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Abstract 
This report is the third in a series of annual studies and explores the level of Open Data Maturity in the 
EU28. The report reveals that governments across Europe have not only prioritised Open Data more 
strongly in 2017, but are actually engaging in a race to the top. The majority of the countries demonstrate 
a solid understanding of the impact of Open Data in paving the way for the data economy. 

The overall Open Data Maturity groups countries into different clusters: Beginners, Followers, Fast-
trackers and Trendsetters. The report shows that in 2017, the number of trendsetters in the EU28 has 
nearly doubled to 14 countries in comparison to only 8 EU countries in 2016. European countries have 
been assessed both in terms of Open Data Readiness, assessing the span of their Open Data policies, and 
in terms of Open Data portal maturity. Where in 2015 EU countries had only competed 44.2% of their 
Open Data journey in reaching full Open Data maturity, this number had increased to 58.7% in 2016 and 
again increased to 72.5% in 2017. 

The report concludes on a series of seven recommendations to guide decision makers and Open Data 
portal owners towards developing a sustainable vision for their Open Data transformation. A vision is 
needed to embed Open Data in a broader agenda for the digital transformation of the public sector as 
well as a solid strategy underpinning the development of the national data portal, as one of the 
components of the national data infrastructure.  

Separate dedicated sections are devoted to the EFTA countries: Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and 
Switzerland as well as to the EU accession candidate countries: Albania, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey; 
as well as potential candidates Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), and Kosovo.  

 

Résumé 
Ce rapport est le trƻƛǎƛŝƳŜ ŘΩǳƴŜ ǎŞǊƛŜ ŘΩŞǘǳŘŜǎ annuelles et explore le niveau de maturité « Open Data » 
ŘŜǎ ну Ǉŀȅǎ ŘŜ ƭΩ¦9Φ [Ŝ ǊŀǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŞǾŝƭŜ ǉǳŜ ƭŜǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŞǊŜƴǘǎ Ǉŀȅǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŞŜƴǎΣ ƴΩƻƴǘ Ǉŀǎ 
ǎŜǳƭŜƳŜƴǘ Ƴƛǎ ƭŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘŞ ǎǳǊ ƭΩƻǳǾŜǊǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǎ ŘƻƴƴŞŜǎ Ƴŀƛǎ ǎŜ ǊŜtrouvent leaders en la matière. La 
ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘŞ ŘŜǎ Ǉŀȅǎ ŘŞƳƻƴǘǊŜ ŞƎŀƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǳƴŜ ōƻƴƴŜ ŎƻƳǇǊŞƘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŘŜ ƭΩƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛŦ ŘŜ ƭΩhǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ Ŝƴ 
ǾǳŜ ŘŜ ŘŞǾŜƭƻǇǇŜƳŜƴǘ ŘΩǳƴŜ ŞŎƻƴƻƳƛŜ ŘŜ ƭŀ ŘƻƴƴŞŜΦ  

La maturité « hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀη ŘŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŞǊŜƴǘǎ Ǉŀȅǎ ǎΩŞǘŀōƭƛǘ ǎǳǊ ǉǳŀǘǊŜ ƴƛǾŜŀux : débutant, suiveur, accélérateur 
Ŝǘ ǇǊŞŎǳǊǎŜǳǊΦ !Ŧƛƴ ŘΩŀǾƻƛǊ ǳƴŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŎƘŜ ƎƭƻōŀƭŜ ŘŜ ŎŜ ŘŜƎǊŞ ŘŜ ƳŀǘǳǊƛǘŞΣ ŘŜǳȄ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǳǊǎ ŎƭŞǎ ǎƻƴǘ 
ǳǘƛƭƛǎŞǎΦ Lƭǎ ŎƻǳǾǊŜƴǘ Ł ƭŀ Ŧƻƛǎ ƭŀ ƳŀǘǳǊƛǘŞ ŘŜǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛǉǳŜǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜǎ Ǿƛǎŀƴǘ Ł ǇǊƻƳƻǳǾƻƛǊ ƭΩƻǳǾŜǊǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǎ 
données publiques ainsi que les fonctions disponibles sur les portails nationaux. En 2017, le nombre de 
Ǉŀȅǎ Řƛǘ ǇǊŞŎǳǊǎŜǳǊǎ ŀ ǇǊŜǎǉǳŜ ŘƻǳōƭŞΣ Ǉŀǎǎŀƴǘ ŘŜ у Ǉŀȅǎ Ŝƴ нлмс Ł мп Ǉŀȅǎ Ŝƴ нлмтΦ !ƭƻǊǎ ǉǳΩŜƴ нлмрΣ 
ƭΩ¦9ну ƴΩŀǾŀƛǘ ǊŞŀƭƛǎŞ ǉǳŜ ппΣн҈ Řǳ ŎƘŜƳƛƴ ǾŜǊǎ ƭΩƻǳǾŜǊǘǳǊŜ Řes données, ce chiffe avait augmenté à 58,7% 
en 2016 et atteint désormais 72,5% en 2017.  

Comme lors des éditions précédentes, une série de recommandations a été formulée. Il est désormais 
ǘŜƳǇǎ ǇƻǳǊ ƭŜǎ Ǉŀȅǎ ŘΩƛƴǘŞƎǊŜǊ ǇƭŜƛƴŜƳŜƴǘ ƭΩhǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ Řŀƴǎ ƭŀ ǘǊŀƴǎformation digitale du secteur public, 
de poursuivre le développement des portails nationaux, tout en bâtissant une réelle infrastructure des 
données publiques.  

