
· Malta (27 May 2024),
· Germany (10 June 2024),
· Poland (11 June 2024) and
· Sweden (19 June 2024).

[bookmark: _Toc174452838]Questionnaire

The questionnaire was created on the EU survey online portal, using a combination of question formats (filter questions, closed and open-ended questions, a grid). The questionnaire was open from 18 April 2024 to 27 June 2024.

The aim of the questionnaire was to complement the information obtained from the fact-finding meetings. Composed of 23 questions (and additional sub-questions) the questionnaire was sent to organisations in the Member States selected for the fact-finding meetings (not only to those participating in the in-person meetings, but also to other relevant organisations).

[bookmark: _Toc174452839]Respondent breakdown

In total, 116 organisations were consulted throughout this evaluation, from five different Member states and using two complementary methods. A full list of the participants is available at the end of this document.

During the five fact-finding country visits, the EESC delegation consulted 76 organisations in total, representing beneficiaries of the programme both from the private and public sectors, research and academia, social partners and public authorities. It is important to note, however, that the total number of persons interviewed was slightly higher as on many occasions more than one representative of an organisation participated in the meeting.

In addition, 43 contributions were collected through the online questionnaire (on three occasions two persons responded from the same organisation). It is worth noting that almost 40% of the respondents (17 persons) were from research and academia. Furthermore, regarding the role of the respondents' organisation in the DEP activities, more than half of the respondents (53%) identified themselves as project coordinators, while 35% were national level stakeholders and 23% project beneficiaries.


Figure 1. Questionnaire respondents – by category.

In terms of the breakdown of answers across the five countries, the highest number of responses came from Germany (15), and the lowest from Portugal (4).











Figure 2. Questionnaire respondents – by country.
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[bookmark: _Toc174452841]The Digital Europe Programme 2021-2027

The Digital Europe Programme (DEP) is a new EU funding programme focused on bringing digital technology to businesses, citizens and public administrations; it is governed by Regulation (EU) 2021/694 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2021 establishing the Digital Europe Programme for the period 2021-2027[footnoteRef:1]. The legal bases of the Regulation are: Article 173(3), focused on the EU’s industrial competitiveness, relating to most of the activities undertaken under this programme, and Article 172, notably with regard to the digital transformation of areas of public interest. [1:  	https://commission.europa.eu/funding-tenders/find-funding/eu-funding-programmes/digital-europe-programme_en.] 


The DEP operates through direct and indirect forms of management under the Single Market, Innovation, and Digital category in the multiannual financial framework (MFF). It focuses on advancing digital transformation and strategic capacities within the European Strategic Investments cluster[footnoteRef:2]. The programme reflects the EU’s commitment to creating a resilient, inclusive, and digitally sovereign European Union in the 21st century. [2:  	https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/digital-programme.] 


The Digital Europe Programme provides funding for projects in five crucial areas[footnoteRef:3][footnoteRef:4]: [3:  	https://commission.europa.eu/funding-tenders/find-funding/eu-funding-programmes/digital-europe-programme_en.]  [4:  	https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/performance-and-reporting/programme-performance-statements/digital-europe-programme-performance_en.] 

· Supercomputing: deploying world-class exascale, post-exascale supercomputing and quantum computing capacities to ensure the widest possible access to and use of these capacities.
· Artificial intelligence (AI): establishing EU-wide common data spaces using a federated infrastructure and promoting the testing and adoption of AI technologies through a European AI platform and top-tier testing facilities.
· Cybersecurity and trust: building up advanced cybersecurity capabilities (equipment, tools and data infrastructures), including a quantum secure communication infrastructure for Europe; promoting the sharing of best practices and ensuring wide deployment of state-of-the-art cybersecurity solutions.
· Advanced digital skills: boosting academic excellence by increasing education and training in key digital technologies, such as high-performance computing, cybersecurity and artificial intelligence. Training in these areas will be carried out through cooperation among tertiary education institutions, world-class research centres and innovative businesses.
· Ensuring the wide use of digital technologies across the economy and society: establishing a European digital innovation hub network for transforming public and private organisations, addressing societal challenges, reinforcing blockchain capacities, and promoting the digital transformation of public administrations through interoperability for an inclusive and trustworthy digital space.

The programme is designed to bridge the gap between digital technology research and market deployment. It will benefit Europe’s citizens and businesses, especially SMEs. Furthermore, it supports the European Union’s twin objectives of a green transition and digital transformation while strengthening the Union’s resilience and digital sovereignty. Although sustainability is a commitment, no explicit climate contribution target is set in the legal basis.

The programme has a total budget of EUR 7.6 billion for the 2021-2027 period. The budget is allocated across the five pillars of the programme as follows[footnoteRef:5]: [5:  	https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/portal/screen/programmes/digital.] 

· Supercomputing: EUR 2.2 billion;
· Artificial intelligence: EUR 2.1 billion;
· Cybersecurity: EUR 1.6 billion;
· Advanced digital skills: EUR 580 million;
· Ensuring the wide use of digital technologies across the economy and society: EUR 1.1 billion.

Funding within the programme is to be allocated on the basis of a competitive selection process, favouring projects aligned with the programme’s goals and priorities. The budget is allocated and implemented through both direct and indirect management mechanisms. These include procurement methods, either through direct calls for tender or existing framework contracts, as well as grants. Consequently, there is no fixed budget for each country; rather, contributions depend on the specific projects and calls received.

The Digital Europe Programme complements and has synergies with a number of other proposed instruments in the post-2020 MFF, notably Horizon Europe, Connecting Europe Facility (CEF2), EU Values Fund (MEDIA programme), InvestEU Fund, COSME, the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund (including the Youth Employment Initiative and basic digital skills), Erasmus+, the European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (basic and advanced digital skills), the Defence Fund, the Internal Security Fund, the Internal Border Management Fund, Environment and Climate Action (including energy efficiency) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  	https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52018SC0305.] 


[bookmark: _Toc174452842]Programme implementation in the selected Member States

The following section presents a brief overview of how the Digital Europe Programme is being implemented in each of the five selected Member States.

· Germany

Specific Objective 1 – High Performance Computing

Germany’s pursuit of high-performance computing (HPC) excellence under the DEP has been achieved through the European High-Performance Computing Joint Undertaking (EuroHPC JU)[footnoteRef:7]. Established in 2018, the EuroHPC JU serves as a pivotal legal and funding entity, facilitating collaboration among EU Member States to propel Europe to the forefront of supercomputing innovation. Its overarching mission includes the development, deployment, and maintenance of a secure, interconnected supercomputing and quantum computing ecosystem within the EU.  [7:  	C_2021_7914_1_EN_annexe_acte_autonome_cp_part1_v3_x3qnsqH6g4B4JabSGBy9UatCRc8_81099.pdf (europa.eu).] 


In October 2023, EuroHPC JU signed the procurement contract for JUPITER, due to start in early 2024. JUPITER is the first EuroHPC exascale supercomputer in Europe to surpass the threshold of one quintillion calculations per second. The system is located on the Forschungszentrum Jülich campus in Germany and is operated by the Jülich Supercomputing Centre. The Jülich Supercomputing Centre provides cutting-edge supercomputer resources, IT tools, methods, and know-how for researchers participating in more than 200 German and European projects.

The acquisition and operation of JUPITER is funded jointly by the EuroHPC Joint Undertaking, through the DEP, as well as by Germany. The EuroHPC JU is funding JUPITER with EUR 250 million. The German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) provides its own share of EUR 125 million. The Ministry of Culture and Science of the State of North Rhine-Westphalia (MKW NRW) finances a further share of EUR 125 million[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  	JUPITER – Exascale for Europe (fz-juelich.de).] 


Specific Objective 2 – Artificial Intelligence

Specific Objective 2 aims at reinforcing the EU’s core AI capacities as a crucial driver for the digital transformation of the public and private sectors. A big focus is given to cloud-to-edge infostructures and services, common data spaces and AI testing and implementation facilities[footnoteRef:9]. [9:  	C(2023) 1862 final – Annex I.] 


Among the main projects financed under objective 2 in Germany are:
· The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), large-scale reference sites to test and experiment with AI solutions;
· The Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) to promote collaboration among Member States in cutting-edge microelectronics and communication projects;
· Highly Secure Collaborative Platform for Aeronautics and Security Industry, to create a commercially viable, highly secure cloud-based collaborative platform for managing sensitive multi-country industrial initiatives in the aeronautics and security sector[footnoteRef:10]. [10:  	C(2023) 1862 final – Annex I.] 


The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs) are permanent facilities in the European Union where complex digital technologies can be tested in real-world settings, physically and through simulation. They focus on four high-impact sectors: agri-food; healthcare; manufacturing; and smart cities & communities, and began work in January 2023.

Germany plays an active part in the EU’s AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), being a TEF coordinator node for the healthcare and manufacturing projects and an active participant in the agri-food TEFs.

As for TEF-Health, Germany leads the project which aims to test and approve innovative AI and robotics solutions for the healthcare sector and ensure they come to market more quickly. The project is funded with EUR 60 million, with half coming from the European Commission under the Digital Europe Programme and the other half from national funding agencies[footnoteRef:11]. [11:  	€60 million committed to establish AI and robotics in healthcare: Charité – Universitätsmedizin Berlin (charite.de).] 


Germany also has a node for the TEF-AI in the Manufacturing, Testing and Experimentation, Facilities Network for European industries. The German node is located in Stuttgart and has four partner institutes: Fraunhofer IPA, Institute of Electrical Energy Conversion (IEW), Research Campus ARENA2036, and Physikalisch-Technische Bundesanstalt (PTB)[footnoteRef:12]. [12:  	Germany Node – AI Matters (ai-matters.eu).] 


As for TEF-agriculture, the German node provides means for testing, validating and certifying AI and robotic systems in agriculture, with a specific focus on innovation reaching farmers through the agricultural machinery they use[footnoteRef:13]. [13:  	agrifoodtef.eu/#node-leaders.] 


Finally, as regards the Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI), Germany is among the coordinating Member States for IPCEI-Microelectronics and the IPCEI Next Generation Cloud Infrastructure and Services[footnoteRef:14]. Germany is also part of the IPCEI- Hydrogen and Battery value chain. [14:  	Cloud – European Commission (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 3 – Cybersecurity and Trust

The Cybersecurity initiatives within the DEP prioritise the Cybersecurity Industrial, Technology, and Research Competence Centres (ECCC) and the Network of National Coordination Centres (NCCs) focused on cybersecurity research and innovation solutions[footnoteRef:15]. In Germany, the German National Coordination Centre for cybersecurity (NCC-DE) facilitates EU initiatives, fosters sectoral connections, and offers guidance on EU calls for tender. The NCC-DE is a joint platform for cooperation among different ministries coordinated by the Federal Ministry of the Interior[footnoteRef:16]. [15:  	C(2023) 1862 final – Annex I.]  [16:  	BMI – National Coordination Centre for Cybersecurity – National Coordination Centre for Cybersecurity (NCC-DE) (bund.de).] 


Objective 3 also includes the establishment of secure quantum communication infrastructure for the EU (EuroQCI), to which Germany and other Member States have committed. In Germany, the national EuroQCI initiative is led by the QuNET Initiative, focusing on integrating quantum key distribution (QKD) into existing information and communication technology (ICT) systems[footnoteRef:17]. [17:  	Q-net-Q – Networking and Security of Digital Systems (forschung-it-sicherheit-kommunikationssysteme.de).] 


Finally, the Cybersecurity 2023-2024 work programme includes joint actions to create an advanced threat detection and cyber incident analysis ecosystem by building the capacities of Security Operation Centres (SOCs), National SOCs and Cross-Border SOC platforms[footnoteRef:18]. In 2021, Germany opened its first European Security Operations Centre (SOC) in Frankfurt, with the support of Arctic Wolf, a security operations platform. [18:  	Opening of first European Security Operations Centre in Germany | Arctic Wolf.] 


Specific Objective 4 – Advanced Digital Skills

Strategic Objective 4 focuses on bolstering the excellence of EU education and training institutions in digital domains. This is achieved by fostering collaboration with research and businesses, offering education and training opportunities for future experts in key areas such as data, ethical AI, cybersecurity, quantum computing, and High Performance Computing (HPC). Moreover, it is aimed at reskilling and upskilling the existing workforce through short-term training programmes[footnoteRef:19]. [19:  	C(2021) 7914 final.] 


Regarding Germany, the JRC report on the Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21 revealed that the country was a leader in Europe in terms of offering master’s programmes in the field of digital skills. Germany provided 103 master’s in AI, 37 High Performance Computing master’s, 121 master’s in Data Science (second only to the Netherlands in Europe), and 55 Cybersecurity master’s, leading the EU ranking and offering 14% of the total number of EU master’s in Cybersecurity[footnoteRef:20]. Furthermore, Germany ranked 13th out of 27 EU Member States in the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), indicating a strong overall performance in line with the European average. [20:  	JRC Publications Repository - Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21. International Comparison (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 5 – Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability

Objective 5 focuses on the Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability, concentrating on priority areas such as supporting the Green Deal and assisting SMEs and public authorities in their digital transformation[footnoteRef:21]. This is achieved through initiatives such as the European Blockchain Services Infrastructure (EBSI), the European Digital Government EcoSystem for transforming public administrations digitally, the GovTech incubator to facilitate cross-border collaboration among digitalisation agencies, and European Digital Innovation Hubs[footnoteRef:22]. [21:  	C(2021) 7914 final.]  [22:  	OJ L 166, 11.5.2021, p. 1.] 


In Germany, there are for the moment 6 GovTech initiatives[footnoteRef:23]. In June 2021, the GovTech Campus was established as a non-profit association by the federal government, two federal states, and several organisations working together. The aim was to establish a physical and virtual platform fostering connection and collaboration between public administration and the GovTech community. [23:  	Catalogue of GovTech initiatives | Joinup (europa.eu).] 


Germany also hosts 16 European digital innovation hubs, funded through the Digital Europe Programme. They all focus on SMEs, digitalisation and sustainability. Germany also has 12 independent digital hubs[footnoteRef:24]. [24:  	Welcome | de:hub digital ecosystems (de-hub.de).] 


Finally, in terms of digital public service rankings, Germany is placed 18th in the DESI 2022 report, indicating an underperformance compared to other factors in this area despite various initiatives from the federal government to speed up digitalisation in public services. The proportion of internet users making use of e-government services stood at 55%, placing Germany 24th, behind most EU Member States[footnoteRef:25]. [25:  	Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) 2022 – Germany.] 


· Malta

Malta takes part in the Digital Europe Programme, supporting various digital transformation projects across the European Union. The country hosts three major initiatives funded by the programme: the creation of a Digital Innovation Hub (DiHubMT) as part of the network of EDIHs, led by the Malta Digital Innovation Authority and described in more detail under Specific Objective 5, the establishment of a National Coordination Centre of Cybersecurity, and the deployment of advanced national quantum communication infrastructure systems and networks, which is managed by universities and the private sector.

Specific Objective 1 – High Performance Computing

The DiHubMT recently launched a call for tender to establish a high-performing computer with 15 petaflops within the hub. In connection with this, Malta also joined the European High Performance Computing Joint Undertaking (EuroHPC JU), a joint initiative between the EU, European countries, and private partners that pools resources to develop a world-class supercomputing ecosystem in Europe[footnoteRef:26]. [26:  	Malta becomes the newest participant in the EuroHPC Joint Undertaking – European Commission (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 2 – Artificial Intelligence

Among the main projects financed under objective 2 in Malta are the following:
· The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), large-scale reference sites to test and experiment with AI solutions;
· The Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) to promote collaboration among Member States in cutting-edge microelectronics and communication projects;
· Highly Secure Collaborative Platform for Aeronautics and Security Industry, to create a commercially viable, highly secure cloud-based collaborative platform for managing sensitive multi-country industrial initiatives in the aeronautics and security sector[footnoteRef:27]. [27:  	Coordinated Plan on Artificial Intelligence | Shaping Europe’s digital future (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 3 – Cybersecurity and Trust

The Malta Information Technology Agency (MITA) serves as the National Coordination Centre within Malta, playing a pivotal role in the nation’s cybersecurity and digital infrastructure landscape. A specialised team, the Information Security and Governance Department (ISGD), operates within MITA, focusing on the strategic oversight of cybersecurity measures. MITA is the primary public entity tasked with developing and implementing cybersecurity strategies, as well as providing ICT infrastructure, systems, and services. These efforts support the government’s broader digital strategies, which are crucial for fostering a modern digital economy[footnoteRef:28]. [28:  	NCC – Malta – European Union (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 4 – Advanced Digital Skills

In the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), Malta demonstrates a performance that consistently exceeds the EU average across several key dimensions, including overall DESI scores, human capital, integration of digital technology, and digital public services. However, Malta’s performance in connectivity is below the EU average. Furthermore, Malta ranked 6th out of 27 EU Member States in the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), indicating an exceptionally strong overall performance, well above the European average.

Malta reveals strong human capital indicators in the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), outperforming the EU average in several key areas. The country boasts a 61% rate in basic digital skills among individuals, significantly higher than the EU’s 54% average. Advanced digital skills are also more prevalent in Malta, with 35% of individuals skilled beyond basic levels, compared to 26% in the EU. Malta’s ICT specialist workforce stands at 4.9%, slightly above the EU average of 4.5%. However, female ICT specialists in Malta represent 11% of the workforce, which is below the EU average of 19%. Overall, Malta demonstrates a strong commitment to developing digital skills, reflected positively in its educational and workforce training initiatives.