¦ƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜ Řǳ ǊŀǇǇƻǊǘ ŞǾŀƭǳŜ ŞƎŀƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƭŜǎ Ǉŀȅǎ ŘŜ ƭΩ!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǳǊƻǇŞŜƴƴŜ ŘŜ ƭƛōǊŜ-échange (AELE), 
ŘŞƴƻƳƳŞǎ ¦9нуҌΣ ŀƛƴǎƛ ǉǳŜ ƭŜǎ Ǉŀȅǎ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘ Ł ƭΩŜƴǘǊŞŜ Řŀƴǎ ƭΩ¦ƴƛƻƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŞŜƴƴŜ : Albanie, Ancienne 
République yougoslave de Macédoine, Monténégro, Serbie et Turquie; ainsi que les deux candidats 
potentiels que sont la Bosnie-Herzégovine et le Kosovo.   
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Executive Summary  
 

With the vision of a European data economy becoming a tangible reality by the day, the salience of Open 
Data is once again reinforced. With both humans and smart devices producing exuberant amounts of data 
that now reach the volume of petabytes, governments worldwide are seeking answers to the questions 
of how these ς a decade ago still unimaginable ς volumes of data can best be used, to benefit citizens, 
organisations, economies and societies as a whole. A first answer would be to open up available data and 
make it accessible to everybody, in particular to the developer communities across the globe. A second 
answer would be to alleviate the existing barriers that prevent data mobility across country borders ς thus 
enabling a free flow of data.  

More and more efforts are made at both national and European level to unleash this potential and enable 
a flourishing data economy in Europe. Taking away obstacles to data mobility is expected to generate an 
additional growth of up to 4% GDP by 2020. In this constellation, Open Data plays a significant part with 
a total market value estimated at 325 billion EUR by 2020, with 30.000 new jobs created for the Open 
Data sector and a cost saving estimation of 1.705 million EUR that national governments of the EU28+ can 
reach in 2020. This potential is indeed tremendous. However, in order to harness it, Europe needs to 
continue its concerted Open Data efforts. To reach the potential of 325 bn. EUR by 2020, it has been 
estimated that the percentage of EU28+ countries that can be ranked as Open Data trendsetters would 
need to increase from 31% in 2015 to 88% in 2020.  

The present Open Data landscaping will provide evidence of the significant progress that Europe has made 
in the past year and will show that Europe is on the right track to achieving this goal by 2020. In 2017, the 
number of trendsetters in the EU28+ has more than doubled compared to the 2016 measurement (22%) 
and reaches 47%. For the EU28 50% can be considered a trendsetter. It seems that European countries 
have started racing each other to the top, with the highest distribution being now in the cluster 
ΨtrendsetterǎΩ ς an encouraging observation that highlights the considerable progress that Europe has 
made in the past year. The majority of the 28 EU countries are situated in the upper right quadrant, with 
eight Member States qualifying as fast-trackers and 14 as trendsetters. Only 6 EU Member States register 
lower scores in terms of both Open Data Readiness and Portal Maturity and qualify ƻƴƭȅ ŀǎ ΨŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ 
2017. Whereas the number of fast-trackers remains the same in 2017 compared to 2016 (at 25%), there 
is some visible progress, with a reduction of the number of followers as well as beginners. Even more 
encouraging, none of the EU Member States can still be considered an Open Data beginner in 2017.  

The results show that governments across Europe have not only prioritised Open Data more strongly in 
2017, but they are actually engaging in a race to the top. The increase in the share of Open Data 
trendsetters, as well as the significant progress made by individual Member States both in terms of their 
Open Data Readiness and Portal Maturity offer evidence to underline this argument. Furthermore, it 
appears that the speed of progress varies quite heavily, with some countries having made genuine frog-
leaps in their maturity journey whereas others show a more moderate but nevertheless constant 
progress. This development is seen beyond the EU borders as well, with positive developments made by 
the EFTA countries as well as encouraging signs from the EU accession countries, showing that Open Data 
has been placed higher on the national political agendas.  
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On the Open Data Readiness dimension, 
countries have made significant progress 
with an EU average that has increased by 
15 percentage points (pp) to reach 72% in 
2017. Compared to the previous year, 
progress can be observed on all three sub-
indicators. EU countries appear most 
mature with regards to the sub-indicator 
on Open Data policy, increasing by 15pp 
to 82% in 2017; including a visible boost 
across the EU28 in terms of the degree of 
national coordination witnessing a 
spectacular increase of 35pp to reach 87% 
in 2017. This is followed by a 16pp 
increase in terms of Use of Data to 67% in 
2017. These results gain further 
significance when balanced against the 
first measurement of 2015, where the EU28 were experiencing a degree of Open Data Readiness maturity 
of only 47%. 
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Similar results were captured by the 
Portal Maturity dimension, where the 
degree of maturity now reaches 76% in 
2017 - a 10pp increase compared to 
2016 and a genuine frog-leap from a 
32% maturity level in 2015. On this 
indicator, the most prominent 
development was made on the sub-
indicator spread of data (+10pp 
compared to 2016), the best scoring 
sub-indicator across the board with a 
score of 90%. The re-usability of data 
follows in terms of progress, now 
reaching 77% ς an increase of +15pp 
compared to 2016.  

 

Portal usability remains a concern for EU28 in 2017 with a moderate score of only 68% and an increase of 
only 3pp compared to 2016. This appears to be a neglected area for portal owners across Europe, a less 
optimistic observation given the important part that this aspect plays in boosting Open Data re-use, with 
national portals being the main point of contact between developers and the data available across the 
entire country.  

In terms of the impact of Open Data across Europe, the same lines of growth can be observed in 2017, 
with a EU28 average that has jumped to 54% in 2017 from 44% in 2016, starting at an initial score of 31% 
in 2015 ς an increase of 10-13pp per year. When breaking down these averages, the impact on the political 
level is the highest with 57%, followed by the economic impact (54%) and the societal impact (49%). 
Compared to the previous measurement of 2016, the political and social impact have both been on a 
growth path with increases of 11pp and 21pp respectively ς an impressive boost on the impact on the 
social level. The economic impact has registered only a slight increase from 51% in 2016, mainly due to 
the lack of current studies to assess the impact of Open Data on both macro and micro levels in the past 
two years.   

Overall, the best performing countries in 2017 can be characterised by their drive in implementing their 
Open Data policies, developing additional portal features as well as understanding and documenting Open 
Data impact. This has led in turn to a virtuous circle boosting both availability and reuse of Public Sector 
Information. Building on successful national approaches, there are visible signs that regions and cities are 
equally eagerly picking up pace in reaping the benefits of Open Data. 

The report concludes on a series of seven recommendations to guide decision makers and Open Data 
portal owners towards developing a more sustainable vision for their Open Data transformation:  

 Enhance your data portal by developing a comprehensive strategy for your Open Data Portal and 
embedding it into your data strategy 

 Sustain funding of Open Data activities by employing vetted financing models as well as by 
demonstrating the impact of Open Data in order to secure long term support 

 Document impact by gathering further proof of impact, in particular at company level, in order to 
rally further support 
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 Interact with your users by getting to know them better, enhancing interaction and feedback 
mechanisms 

 Drive digital transformation within public administration by using Open Data and Public Sector 
Information  

 Explore privately held data by leveraging the use of privately held data of public interest to 
increase efficiency and value of data and data driven services and products 

 Offer real time data by becoming a one stop shop for data offering information about real time 
data and access to it  

 

Offering access to increasing amounts of Public Sector Information, real-time data, as well as privately 
held data of public interest reiterates the need for:  

 A vision to embed Open Data in a broader agenda for the digital transformation of the public 
sector 

 A solid strategy underpinning the development of the national data portal, as one of the 
components of the national data infrastructure.  
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1. Introduction  
 

The various applications of Open Data in a broad range of fields as well as the positive impact that such 
use cases have had in these areas, has made the enormous potential of Open Data beyond dispute. When 
used to its fullest extent, Open Data can yield benefits for citizens, society and government as well as the 
broader economy ς at both macro and micro levels. From health, food security, environment and resource 
efficiency to energy, intelligent transport systems and smart cities, Open Data has underlined this 
potential via numerous applications, products and services developed on freely accessible data, and has 
therefore come to be ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŀƴ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ Ƨƻō ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ 
ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎέ1.  

Various studies have been conducted that underline the arguments concerning the strong benefits that 
data and in particular Open Data has for the political, economic and societal development of countries. 
An important contribution in this regard is being made by the European Data Portal and its series of 
studies to further quantify the value of Open Data. An example thereof is the study on the economic 
impact conducted by the European Data Portal in 20152 that estimated a value of 75.7 billion EUR in 
market size for Open Data in 2020, with a significant increase by approximately 37% between 2016 and 
2020. In terms of the benefits that Open Data can have in achieving efficiency gains in the public sector, 
Open Data can help governments become transparent and at the same time increase accountability of 
governmental bodies by providing the evidence that public money is being well spent and policies are 
being implemented. Based on the forecasted EU28+ GDP for 2020, whilst taking into account the 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ savings per country were estimated to 
reach 1.7 bn. EUR in 2020 for the EU28+. In addition, the same study has also shown that the public 
administration is by far the sector to gain most from opening up data, being the first re-user of its own 
data.  

In order to help governments across Europe reap these benefits, an Open Data Maturity assessment 
exercise has been set up at EU level. Since 2015, the European Data Portal has been monitoring the 
development of national Open Data policies and Open Data portals throughout Europe and has provided 
an assessment of the Open Data maturity level across the EU Member States as well as Liechtenstein,  
Norway and Switzerland ς referred to as the EU28+ on an annual basis, including Iceland since 2017.  

With this Open Data landscaping, both the European Commission and the Member States are provided 
with a powerful benchmarking and learning tool. The assessment measures the presence of an Open Data 
policy, the use of data and the political, social and economic impact of Open Data within European 
countries. By doing so, the benchmark presents the different maturity levels across Europe, and 
showcases best practices and barriers; it offers Member States an opportunity to compare their progress 
over time as well as compare themselves to similar countries. In this sense, the Open Data maturity 
assessment ǇŀǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ōȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ΨƴǳŘƎŜǎΩ 
for further progress. For Member States, the landscaping acts as a vehicle for learning and comparison. 
Member StatŜǎ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ΨǊŜ-ƛƴǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘŜŜƭΩ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎΣ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
and adopting where applicable a peer solution can be very efficient and effective. This is the so-called 
bench-learning purpose of the exercise: it enables countries to compare their development with other 

                                                           
1 European Commission (2017). Building a European Data economy 
2 European Data portal (2016). Creating Value through Open Data 

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/building-european-data-economy
https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/edp_creating_value_through_open_data_0.pdf
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countries, understand their strengths and challenges, as well as weigh in various options on how to move 
forward. 

For the scope of this report, the following working definition for Open Data was chosen, based on the 
ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ hǇŜƴ 5ŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΥ άhǇŜƴ (Government) Data refers to 
the information collected, produced or paid for by public bodies and can be freely used, modified, and 
shared by anyone fƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜέΦ3 This definition is also referred to as Public Sector Information (PSI).  

With regard to its relevance, the report is grounded in the strong legal framework established by the 
Directive 2003/98/EC4 ς also known as the Directive on the Re-use of Public Sector Information or the PSI 
Directive. The Directive entered into force on 31 December 2003 and is part of the more comprehensive 
framework of legislative measures that ensure the publication and dissemination of information collected 
by public bodies across the EU. The Directive sets out the legal framework for a European market that is 
based on the access and re-use of Public Sector Information. It aims at fostering the internal market in 
particular by enabling the conditions for development of cross-border services, based on the re-use of 
Public Sector Information. At the same time it targets transparency and a fair competition within the 
internal market. The PSI Directive of 2003 was revised by Directive 2013/37/EU5 of 26 June 2013 and 
expands the scope of the previous Directive and addresses written texts, databases, audio files and film 
fragments, but does not cover content from the educational, scientific, and broadcasting sectors.  