Specific Objective 5 – Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability

As previously stated, the only project hosted by Malta under the Digital Europe Programme is an innovation hub named DiHubMT. Led by the Malta Digital Innovation Authority, DiHubMT was established as Malta’s single European Digital Innovation Hub in response to the call for proposals for EDIHs. It serves as a specialised ecosystem designed to support and nurture digital innovation by connecting industry experts and leaders and fostering collaboration to advance technology start-ups, SMEs, and public sector organisations. DiHubMT offers a comprehensive suite of services on an open, transparent and non-discriminatory basis, emphasising digital and green transformation. 

Key services include:
· Digital entrepreneurship support services;
· Technical ‘test before invest’ support services;
· Digital skills and training development;
· Innovation ecosystems and networking;
· Digital innovation policy and strategy.

The hub aims to integrate new digital technologies into practical applications, thereby contributing significantly to the growth of Malta’s digital economy[footnoteRef:29] [footnoteRef:30]. [29:  	Malta-EDIH | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).]  [30:  	DiHubMT – Digital Innovation Hub.] 


Malta excels in digital public services, ranking third in the Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) 2022 with a score of 85.8, significantly above the EU average of 67.3. Notably, Malta’s e-government user engagement increased to 72% in 2022, surpassing the EU average of 65%.

· Poland

Specific Objective 1 – High Performance Computing

In line with this programme, Poland has launched the HPC4Poland EDIH project. This initiative enhances Poland’s high-performance computing capabilities by providing access to advanced computing resources, supporting research and development across various sectors[footnoteRef:31]. [31:  	Home – HPC4Poland.] 


Specific Objective 2 – Artificial Intelligence

Among the main projects financed under objective 2 in Poland are the following:
· The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), large-scale reference sites to test and experiment with AI solutions;
· The Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) to promote collaboration among Member States in cutting-edge microelectronics and communication projects;
· Highly Secure Collaborative Platform for Aeronautics and Security Industry, to create a commercially viable, highly secure cloud-based collaborative platform for managing sensitive multi-country industrial initiatives in the aeronautics and security sector.

In line with these efforts, the EDIH-SILESIA hub in Poland focuses on facilitating the integration of artificial intelligence within industrial applications. It assists businesses and organisations in Silesia in adopting AI technologies effectively[footnoteRef:32]. Similarly, the PDIH (Pomeranian Digital Innovation Hub) specialises in AI and robotics. This hub provides expertise and resources aimed at fostering innovation and facilitating digital transformation within these advanced technological fields[footnoteRef:33]. [32:  	EDIH-SILESIA | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).]  [33:  	PDIH | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 3 – Cybersecurity and Trust

The CyberSec project in Poznań is a key component of these initiatives, focusing on enhancing cybersecurity measures and fostering trust in digital transactions. It provides robust cybersecurity solutions aimed at protecting data and systems[footnoteRef:34]. Additionally, the Smart Secure Cities project seeks to bolster security in urban environments. It aims to enhance the safety and resilience of cities by implementing advanced digital security technologies[footnoteRef:35]. [34:  	CyberSec – National Centre of Secure Digital Transformation (cyber-sec.net.pl).]  [35:  	Smart Secure Cities | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 4 – Advanced Digital Skills

In the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), Poland demonstrates a performance that is consistently lower than the EU average across all evaluated categories, including overall DESI scores, human capital, connectivity, integration of digital technology, and digital public services.

Poland’s performance in the Digital Economy and Society Index 2022 shows mixed results in human capital compared to the EU average. The country has lower proficiency in basic (43%) and advanced (21%) digital skills than the EU averages of 54% and 26%, respectively. However, Poland is close to the EU average in digital content creation skills, with a 57% proficiency. In terms of ICT specialists, Poland has a slightly lower rate (3.5%) compared to the EU average (4.5%), but its percentage of female ICT specialists (16%) is nearly at the EU level (19%).

Regarding the Advanced Digital Skills and the Digital Europe Programme, Poland has important projects aimed at enhancing the digital competency of the workforce. The red project focuses on reskilling and upskilling the workforce in digital technologies, particularly targeting sectors where these skills are crucial for future development. This initiative aims to equip workers with the skills needed to thrive in an increasingly digital landscape[footnoteRef:36]. [36:  	re_d | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 


Additionally, the WRO4digITal project is dedicated to improving digital skills among professionals in the Wrocław region. It offers a range of training and workshops in the latest digital technologies, providing essential tools and knowledge to meet the demands of the digital economy[footnoteRef:37]. [37:  	WRO4digITal | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 


Specific Objective 5 – Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability

Regarding the Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability and the EDIH, there are several key projects in Poland to enhance the digital landscape across various regions and sectors:

· Mazovia EDIH is dedicated to advancing digital transformation within the Mazovia region. The project aims to enhance access to digital tools and promote interoperability among businesses, driving sector-wide connectivity and integration[footnoteRef:38] [footnoteRef:39]. [38:  	Mazovia EDIH | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).]  [39:  	Mazovia EDIH – Mazovia EDIH (mazovia-edih.pl).] 

· TKDIH is centred on accelerating digital transformation by fostering enhanced interoperability and strategically deploying digital capacities. This initiative targets a broad range of sectors, aiming to optimise their digital readiness and efficiency[footnoteRef:40]. [40:  	TKDIH | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 

· WAMA EDIH focuses on implementing digital technologies in the Warmia-Masuria region. The project ensures that these technologies are used effectively, bolstering connectivity and interoperability to foster a digitally integrated environment[footnoteRef:41]. [41:  	WAMA EDIH | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 

· h4i (Health for Innovation) incorporates advanced elements such as AI, digital skills, and cybersecurity, tailored to address the unique needs of the health sector[footnoteRef:42]. [42:  	h4i | European Digital Innovation Hubs Network (europa.eu).] 


Poland ranks 22nd in the Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) 2022 for digital public services, scoring 55.8, which is below the EU average of 67.3. In 2022, 55% of internet users in Poland used e-government services, trailing the EU average of 65%. The country scored 74 for pre-filled forms, surpassing the EU average of 64. However, digital public services for citizens and businesses scored 57 and 70 respectively, both below the EU averages of 75 and 82. Notably, Poland excels in open data, achieving a 95% score, significantly higher than the EU average of 81%.

· Portugal

Objective 1 – High Performance Computing

Portugal’s pursuit of high-performance computing (HPC) excellence under the DEP has been achieved through the European High-Performance Computing Joint Undertaking (EuroHPC JU)[footnoteRef:43]. Portugal has one supercomputing project through the EuroHPC JU, Deucalion, which is a petascale EuroHPC supercomputer launched in September 2023 in Guimarães. With its cutting-edge ARM processors, it operates at speeds surpassing 10 petaflops, driving innovation across various fields. Co-funded by EuroHPC JU and Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia (FCT), Deucalion is housed at MACC. [43:  	C(2021) 7914 final.] 


The Minho Advanced Computing Centre (MACC) is a sustainable supercomputing and bigdata infrastructure facility for national scientific and industrial communities. It was created in 2017 by the Portuguese government through FCT, INCoDE.2030 and the University of Minho as a national collaborative infrastructure facility to promote and support Open Science initiatives on advanced computing, data science and visualisation[footnoteRef:44]. [44:  	about – MACC (fccn.pt).] 


The Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia (FCT) is the national public agency that supports research in science, technology and innovation in all areas of knowledge and comes under the Ministry of Science, Technology and Higher Education[footnoteRef:45]. [45:  	FCT – FCT.] 


Objective 2 – Artificial Intelligence

Among the main projects financed under objective 2 in Portugal are the following:
· The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), large-scale reference sites to test and experiment with AI solutions;
· The Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) to promote collaboration among Member States in cutting-edge microelectronics and communication projects;
· Highly Secure Collaborative Platform for Aeronautics and Security Industry, to create a commercially viable, highly secure cloud-based collaborative platform for managing sensitive multi-country industrial initiatives in the aeronautics and security sector[footnoteRef:46]. [46:  	Coordinated Plan on Artificial Intelligence | Shaping Europe’s digital future (europa.eu).] 


Some of these projects come under the 2023-2024 work programme and are assessed through grant applications. As a consequence, their specific assessments of Portugal are yet to be determined.

Nevertheless, regarding Portugal’s AI landscape, the Portuguese government unveiled the national strategy AI Portugal 2030 in June 2019, outlining challenges and opportunities within the country’s AI ecosystem. This strategy emphasises fostering AI usage in both public and private sectors over the coming years, with a focus on inclusion, education, qualification, specialisation and research[footnoteRef:47]. [47:  	Portugal AI Strategy Report – European Commission (europa.eu).] 


As part of the EU’s AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), Portugal hosts nodes primarily focused on healthcare, including the Instituto Pedro Nunes, Health Cluster Portugal, Centro Hospitalar Universitário De Coimbra Epe, Centro Hospitalar De São João Epe, and Serviços Partilhados Do Ministério Da Saúde Epe[footnoteRef:48]. [48:  	https://tefhealth.eu/home.] 


Moreover, Portugal is actively engaged in the Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI), particularly in the hydrogen sector, participating in the first, second and third hydrogen IPCEI-Hy2Tech. This initiative covers various aspects of the hydrogen technology value chain, encompassing hydrogen generation, fuel cells, storage, transportation, distribution, and end-user applications[footnoteRef:49]. [49:  	https://competition-policy.ec.europa.eu/state-aid/ipcei/approved-ipceis_en.] 


Objective 3 – Cybersecurity and Trust

The Portuguese National Cybersecurity Centre (CNCS) is dedicated to ensuring a free, reliable, and secure cyberspace of national interest. It serves as the operational coordinator and national authority for cybersecurity matters, focusing on awareness-raising, training, alert dissemination, knowledge production, incident response coordination, and regulatory supervision in line with the Legal Framework for Cyberspace Security[footnoteRef:50]. [50:  	Portugal – NCC – European Union (europa.eu).] 


Objective 4 – Advanced Digital Skills

According to the JRC report on Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21, Portugal does not have as many master’s programmes in digital skills as some other European countries. However, there has been a significant rise in specialised options. For example, in the 2020-2021 academic year, Portugal provided 22 master’s programmes in Artificial Intelligence, 8 in High-Performance Computing, 13 in Cybersecurity, and 27 in Data Science[footnoteRef:51]. [51:  	JRC Publications Repository - Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21. International Comparison (europa.eu).] 


Moreover, Portugal improved its position in the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), rising to the 15th spot among 27 EU Member States, one place higher than its 2021 ranking. Notably, 55% of the population possesses basic digital skills, with 29% having skills above the basic level. While these figures align closely with the EU average of 54% and 26%, respectively, Portugal excels in fixed broadband access but trails in mobile data subscriptions and 5G deployment. In terms of gender and digital skills, Portugal surpasses the EU average with 21% of ICT specialists being women, compared to 19% across the EU[footnoteRef:52]. [52:  	https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/digital-economy-and-society-index-desi-2022.] 


In line with objective 4, Portugal established the Portugal Digital Skills and Jobs Coalition (CPED) in 2015. Relaunched at the beginning of 2021, CPED currently brings together 37 entities, ranging from governmental bodies and public institutions to a diverse array of private entities, associations, companies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), university centres, and industry confederations. This initiative is dedicated to enhancing digital skills and employability across Portugal, serving as a hub for digital training and job opportunities.

The platform has contributed to significant initiatives such as the InCode2030 Programme, Creative Communities for Digital Inclusion (CCDI), and the Eu Sou Digital programme for digital inclusion, skills development and public awareness[footnoteRef:53]. [53:  	Portugal | Digital Skills and Jobs Platform (europa.eu).] 




Objective 5 – Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability

The 2023 Digital Decade Country Report reveals that 70% of Portuguese SMEs have at least a basic level of digital intensity, surpassing the EU average of 69%. Enterprises using cloud and big data represent 11% and 29% respectively, trailing the EU average of 14% and 34%. However, Portuguese businesses using AI account for 17%, more than twice the EU average.

Regarding the digitalisation of public services, since 2023, 81% of the Portuguese population have been e-government users. The country has made digitalising public services a centrepiece of its administrative modernisation by cutting red tape and using ICT to deliver better public service[footnoteRef:54]. [54:  	Country reports – Digital Decade report 2023 | Shaping Europe’s digital future (europa.eu).] 


In line with these achievements, Portugal, together with other 20 countries, is a member of the POTENTIAL European consortium funded by the Digital Europe Programme to test the European digital identity wallets, which are to be launched in conjunction with the revision of the eIDAS Regulation.

At the core of advancing digitalisation for both SMEs and public services within the Digital Europe Programme lies the pivotal role of Digital Innovation Hubs (DIHs). These hubs serve as collaborative networks comprising specialised digital competence centres, aimed at disseminating and promoting the adoption of cutting-edge digital technologies, particularly among SMEs.

In Portugal, key organisations spearheading this initiative include the Directorate-General for Economic Activities (DGAE), the National Innovation Agency (ANI), the Portugal Digital technical structure (EMPD), and the Portuguese Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation (IAPMEI).

Currently, Portugal boasts 17 nationally recognised DIHs, playing a pivotal role in supporting the digital transformation journey of small and mid-sized Portuguese companies and public administration entities. These DIHs serve as invaluable resources, demystifying digital concepts, sharing knowledge, developing skills, showcasing solutions, facilitating financing, nurturing relationships and partnerships, and fostering entrepreneurship[footnoteRef:55]. [55:  	Digital Innovation Hubs | DIH – Portugal Digital.] 


An exemplary DIH in Portugal is AI4PA Portugal – Artificial Intelligence & Data Science for Public Administration Portugal Innovation Hub. Coordinated by the Portuguese Administrative Modernisation Agency (AMA), this DIH is dedicated to supporting the digital transition of public administration entities.

· Sweden

Specific Objective 1 – High Performance Computing

Through the EuroHPC JU, Linköping University (LiU) was selected as the host institution for Arrhenius, a mid-range supercomputer, to be developed in the coming years in Sweden. Arrhenius capabilities will extend to handling AI/ML and other demanding applications requiring high memory bandwidth and swift data transfer, all while ensuring top-tier security and data integrity[footnoteRef:56]. [56:  	https://eurohpc-ju.europa.eu/sweden-will-host-new-eurohpc-supercomputer-2023-06-19_en.] 


Linköping University, home to both the Swedish National AI Research Centre (NAISS) and EuroHPC JU, will take ownership of Arrhenius. The machine is co-funded by EuroHPC JU through the Digital Europe Programme and the Swedish Research Council’s infrastructure research funding.

Specific Objective 2 – Artificial Intelligence

Among the main projects financed under objective 2 in Sweden are the following:
· The AI sectorial Testing and Experimentation Facilities (TEFs), large-scale reference sites to test and experiment with AI solutions;
· The Important Projects of Common European Interest (IPCEI) to promote collaboration among Member States in cutting-edge microelectronics and communication projects;
· Highly Secure Collaborative Platform for Aeronautics and Security Industry, to create a commercially viable, highly secure cloud-based collaborative platform for managing sensitive multi-country industrial initiatives in the aeronautics and security sector;
· CitiVerse, building on the smart communities’ data infrastructure to develop the different layers of VR/AR worlds[footnoteRef:57]. [57:  	Coordinated Plan on Artificial Intelligence | Shaping Europe’s digital future (europa.eu).] 


Some of these projects come under the 2023-2024 work programme and are assessed through grant applications. As a consequence, their specific assessments of Sweden are yet to be determined.

Nevertheless, concerning the status of AI in Sweden, the government unveiled its national AI strategy entitled the National Approach for Artificial Intelligence in May 2018, with a primary focus on key areas such as education, research, innovation and infrastructure.

Furthermore, a report from Vinnova, Sweden’s innovation agency, released in the same year, shed light on the state of Swedish AI, noting significant progress in internet platforms, image recognition, and automated translation. Despite these advancements, the practical application of AI was deemed limited in various business sectors and public activities in 2018. While Sweden boasts a technology-friendly population and robust infrastructure, challenges remain, including limited recruitment of AI talent and a deficit in digital business model expertise[footnoteRef:58]. [58:  	https://www.vinnova.se/contentassets/29cd313d690e4be3a8d861ad05a4ee48/vr_18_09.pdf.] 


Specific Objective 3 – Cybersecurity and Trust

In Sweden, the Swedish National Coordination Centre for cybersecurity research and innovation (NCC-SE) facilitates EU initiatives, fosters sectoral connections, and offers guidance on EU calls for tender[footnoteRef:59]. [59:  	All Member States now committed to building an EU quantum communication infrastructure | Shaping Europe’s digital future (europa.eu).] 


Objective 3 also includes the establishment of a secure quantum communication infrastructure for the EU (EuroQCI), to which Sweden and other Member States have committed. Additionally, the Cybersecurity 2023-2024 work programme include joint actions to create an advanced threat detection and cyber incident analysis ecosystem by building the capacities of Security Operation Centres (SOCs), National SOCs and Cross-Border SOC platforms[footnoteRef:60]. [60:  	Sweden – NCC – European Union (europa.eu).] 

Sweden initiated the creation of the National Cyber Security Centre in 2021, managed through government directives by the FRA, the Swedish Armed Forces, the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB), and Swedish Security Service[footnoteRef:61]. [61:  	https://www.ncsc.se/.] 


Specific Objective 4 – Advanced Digital Skills

The JRC report on Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21 highlights Sweden’s significant contribution, despite a slight decline compared to previous years. Sweden is among the EU Member States offering a substantial number of master’s programmes in Artificial Intelligence (82), High Performance Computing (23), and Cybersecurity (30) [footnoteRef:62]. [62:  	JRC Publications Repository - Academic Offer of Advanced Digital Skills in 2020-21. International Comparison (europa.eu).] 