The Open Data Maturity methodology is based on two key indicators: Open Data Readiness and Portal 
Maturity. Open Data Readiness assesses to what extent countries have an Open Data policy in place, 
licensing norms and the extent of national coordination regarding guidelines and setting common 
approaches. The impact of Open Data is also a sub indicator of Open Data Readiness. Portal Maturity 
assesses the usability of the portal regarding the availability of functionalities, the overall re-usability of 
data such as machine readability and accessibility of datasets, for example, as well as the spread of data 
across domains.  

The data collection is two-fold. Firstly it is based on a questionnaire completed by national bodies 
responsible for the implementation of Open Data policies and related portals. In order to accommodate 
the developments in this field as well as to embed the feedback received from Member States, a yearly 
update of the methodology is performed to ensure an accurate measurement of the level of Open Data 
maturity across Europe. Secondly, desk research and portal analyses are conducted by the European Data 
Portal team. In 2016, several questions had been added to measure the activities that had taken place in 
the past year, in particular with regard to increasing the uptake of data supply. In 2017, a pilot chapter 
was introduced, with questions related to the metadata standard DCAT-AP6. This highlights the increasing 
emphasis on the qualitative aspects involving the published datasets. In addition, further questions have 
been added to better measure the level of digitisation of the portals and of the harvesting of (meta)data 
of local and regional portals as opposed to manual labour. Furthermore, to decrease the disadvantaged 
position of small countries a Ψnot applicableΩ answer option has been introduced  to better address the 
situation of smaller countries where due to a less complex governmental structure (few or no regions and 
a small population size) there is no need for local Open Data portals. A detailed illustration of the two 
indicators and the method update undertaken in 2017 are presented in Annex III.  

                                                           
3 Open Data Definition 
4Directive 2003/98/EC of 17 November 2003 on the re-use of Public Sector Information  
5 Directive 2013/37/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 amending Directive 2003/98/EC on the 
re-use of Public Sector Information  

6 More information on DCAT-AP on the EC JoinUp Platform 

http://opendefinition.org/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2003:345:0090:0096:en:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:02003L0098-20130717
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:02003L0098-20130717
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/asset/dcat_application_profile/description
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In addition to the present report, country factsheets depicting the specific situation of each country were 
drafted. Country factsheets contain further information with regard to the impact, best practices and main 
barriers faced for further publication of data and its re-use. The links to the EU28+ country factsheets are 
provided in Annex I. 

 

The 2017 edition of the Open Data Maturity report is structured as follows:   

 Chapters 2 and 3 provide a detailed assessment of the state of play on Open Data Readiness and 
respectively Portal Maturity in the EU Member States and look at the progress the EU28 has made 
since the first measurement of 2015.  

 Chapter 4 takes a closer look at the country progress and presents the 2017 Open Data 
trendsetters, fast-trackers, followers and beginners across Europe. It also explores the Open Data 
developments beyond the European UnioƴΩǎ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎΣ ōȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ that both EFTA 
countries and the EU accession candidate countries have made in this field. Special attention is 
given to the key success factors for the excellent evolution that several EU28 countries have made 
and extracts deeper insight into the relationship between the different indicators.   

 Chapter 5 takes on a reflective perspective and dives deeper into the barriers that still need to be 
overcome in the Open Data maturity journeys across Europe and offers a reflection on the 
sustainability of Open Data.  

 Chapter 6 presents a set of recommendations for the Member States, whereas   

 Chapter 7 offers several concluding remarks to the current study. 
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2. Open Data Readiness 
 

The first dimension -- Open Data Readiness -- assesses the extent to which countries have an Open Data 
policy in place, if their licensing norms comply with the requirements in order to be called Open Data and 
to what extent there is a coordination on Open Data policies between national and regional/local 
governmental levels (e.g. coordination in terms of providing guidelines, common approaches, etc.). In 
addition to measuring the presence of an Open Data policy, this indicator also examines to what extent 
Open Data is used, and how Open Data impacts society from a political, social and economic perspective.  

This chapter examines the current state of play across the EU28 with respect to the first indicator ς Open 
Data Readiness. Each subsection will provide country specific examples to further illustrate best practices 
as well as the different approaches taken by the different countries. As mentioned in the introduction, 
whereas the 2015 and 2016 exercises focused on the EU28+, this year the measurement will focus on the 
EU28. The chapter will conclude with an overview of the progress made by countries so far (compared to 
the 2016 and 2015 measurements). 

 

2.1. Open Data policies  
The first indicator on the dimension Open Data Readiness focuses on the maturity of Open Data policies. 
This indicator is further divided into three sub-indicators, focusing on the presence of Open Data policies, 
national coordination and licensing norms.  

2.1.1. Presence of Open Data policies 
The sub-ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ΨtǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΩ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǎǳpporting Open 
Data and to what extent national Open Data policies have been integrated. When looking at the EU28 in 
2017, 27 out of 28 EU countries (96%) have a dedicated Open Data policy, representing a 7 percentage 
points (henceforth pp.) increase compared to 2016, when only 25 EU countries (89%) had a dedicated 
Open Data policy. With more countries having an Open Data policy in place, the EU28 show a stronger 
commitment to move forward with Open Data, for example by providing resources for the development 
of Open Data.  
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When observing whether the Open Data policy is more ambitious or the same as the PSI policy, 20 out of 
28 EU countries (71%) mention their Open Data policy is broader and more ambitious than the PSI policy. 
To encourage tƘƛǎ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǘ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмт ǘƻ ŀŘŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ΨƳƻǊŜ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎΩ 
to the question. This has led to a significant increase in comparison to 2016. Where the PSI policy is 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ΨǇŀǎǎƛǾŜΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŀŎǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǳǇƻn request, the Open Data policy is often 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ōȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΣ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜ-usable upfront. It also includes 
further training, engagement and awareness raising activities which are not required under the 
transposition of the PSI Directive.  