Furthermore, Sweden ranked 4th out of 27 EU Member States in the 2022 Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), demonstrating a strong overall performance, particularly in human capital. The country boasted high levels of basic (67%) and above basic (36%) digital skills among its general population.

However, Sweden had slipped to 9th place in terms of connectivity, scoring below the EU average in 5G coverage, with only 18% coverage in populated areas compared to the EU average of 66%. Nevertheless, Sweden stood out for its digitalised SMEs, with 86% having a basic level of digital intensity, and its overall digital transformation of businesses[footnoteRef:63]. Regarding gender and digital skills, the 2023 Digital Decade Country Report on Sweden indicated that the share of women among ICT specialists was above the EU average at 22.9% (compared to 18.9%)[footnoteRef:64]. [63:  	Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) 2022 – Sweden.]  [64:  	Report on the state of the digital decade 2023 – Annex Sweden.] 


In line with objective 4, Sweden established the Swedish National Digital Skills and Jobs Coalition in 2018, which has steadily grown since it was set up. This coalition serves as a multi-stakeholder partnership, fostering digital skills development and enhancing overall digital competence in Sweden. It also facilitates funding opportunities for upskilling and reskilling, supporting individuals and organisations with loans, grants, and financial instruments[footnoteRef:65]. [65:  	Digital Skills and Jobs Platform Sweden – Digital Skills and Jobs Coalition Sweden (digitalskillsjobs.se).] 


Specific Objective 5 – Deployment and Best Use of Digital Capacity and Interoperability

In Sweden, Bronn Innovation serves as one of the primary actors for GovTech initiatives, functioning as Västernorrland’s IT cluster and Digital Innovation Hub, where around 100 private and public entities work together to promote growth and regional development[footnoteRef:66]. [66:  	About us – Bron Innovation.] 


Another important tool is DigIT Hub Sweden, an existing regional Digital Innovation Hub operating in Skåne and Blekinge since 2020. Its overarching goals include boosting growth and productivity for SMEs in the manufacturing sector through digitalisation and driving digital transformation in the public sector[footnoteRef:67]. [67:  	https://european-digital-innovation-hubs.ec.europa.eu/edih-catalogue/digit-hub-sweden.] 


Sweden also hosts three ongoing European Digital Innovation Hub projects established in partnership with EuroHPC:
1. CEEC – Centre of Excellence for Exascale CFD: implementing exascale-ready workflows to address future exascale system challenges[footnoteRef:68]. [68:  	CEEC – Centre of Excellence for Exascale CFD – European Commission (europa.eu).] 

2. BioExcel – Centre of Excellence for Computational Biomolecular Research – a major innovation hub for scientific computing, focusing on biomolecular modelling and simulations, and providing support services to the life science research communities. 
3. Plasma-PEPSC – Plasma Exascale-Performance Simulations Centre of Excellence: enabling scientific breakthroughs in plasma science through exascale computing and extreme-scale data analytics[footnoteRef:69]. [69:  	Plasma-PEPSC – Plasma Exascale-Performance Simulations Centre of Excellence – European Commission (europa.eu).] 


Finally, in terms of public rankings of digital skills, Sweden was ranked 9th in 2022 on digital public services, with the highest proportion of e-government users in the EU. The Digital Decade Country Report 2023 reaffirmed Sweden’s prowess in online provision of key public services for citizens and businesses, with most public administrations offering online interactions[footnoteRef:70]. [70:  	Report on the state of the digital decade 2023 – Annex Sweden.] 


[bookmark: _Toc125632262][bookmark: _Toc174452843]Primary data: findings and analysis
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	According to the European Commission Better Regulation toolbox, the criterion of effectiveness ‘considers how successful EU action has been in achieving or progressing towards its objectives’.



When asked about the effectiveness of DEP activities in shaping the digital transformation of Europe’s society and economy so far (question 1), most respondents held the view that these activities had been ‘moderately effective’ (58% or 25 respondents), whilst 28% answered ‘unsure’, 9% ‘not very effective’ and 5% ‘very effective’.
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Figure 3. Effectiveness of DEP activities – general.

Looking across countries, the German respondents seemed to assess the effectiveness of the DEP activities the most positively, with 73% considering that the activities had been ‘moderately effective’ and 13% ‘very effective’. In addition, most Polish (63%), Swedish (50% or 5 persons) and Portuguese (50% or 2 persons) respondents thought that the activities had been ‘moderately effective’, whilst 67% or 4 Maltese respondents and 40% or 4 Swedish respondents answered ‘unsure’.


Figure 4. Effectiveness of DEP activities – by country.

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German public authorities, despite them being in the early stages of implementation, noted the positive effects of the DEP in providing funding to strategic digital initiatives (e.g. 50% coverage of EUR 500 million budget for HPC JUPITER initiative via the EUROHPC Joint Undertaking, with the rest of the budget covered by national and Westphalia region funding; advanced digital skills development; cybersecurity; Data Spaces; and Destination Earth aimed at developing a high precision digital model of the Earth to monitor and simulate natural phenomena and related human activities).

The Maltese stakeholders agreed that the DEP is crucial for driving innovation and the digital transition. Participants highlighted its important role in enhancing digital skills, supporting start-ups and MSMEs. They stressed the importance of continued support and improvement for long-term success.

In addition, the Portuguese stakeholders agreed that, despite challenges, the DEP is crucial for driving innovation and the digital transition. Participants emphasised its role in enhancing digital skills, supporting start-ups and SMEs, and maintaining Europe’s competitiveness. They stressed the importance of continued support and improvement for long-term success.

Furthermore, a representative from the Maltese public authorities put a strong emphasis on the suggestion that, if the DEP is to be successful, there is a strategic need to ensure continuous industry engagement, especially to allow it to understand how to benefit from such a programme and be prepared to tackle the green transition and related regulatory requirements through clean technologies. The importance of foreign investments in the EU economy from third countries was also stressed. To this end, EU programmes, such as the DEP, should become more flexible and attractive in order to allow and support such investments.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives from the public authorities appreciated the strategic role of the DEP, aimed at tackling and supporting the European digital transformation. In this regard, they pointed out the clear convergence of EU digital policy priorities, Polish digital priorities and the aims of the Digital Europe Programme (e.g. AI, semiconductors, skills development in cybersecurity, increased diversity and female participation, online safety of children and young people). Nevertheless, the participants highlighted the importance of ensuring the interoperability of the different key priorities of the DEP with other policies, such as energy, climate and environment, in order to tackle the different challenges that individual EU countries might be facing.

Furthermore, Polish representatives from the social partners noted that, in order to support the digital transformation and improve digital literacy in practice (Polish digital literacy is 10% below the EU average with only 43% of Polish people between 17 and 64 being digitally literate), there is a need to invest and focus initiatives on local cohesive digitalisation of universities, local energy networks and the internet of things in local manufacturing facilities. The aim is to improve local ecosystems as a whole.

Despite Poland’s position in the ranking of economies’ digitalisation, it was highlighted how the Polish digital economy was gaining momentum. To this end, it is critical to ensure the focus of initiatives on strategic subjects, such as stronger 5G networks, STEM skills development (especially for women) and a better repositioning within the global ICT value chain disrupted by the pandemic and the outbreak of the war in Ukraine.

Moreover, taking into account the current geopolitical crisis, the Polish stakeholders pointed out the importance of making cybersecurity a top priority and a conventional element of future innovation and defence policies, by ensuring the proper professional competences and skills which are currently lacking.

With regard to the effectiveness of the key capacity areas of the DEP in contributing to the programme’s objectives in their respective countries so far (question 2), more than half of the respondents assessed the effectiveness in three areas positively: ensuring a wide use of digital technologies (30% answered ‘very effective’ and 26% ‘moderately effective’), artificial intelligence (12% answered ‘very effective’ and 40% ‘moderately effective’) and cybersecurity (9% answered ‘very effective’ and 42% ‘moderately effective’). A large number of the respondents (47% answered ‘unsure’) did not know how to assess the effectiveness of supercomputing.


Figure 5. Effectiveness of key capacity areas – general.

Looking across countries, the German respondents once again held the most positive views with regard to all four key capacity areas. Between 52 and 79% of them considered that the key capacity areas mentioned had been ‘very effective’ or ‘moderately effective’ in contributing to the objectives of the DEP in Germany. Most Swedish respondents – between 50 and 80% – answered ‘unsure’ in how to assess the effectiveness of these areas in their country, whilst the Polish respondents expressed the highest number of answers viewing the contribution of the key capacity areas to the DEP objectives as ‘not very effective’ (25% or 2 persons with regard to supercomputing, artificial intelligence, cybersecurity and ensuring a wide use of digital technologies).

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German public authorities confirmed the critical role played by European Digital Innovation Hubs within the national economic ecosystem (e.g. provision of testing facilities able to adapt to specific companies’ needs). In this regard, the participants pointed out the strong collaboration between the German EDIHs on content and financing elements. Nevertheless, the challenge for consortia of finding and providing the co-funding contribution not covered by the programme (not covered by German public authorities) was also underlined.

Concerning the establishment of a European Digital Innovation Hub, a representative from the Maltese public authorities confirmed the difficulty in providing input on effectiveness due to the project being in the early stages. Nevertheless, the participant confirmed the positive effect of establishing a first hub in Malta through such a call for tender and, in turn, enabling the establishment of a high performing computer with 15 petaflops (tender just published) within the hub, allowing Malta to take part in the EUROHPC Joint Undertaking. The EDIH-Malta should focus on skills development and technical and legal advice for start-ups and SMEs as regards HPC, AI and cybersecurity. Moreover, MoUs are being developed for joint initiatives with other hubs within the European Network of Digital Innovation Hubs.

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, stakeholders representing a digital innovation entity noted that delays in implementing the programme, particularly concerning digital innovation hubs, have been experienced. These delays have been attributed to challenges in complying with EU financing rules and navigating hierarchical structures. Despite the presence of a consortium and a structured process, uncertainties persist regarding payment and eligibility rules. While some activities have commenced, clarity is lacking on the rules and procedures. This lack of information has been considered an obstacle to progress, especially concerning security measures. Additionally, it was noted that companies face difficulties applying to the programme due to undisclosed requisites and rules from managing entities, further complicating the situation from a national perspective.

One Portuguese stakeholder observed that the process from application to final approval for digital innovation centres is excessively long. In this particular case, three applications were submitted before receiving a response, resulting in significant delays. Despite having contact with some companies, uncertainty remains regarding eligibility criteria and expenses. A need for greater familiarity with the programme and convenience was identified. The current situation was considered unfavourable, as businesses require timely responses, yet the process is hindered by formalities.

Furthermore, the Portuguese stakeholders agreed that, whilst the European and national financing components appeared to be functioning adequately, issues arise primarily at the national level, particularly concerning the national recovery programme. The rules are clear at European level, but when it comes to the national component, clarity is lacking, causing uncertainty. This uncertainty extends not only to the consortium but also to partners who fear potential penalties. It was acknowledged that the national component is not functioning as effectively as desired, hindering progress towards objectives. This situation has persisted for over three years, indicating a prolonged challenge.

With regard to the effectiveness of EDIH activities in supporting micro, small and medium-sized companies so far (question 3), the respondents’ views diverged quite significantly, with 30% considering that they had been ‘moderately effective’, 28% answered ‘unsure’, and 19% were split between ‘very effective’ and ‘not very effective’. Finally, 5% were of the view that EDIH activities had been ‘not at all effective’ when it comes to supporting SMEs.


Figure 6. Effectiveness of EDIH activities – general.

Looking across countries, the results mirrored the general divergence in views. The German and Maltese respondents held the most positive views (40% of Germans answered ‘very effective’, and 27% ‘moderately effective’; for the Maltese, 17% or 1 person answered ‘very effective’ and 67% or 4 persons ‘moderately effective’), whilst the Polish respondents were split between four types of answers with 38% nevertheless considering the EDIH activities as having been ‘moderately effective’. Finally, most Portuguese respondents considered that the EDIH activities to support SMEs had been ‘not very effective’ (75% or 3 respondents) and the majority of the Swedish respondents answered ‘unsure’ (70%).


Figure 7. Effectiveness of EDIH activities – by country.

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German programme beneficiaries pointed out the positive effect of EDIHs in providing digital support at granular level for local companies (mainly SMEs with fewer than ten people). Participants also underlined the good communication between beneficiaries of the programme and national contact points (e.g. monthly meetings between EDIHs in Germany and the national contact point). They also underlined the strong commitment to involving women (e.g. establishment of a network called ‘Women in digital areas’, organisation of conferences, etc.).

Furthermore, with regard to EDIHs, the stakeholders highlighted the challenge of integrating and ensuring the uptake of complex technologies by SMEs, such as HPC or AI. Such companies still need to address more basic needs first (lack of basic digital skills). In this regard, generative AI was considered to be the opposite, thanks to the ease of use by SMEs (e.g. products’ design improved by generative AI – co-design between joiners and customers for furniture).

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, representatives from the social partners expressed the view that peripheral countries faced greater challenges, particularly concerning microbusinesses’ access to funding, with bureaucracy seen as a significant obstacle. Even with 100% funding, applying for certain funding opportunities was considered extremely difficult. It was urged to take these challenges into consideration when assessing the implementation of the programme. Finally, it was emphasised that Portuguese SMEs do not operate at the same capacity level as German ones.

It was also noted that facilitating access for small enterprises for both managers and employees is essential, emphasising the crucial role of training in the digital transformation process.

When asked about the effectiveness of the DEP activities in advancing digital skills (master’s, bachelor’s, doctorate programmes in key capacity areas, short-term training, highly specialised skills academies, etc.) in their respective countries so far (question 4), most respondents (56%) answered ‘unsure’ in how to evaluate this, whilst 26% found these activities as having been ‘moderately effective’, 14% ‘not very effective’ and 5% ‘not at all effective’.














Figure 8. Effectiveness of DEP activities in advancing digital skills – general.
Interestingly, both across respondent categories and the different countries, the spread of answers was very similar, with most respondents in all categories (business organisations (46%), academia (47%) and public authorities (73%)), as well as in Germany (60%), Malta (67% or 4 persons), Portugal (50% or 2 persons) and Sweden (70%) alike, except for Poland (25% or 2 persons), answering ‘unsure’ about the effectiveness of the DEP in advancing digital skills in their countries so far. 
During the semi-structured interviews in Malta, the representatives of the social partners emphasised the need to ensure basic digital skills (e.g. digital banking) especially for more vulnerable categories (e.g. the elderly) in addition to the focus on advanced digital skills. Concerning the development of advanced skills, one participant underlined the current difference between industrial sectors. Due to their international dimension, industrial sectors such as shipping or logistics have such skills guaranteed (not least because of their need to survive) while other sectors, such as healthcare, have more difficulties due to their national dimension and lack of financing.

Furthermore, with regard to advanced digital skills, a Maltese social partners’ representative mentioned the issue of capacity-building due to the small size of Malta and the specific features that characterise such skills. The participant also underlined the importance of addressing the mismatch between supply of (e.g. education institutions), and demand (e.g. industry) for, advanced digital skills through a clear long-term strategy, ensuring stronger involvement of the demand side (e.g. industry).

A representative from the Maltese public authorities pointed out the difficulty of providing input on projects’ effectiveness since their involvement in three different calls for tender (e.g. Boosting Digital Skills of young pupils, in particular girls, Digital Skills and Job Platform, and Women in ICT) is still at the very early stages.

Representatives from Maltese beneficiaries noted the existing mismatch between supply of, and demand for, advanced digital skills. An educational entity pointed out the uneven distribution of students in the very same ICT faculty, where there was less interest in infrastructure subjects (e.g. engineering courses, communication infrastructure) among the students (more interest is shown for software development, multimedia and digital games). In this regard, the same trend within the DEP was reported where calls for tender and projects have a stronger focus on software development rather than infrastructure development. As an exception, it was mentioned that some EU countries, such as Ireland, had the opposite trend with students more interested in infrastructure development. This opposite trend was justified by the strong presence of data centres in Ireland.

Furthermore, despite not benefitting directly from the programme, a representative from a Maltese educational body confirmed that their activities (establishment of new courses, master’s and degrees on AI, cybersecurity, Internet of Things) were in line with the DEP priorities. The fact that the entity had not taken part in the programme’s calls for tender and projects was justified by such activities beginning prior to the launch of the programme and by the lack of outreach activities by the programme towards educational entities. In particular, the DEP was known mainly for being geared towards SMEs.

When inquiring about the DEP’s relevance for social change, a representative of a Portuguese public authority indicated that, from a political perspective at national level, most advancements in digital skills were driven by this programme. However, challenges were encountered, particularly during the initial setup of the network in the first year. Despite the knowledge acquired, it was noted that leveraging this knowledge for training purposes, whether for the unemployed or the employed, is crucial for labour market integration.

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a representative from a public authority stated that, compared to other countries, there is higher participation from universities in Sweden, especially in skills development and the creation of new master’s programmes. However, the effectiveness of these programmes cannot be assessed until students graduate, indicating long-term effects. The private sector was encouraged to provide short courses for employees. While universities played an active role, other actors’ involvement was encouraged. Furthermore, the development of semi-short courses was encouraged and considered to have a significant impact.

Representatives from Swedish academia stated that the inclusion of more master’s programmes and better involvement of women was not widely known as part of the DEP. However, a new master’s programme in health data had been launched thanks to the programme, which was viewed positively.

Regarding the effectiveness of the DEP activities in involving girls and women in the digital technologies sector in their respective countries so far (question 5), most respondents answered ‘unsure’ in how to assess this particular aspect in all the mentioned areas: primary and secondary education, higher education, research and development, employment and entrepreneurship. Areas with the highest positive assessment were ‘research and development’ (26% answered ‘moderately effective’) and ‘entrepreneurship’ (23% answered ‘moderately effective’), whilst ‘higher education’ was deemed ‘not very effective’ by 21% of the respondents and ‘primary and secondary education’ ‘not at all effective‘ by 12%.













Figure 9. Effectiveness of DEP activities in involving girls and women in digital technologies – general.

A cross-country comparison reflected a similar spread of views, with the exception of Poland, where a larger number of the respondents were able to provide an assessment of the DEP’s effectiveness in involving girls and women in the digital technologies sector in all categories. In the area of primary and secondary education, as well as in employment and entrepreneurship, it had been ‘moderately effective’ (38% or 3 persons), whilst in higher education and in research and development ‘not very effective’ (38% or 3 persons).

During the semi-structured interviews in Malta, representatives from educational entities confirmed their involvement and efforts in increasing the presence of women in advancing digital skills by promoting their participation in tech competitions, international and national events and advertising courses in public media.
During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a social partners’ representative noted with regard to STEM and women in STEM, that the initiatives in Sweden are quite different from those at EU level. There have been sector-specific initiatives and efforts in entrepreneurship, but these are not linked to the EU. Discussions on promoting interest in STEM among women are ongoing within the government, but they are not connected to any European initiatives.

When discussing the advancement of women in tech, a representative from the Swedish public authorities stated that the DEP did not initially come to mind as covering this area. However, after considering the programme and its focus on skills, many new ideas have emerged.

Asked to provide further information on this topic (open question 5.a), 12 respondents did so. Several participants noted that efforts in this area were being made in their respective countries but they were not sure whether they were thanks to the Digital Europe Programme or other (national) initiatives. It was mentioned that gender balance was a general issue in this field. Another point raised was the lack of information, in particular, not enough dissemination efforts by the local National Contact Points. Finally, one participant pointed to good support from the EDIH for female entrepreneurs.

Asked to evaluate what progress has been made towards achieving the expected outcomes, results and impacts of the DEP in their respective countries so far (question 6), almost half of the respondents (49%) answered that the progress had been ‘moderately good’, whilst 21% answered ‘unsure’, 14% thought the progress was ‘not very good’ and 9% that it was ‘very good’.












Figure 10. Progress towards achieving DEP outcomes, results and impacts – general.

Looking across countries, the most popular answer in all five countries was that the DEP’s progress towards achieving the expected outcomes, results and impacts had been ‘moderately good’ (9 respondents in Germany, 4 – in Malta, 4 in Poland, 1 – in Portugal and 3 - in Sweden) , with German and Maltese respondents also choosing the option "very good" (3 persons in Germany and one person in Malta). Whereas in Poland, Portugal and Sweden respondents instead chose ‘not very good’ (2 persons in each of the countries), or ‘not at all good’ (1 person in each of the countries).

In a cross-category comparison, the responses diverged slightly more. The business representatives were the most sceptical, with over a third (36%) considering that the progress of the DEP towards achieving the expected outcomes, results and impacts had been ‘not very good’, whilst representatives from academia were the most positive, with 18% believing that the said progress had been ‘very good’ and more than half (65%) that it had been ‘moderately good’.

Figure 11. Progress towards achieving DEP outcomes, results and impacts – by category.

During the semi-structured interviews in Malta, the stakeholders highlighted the existence of bureaucratic and lengthy hurdles, and complex application processes that impede participation. Simplifying procedures could enhance participation and speed up implementation. Moreover, the substantial co-financing rate (50%) of calls for tender and projects under the DEP creates obstacles for entities with limited networking capacities and located in small countries such as Malta. In this regard, different types of grants, lump-sum grants or projects of different sizes could be some of the elements to take into account in order to allow the stakeholders from small and isolated EU Member States, such as Malta (as is the case with the Creative Europe Programme), to benefit from the programme.

Furthermore, representatives from the Maltese social partners put a particular focus on the need to address the skills shortage with specific regard to the area of STEM, and the improvement of solutions against cyberthreats. They also highlighted the importance of setting realistic long-term targets (e.g. the creation of 20 million ICT specialists as a target of the Europe’s Digital Decade 2030 seems unrealistic at present).

Finally, a representative from a Maltese company benefitting from the DEP highlighted the programme’s positive effect, as a tool to ensure collaboration between public authorities, educational entities and private companies. Concerning the challenges, he pointed out the difficulty of taking advantage of EU programmes whose scopes overlap (e.g. digital skills covered by Erasmus+ and Digital Europe Programme), with efforts to identify the right calls for tender and make proper use of the funds proving to be time-consuming. Despite them being in the early stages, academia, public authorities and entities responsible for managing the projects (e.g. EDIH-Malta) under the programme confirmed their intention to work together closely to ensure synergies between their respective activities.
During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives of the social partners expressed the view that the DEP has yielded partial results in Poland as regards the digital transformation of SMEs (thanks to European Digital Innovation Hubs), implementation of AI and cybersecurity solutions (e.g. creation of security operation centres thanks to the programme’s financing, with over EUR 30 million placed in the Polish market) and the digitalisation of services in the healthcare sector (e.g. e-prescriptions). Participants also pointed out the difficulty for Polish enterprises of accessing the DEP. Among the different causes, they pointed out the lack of awareness by SMEs and companies from more vulnerable sectors, such as agriculture.

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a representative from the social partners expressed scepticism regarding the success of the DEP, noting that while digital innovation hubs are known, their impact is not substantial. In this regard, it was observed that, similar to other EU policies, Sweden seems to lack awareness about the DEP. Swedish media and politicians seldom discuss it, resulting in the EU’s digital goals not being prioritised or widely known among Swedish stakeholders. Many are unaware of the programme’s objectives and goals, leading to minimal visibility and engagement.

Furthermore, it was noted that, despite new data from the national authority on digital governance indicating a decline in digital skills among younger age groups, this information has not been prioritised at the policy level, resulting in a lack of initiatives. This issue extends beyond education, affecting general digital advancement. Overall, there was discontent about the Swedish government’s lack of action in the digital domain despite the results of data and studies.

From the point of view of the Swedish public authorities, a mid-term evaluation is being conducted on a programme that has barely started. The representative noted that the progress of the projects would be described as quite limited due to a chaotic start. However, given the challenges posed by COVID-19 when the programme was launched, the progress made is commendable. It was added that not many small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are involved yet, as they have been busy organising themselves, as shown by the available data. Despite the broad scope and challenges, some good examples are emerging.

Furthermore, cybersecurity in particular was mentioned, as it involves many SMEs that are not accustomed to EU calls for tender. Most of the efforts have been focused on spreading awareness (through social media) on how to respond to these calls. It was felt that interest was growing, but it was too early to see a significant impact. For those familiar with the DEP, the challenges lie in explaining the programme and lowering the threshold for these complex applications. Big companies and universities have departments dedicated to handling applications, whereas SMEs hesitate due to the administrative burden. The co-funding rate, which requires a 50-50 commitment, was considered to pose additional challenges. Companies are reluctant to get involved due to the complexity and long-term nature of contracts. Financial support for smaller calls for tender with a lighter administrative burden was deemed a good solution.

Finally, regarding the effectiveness of the DEP, a representative from a Swedish organisation (operated by a public authority) running projects funded by it believed it was crucial and highly effective. Without this funding, certain projects would not be feasible. It was said that the programme allows collaboration with civil society and NGOs, leading to positive results and a higher impact than if a governmental agency worked alone. 

When asked to evaluate certain aspects of EDIH activities in their respective regions (question 7), most respondents gave a positive assessment in four out of the five mentioned areas: 

· Overall programme design – 16% answered ‘very good’ and 44% ‘moderately good’; 
· Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing) – 33% answered ‘very good’ and 26% ‘moderately good’; 
· Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training) – 26% answered ‘very good’ and 35% ‘moderately good’;
· Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network – 21% answered ‘very good’ and 33% ‘moderately good’.

When it comes to ‘EDIH budget availability’, only 9% of the respondents considered that it had been ‘very good’, with 30% answering ‘moderately good’, 16% ‘not very good’ and 12% ‘not at all good’.

However, it is worth noting that, with regard to all five areas of activity, more than one third of the respondents answered ‘unsure’ as to how to evaluate the success of the mentioned activities.











Figure 12. Assessment of certain aspects of EDIH activities – general.

Looking across countries, the answers diverged quite substantially. The German respondents were very satisfied when it came to ‘quality of the technological expertise provided’ (73% answered ‘very good’) and the ‘quality of the innovation services provided’ (53% answered ‘very good’). 

The Maltese respondents answered ‘unsure’ with regard to all areas except for the EDIH budget availability, which they saw most positively of all among the five countries (33% or 2 persons answered ‘very good’, 17% or 1 person ‘moderately good’ and ‘not at all good’, 33% or 2 persons ‘unsure’). 

Half or more than half of the Polish respondents evaluated all areas as ‘moderately good’, with the exception of ‘Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network’ (38% or 3 persons). 
Furthermore, half or more than half of the Portuguese respondents evaluated all areas as ‘moderately good’, with the exception of ‘EDIH budget availability’, where half (or 2 persons) viewed it as ‘not at all good’.
Finally, 60-70% of the Swedish respondents answered ‘unsure’ with regard to all the aspects of EDIH activities.
During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German public authorities expressed the view with regard to the future activities of the EDIHs, that, as they are supposed to provide financial and digital business models advice, EDIHs should in future put more focus on providing high risk financial advice (not only focussing on public funding) and developing stronger public relations (many hubs, coming from the academic sphere, might have difficulties in interacting within the market, e.g. professional communication and use of social media). It was said that the DEP should also cover such types of support.

Representatives from the Polish social partners highlighted the need to maximise European Digital Innovation Hubs’ effect by covering all the existing regional ecosystems, with particular regard to less developed or more isolated areas with untapped potential.

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, stakeholders representing digital innovation noted that the sustainability of the hubs and their self-sufficiency is a significant concern. The goal is for the hubs to become autonomous rather than just being project-based. Proving their effectiveness and relevance to companies is essential. However, it was noted that demonstrating this has been challenging so far.

One representative from the Portuguese DIHs agreed that sustainability is a key focus. It was suggested that these projects could serve as an introduction for companies to understand the value they can bring to their activities. This approach could provide companies with access to services they typically do not use or are unfamiliar with. The potential for high impact was noted once alignment and preparation have been carried out. However, it was emphasised that much discussion has centred around digital innovation hubs and their sectors. It was highlighted that access to partners and an organised structure is essential to support these efforts. The need for initial funding to structure and organise effectively to meet market needs was also stressed.

Furthermore, it was noted that there is a disconnect regarding highly specialised services. Businesses are willing to pay for services they cannot usually find, but they expect these to be more affordable. The expectation is that costs should be lower than market rates because companies already pay taxes. It was emphasised that companies are willing to pay for high specialisation and expertise, but at a reduced cost. Proving the essential nature of these services was considered crucial.

Likewise, a representative from the agricultural sector noted similar experiences. The agricultural sector is considered complex due to the presence of large companies and SMEs. The latter cannot afford to pay for services because they have small structures and see it as an investment without clear profit. It was mentioned that reaching farms that operate more like businesses is possible, but when services are offered, there is often hesitation and questions about the need to pay.

In general, Portuguese stakeholders observed that the concept of the hubs is well-conceived, particularly in terms of technology that also cuts across other sectors, which is a major asset. However, implementation at national level was seen as less effective, rendering the national financing inefficient. While the idea, concept, and structure of the hubs are commendable, their implementation, particularly in Portugal, is insufficient.

When it comes to the Digital Innovation Hubs programme, representatives from the Portuguese digital innovation entities noted that, though well-intentioned, detailed implementation was lacking. The European Commission aimed to make these hubs widely available across Europe, financed by both the EU and Member States. However, the programme’s financial structure, involving both the DEP and the Recovery and Resilience Facility, created complications. It was said that obtaining funds from both programmes was challenging. The entry clause, intended to ensure compatibility, did not allow the effective use of funds alongside other funds. This resulted in two separate contracts: one with EU financing and one regulated by Portugal. To improve this, it was emphasised that the initiative needs better coordination. Clear definitions of projects and rules, along with proper communication to promoters, are essential. Since the official launch on 1 October 2022, the project has faced implementation challenges. For successful co-financing, clear rules at both national and European levels are crucial. Lack of clarity will continue to limit the speed of Digital Innovation Hubs’ development.

Finally, the Portuguese stakeholders emphasised that Digital Innovation Hubs are recognised nationally as a European initiative, pivotal for fostering a proactive attitude. However, it was noted that issues regarding budget constraints and non-official commitments persist. It was stressed that it is crucial to not only focus on project approvals but also on the broader commitment of programmes over six years. It was established that DIHs serve as public assets, promoting services and goods that the market alone cannot address adequately to meet societal objectives. The challenge lies in expecting DIHs to drive societal transformation and serve as public service providers, particularly if a funding shortfall remains over the next six years. In such a scenario, it was suggested that DIHs’ organisational structures may need to be reorganised to become self-sustainable, balancing public service intervention with income generation. However, it was cautioned that this evolution may not occur spontaneously. One significant issue is that regions operate at different speeds, hindering the democratisation of access and impact across Europe. It was recommended to promote interventions involving various Member States and to rectify co-funding issues for future editions.

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a social partners’ representative noted with regard to the Digital Innovation Hubs (DIHs) in Sweden, that there is limited knowledge about them – their existence is known, but less is known about their work. The interaction was deemed limited, with more contact with researchers working at the hubs rather than with the hubs per se. Overall, there seems to be an added value, but from a distance.

When asked whether there had been any unexpected outcomes (positive or negative) or results of the DEP activities in their respective countries (question 8), 86% of the respondents answered ‘not to my knowledge’. Out of the six people who responded positively to this question, five also provided additional information as to the reasons. Two persons mentioned increased bureaucracy as a factor which reduced capacity for delivering results. In this regard, two persons also noted the co-funding mechanism and, subsequently, the low funding of EDIHs, as a barrier to successful outcomes. On the positive side, it was said that, thanks to the DEP, innovation in health data had become a topic of interest, and, in general, innovation and SMEs were being taken seriously. Finally, two persons referred to the 18 month delay in starting to implement DEP projects, which was seen negatively for countries.











Figure 13. Any unexpected DEP outcomes (positive or negative) – general.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, concerning the activities of the EDIHs, the Polish DEP beneficiaries pointed out the challenges and uncertainty relating to applying VAT for services provided to companies in accordance with projects’ aims (e.g. some legal interpretations support VAT being excluded, such as the European Commission, others the opposite). In this regard, a clear, uniform and mandatory interpretation by Polish tax authorities is required. The Polish tax authorities’ opinion was considered unclear. It confirmed the principle of VAT exclusion but, at the same time, required an individual interpretation (which could ultimately imply paying VAT, as reported by some EDIHs).

Further, when asked whether there had been any tangible results (benefits, outcomes) from implementing the DEP in their respective countries so far (question 9), 47% of the respondents answered positively and 53% ‘not to my knowledge’. 












Figure 14. Any tangible DEP results – general.

Here, the views diverged more when looking across countries. Whilst 80% of the German and 67% of the Maltese respondents were of the view that tangible results were being seen, 88% of the Polish respondents, 75% (or 3 persons) of the Portuguese and 80% of the Swedish shared the opposite view.

















Figure 15. Any tangible DEP results – per country.

Also, in a cross-category comparison, the answers diverged quite significantly. Whilst the majority of the respondents from academia and the public authorities were of the view that there had been tangible results from implementing the DEP in their respective countries (71% and 55% respectively), the business representatives had a much more sombre view, with only 9% considering that positive changes had taken place.

















Figure 16. Any tangible DEP results – per category.

Asked to expand on these answers (question 9.a), 18 persons did so. Several of the answers highlighted the establishment and functioning of EDIHs and the businesses that have subsequently benefitted from these networks. Furthermore, increased awareness and acquisition of digital skills and training, as well as identification of best practices and success stories were mentioned. In addition, better collaboration between public administrations, facilitated by the EDIHs, was noted as a positive outcome.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives from the public authorities noted that projects under the DEP represent a natural continuation of previous initiatives launched under other EU funds. Nevertheless, it was stressed that the effectiveness of the specific projects under the DEP is still difficult to assess due to them being in the early stages of implementation (e.g. skills development on cybersecurity through academic programmes). The Polish beneficiaries noted that this was also due to delays in the administrative procedures linked to the incompatibility of the Polish national co-funding, which is provided by the European Funds for a Modern Economy Programme (FENG) – a national programme replacing the Intelligent Development Programme (IDP).

Furthermore, a representative from a public authority highlighted its focus on acquiring new beneficiaries of the programme, instead of limiting the provision of services to existing ones, and the importance of ensuring strong support for such activities through the programme. In this regard, participants mentioned the low absorption of DEP funds by Polish entities (currently at 4% of the budget).

However, concerning advanced digital skills, the Polish DEP beneficiaries reported the success and positive impact of a project implemented from 2021 to 2023 under the DEP, in cooperation with five universities across Poland, with the goal of creating specific study programmes (e.g. Master of Arts in innovative areas of ICT, such as machine learning). In this regard, it was suggested to continue financing similar projects with the creation of new study programmes while improving existing ones, taking into account the considerable efforts needed to ensure competitive provision of training at global level. Moreover, the participants underlined the need for micro-certifications and key performance indicators for exams, certificates and lifelong learning programmes.