An example in this regard is the Austrian Open Data policy which is stricter than the PSI policy, because 
PSI datasets can be sold with some boundaries while Open Government Data has to be free of charge at 
all times. Furthermore, while the PSI Directive does not prescribe the usage of concrete Open Data 
licences, the Open Government Data policy in Austria recommends the usage of the Creative Commons 
3.0 AT licence.  

 

 

In Bulgaria, the national policy on Open Data and PSI are outlined in the Access to Public Information Act 
and the Ordinance on Standard Terms for the Re-use of Public Sector Information. The main difference 
lies in the delivery mechanism. Open Data on the national Open Data Portal has to be published with 
information and resources being accessible free of charge and in an open, machine-readable format to 
allow re-use, along with relevant metadata. While according to the PSI policy it is up to the publisher (such 
as public sector organisations) to provide re-users with data that has the required format and language 
needed to be re-used.  

Besides Open Data policies and/or Public Sector Information policies, policies can also specifically 
encourage the re-use of Open Data. Where in 2016 all EU countries except Hungary, Poland and Portugal 
did specifically encourage the re-use of Open Data, in 2017 all EU countries are now specifically 
encouraging the re-use of Open Data. This means that increasingly national governments not only merely 
support Open Data publication, but also actively encourage the re-use of Open Data, underlining the 
potential value Open Data brings to society. 
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Developing data portals 

One of the main reasons why national Open Data Portals 
exist, is to enable users to go to one centralised portal 
where all (meta)data of all local and/or regional portals 
can be found. The first step in this process is to create 
and administrate a national Open Data Portal. Open Data 
portals are an essential part of the national and European 
data infrastructure. They connect data holders with data 
users, who in turn create services that citizens benefit 
from and rely on. They perform a wide range of functions 
ς as platforms for publication, discovery, open 
government and engagement, and policy 
compliance/monitoring ς which portal owners have to balance. Where in 2015 all EU countries except 
Latvia, Luxembourg and Malta had a national Open Data Portal, by 2016 also Luxembourg had launched 
its national Open Data Portal followed by Latvia and Malta7 in 2017. This could be explained by the fact 
that in many smaller countries the need to set up a national Open Data Portal was not seen as important 
as it was in some larger EU countries holding much more data and having more resources to dedicate to 
the development of Open Data portals. 

One of the requirements to make sure data can be re-used, is related to guaranteeing that metadata 
available on the portal is up-to-date. In 2016, 7 EU countries did not have a standardised approach to 
ensure metadata is up-to-date, namely Belgium, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta and 
Slovakia. In 2016, the question was not applicable to Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy and Latvia. Reasons 
were that either there was no national Open Data Portal in place yet (Malta, Latvia), that updates were 
currently ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ όLǘŀƭȅΣ 5ŜƴƳŀǊƪύΣ or metadata was collected 

                                                           
7 An improved version of the Maltese portal is expected to be launched by the end of 2017. The Maltese Open Data portal does 
not currently harvest any datasets  
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manually (Greece). Bulgaria collected metadata monthly while Lithuania collected metadata less 
frequently than once a month, in 2016. In 2017, only Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Lithuania, Malta and 
Portugal do not yet have a standardised approach in place to collect metadata from other portals in the 
country.  

In 2017, 82% of the EU countries, equal to 23 countries, 
do have an approach in place to ensure datasets are up-
to date. In Bulgaria, it is required by law that public 
sector organisations indicate the date on which the 
information provided can still be considered up-to-
date, depending on the type of data. In order to achieve 
this, public sector organisations have been given 
instructions on how to include the date or when the 
dataset had been updated last. In Romania, all 
ministries have to provide a specific update interval per 
data set8, with checks being done automatically 
checking if datasets are indeed updated accordingly. 
Further countries have undertaken standardised 
approaches to metadata collection. An example 
thereof is Cyprus, where public sector bodies are 
obliged to indicate the updating frequency (daily, weekly, monthly, annually or periodically) when 
publishing their datasets on the national Cypriot Open Data Portal. For 36% of the EU countries (10 
countries) the frequency of this metadata collection from relevant public sector data holders is 
standardised, however, the frequency of metadata collection differs between daily, weekly, monthly, or 
less frequently depending on the type of metadata. Certain data, such as the number of inhabitants of a 
country, is often only updated once a year, whereas certain transport metadata can be updated daily. For 
another 10 countries the standardised frequency of collecting metadata is daily.  

For 5 countries, a predefined approach to ensure datasets are up-to-date is not yet in place. For example 
Sweden does not yet have a mechanism in place to contact publishers if datasets have not been updated 
for a while. Also in the UK, a predefined approach is not in place. However, the UK will explore different 
ways to improve data reliability by reminding publishers when there are expected updates to datasets, 
validation of data against schema, more mandatory fields for datasets and clearer display of metadata to 
users. This will be part of the currently being updated national UK Open Data Portal. 