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, representatives from the public authorities noted that Portugal had successfully established 17 different hubs, including one exclusively national hub focused on fashion. Additionally, three other hubs were highlighted as very successful, having received both national and European funds, with the others also scoring high as centres of excellence.

However, when it comes to implementing the DEP, three main challenges were identified. Firstly, there was a lack of correct alignment at supranational level in terms of guidelines for national coordination plans to meet cybersecurity objectives. Additionally, efforts were made to make the DEP more efficient; however, a major challenge arose from some financing programmes not being aligned and competing with one another in terms of objectives. Furthermore, Portuguese entities could not risk the 50% financing contribution and did not find these incentives appealing due to the high risk involved. As a result, it was highlighted that it was too early to gauge the impact of the DEP.

In the next question, the respondents were asked whether, to their knowledge, there had been any obstacles to effectively implementing EDIH and advanced digital skills activities in their respective countries so far (question 10).

With regard to carrying out digital skills activities, more than half of the respondents agreed that all the obstacles mentioned had been present in their respective countries: ‘problems with co-financing’ being seen as the smallest obstacle (53%) and ‘the European Commission’s programme framework is too strict’ as the biggest (77%).

Activities to implement EDIHs seemed to have been more successful, as in four out of the six possible obstacles, the majority of the respondents did not identify these obstacles. In particular, ‘the European Commission’s programme framework is too strict’ was seen as an obstacle by only 35% of the respondents, whilst ‘problems with co-financing’ was the most pressing issue with regard to EDIHs (79%).












Figure 17. Obstacles to effectively implementing EDIH and advanced skills activities – general.
In a cross-country comparison, the responses across the five countries largely converged around those mentioned above.

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German public authorities underlined the need to tackle the complexities relating to the co-funding approach due to the uncertainties of co-funding not covered by the programme (in terms of availability and amount). If not granted, this could lead to the reshaping of budget plans and considerable delays to a project’s launch. If it is granted, however, there could be more challenges in complying with requirements from different funding sources. Higher co-funding rates under the programme were considered desirable.

Furthermore, the representatives from the German beneficiaries of the programme underlined the issue of co-funding in terms of the low rate provided by the programme (50% coverage of projects’ budget by the DEP) and challenges in covering the remaining part of the budget. Co-funding was perceived by the beneficiaries as a constraint on innovation, entailing longer administrative procedures and making it less attractive for small stakeholders to participate in projects.

In addition, a representative from a Maltese company benefitting from the DEP underlined the co-financing component as a possible reason for the lack of applications under the DEP. This was due to the inadequate capacity of entities based in small countries, such as Malta, to cover it (50% co-financing was said to be quite demanding).

Likewise, representatives from the Portuguese public authorities deemed the financing approach of the DEP as complicating rather than streamlining matters. Entities found it challenging because, since the programme only covered 50%, they ended up with three signed contracts, and everything had to align with national funds. Therefore, the next multiannual framework was deemed crucial for easing administrative burdens and achieving goals, as execution remained very difficult for individual entities.

Furthermore, representatives from the Maltese public authorities noted the need for a more flexible application process, with less burdensome procedures for smaller amounts (e.g. the same documentation and scrutiny is required for large and small amounts; a funding of EUR 65 000 requires three quotations). Moreover, it was reported that a lack of clarity on the definition of ‘start-ups’ might entail complexities for the application process.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, the beneficiaries noted the challenge of properly implementing the co-funding structure, with different co-funding approaches at EU and national level. In this specific regard, while the EU co-funding process was considered efficient overall (e.g. a well organised preparatory stage, clear verification and evaluation procedures and agreement signature), the process for national co-funding, which started after the EU co-funding process, was complex in some respects. For example, there were different understandings of eligible costs among the programmes, the national fund criteria were different from those of the DEP, and there were different key performance indicators and complex procedures for advanced payment. It was reported that, in some cases, calls for national co-funding have not been published yet (e.g. activities of EDIHs focused on digital skills for public administration).

Concerning national co-funding, Polish DEP beneficiaries pointed out the need to ensure a network coordinator at national level who would be able, on the one hand, to coordinate the different national authorities (e.g. Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Funds) and, on the other, guide the beneficiaries towards the right national public authority depending on the specific issue to be addressed.

Regarding the co-funding approach, beneficiaries also pointed out the low rate and reimbursement of indirect costs provided by the DEP (50% coverage of project budget and 7% coverage of eligible direct costs, respectively).

In this regard, a representative from a Polish public authority highlighted the need to ensure better coordination of co-funding procedures (EU and national funds) and clear guidance by the European Commission on the matter (e.g. discrepancies between guidelines on how to set eligible costs and related definitions). For instance, co-funding might not be granted by the national authority if EU authorities do not sign. If the EU authorities sign the co-funding agreement at a later stage, the consequences are unclear vis-à-vis the application of such an agreement unless there is proper co-funding. In this regard, inter-ministerial discussions are taking place in order to provide systematic solutions at national level (e.g. plans on implementing regulatory measures enabling public entities to create funds) to cover the remaining co-funding part. Nevertheless, a solution at EU level able to tackle the issue relating to co-funding was considered preferable.

Furthermore, a particular issue raised by the Polish social partners was the lack of flexibility of long-term projects’ goals and structure when circumstances change (importance of ensuring flexibility to revise the goals and simplifying administrative procedures for co-funding under EU and national funds). For instance, revising goals might be relevant for services provided to SMEs (whose needs might evolve over time) by European Digital Innovation Hubs. Concerning administrative procedures for co-funding, the Polish stakeholders highlighted the importance of a more timely combination of the DEP and national funds.

Another point relating to flexibility was the need for scalability of projects, not least by ensuring the accessibility and involvement of larger companies (not only SMEs) through better budgeting. Moreover, the Polish stakeholders underlined a structural need for the DEP to be more cross-cutting in nature (a limitation shared with many European programmes). So far, initiatives and projects supporting digitalisation have been focused on software, with an excessive concentration on services without targeting sufficient infrastructure and hardware (e.g. Edge Data Hubs, 5G networks).

When it comes to the administrative burden, representatives from the Polish public authorities stressed the need to simplify administrative procedures, especially when it comes to establishing consortia for projects, to protect know-how in relation to competitors and to increase the level of co-funding rates (50% of project budget covered by the programme was considered too low) and reimbursement of indirect costs (7% coverage of eligible direct costs was considered too low whereas Horizon Europe’s coverage is 20/25%). As regards the co-funding rates, public entities indicated that the 80% rate covered by the programme is more reasonable (Horizon Europe might ensure 100% coverage).

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, the social partners noted that the main cooperation takes place between hubs and universities, as smaller entities do not have the capacity or the need to cooperate. It was also highlighted that the reporting procedures and the high level of bureaucracy make it less appealing for big Swedish NGOs to apply for funding. It was explained that, for national funding, Swedish NGOs are only required to report annually compared to the highly burdensome reporting requirements of EU-funded projects. It was stated that Swedish NGOs prefer to focus on the quality, rather than the quantity of funding. Overall, the application process for funding was considered bureaucratic and time-consuming, deterring smaller NGOs and entities from participating. There was a call for simplification and less bureaucracy to enhance civil society involvement.

The difficulty of applying for funding was reiterated. It was stated that it requires two people working for two months to write an application with a 10% chance of being successful, unlike the more streamlined national processes, making the funding mechanisms not appealing to Swedish NGOs.

In addition, representatives from Swedish academia mentioned difficulties, particularly in the application phase of the DEP (they reported that the implementation phase was running smoothly). Specifically, the co-funding rate was not deemed beneficial for universities, and the guidance on national and international co-funding was unclear. While the projects were progressing, challenges and problems in the application phase were acknowledged.

In this regard, cooperation with the European Commission was regarded as mostly positive, with informal discussions taking place even before calls for tender were launched, indicating a willingness to involve Swedish actors. The challenge was in understanding the role of the national contribution, particularly regarding co-financing responsibilities. National contact points were effective, but not for co-financing. Hence, the main challenge concerned the co-financing at national level and finding information about it. Universities expressed scepticism about the co-financing rate, finding it difficult to secure co-financing from the Swedish Innovation Agency (Vinnova).

Another complication with regard to co-financing related to State aid regulations that prevented aid from being granted to non-EU members, such as Norway.
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	According to the European Commission’s Better Regulation toolbox, the criterion of relevance ‘looks at the relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the intervention and hence touches on aspects of design. Relevance analysis also requires a consideration of how the objectives of an EU intervention (…) correspond to wider EU policy goals and priorities.[footnoteRef:71]’ [71:  	Better Regulation toolbox – July 2023.] 




Regarding the relevance of the DEP in shaping the digital transformation of their respective country’s society and economy so far (question 11), just under half of the respondents considered the programme to have been relevant in this respect (21% answered ‘very relevant’ and 28% ‘moderately relevant’); on the other hand, 19% thought it had been ‘not very relevant’ and 5%, or 2 persons, answered ‘not at all relevant’.











Figure 18. Relevance of the DEP – general.
In a cross-country comparison, the answers here reflected the mood of the respondents in the respective countries on previous questions, namely, the German respondents had the most positive view of the DEP’s relevance in shaping the digital transformation of their country’s society and economy (40% answering ‘very relevant’ and 33% ‘moderately relevant’, with only one person saying ‘not very relevant’). In contrast, in Poland and in Portugal, none of the respondents found the DEP to have been ‘very relevant’, whilst 3 persons from Poland and 2 persons from Portugal said that the programme had been ‘moderately relevant’ and another three from Poland - ‘not very relevant’. In Sweden, 5 persons (or 50%) were ‘unsure’ how to assess this matter, whilst 2 persons considered the programme to have been ‘very relevant’ and another two - ‘not very relevant’.













Figure 19. Relevance of the DEP – by country.
During the semi-structured interviews, the German stakeholders confirmed that the purposes and activities of the DEP aligned with the targets and priorities of the EU Digital Decade Policy Programme 2030 and that several of its initiatives and projects were highly relevant for EU policy on digital transformation and competitiveness of industry. Furthermore, it was recognised and agreed that the DEP is crucial for driving innovation and the digital transition. Participants highlighted its important role in enhancing digital skills, supporting start-ups and SMEs. They stressed the importance of continued support and improvement for long-term success. Moreover, they confirmed that they expected this kind of programme to continue under the next EU Multiannual Financial Framework.

Representatives from the German public authorities also confirmed that several of the programme’s initiatives and projects (e.g. the Chips Joint Undertaking, Destination Earth, Artificial Intelligence, etc.) were highly relevant for EU policy on digital transformation and competitiveness of industry.

With regard to the relevance of the DEP’s objectives in terms of the EDIHs, considering Europe’s current and emerging needs (question 12), the respondents views were much more positive, with 67% considering that these were ‘very relevant’. However, over a fifth of the respondents (21%) were ‘unsure’.










Figure 20. Relevance of the DEP’s objectives in terms of EDIHs – general.
In a cross-country comparison, the majority of respondents in each of the five countries agreed that the DEP’s objectives in terms of the EDIHs, considering Europe's current and emerging needs, were ‘very relevant’.

In a cross-category comparison, the public authorities, interestingly, considered the DEP’s objectives in terms of the EDIHs the least relevant: 45% answered ‘very relevant’, whilst business organisations (56%) and academia (88%) were more convinced of their relevance.

When it comes to the relevance of the DEP’s objectives in terms of advanced digital skills (question 13), the answers were similar, though slightly less positive: 49% of the respondents considered that they had been ‘very relevant’, 16% ‘moderately relevant’, 7% ‘not very relevant’ and 28% were ‘unsure’.












Figure 21. Relevance of the DEP’s objectives in terms of advanced digital skills – general.

In a cross-country comparison, it is worth noting that whilst the majority of the German (60%), Maltese (83%) and Portuguese (75% or 3 persons) respondents agreed that the DEP’s objectives were ‘very relevant’ in terms of advanced digital skills, among the Polish respondents only 38% (or 3 persons) thought so, whilst 25% (or 2 persons) found it was ‘not very relevant’, and 70% of the Swedish respondents were ‘unsure’.

When asked whether the advanced digital skills training meets the current emerging skills gap in Europe (question 14), 63% of the respondents replied that it did not. 


















Figure 22. Does the advanced skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe? – general.

Looking at the breakdown by category, only academia (59%) was of the view that the advanced digital skills training meets the current emerging skills gap in Europe, whilst the majority of the business organisations (91%) and public authorities (64%) disagreed.
















Figure 23. Does the advanced digital skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe? – by category.

Looking across the countries, the views also diverged: whilst the majority of the German (60%), and the Maltese (67%) respondents considered that the advanced digital skills training did meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe, the majority of the Polish (75%), Portuguese (75% or 3 persons) and Swedish (10 out of 10 respondents) did not think so.


















Figure 24. Does the advanced digital skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe? – by country.

In the next question, the respondents were asked to evaluate the extent to which the DEP had developed consistent synergies with other EU funding programmes (question 15). The largest proportion of respondents were ‘unsure’ how to evaluate this, particularly with regard to the Connecting Europe Facility (72%) and the Recovery and Resilience Fund (53%). Of the remaining respondents, the answers broke down as follows:
· Horizon Europe was evaluated as the funding programme with the most synergies with the DEP: 26% expressed the view that synergies had been developed ‘very well’ and 33% ‘moderately well’;
· the Structural Funds (the ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF) ranked second, with 7% of the respondents considering that synergies with the DEP had been developed ‘very well’ and 35% answering ‘moderately well’;
· with regard to the Recovery and Resilience Fund, only 5% of the respondents considered that synergies with the DEP had been developed ‘very well’ and 16% ‘moderately well’, whilst 14% thought that this had happened ‘not very well’ and 11% ‘not at all well’; and
· finally, when it comes to the Connecting Europe Facility, out of the 12 persons who had a clear view (31 persons were ‘unsure’), the majority were split between ‘moderately well’ and ‘not very well’ (five answers each), whilst one person chose ‘very well’ and one person ‘not at all well’.


















Figure 25. DEP synergies with other EU funding programmes – general.

A cross-country perspective broadly reflects the aforementioned trends, with, again, the German, Maltese and Polish respondents expressing more positive views, and the Swedish respondents being ‘unsure’, with between 60% and 100% of them giving this answer depending on the programme.



























Figure 26. DEP synergies with other EU funding programmes – by country.
During the semi-structured interviews, a representative from the Maltese beneficiaries stressed that it is critical to ensure proper complementarity between the Horizon Europe programme and the DEP, by providing clearer separation of their scopes when drawing up specific calls (calls under Cluster 4 of Horizon Europe can overlap with calls under the DEP). The DEP should have a stronger role in the market uptake to close the loop of the research results provided by Horizon Europe as a programme more focused on R&I. Complementarities should be fostered between the two programmes from a strategic planning perspective (e.g. the drawing up of the respective annual work programmes should be aligned and dealt with through the same comitology procedures and entities). There should be harmonisation between the two programmes when setting timelines and deadlines (clear synchronisation of the respective projects in terms of their beginning and end by ensuring the uptake of the results from one programme to the other). 

Concerning advanced digital skills, the Maltese beneficiaries stressed the need for the same type of complementarity between the DEP and the other EU programmes focusing on digital skills (Creative Europe, Erasmus+, ESF+). Moreover, a representative from a Maltese public entity provided the historical context of Malta’s involvement in related initiatives at EU level: it had mainly benefited from a project under the ESF+ (which had run from 2016 until 2023) with a special focus on students advancing their digital skills, and this had been quite successful (all other projects – e.g. eTwinning – stem from this experience). The public entity representative pointed out the need to ensure the alignment of the DEP with the Digital Education Action Plan (e.g. Action 9 on the European Digital Skills Certificate) with a view to correctly identifying future skills needs. Moreover, the entity underlined the critical role that the EDIH-Malta Hub would play in streamlining the support for digital skills in academia and the private sector.

Furthermore, a representative from the Maltese public authorities pointed to the importance of considering the DEP in conjunction with other EU and national funds, and highlighted the strategic role played by public agencies helping MSMEs to obtain finance from several different funds. In the public authority’s view, the DEP covers strategic subjects in terms of digital transformation and fills important gaps not covered by other funding opportunities.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives from the public authorities pointed to the need to ensure proper interaction and synergies between the EU programmes focusing on the same subjects (e.g. semiconductors and HPCs are funded and covered by both the Digital Europe Programme and Horizon Europe). While Horizon Europe focuses on R&I and the Digital Europe Programme focuses on market uptake, this conceptual separation is blurry when it comes to project development and implementation.

The Polish DEP beneficiaries noted that the similarities in terms of processes and structure with other EU funding programmes (e.g. Horizon 2020, Horizon Europe) facilitated the involvement of beneficiaries already active in those previous programmes, especially for projects on EDIHs. Nevertheless, they pointed out the challenge related to the application of the de minimis aid regime as regards the awarding of grants under the DEP, which entailed more complex conditions for the implementation of projects (e.g. reduced flexibility in addressing the needs of clients/SMEs, increased formalities for cascade funding compared to the conditions established previously under Horizon 2020). It was suggested that better coordination should be ensured, by requiring the same scheme for all EDIHs (instead of demanding documentation individually).

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, a representative from a digital innovation entity noted that the DEP was linked to the Horizon Programme. Digital Europe covered technological maturity levels that Horizon did not, aiding in technology implementation in the market and complementing the Horizon Programme. This intertwining, along with the co-financing mechanisms, was considered a reason why some countries ranked higher or lower. Portugal also utilised the Recovery Programme in specific domains such as digital innovation hubs and implemented co-financing mechanisms with different testing in the health sector through national mechanisms. However, for other domains, there were no co-financing mechanisms, which was considered demotivating, not only for Portugal.

Another point raised by Portugal was the numerous difficulties in the interaction between the Recovery Programme and the DEP. There were some irregularities when combining these funds, as it was a dual financing approach. It was noted that the issues were related to the capacity to implement the programme. It was highlighted that the legislation process took too long, and that this legislative part had only been resolved the previous year.

Finally, the Portuguese stakeholders pointed out that there are other EU funding programmes with higher rates of co-financing, which make the DEP, standing at 50% co-financing, less attractive.

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a representative from the public authorities noted that challenges arose from the need to find co-funding from different actors, leading to negative consequences. This co-funding difficulty was noted also for other programmes such as the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Horizon, where it was possible to co-fund but it was complicated due to diverging national authority rules. These co-funding mechanisms were deemed detrimental to the implementation of the programme. 

In an additional question, asked to name any other funding programmes with which the DEP had developed synergies in their respective country to their knowledge (question 15a), ten respondents mentioned the following programmes: EU4Health, the Creative Europe programme, the Justice programme (JUST), and the European Social Fund (ESF). In particular, the German stakeholders mentioned Mittelstand-Digital and the Zukunftszentren, as well as the German Framework Programme on Quantum Technologies; it was also noted that the German part of Airbus is involved in DEP and EDF projects.

Finally, asked for their opinion on how relevant the national contact points (NCPs) had been in facilitating networking and cooperation between stakeholders and NCPs in other countries (question 16), the respondents views were very divergent, with the largest number of respondents choosing the answers ‘not very relevant’ (26%) and ‘moderately relevant’ (23%). 


















Figure 27. Relevance of the NCPs in facilitating networking and cooperation – general.

Looking at the differences between the countries, the German respondents put forward the most positive views, with 33% answering ‘very relevant’ and 27% ‘moderately relevant’, though 20% (or 3 persons) considered the work of the NCPs in facilitating networking and cooperation between stakeholders to be ‘not very relevant’. The Maltese and the Polish respondents had one person choosing each of the categories, apart from the ‘unsure’ option, whilst 40% (or 4 persons) of the Swedish respondents chose exactly that answer. Finally, half of the Polish respondents (or 4 persons) considered the activities of the NCPs to be ‘not very relevant’.

During the semi-structured interviews, the German stakeholders highlighted the need to set up a Digital Europe Dashboard similar to the Horizon Dashboard, where all projects are listed and visible with statistics. Such a dashboard would facilitate the coordination activities of the national contact points, whose coordination at EU level, in turn, should also be improved. Furthermore, representatives from the German public authorities highlighted the importance of strengthening the connections between the European dimension and the different national dimensions through a stronger national contact points network (similarly to the network of Horizon Europe which had decades of experience). This would enable a comprehensive analysis by integrating the general perspective from the EU level and the granular perspective from the national contact points at Member State level.

A representative from the Maltese public authorities reported the need for training for the national authorities on the activities that the national contact points should carry out, focusing on all five key areas of the DEP. Furthermore, two representatives from Maltese companies, as beneficiaries of the DEP, underlined the need to promote the programme locally (comparing the level of awareness with other EU funding programmes) and pointed out that the NCP services under the DEP lagged behind.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives from the public authorities pointed to the strong need to ensure access to the databases of the DEP so that the national contact points could reach the beneficiaries. Moreover, additional training for the national contact points under the programme would also be conducive to proper support being given to the beneficiaries and potential interested entities.

[bookmark: _Toc125632265][bookmark: _Toc174452846]Inclusion of civil society and added value

	This section examines the involvement of organised civil society in the design, implementation and monitoring of the Digital Europe Programme since 2021. 



Regarding the quality of the general communication and information on the DEP at European level and in their respective countries (question 17), almost half of the respondents (49%) expressed the view that this had been ‘moderately good’ at European level, whilst 35% considered that it had been ‘not very good’ at national level. Also, when taking into account the other response options, it can be concluded that the respondents perceived the general communication and information on the DEP to be better at European level.
















Figure 28. Quality of the general communication and information on the DEP – general.

In a cross-country comparison, the answers are somewhat diverging, though the respondents in all five countries agreed that the communication and information on the DEP had been of a better quality at European level. In particular, it should be noted that a large number of the respondents in all five countries agreed that these efforts had been ‘not very good’ at national level (40% of the German respondents, 50% of the Polish and 75% (or 3 persons) of the Portuguese, whilst 30% (or 3 persons) of the Swedish respondents even evaluated these efforts as having been ‘not at all good’. The Maltese respondents were split between all answer categories, except ‘very good’.


Figure 29. Quality of the general communication and information on the DEP – by country.

During the semi-structured interviews, the German stakeholders noted that the dissemination and communication efforts about the DEP need improvement. SMEs and smaller companies might be unaware of the programme details, limiting participation and effectiveness. Enhanced efforts to publicise the programme could ensure broader awareness and participation. In particular, there was a need to harmonise and standardise external communication activities (e.g. use of the same communication methods as for the EDIHs) and ensure synergies with other similar initiatives covered by other actors (beyond EDIH services, digital supporting services might also be provided by local chambers of commerce). 

The Maltese stakeholders also noted that the dissemination and communication efforts about the DEP need improvement, including with regard to public authorities responsible for disseminating information about the programme, as many stakeholders are unaware of the programme details. Representatives from the Maltese public authorities confirmed the need to ensure wider awareness- raising campaigns.

The lack of effective dissemination of information about the programme was also emphasised by the Portuguese stakeholders.

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, a representative from the public authorities noted that digital targets show potential connections, but communication remains an issue. Communication problems exist at both the national and EU levels, as well as a lack of clear understanding of roles and responsibilities. The unit responsible at the European Commission was said to be small and was considered to assume that national governments would handle the relevant tasks, but the national governments may not view it as their responsibility. 

Asked to rate communication and information on the DEP’s key capacity areas in their respective countries (question 18), the respondents gave quite similar ratings to the six key capacity areas, though ‘cybersecurity’ scored the highest positive ratings (16% ‘very good’ and 33% ‘moderately good’) and ‘supercomputing’ the lowest positive ratings (2% ‘very good’ and 35% ‘moderately good’). The highest score in negative terms was attributed to ‘advanced digital skills’ (28% ‘not very good’ and 14% ‘not at all good’) and the lowest to ‘cybersecurity’ (28% ‘not very good’ and 9% ‘not at all good’)
















Figure 30. Quality of communication and information on the DEP’s key capacity areas – general.

With regard to the involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society during the planning and implementation of the DEP activities in their respective countries (question 19), the largest number of respondents were ‘unsure’ as to how to assess this (40%), whilst 23% considered this aspect as having been ‘not very good’, with 16% answering ‘moderately good’ and only 11% ‘very good’.















Figure 31. Involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society regarding the DEP – general.

In a cross-country comparison, the responses are quite divergent. Only the German respondents gave a majority of positive answers on the involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society during the planning and implementation of the DEP activities (27% for both ‘very good’ and ‘moderately good’), whilst 83% (or 5 persons) of the Maltese respondents were ‘unsure’, as were 70% of the Swedish respondents. The Polish and Portuguese were the most sceptical, with 75% of the Polish respondents considering that the involvement and consultation had been either ‘not very good’ (50% or 4 persons) or ‘not at all good’ (25% or 2 persons). Finally, half of the Portuguese respondents (or 2 persons) assessed this aspect as having been ‘not very good’.


Figure 32. Involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society regarding the DEP – by country.

During the semi-structured interviews in Malta, all of the social partner representatives who were present underlined the importance of ensuring a stronger role for the social partners in the design and development of the DEP (e.g. proper consultation by the national authorities when negotiating the programme’s priorities and scope) and a more significant involvement in the monitoring of the initiatives and projects that are linked to their specific competences. Moreover, all participants from the social partners confirmed that they were not directly involved in any current initiative or project launched under the DEP.

The Maltese beneficiaries also underlined the importance of stronger involvement of civil society in initiatives related to the digital dimension, including the DEP, in order to ensure proper societal readiness to accept new changes brought by digital technologies. In this regard, participants highlighted the scepticism towards and lower regard for courses and training provided fully online, because of the lack of in-person interaction.

During the semi-structured interviews in Poland, representatives from the public authorities confirmed their engagement in consulting civil society organisations, considered as a common practice (e.g. publication of communications, public bulletins). As the DEP was a new programme, it was reported that no specific comments had been submitted by civil society organisations.

On the other hand, representatives from the Polish social partners pointed out the importance of including more social partners in the public expenditure of European funds, including in the development and implementation of the DEP, and of targeting the best growth opportunities. In conjunction with the DEP, the stakeholders underlined the need for ICT professionals and workers to be covered by collective agreements, as most of them were not covered by such agreements across the EU, in order to strengthen their role in the European digital economy as a whole.

During the semi-structured interviews in Portugal, representatives from the public authorities noted that research entities had secured the largest portion of the funding, particularly in areas like health and manufacturing. However, there had not been a high level of participation by NGOs. It was observed that NGOs faced challenges due to the need to adhere to a set of objectives and constraints. Failure to meet funding conditions could result in the obligation to return the support. This condition often favoured entities with greater experience in framework programmes and awareness of the associated conditions.

Furthermore, concerns were expressed regarding the thematic view of funding, noting that covering only 50% of the funds created challenges. Many entities were willing to submit proposals but lacked incentives due to various constraints. The possibility of non-compliance and the obligation to return funds was considered a significant issue, hindering engagement. Moreover, the need to rely on other funding sources to complement the funds provided meant that there was insufficient incentive. It was reported that these issues discouraged entities in civil society from attempting to access this funding source. 

As regards the Portuguese social partners, they felt that there had been insufficient dissemination of the programme’s initiatives in Portugal, with no involvement of the social partners in the debate on the DEP. The view was expressed that the lack of involvement cannot solely be attributed to the small-scale dissemination of the programme; perhaps it was due to the programme’s design. It was suggested that there should be a contact point established for civil society. At national level, it would be important to reinforce the mechanisms for participation and to have a focal point that centralised the dynamics and involved civil society in discussions about these matters.

In general, the non-involvement of civil society at both national and European levels in the programme’s design was highlighted. Stakeholders stressed the need for the EU to design programmes that are less bureaucratic and more user-friendly.

Finally, a Portuguese representative of digital innovation hubs noted a lack of awareness, particularly regarding the involvement of civil organisations in digital innovation hubs. Even companies are not aware of their work, indicating an ongoing process. It was emphasised that involving civil society stakeholders in the design of the programme is crucial. Understanding the needs of the sector is essential, regardless of its nature, as there are often cross-sectoral issues. 

During the semi-structured interviews in Sweden, the social partners noted that there is a tradition of inviting stakeholders and consulting trade unions, but that concerning digital initiatives, there is a general lack of initiatives and discussion, both at national and EU levels. A desire was expressed for greater involvement of trade unions in initiatives, when appropriate. The current situation seemed to indicate that this was not the case.

From the point of view of the Swedish public authorities, in order to improve civil society involvement, it was deemed crucial to address the lack of information. Enhanced communication was seen as a key factor in significantly boosting participation.

With regard to the inclusion of the social partners and civil society organisations in co-designing the measures and activities of the DEP in their respective countries (question 20), similarly as in the previous question, the majority of the respondents were ‘unsure’ as to how to assess this (42%), whilst 30% considered that this had been ‘not very good’, 14% answered ‘moderately good’ and only 7% ‘very good’.

















Figure 33. Inclusion of the social partners and civil society in co-designing DEP activities – general.

Looking across the countries, the responses were quite similar, with the majority of respondents in all countries, except for Malta and Sweden (where 67% and 70% respectively were ‘unsure’), being of the opinion that the inclusion of the social partners and civil society organisations in co-designing the measures and activities of the DEP in their respective country had been ‘not very good’ (33% in Germany, 38% (or 3 persons) in Poland and 75% (or 3 persons) in Portugal.

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German public authorities emphasised the lack of structured exchange with the social partners, justified by the specific focus of their activities on providing support to the EDIHs in Germany. Nevertheless, it was pointed out that such an exchange existed in the context of other funding focused on digital transformation at national level.

A representative from the Maltese social partners underlined the importance of ensuring stronger involvement of the trade unions with specific regard to the efforts on skilling and upskilling the workforce. Despite not being directly related to the DEP, the low level of funding (EUR 2.5 million) invested in upskilling (partially covering digital skills) in 2022 by Malta Enterprise (national agency responsible for economic development) was pointed out. 

Furthermore, representatives from the Polish social partners highlighted the importance of closely involving industry stakeholders in DEP projects and initiatives focused on upskilling and reskilling the existing workforce (with a view to retaining staff and counteracting jobs losses linked to robotisation and AI).

With regard to the quality of the information provided to potential and final beneficiaries of actions funded under the DEP (question 21), more than a third of the respondents (37%) considered that this had been ‘moderately good’, whilst only 9% thought that it had been ‘very good’ and 12% ‘not at all good’; finally, almost a fifth of the respondents were ‘unsure’ (19%).

















Figure 34. Quality of information provided to beneficiaries under the DEP – general.

Whilst from a cross-country perspective the answers were quite similar, the cross-category comparison highlights some differing views. Whereas 78% of the respondents from the public authorities considered that the information provided to potential and final beneficiaries of actions funded under the DEP had been ‘moderately good’, 36% of respondents from business organisations thought that it had been ‘not at all good’ or they were ‘unsure’, and 41% of the respondents from academia viewed it as having been ‘not very good’.


Figure 35. Quality of information provided to beneficiaries under the DEP – by category.

During the semi-structured interviews, representatives from the German beneficiaries of the programme pointed out the need to make the comprehensive services provided by the different DEP initiatives and projects more accessible (e.g. the European Digital Innovation Hubs, the EUROHPC Joint Undertaking), by focusing on raising greater awareness among SMEs and educational institutions (e.g. universities and schools). They underlined the need for stakeholders looking for support services to be clear about their needs (e.g. SMEs are often unprepared when it comes to requesting support services). At the same time, it was stressed that a flood of information should be avoided. 

The stakeholders noted that the existence of several similar initiatives with different logos and scopes (e.g. different EU and national initiatives) made it hard for SMEs and other small players to pinpoint exactly what support services they needed. They suggested harmonising and standardising external communication activities (e.g. use the same communication methods as for the EDIHs) and ensuring synergies with other similar initiatives covered by other entities (beyond EDIH services, digital support services might also be provided by local chambers of commerce).

Finally, the respondents were asked in an open question how they would improve the involvement of beneficiaries, the social partners and civil society organisations in future actions of the DEP (question 22), and 20 responses were received. Among those, the following suggestions were made:

· there should be increased co-financing, as well as more clarity in terms of funding; 
· dissemination efforts should be stepped up, and the communication budget increased; 
· civil society organisations should be more closely involved, including via consultation of the respective national ministries to identify the key partners and CSOs in each Member State; 
· there should be better awareness of how the needs of small regions can be represented in the programme, as currently many SMEs are not able to apply for the funding; 
· Digital Europe info days and training sessions should be held, with sufficient time for potential project consortia to prepare project proposals.

[bookmark: _Toc125632266][bookmark: _Toc174452847]Additional comments

Stakeholders were given the opportunity to raise further issues that were not included in the questionnaire or to expand on issues that they thought deserved additional attention (question 23). Below, we summarise the additional contributions:

· need for increased co-financing;
· need for guidance on combining the DEP resources with other EU funding programmes;
· suggestion to organise the funding in a similar way as is done in the Horizon programme;
· more time needed for beneficiaries and countries to prepare their participation in projects;
· the possibility for EDIHs to directly support regional SMEs and PSOs should be highlighted;
· mentioning of discrepancies between EU and ‘national’ funding in Poland: since, in reality, the national funding is covered by the EU funds, this financing should fall under the EU regime and not the national one. Due to the structure and the characteristics of the ‘national’ funding, EDIHs in Poland do not have the right to support foreign entities, and therefore the concept of the European network of cooperating EDIHs cannot be executed by the Polish EDIHs. Furthermore, a discrepancy in the area of the VAT regulations: in Poland, EDIHs are obliged to pay VAT on the funds received, contrary to the EU VAT regulations. As a result, the strict de minimis procedures set by the national agency and the amount of the paperwork required discourage SMEs from participating in the projects;
· educational programmes for digital skills in secondary education and higher education should be raised up to a much higher level of the funding agenda and rolled out in close dialogue with all of the education ministries in the Member States and national associations for secondary and higher education. Education at this level is the key to a highly skilled digital workforce, as well as an informed, aware and digitally competent society, which are needed for the successful and sustainable digitalisation of Europe;
· since a strong research component lies within education institutions that carry out research, outreach to these higher education institutions could and should be carried out on a regular basis.

[bookmark: _Toc174452848]Primary data: summary of findings from the country visits

[bookmark: _Toc174452849]Germany

Effectiveness
· The positive impacts of the Digital Europe Programme (DEP) were highlighted, including substantial funding for strategic digital initiatives such as HPC JUPITER, advances in digital skills development, and cybersecurity projects. The crucial role of the European Digital Innovation Hubs (EDIHs) in the national economic ecosystem, particularly in providing tailored digital support to local SMEs, was also underscored.
· Participants pointed out several areas where there was room for improvement, including the need for enhanced dissemination and communication strategies for the DEP. They emphasised the importance of refining the timing of the application process, addressing complexities related to co-funding, and advocated better co-funding rates, particularly for smaller entities. Additionally, there was a call for greater inclusivity in innovation activities.
· The need to improve the channels of communication between the programme beneficiaries and the national contact points was emphasised, alongside initiatives to increase women’s participation in the tech sector.
· It was emphasised that improving access to the comprehensive services, enhancing awareness among SMEs, fostering synergies with similar initiatives, and standardising external communication were crucial for maximising the programme’s impact.