Regarding reliability of metadata accuracy and the extent to which data is uploaded automatically has 
equally been assessed. Here we can see that many countries are still struggling with data quality. Only 
one country, Belgium, guarantees that 100% of its data is uploaded automatically. The process to 
automatically upload metadata is similar to the European Data Portal (EDP): metadata of regional portals 
and the federal portals are harvested by automatic harvesters, converted to DCAT-AP and published. This 
way the same (meta)data (whether automatically or manually uploaded) can be used for the EDP (or any 
other portal). For six countries, especially when they provide metadata of many datasets, data is uploaded 
automatically by 90-99%. For example in Italy, the Open Data strategy was set up with automatic 
uploading of different catalogues in mind. Only one administration, with 9 datasets, manually uploaded 
its datasets to the national catalogue. While in the Netherlands, with a 94% automatic upload, it is desired 
to automatically upload datasets from bigger collections for efficiency reasons.  

                                                           
8 Romanian ministries have to provide a specific update interval per data set, Column H 

64%

14%

Ensure up-to-date metadata

Yes No

http://ogp.gov.ro/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/anexa-Lista-seturi-de-date_draft-28-apr.xlsx
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However, organisations having only a few datasets are suggested to directly maintain the data set 
information in the CKAN (or equivalent) maintenance screen on their portal. The other 4 countries with 
90-99% automatic upload are Germany, Ireland and Sweden. In France, Luxembourg and Spain 74-89% 
data is automatically uploaded while Finland and the UK provide 50-74% automatically uploaded 
metadata on their portal. For a country like the UK with over 40,000 datasets on the national portal, this 
means that around 20,000 datasets were published manually by publishers. In Finland, the responsibility 
to manually or automatically upload (meta)data lies with the data provider. The biggest group of 
countries, 39% (11 EU28 countries), provide less than 25% of automatically uploaded data on their portal. 
Except for Poland, this group largely consists of smaller countries with fewer datasets or having fewer 
data publishers in their country. A further 5 countries have between 25-49% automatically uploaded data 
on their portal. For example in Bulgaria, a tool was created to allow for automatic open format data upload 
from a local server to the national portal, however, many administrators are experiencing difficulties 
installing and using the tool resulting in data being uploaded manually. It is expected that this group will 
(further) develop automation aspects related to data harvesting significantly in the near future and train 
its civil servants to be able to use the tools. 
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Change Management Approach 

While in 2016 54% (15 countries) of the EU countries 
had updated their approach to Open Data, in 2017 this 
has increased by 25 pp. to 79% (22 countries). Due to 
the rapidly changing Open Data environment, it is 
essential to adjust the approach to open data regularly 
to ensure guidelines to open data are in line with latest 
developments. Only Belgium, Estonia, Finland, 
Hungary, Malta and the UK did not change their 
approach. Reasons could be that the already 
established approaches to open data are still applicable 
to the current situation, a new approach is currently 
being developed, or because countries have to 
prioritise resources on other issues, such as new 
priorities elsewhere or hosting the Presidency of the EU 
Council as is the case in 2017 for Malta and Estonia. 
Often, changing the approach to open more data is political and meant to provide a stronger mandate for 
ministries to push data to be opened. In Austria, the federal government has started to ask all federal 
ministries to further analyse closed federal datasets on their Open Government Data (OGD) potential, also 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ άhD5 {ŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ нлмтέΦ Lƴ [ƛǘƘǳŀƴƛŀΣ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 
(meta)datasets and their ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ Lƴ {ƭƻǾŀƪƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ Ψ!Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ Government (2017-нлмфύΩ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜǎ 
on several aspects of open government, such as open justice, open information, open education and open 
science. The actions reflect new priorities of the new Slovak government, as described in detail in the 
Ψ{ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ9. In Germany, the open-by-default 
approach for raw data collected by the federal agencies passed the Parliament in May 201710.  

 

Data-Driven Decision Making  

Not only are more governments starting to 
acknowledge the need to open more data and are 
changing their approach accordingly, we also see a 
positive trend in Open Data being used in decision-
making. In 2016, 57% (16 countries) of national Open 
Data Portal representatives were aware of Open Data 
being used in decision-making. By 2017, this number 
increased by 11pp. to 68% translating into 19 countries. 
Notably, in Latvia policies are systematically made by 
using various data from state institutions including Open 
Data. An example is insolvency data which can be used 
to plan policies or support operations (in both the public 
and private sector)11. In Hungary, the open legal 
database of the Hungarian Official Journal and the 
proposals and amendments published on the Hungarian 
Parliament website are also used in decision making. 
                                                           
9 Slovak Strategy of Open Data management 2017 
10 German open-by-default approach 
11 Insolvency data is used to plan policies or support operations in Latvia 

https://www.slov-lex.sk/legislativne-procesy/SK/LP/2017/350
http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/egovg/
https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_interconnected_insolvency_registers_search-246-en.do?init=true


 

19 
 

Besides supporting PSI reuse, Hungary also plans measures and pilots to improve data flows between 
public bodies, although these are in the early planning stages. In Denmark, free geospatial data is used to 
a very high degree in the public sector decision-making, for example in municipal planning and regulation. 
In Slovenia, the administrative unit responsible for approving building permits uses Open Data while Open 
Data on public procurements has been used in order to show the statistics and e.g. monetary savings 
compared to the previous year. In Italy, public administrations have not only begun to implement a data-
driven decision making policy, they have started to implement it, based on the use of Open Data.  

 

Organising Events 

Organising events is important for several reasons: 

1. Events help raise awareness and attention to the value that Open Data can bring to society: events 
raise stakeholder interest by focusing on and demonstrating advantages and benefits of using 
Open Data.  

2. Events can help convince stakeholders that re-using Open Data can enhance the value proposition 
for their own products and/or services.  

3. Events can lead Open Data Portal users towards taking action ς developing products and services 
based on the data but also sharing learnings and ideas.  

4. Open Data policy owners and portal developers can learn from their constituents in order to 
prioritise datasets for release, or improve portal features for instance.  

5. Events can help sustain the interest of the people with regards to the various Open Data portals 
that exist in a country to keep them coming back and structurally build on the data accessed via 
those portals, to include data into their own business models.  

While in 2016 no Open Data related events were organised in Denmark and Malta, by 2017 all EU 
countries are organising events going from just one or a few per year (mainly in smaller countries) to many 
a year (mainly in larger countries since they need to reach a bigger audience). Hackathons are, just like in 
2016, also the most used type of event organised during the course of 2017. Hackathons are events that 
aim to develop an application based on one or multiple Open Datasets on a specific domain, or related to 
a specific societal question, with the intention to improve that societal question.  

In comparison to 2016, the majority of EU countries organised more events in 2017. 83% of the large 
countries (France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK) organised more than 8 events per year, in comparison 
to only 53% in 2016. Some examples12 are illustrated in the footnote. Poland went up from having 
organised less than 4 Open Data events in 2016 to between 4-8 Open Data events in 2017. When 
comparing the number of events organised by medium sized countries between 2016 and 2017, numbers 
remain similar, with the Czech Republic, Greece, the Netherlands, Romania and Sweden having organised 
more than 5 Open Data events in 201713. 

 

                                                           
12 HackEgalitéFH, Paris, March 2017, Datensummit 17, Berlin, April 2017, 4th International Open Data Conference 2016, Madrid, 
October 2016, Accountability Hack 2016, London, Nov. 2016, Air Hack 2017, Leeds, Feb. 2017, Transport Hack DFT, Reading, 
March 2016, Homeless Hack 2017, London, June 2017, Public Data Hackathon, Warsaw, Sept. 2016. 
13 Data Expo - Open Data Conference for Open Data Providers and Users, Prague, March 2017, Greek Public Integrity Hackathon, 
Athens, April 2017, Dutch Accountability Hack, The Hague, June 2017, Open Data Day in Romania, Bucharest, March 2017, 
Swedish Train Hack, Sept.2017, OpenBelgium (OKFN) Conference, Brussels, March 2017, Think Open Data Lisboa, Lisbon, October 
2016, Hungarian PSI re-use hackathon, Budapest, April 2016, , 

https://rdv.etalab.gouv.fr/e/19/hackathon-egalite-femmes-hommes-hackegalitefh
https://datensummit.de/
http://opendatacon.org/
http://accountabilityhack.org/
https://odileeds.org/events/airhack/
https://dftdigital.blog.gov.uk/2017/04/06/dft-hacks-external-hackathon/
https://www.frontlinenetwork.org.uk/events/2017/06/homelesshack/
http://www.hackathon.gov.pl/
http://www.otevrenadata.cz/open-data-expo/rocnik-2017/
http://www.gsac.gov.gr/index.php/80-general/177-public-integrity-hackathon
https://accountabilityhack.nl/
http://ogp.gov.ro/open-data-day-bucharest-4-march-2017/
https://www.trainhack.se/
http://2017.openbelgium.be/
http://www.cm-lisboa.pt/noticias/detalhe/article/workshop-think-open-data-lisboa
http://magyary.hu/2016/03/databoom-hackathon-programozasi-verseny/
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When considering smaller sized countries, more events have been organised in 2017 than in 2016. In 2016, 
7 out of 14 so-called small countries organised more than 3 Open Data events, by 2017 also Cyprus, 
Denmark, Estonia and Luxembourg organised more than 4 events per year14 -- an increase of 23 pp., going 
from 56% in 2016 to 79% in 2017. Latvia and Lithuania continue to organise between 2-3 Open Data events 
per year, while Malta has gone up from not having organised any Open Data events in 2016 to having 
organised 2 events in 2017, such as the SEMIC 2017 Conference15 - organised by the Estonian Presidency 
of the European Council together with the European Commission.   

Generally, most Open Data events are 
organised by national public 
administration, accounting for 57% of 
the countries (16 of EU28). Since the 
main beneficiary of Open Data so far 
has been the public administration, 
this result is in line with the 
expectations. Indeed, it is the national 
government level that is the main 
organiser of events such as 
hackathons, which are in most cases 
are aimed at tackling societal or 
government efficiency issues. In 
Austria, Belgium, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Poland and Portugal 
however most Open Data events are 
organised by local public 
administrations. This is often due to a 

                                                           
14 1ST Open Data Forum, Nicosia, June 2016, Danish Open Tourism Days, Copenhagen, May 2017, Garage 48 Open & Big Data 
2016, Tartu, October 2016, GameofCode Hackathon, Luxembourg, March 2017.  
15 SEMIC 2017, Malta, June 2017. 

http://www.data.gov.cy/mof/papd/DataPortal/dataportal.nsf/All/B4D6024C7E3FFDC8C2257FC7004C8A2A?OpenDocument
http://www.opentourismdays.dk/
http://garage48.ee/events/openbigdata
http://garage48.ee/events/openbigdata
http://www.gameofcode.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/isa2/events/semic-2017_en
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lack of human resources at the national level, driven by vivid community engagement at the local level. 
Looking at other countries, the results become even more mixed: In Germany, Hungary and Latvia it is the 
civil society that organises most events while in Malta Open Data events are mainly driven by universities. 
In the Czech Republic, such events are mainly organised by the private sector.  

 

2.1.2. National coordination 
The second sub-indicator of Open Data policies looks at the extent of national coordination within a 
country. National coordination is important for a successful Open Data journey because the national level 
can introduce and streamline national guidelines, standards and common approaches to be used by other 
levels of government. This ensures interoperability as well as harmonisation in terms of data publishing 
practices, wherever the data originates from. Good national coordination makes it easier for the national 
level to know what is happening in the country, provide tailored support where needed and avoid 
potential compatibility issues of different systems, while for the regional or municipal levels no further 
ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǊŜ-ƛƴǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘŜŜƭΦΩ 

Generally, most datasets are published at the local level through the local Open Data portals. These local 
datasets are then harvested either by the regional level or directly by the national Open Data Portal. Most 
national Open Data Portals only provide metadata while some portals such as the French and 
[ǳȄŜƳōƻǳǊƎƛǎƘ ǇƻǊǘŀƭǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ Ψƻǿƴ ŘŀǘŀΩΦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǇƻǊǘŀƭǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ 
both harvesting data from subnational portals, domain specific portals and where applicable, publishing 
their own datasets.  