Relevance
· It was confirmed that the DEP aligns with the EU Digital Decade Policy Programme 2030, with an emphasis on the pivotal role of the EDIHs in supporting SMEs and meeting strategic targets.
· Participants highlighted the importance of various initiatives within the DEP (such as the Chips Joint Undertaking, Destination Earth, and AI) for driving the EU’s digital transformation and enhancing industry competitiveness.
· There was recognition of the need to strengthen connections between the European and national levels through a robust network of national contact points. Ensuring alignment with EU digital policies and geopolitical priorities, and fostering broad stakeholder engagement, were identified as crucial steps toward achieving the programme’s objectives.

Civil society added value
· It was noted that there had been a lack of structured exchange with the social partners during the implementation of the DEP, as the efforts were primarily focused on supporting the EDIHs in Germany.

[bookmark: _Toc174452850]Malta

Effectiveness
· It was deemed difficult to establish the effectiveness of the programme given that the project was in its early stages. 
· Participants emphasised the importance of public-private partnerships in supporting new technologies, the need for stronger involvement of trade unions in workforce skilling and upskilling initiatives, and the need for better dissemination of the DEP’s opportunities, particularly for SMEs.
· Several challenges were highlighted, including the excessive bureaucracy that hindered small entities, the limited national funding for digital skills upskilling, and the need for improved AI integration in business activities. Participants also noted a lack of interest among private entities in DEP calls and advocated broader awareness campaigns.
· Positive developments included the successful launch of the European Digital Innovation Hub in Malta, the potential for establishing a semiconductor competence centre, and ongoing efforts to promote advanced digital skills, particularly among women, through a range of initiatives.
· The limited interest from private entities was attributed to the restricted scope of the initiatives that Maltese private entities could engage with, the scale and complexity of the projects, challenges in identifying and partnering with suitable entities, and insufficient awareness about the new programme.
· There was a call for greater flexibility in the application process and broader awareness campaigns, with a view to facilitating less burdensome procedures for smaller-scale projects. 

Relevance
· Emphasis was placed on addressing skills shortages, particularly in STEM, ensuring basic digital skills for vulnerable groups, and improving cybersecurity solutions alongside advanced digital skills.
· The Digital Europe Programme’s strategic role was underscored, complementing other EU and national funds, especially in supporting SMEs and facilitating their access to various funding sources. Stakeholders noted that the programme covered critical aspects of digital transformation, filling gaps left by other funding opportunities.
· There was a reiterated call to ensure complementarity between the DEP and other similar initiatives aimed at advancing digital fields, and to focus on ensuring basic digital skills.

Civil society added value
· Participants emphasised the need to enhance the role of the social partners in the design and development of the DEP, advocating meaningful consultation by the national authorities when negotiating programme priorities and scope. They stressed the importance of involving the social partners more closely in monitoring initiatives and projects aligned with their specific competences.
· There was consensus on the importance of focusing on stronger involvement of civil society in initiatives related to the digital dimension, in order to ensure societal readiness for embracing the new changes brought about by digital technologies.

[bookmark: _Toc174452851]Poland

Effectiveness
· Participants noted partial successes of the DEP in Poland, particularly in fostering the digital transformation of SMEs through the EDIHs, implementing AI and cybersecurity solutions, and advancing digital services in healthcare. However, they felt it was somewhat difficult to assess its effectiveness given that project implementation was still in the early stages.
· There was a call for better coordination of the co-funding procedures and clearer guidance from the European Commission, addressing discrepancies in the guidelines for setting eligible costs and in the definitions. The need to simplify the administrative procedures, especially for establishing a consortium, and to increase the co-funding rates, with a suggested 80% coverage by the programme, were emphasised.
· Concerning national co-funding, there was a need to establish a network coordinator at national level, to streamline coordination among the various national authorities and guide beneficiaries to the appropriate national public authority based on specific needs.
· Regarding advanced digital skills, success was reported from a 2021-2023 project under the DEP, in collaboration with five universities across Poland, aimed at developing specialised study programmes.

Relevance
· The strategic importance of the DEP in driving and supporting Europe’s digital transformation was underscored, stressing the need for enhanced interaction and synergies between EU programmes focusing on similar objectives.
· Emphasis was placed on investing in and prioritising initiatives for cohesive digitalisation across local universities and energy networks to enhance overall local ecosystems. It was deemed crucial to focus on strategic areas such as strengthening 5G networks, advancing STEM skills (particularly among women), and enhancing positioning within the global ICT value chain.
· The importance of prioritising cybersecurity and AI in future innovation and defence policies was highlighted, emphasising the need to consider current geopolitical crises.
· Concerning digital skills development, it was emphasised that projects and initiatives under the programme should extensively involve industry stakeholders with particular regard to upskilling and reskilling the existing workforce, particularly in less developed or isolated areas with significant untapped potential.

Civil society added value
· Stakeholders emphasised the importance of greater involvement of the social partners in the allocation of European funds, including in the development and implementation of the DEP, to maximize growth opportunities effectively.
· Alongside the Digital Europe Programme, it was underscored that it was crucial for ICT professionals and workers to be covered by collective agreements to strengthen their role in the broader European digital economy.

[bookmark: _Toc174452852]Portugal

Effectiveness
· Positive feedback on the programme highlighted its high value, particularly praising Portuguese digital hubs, national incubators and innovation hubs for their effectiveness in reaching start-ups and SMEs and providing them with access to European support.
· Concerns were raised about the sustainability of projects linked to the Digital Europe Programme. The continuity of EU funding was deemed essential for maintaining the programme’s initiatives.
· Participants noted difficulties in accessing funding, highlighting especially the 50% funding requirement, which tends to favour larger companies. The lack of a robust co-financing mechanism in Portugal was highlighted as a significant challenge.
· The lack of effective dissemination of information about the programme and of clear regulations and guidelines from managing entities was criticised. There was also a need for clarification from the national authorities regarding specific administrative and bureaucratic rules that SMEs should follow. Clear definitions of projects and rules, along with proper communication to promoters, especially at national level, were suggested as improvements.
· Participants emphasised the need for targeted training initiatives to support workers, focusing on vulnerable groups such as youngsters and the elderly.

Relevance
· The programme was noted to hold significant potential in promoting digital competencies and facilitating transformation for both companies and society. Emphasis was placed on the initiative’s crucial role in the national economy.
· In terms of competition, several support programmes with zero costs were highlighted. A suggestion was made to reconsider how the funds are allocated to ensure convergence with other programmes.
· The programme’s relevance and alignment with current needs was noted. A suggestion was made to address the development of new skills for workers or the recycling of acquired knowledge, particularly in areas like AI and cybersecurity.
· While the objectives of the programme were praised, participants suggested paying more attention to implementation and increasing initiatives for the involvement of women.

Civil society added value
· The low participation level of civil society was stressed, and attributed to insufficient dissemination and the lack of involvement of the social partners in the digital programme debate. At national level, it was suggested that the mechanisms for participation be reinforced and a focal point created to centralise the dynamics and involve civil society in discussions about these matters.
· Many entities were willing to submit proposals but were deterred by various constraints, including the risk of non-compliance and the 50% financing strategy. Bureaucracy was identified as a significant impediment, discouraging civil society entities from attempting to access this funding source. It was emphasised that the EU needs to design programmes that are less bureaucratic and to improve communication.

[bookmark: _Toc174452853]Sweden

Effectiveness
· The DEP was said to have potential, yet its success in Sweden was limited by insufficient dissemination, lack of political prioritisation, and minimal engagement with civil society. Greater emphasis on communication, outreach, and streamlined processes was called for to improve its impact.
· Regarding the Digital Innovation Hubs (DIHs) in Sweden, limited knowledge about them was noted, though their potential added value was acknowledged. The current government was deemed not to prioritise digital initiatives.
· There was a recognised need for more vocational training, digital knowledge, and AI initiatives, and to upskill and develop human capital.

Relevance
· Emphasis was placed on the programme’s ongoing importance; however, challenges had been encountered, particularly during the initial setup of the network.
· Cybersecurity was considered an essential topic to be prioritised. Emphasis was placed on highlighting, promoting, and unifying the skills-related sections in cybersecurity. Public administration was also highlighted as an important target for large-scale initiatives to develop competencies.
· While the objectives of the programme were deemed relevant and connected, participants suggested improving the dissemination of the programme, enhancing communication, and placing more emphasis on advancing women in tech.
· The programme was considered to have successfully brought the topic of AI to the forefront.

Civil society added value
· A lack of cooperation between the private sector and civil society was highlighted, with a desire expressed for greater involvement of trade unions in initiatives.
· It was noted that large cities and established networks primarily benefited from the funding, raising concerns about how to involve smaller entities that lacked internal resources.
· The application process for funding was considered bureaucratic and time-consuming, deterring smaller NGOs and entities from participating. There was a call for simplification, enhanced communication, and reduced bureaucracy to enhance civil society involvement.
· Understanding the needs of SMEs and ensuring that they were aware of the available support and how to access it was deemed crucial.

[bookmark: _Toc125632267][bookmark: _Toc174452854]Secondary data: literature review

[bookmark: _Toc174452855]SOC/774 Digital skills and education package (2023)

In SOC/774, on Digital skills and education package (2023) (rapporteurs: Angelova, Babrauskiene, Ochedzan), the EESC supported efforts to ensure digital inclusion for all and expressed firm commitment to helping create levers to reduce digital vulnerability and close the digital gap.

The EESC welcomed the digital skills and education package as an important and tangible contribution to the European Year of Skills, and supported the two strategic priorities of the EC's Digital Education Action Plan 2021-2027: fostering the development of a high-performing digital education ecosystem and enhancing digital skills and competences for the digital transformation.

The Committee asked that further specific guidance be provided regarding quality and inclusive infrastructure, connectivity and security, and safe data handling for all users. The EESC recommended that, in order to implement effective policies on the development of digital skills, the EC encourage the Member States (MSs) to use a comprehensive approach involving the institutions concerned, social partners, civil society organisations (CSOs), training organisations and the scientific community.

The EESC underlined the crucial importance of respecting education and training as human rights and public goods. The digitalisation of education and training institutions needs to ensure equal access to education and training for all and not limit access to education.

The Committee recommended large-scale information campaigns on digital learning, dedicated funding for digitalization of vocational education and adult learning, and equal access to digital education and tools, including for those with disabilities and in rural areas. Furthermore, the EESC emphasized the importance of social interaction in digitalized schools, motivation for online training through training accounts and vouchers, and quality career guidance. 

Finally, the EESC called for broader access to professional development for teachers and addressing teacher shortages, as well as stressed the need to develop knowledge and skills in AI to enhance competitiveness and bridge digital gaps.

[bookmark: _Toc174452856]INT/1019 Deepening the single market through digitalisation (2023)

In INT/1019, on Deepening the single market through digitalisation (2023) (rapporteur: Danisman), the EESC believed that digitalisation plays a significant role in the single market and suggested in this own-initiative opinion how digitalisation could bring further added value to the functioning of the single market and improve the enjoyment of the single market's freedoms.

Digitalisation in transport and logistics are key in enhancing the free movement of goods. This highlights the need for proper investment in a future-proof transport infrastructure. The EESC also called on the Member States to step up their efforts to facilitate the use of transport-related electronic documents.

The EESC noted that e-commerce offers businesses significant opportunities to reach customers in other Member States, and provides consumers with more choice and easier access to goods and services. Therefore, the Committee called for action to overcome existing barriers to e-commerce in the single market, e.g. through enforcing the EU's rules on geoblocking.

The EESC suggested that the withdrawn Commission proposal for a "services e-card", aimed at helping service providers to operate across borders, should be put back on the agenda, as it is a practical means of promoting the single market in services.

The Committee urged the introduction of secure and standardised digital identification systems such as eID-cards, as well as called for the development and scaling up of initiatives in the sphere of digitalisation of social security and labour mobility and encouraged the introduction of initiatives such as the European Social Security Pass.

To boost fintech applications, the EESC was of the view that the European Union (EU) should further harmonise the regulation of digital financial services and increase innovation funding for digital solutions.

The EESC highlighted the importance of intensive investment in digital infrastructure, research and innovation, and skills development, all of which are key enabling factors of digitalisation.

The Committee stressed the need for digitalisation to take place in an economically, socially and environmentally sustainable way. Due attention must be paid to the prevention of harmful environmental impacts of digitalisation and the digital divides regarding access to infrastructure and skills.

Finally, the EESC called for a supportive regulatory framework and effective enforcement of common EU rules by the Member States.

[bookmark: _Toc174452857]INT/996 A new European Innovation Agenda (2022)

In INT/996, on A new European Innovation Agenda (2022) (rapporteur: Mensi, co-rapporteur: Lefèvre), the EESC welcomed the European Innovation Agenda's focus on competitiveness and citizens' welfare, urging emphasis on supporting businesses, SMEs, and start-ups. 

The Committee welcomed the proposal to set up an Innovation-Friendly Regulations Advisory Group within public services and proposed that an EESC representative be a full member of the group.

The EESC pointed out the importance of funding experimentation and testing infrastructures in order to help startups and to close the gap between labs and commercial applications. In this regard, the introduction of the new concept of "testing and experimentation infrastructures" in the draft revised General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER) on State aid was welcomed.

The Committee underlined the importance of a sound intellectual property (IP) regime applicable to startups' inventions in order to promote continuous research development.

The EESC urged the Commission to encourage the interregional dimension of investments, with the joint participation of less and more innovative regions, pointing out that public support should also benefit higher education and innovation labs.

The Committee also welcomed the Commission's support for Member States in taking forward cross-border projects of common European interest.

Finally, the EESC welcomed the idea of studying more favourable tax treatment of stock options and a fiscal regime for talented individuals moving across borders. It invited the Commission to coordinate the national initiatives aimed at nurturing talents.

[bookmark: _Toc174452858]INT/999 Cyber Resilience Act (2022)

In INT/999, on Cyber Resilience Act (2022) (rapporteur: Mensi, co-rapporteur: Mureşan), the EESC considered it essential to strengthen the collective response to cyber attacks and to consolidate the process of harmonising national-level cybersecurity in terms of operational rules and tools, to prevent different national approaches creating legal uncertainties and obstacles.

The Committee considered it important to point out that, while it is commendable that the CRA covers virtually all digital products, the practical application of the CRA might be problematic given the considerable and complex monitoring and oversight it entails. Hence the need to strengthen the monitoring and oversight tools.

The EESC pointed to the need to clarify precisely the material scope of the CRA, with particular reference to products with digital elements and software.

The EESC noted that manufacturers will be obliged to report both vulnerabilities in their products and any security incidents, informing the EU Agency for Cybersecurity (ENISA). In this regard, it will be important that ENISA be provided with the necessary resources to carry out effectively and in a timely manner the important and sensitive tasks entrusted to it.

To avoid any uncertainty when it comes to interpretation, the EESC suggested that the Commission draw up guidelines to guide manufacturers and consumers on the exact rules and procedures that apply in practice, since it appears that a number of products within the scope of the proposal are also subject to other legislation on cybersecurity. 

Finally, the EESC noted that the relationship between the certification authorities under the CRA and other bodies authorised to certify cybersecurity under other legislation is not entirely clear. The same problem may also arise when it comes to operational coordination between the surveillance authorities provided for in this proposal and those already operating in accordance with other legislation applicable to the same products.

[bookmark: _Toc174452859]INT/1003 Interoperability Europe Act (2022)

In INT/1003, on Interoperability Europe Act (2022) (rapporteur: de Mello), the EESC expressed the belief that interoperability between public services is an essential requirement for a digital single market to be established. However, achieving this objective must not involve Member States adopting a policy of complete digitalisation of public services to the detriment of those provided in person; it should take into consideration the most vulnerable population groups. Training on digital skills should be available to everyone, but in particular to these population groups.

The Committee supported the creation of a governance model for this policy, consisting of two key bodies - the Interoperable Europe Board and the Interoperable Europe Community.

The EESC considered it important for future funding programmes for public service interoperability projects to make granting of funding conditional on adopting the principles and structures advocated by the European Interoperability Framework.

While welcoming the fact that this process fits into the so-called dual transition, the EESC warned that some technological solutions for digitalisation could be highly energy-intensive.

The EESC believed that, with the necessary care taken, data protection cannot be allowed to be an obstacle to either public services or private individuals creating new interoperable solutions.
Moreover, the EESC believed that access to data, whether for people, businesses or other public services, should be subject to different levels of authorisation in order to safeguard data confidentiality and to ensure that only data that is strictly necessary is disclosed.

[bookmark: _Toc174452860]TEN/677 Digital Europe programme (2018)

In TEN/677, on Digital Europe programme (2018) (rapporteur: Kluge, co-rapporteur: Samm), the EESC welcomed the Digital Europe programme by the European Commission, aiming to position Europe as a digital leader and enhance its competitiveness globally. 

In order to ensure that the results of research and development are disseminated and benefit all European Union (EU) citizens, the EESC suggested to step up dialogue between researchers, the social partners and civil society organisations. Complex issues must be presented in such a way that they can be understood and followed by non-experts. The EESC also suggested that the programme be linked with the principles of research funding under Horizon 2020 (Horizon Europe), which are based inter alia on the European Charter for Researchers and the principles of "responsible research and innovation" and "open science".

The EESC considered positive the fact that support for digital skills has been made a key element in the programme. Digital knowledge and skills are the prerequisite for being able to achieve the other four priorities. However, the Committee regretted that the budget for this priority is lower than that for the others. The EESC therefore supported the European Parliament's proposal to increase the budget from EUR 700 million (7.6% of the total budget) to EUR 830 million (9% of the total budget).

The Committee also stressed, however, that it is primarily the Member States, and their national budgets, that are responsible for education issues. The EESC noted that the budgets for digital training differ greatly between the EU Member States. It therefore called upon the Commission to remind the Member States of their own large responsibility in this field to ensure that all people can benefit equally from digitalisation.

The EESC saw the need to train and recruit highly qualified young people in order to improve the attractiveness of Europe as a place of employment for this group in the global marketplace. At the same time, the EESC also emphasised that the programme must not focus solely on specific efforts to gain high-level and advanced digital skills and capacities. There should be comprehensive support for businesses, workers and consumers for the introduction and use of both basic and advanced digital technologies, as this is of decisive importance for the quantity and quality of jobs in Europe, and for its competitiveness

The EESC expressed the hope that the social partners and civil society will be involved as a matter of course in the implementation of the digital innovation hubs. They should be given access to the digital innovation hubs. As non-governmental organisations, they can make the impact of the innovation hubs more visible and enhance their acceptance.

Finally, the Committee emphasized the need for joint efforts in cybersecurity and advocated for the establishment of an independent European microchip industry. Ethical principles, particularly the "human in command" principle, must guide AI development, alongside statutory measures for liability, data protection, and worker and consumer rights. 

[bookmark: _Toc174452861]Fit4Future 2023 DEP opinion

The Fit for Future Platform is a high-level expert group set up by the EC to help in its efforts to simplify EU laws and to reduce related unnecessary costs. It comprises two groups: the Government group and the Stakeholder group. The Government group is composed of representatives from national, regional and local authorities from all EU countries, as well as from the Committee of the Regions. The Stakeholder group is composed of experts on better regulation representing business and non-governmental organisations, plus the European Economic and Social Committee.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  	https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/refit-making-eu-law-simpler-less-costly-and-future-proof/fit-future-platform-f4f_en. ] 


In 2023 it approved an opinion on the DEP[footnoteRef:73], having as rapporteur Mr Michiel Rijsberman, CoR member, containing a total of nine suggestions to improve its implementation. The opinion suggests measures to speed up the implementation of the DEP, such as reviewing security guarantees, introducing multiannual projects, and providing coordinated guidelines on the application of State aid rules. [73:  	https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/a3708108-68ec-4993-8817-1f228853ca88_en?filename=final_opinion_2023_2_digital_europe.pdf.] 


The document also proposes the use of voluntary benchmarking tools, such as the Local and Regional Digital Maturity Assessment tool (LORDIMAS), in applications for DEP funding. These tools can help potential applicants assess their digital maturity, which can improve the quality of their applications and prove the usefulness of their projects. The document suggests that the European Commission incentivize project applicants to make the best use of these tools.

Furthermore, the document emphasizes the need for a strong focus on digital resilience and digital sovereignty in the forthcoming DEP work programmes and relevant calls. It suggests that the EU should address forthcoming challenges of digital resilience and digital sovereignty through the launch of specific calls under suitable funding programmes such as the DEP and Horizon Europe. The document also recommends improving synergies between the DEP and other supporting programmes and funds by making the DEP more flexible, aligning applicable rules, and coordinating their management.

Lastly, the document suggests increasing the communication and transparency of the DEP to make it easier for potential applicants and end-users to participate or make use of DEP-funded activities. It also recommends increasing the predictability of the DEP budget to make it easier for applicants to prepare applications and secure co-funding. The document also proposes including a strong citizen and consumer focus in the forthcoming DEP work programmes and relevant calls.
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_____________

Whom does your organisation represent? 

Business support organisations	Workers (e.g. national trade unions, confederations, sectoral federations)	A civil society organisation	Research and academia	Public authority	Other	
Business support organisations	Workers (e.g. national trade unions, confederations, sectoral federations)	A civil society organisation	Research and academia	Public authority	Other	11	0	0	17	11	4	



In which EU Member State is your organisation based? 


Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	15	6	8	4	10	



In your opinion, how effective have the Digital Europe Programme activities been in shaping the digital transformation of Europe’s society and economy so far? 

Very effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.13	0	0	0	0	Moderately effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.73	0.33	0.63	0.5	0.5	Not very effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	0	0.13	0.5	0.1	Not at all effective	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	0	0	0	0	Unsure	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.13	0.67	0.25	0	0.4	



In your opinion, how effective have the key capacity areas of the Digital Europe Programme been in contributing to the programme’s objectives in your country so far?

Very effective	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.09	0.12	0.09	0.12	0.3	Moderately effective	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.21	0.4	0.42	0.35	0.26	Not very effective	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.12	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.09	0.12	0.12	Not at all effective	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.12	0.05	0.05	0.02	0.05	Unsure	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.47	0.37	0.35	0.4	0.28000000000000003	



In your opinion, how effective have EDIH activities been in supporting micro, small and medium-sized companies so far?


Very effective	Moderately effective	Not very effective	Not at all effective	Unsure	0.18604651162790697	0.30232558139534882	0.18604651162790697	4.6511627906976744E-2	0.27906976744186046	



 In your opinion, how effective have EDIH activities been in supporting micro, small and medium-sized companies so far?

Very effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.4	0.17	0	0	0.1	Moderately effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.27	0.67	0.38	0.25	0.1	Not very effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0	0.25	0.75	0	Not at all effective	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	0	0.13	0	0.1	Unsure	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.13	0.17	0.25	0	0.7	



In your opinion, how effective have Digital Europe Programme activities been in advancing digital skills (master’s, bachelor’s, doctorate programmes in key capacity areas, short-term training, highly specialised skills academies, etc.) in your country so 


Very effective	Moderately effective	Not very effective	Not at all effective	Unsure	0	0.2558139534883721	0.13953488372093023	4.6511627906976744E-2	0.55813953488372092	



In your opinion, how effective have Digital Europe Programme activities been in involving girls and women in the digital technologies sector in your country so far?

Very effective	
Primary and secondary education	Higher education	Research and development	Employment	 Entrepreneurship	0	0	0.02	0	0.02	Moderately effective	
Primary and secondary education	Higher education	Research and development	Employment	 Entrepreneurship	0.16	0.19	0.26	0.19	0.23	Not very effective	
Primary and secondary education	Higher education	Research and development	Employment	 Entrepreneurship	0.16	0.21	0.12	0.19	0.14000000000000001	Not at all effective	
Primary and secondary education	Higher education	Research and development	Employment	 Entrepreneurship	0.12	0.09	0.09	7.0000000000000007E-2	7.0000000000000007E-2	Unsure	
Primary and secondary education	Higher education	Research and development	Employment	 Entrepreneurship	0.56000000000000005	0.51	0.51	0.56000000000000005	0.53	



What progress has been made towards achieving the expected outcomes, results and impacts of the Digital Europe Programme in your country so far?


Very good	Moderately good	Not very good	Not at all good	Unsure	9.3023255813953487E-2	0.48837209302325574	0.13953488372093023	6.9767441860465115E-2	0.20930232558139536	



 What progress has been made towards achieving the expected outcomes, results and impacts of the Digital Europe Programme in your country so far? 

Very good 	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0	0.18	0.09	0	Moderately good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.18	0.65	0.55000000000000004	0.5	Not very good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.36	0	0.18	0	Not at all good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.27	0	0	0	Unsure	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.18	0.18	0.18	0.5	



Please evaluate the following aspects of EDIH activities in your region:

Very good	
Overall programme design	Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing)	Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training)	Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network	EDIH budget availability	0.16	0.33	0.26	0.21	0.09	Moderately Good	
Overall programme design	Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing)	Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training)	Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network	EDIH budget availability	0.44	0.26	0.35	0.33	0.3	Not very good	
Overall programme design	Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing)	Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training)	Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network	EDIH budget availability	0.05	0.02	0.02	0.09	0.16	Not at all good	
Overall programme design	Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing)	Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training)	Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network	EDIH budget availability	0.05	0	0	0	0.12	Unsure	
Overall programme design	Quality of the technological expertise provided (e.g. testing)	Quality of the innovation services provided (e.g. financing advice, training)	Collaboration and involvement of the hub within the EDIHs network	EDIH budget availability	0.3	0.4	0.37	0.37	0.33	



Have there been any unexpected outcomes (positive or negative) or results of Digital Europe Programme activities in your country?


Yes	Not to my knowledge	0.13953488372093023	0.86046511627906985	

Have there been any tangible results (benefits, outcomes) from implementing the Digital Europe Programme in your country so far?


Yes	Not to my knowledge	0.46511627906976744	0.53488372093023251	

Have there been any tangible results (benefits, outcomes) from implementing the Digital Europe Programme in your country so far? 

Yes	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.8	0.67	0.13	0.25	0.2	Not to my Knowledge 	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0.33	0.88	0.75	0.8	



Have there been any tangible results (benefits, outcomes) from implementing the Digital Europe Programme in your country so far? 

Yes	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.09	0.71	0.55000000000000004	0.25	Not to my knowledge	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.91	0.28999999999999998	0.45	0.75	



To your knowledge, have there been any obstacles to effectively implementing EDIH and advanced digital skills activities in your country so far? 

EDIHs	
The European Commission’s programme framework is too vague	The European Commission’s programme framework is too strict	Lack of support from national/regional stakeholders	 Problems with co-financing	The selection of organisations that implement the programme was not appropriate	Inconsistency between national/regional and European Commission programme objectives and support mechanisms	0.49	0.35	0.47	0.79	0.49	0.65	Digital skills advancement	
The European Commission’s programme framework is too vague	The European Commission’s programme framework is too strict	Lack of support from national/regional stakeholders	 Problems with co-financing	The selection of organisations that implement the programme was not appropriate	Inconsistency between national/regional and European Commission programme objectives and support mechanisms	0.7	0.77	0.74	0.53	0.65	0.57999999999999996	



How relevant has the Digital Europe Programme been in shaping the digital transformation of your country's society and economy so far?


Very relevant	Moderately relevant	Not very relevant	Not at all relevant	Unsure	0.20930232558139536	0.27906976744186046	0.18604651162790697	4.6511627906976744E-2	0.27906976744186046	



How relevant has the Digital Europe Programme been in shaping the digital transformation of your country's society and economy so far? 

Very relevant	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.4	0.17	0	0	0.2	Moderately relevant	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.33	0.17	0.38	0.5	0.1	Not very relevant	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.17	0.38	0.25	0.2	Not at all relevant	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	0.17	0	0.25	0	Unsure	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0.33	0.25	0	0.5	



How relevant are the Digital Europe Programme's objectives in terms of the EDIHs, considering Europe's current and emerging needs?


Very relevant	Moderately relevant	Not very relevant	Not at all relevant	Unsure	0.67441860465116277	9.3023255813953487E-2	2.3255813953488372E-2	0	0.20930232558139536	



How relevant are the Digital Europe Programme’s objectives in terms of advanced digital skills?


Very relevant	Moderately relevant	Not very relevant	Not at all relevant	Unsure	0.48837209302325574	0.16279069767441862	6.9767441860465115E-2	0	0.27906976744186046	



 Does the advanced digital skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe?


Yes	Not to my knowledge	0.37209302325581395	0.62790697674418605	



Does the advanced digital skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe? 

Yes	
Business	Academia	Public Autorities	Other	0.09	0.59	0.36	0.25	Not to my knowledge	
Business	Academia	Public Autorities	Other	0.91	0.41	0.64	0.75	



Does the advanced digital skills training meet the current emerging skills gap in Europe? 

Yes	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.6	0.67	0.25	0.25	0	Not to my Knowledge 	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.4	0.33	0.75	0.75	1	



To what extent has the Digital Europe Programme developed consistent synergies with other EU funding programmes?

Very well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	0.26	0.02	0.05	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.02	Moderately well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	0.33	0.12	0.16	0.35	7.0000000000000007E-2	Not very well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.12	0.14000000000000001	0.14000000000000001	0	Not at all well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	0	0.02	0.12	0.05	0	Unsure	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	0.35	0.72	0.53	0.4	0.91	



To what extent has the Digital Europe Programme developed consistent synergies with other EU funding programmes? 

Very well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0	0	0	7.0000000000000007E-2	0	0.5	0	0.17	0.33	0	0	0.5	0.12	0	0.13	0	0	0.25	0	0.25	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Moderately well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.47	0.13	0.2	0.47	0	0	0.17	0.17	0.33	0.33	0	0	0.25	0.25	0.25	0.25	0.25	0	0.25	0	0	0.25	0	0	0.3	0	0	0.3	0.1	Not very well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.13	0.33	0.2	0.2	0	0	0	0	0.17	0	0	0	0	0	0	0.13	0	0	0.25	0	0.25	0.25	0	0	0	0	0.1	0.1	0	Not at all well	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	7.0000000000000007E-2	7.0000000000000007E-2	7.0000000000000007E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0.25	0.13	0	0	0	0	0.25	0	0	0	0	0	0.1	0	0	Unsure	
Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Horizon Europe	Connecting Europe Facility	Recovery and Resilience Fund	 Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF, CF, EAFRD, EMFF)	Others	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0.47	0.53	0.27	0.93	0	0.33	0.83	0.33	0.33	1	0	0.25	0.62	0.5	0.38	0.75	0	0.25	1	0.25	0.5	1	0	0.7	1	0.8	0.6	0.9	



In your opinion, how relevant have National Contact Points (NCPs) been in facilitating networking and cooperation between stakeholders and NCPs in other countries?


Very relevant	Moderately relevant	Not very relevant	Not at all relevant	Unsure	0.18604651162790697	0.23255813953488372	0.2558139534883721	0.11627906976744186	0.20930232558139536	



How good has the general communication and information on the Digital Europe Programme been?

Very good	
At European level	In your country	0.21	0.12	Moderately Good	
At European level	In your country	0.49	0.28000000000000003	Not very good	
At European level	In your country	0.09	0.35	Not at all good	
At European level	In your country	0.02	0.19	Unsure	
At European level	In your country	0.19	7.0000000000000007E-2	



How good has the general communication and information on the Digital Europe Programme been? 

Very good	
At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	In your country	At European level	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.13	0.2	0	0.33	0	0	0.25	0.13	0	0	0	0	0.3	0.1	Moderately Good	
At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	In your country	At European level	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.67	0.33	0	0.33	0.33	0	0.62	0.25	0	0.5	0	0	0.2	0.3	Not very good	
At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	In your country	At European level	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	0.4	0	0.17	0.17	0	0.13	0.5	0	0.25	0.75	0	0.1	0.1	Not at all good	
At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	In your country	At European level	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0	7.0000000000000007E-2	0	0	0.33	0	0	0.13	0	0	0.25	0	0.1	0.3	Unsure	
At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	At European level	In your country	In your country	At European level	Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0	0	0.17	0.17	0	0	0	0	0.25	0	0	0.3	0.2	



How do you rate communication and information on the Digital Europe Programme's key capacity areas in your country?

Very good	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.02	0.14000000000000001	0.16	0.05	0.14000000000000001	Moderately Good	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.35	0.33	0.33	0.35	0.33	Not very good	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.21	0.26	0.28000000000000003	0.28000000000000003	0.21	Not at all good	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.19	0.12	0.09	0.14000000000000001	0.19	Unsure	
Supercomputing	Artificial intelligence	Cybersecurity	Advanced digital skills	Ensuring wide use of digital technologies (EDIHs)	0.23	0.16	0.14000000000000001	0.19	0.14000000000000001	



 How good has the involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society been during the planning and implementation of Digital Europe Programme activities in your country?


Very good	Moderately good	Not very good	Not at all good	Unsure	0.11627906976744186	0.16279069767441862	0.23255813953488372	9.3023255813953487E-2	0.39534883720930231	



How good has the involvement and consultation of the social partners and civil society been during the planning and implementation of Digital Europe Programme activities in your country? 

Very good	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.27	0	0	0	0.1	Moderately good	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.27	0	0.13	0.25	0.1	Not very good	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0.17	0.5	0.5	0	Not at all good	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	7.0000000000000007E-2	0	0.25	0	0.1	Unsure	
Germany	Malta	Poland	Portugal	Sweden	0.2	0.83	0.13	0.25	0.7	



 How good was the inclusion of the social partners and civil society organisations in co-designing the measures and activities of the Digital Europe Programme in your country?


Very good	Moderately good	Not very good	Not at all good	Unsure	6.9767441860465115E-2	0.13953488372093023	0.30232558139534882	6.9767441860465115E-2	0.41860465116279072	



How good was the information provided to potential and final beneficiaries of actions funded under the Digital Europe Programme?


Very good	Moderately good	Not very good	Not at all good	Unsure	9.3023255813953487E-2	0.37209302325581395	0.23255813953488372	0.11627906976744186	0.18604651162790697	



How good was the information provided to potential and final beneficiaries of actions funded under the Digital Europe Programme? 

Very good 	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0	0.12	0.18	0	Moderately good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.09	0.24	0.72	0.75	Not very good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.18	0.41	0.09	0	Not at all good	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.36	0.06	0	0	Unsure	
Business	Academia	Public Authorities	Other	0.36	0.18	0	0.25	
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