 

An example of the data publication process in Ireland can be found in the figure below.  

 

Figure 1 Data publication process in Ireland 
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One of the main benefits of integrating city and/or regional 
portals into the national portal (and ultimately into the 
European Data Portal) is to improve accessibility and 
visibility of datasets throughout the country. Open Data 
city portals are important players in the national Open 
Data publication chain, as found by the second EDP study 
on Open Data and Cities16, published in June 2017. The 
study found that almost all city portals included in the 
research, except for Lisboa Aberta17, were feeding into 
their respective national Open Data portals.  

Although the process is most often automated, the study 
also found that the process is not always straightforward. 
Cities may encounter several administrative layers, such as 
the municipality, the metropolitan area and the province. 
In the city of Florence, the portal of the metropolitan 

area18 and the city of Florence co-exist. Besides, the city portal not only feeds into the national portal, but 
also into the regional portal of Tuscany19.  

National coordination also depends on the size of a country. To provide a more accurate overview of the 
level of national coordination at country levelΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ Ψƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜΩ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нлмт 
survey in the section concerning this sub-indicator. The rationale behind this change was to provide a 
more balanced overview when comparing the level of national coordination between small and large 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ²ƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψƴκŀ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
was better addressed. The added answer option as well as significant improvements made by many 
countries have contributed to a visible improvement with regard to the level of national coordination 
across the EU. Countries such as Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia have a less 
complex governmental structure thanks to no or few regions and a small population size therefore 
producing less data, which also justifies the lack of a need to set up local or regional portals. For this 
reason, agencies and cities directly upload their (meta)data to the national portal thereby contributing to 
the overall high level of national coordination.  

Alternatively, Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary prefer a strong top-down approach where all data produced 
in the country is directly uploaded to the national portal. In Romania it is mandatory to publish Open Data 
directly on the national Open Data Portal. It is, however, possible to set up a city Open Data Portal, 
however the city portal will harvest its local data from the national Open Data Portal. In Bulgaria, it is not 
necessary to create local Open Data portals because the national policy supports a centralised provision 
of public sector information in an open format and on one single platform. Municipal and district 
administrations have banners of the national Open Data Portal on their platforms, which automatically 
directs users to the national Open Data Portal. In Hungary, the Open Data initiative is not related to the 
relation between the local and national level. The rationale is that there are no regional Open Data 
initiatives, at least no regional initiatives the national level is aware of, and all activity and improvements 
take place at the national level. The national level emphasises the need for a strong national coordination 
and collaboration with all government levels. In Hungary, there is a legal obligation for all public bodies 

                                                           
16 EDP report on Open Data and Cities 2 (2017) 
17 Lisbon Open Data Portal 
18 Metropolitan City Florence 
19 Tuscany Open Data Portal 
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Regional portals integrated 
into national portal
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https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/edp_analytical_report_n6_-_open_data_in_cities_2_-_final-clean.pdf
http://dados.cm-lisboa.pt/
http://www.cittametropolitana.fi.it/
http://dati.toscana.it/
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on what to publish on their websites and what contribution is needed from their part in the operation of 
the national Open Data Portal. 

Going one step further, the percentage of countries that have integrated all regional portals into the 
national portal has increased from 4 countries in 2016: (Austria, Croatia, France and Ireland 14%) to 7 
countries in 2017 (25%) with Belgium, Estonia, Finland and Lithuania joining this category and France 
leaving it (the French national Open Data Portal no longer harvests all local/regional portals). Since only 
ministerial Open Data portals are required by law to be linked to the national Open Data Portal, this 
requirement does not apply to local portals. Therefore, it can no longer be guaranteed that all French 
portals are harvested by the national Open Data Portal. The national portal does provide a map with all 
local Open Data portals20. 

In addition to this, publishing guidelines by the national government can also help publish more Open 
Data and make data more visible. In 2016 Belgium, Latvia and Portugal did not yet provide any specific 
national guidelines on the publication of PSI. This situation changes in 2017, with both Latvia and Portugal 
now providing such guidelines. In Latvia, national guidelines on the technical and theoretical aspects of 
data publishing are provided by the Latvian Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional 
Development21 whereas Portugal provides recommended guidelines specifying how to electronically 
release and publish Open Data. An example of the comprehensive assistance provided by the national 
level to public administrations active at regional and/or local levels is Slovenia (see insight box below).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although 96% of EU28 (27 countries with the exception of 
Belgium) provide national guidelines on how to open PSI, not 
all countries coordinate all Open Data initiatives at the 
national level. This is mainly attributed to the large size of 
the country and the amount of Open Data initiatives that 
make coordination difficult. This is the case in Germany, Italy 
and Poland, as well as in Sweden (where there is a rather 
fragmented state of affairs in relation to Open Data). In 
Germany, this can be explained by the federal system in the 
country and the limited mandate to coordinated activities by 
the central level. In Italy, national coordination is improving, 
however, due to the large country size and Italy having 
strong regions, coordinating all Open Data initiatives at the 

                                                           
20 The cƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ άOpen Data Franceέ ǇǊƻǾƛŘes a map of the local open data portals  
21 Latvian Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development 

http://www.opendatafrance.net/lassociation/les-acteurs-2/
file:///D:/Users/hvollers/Documents/EDP/o%09http:/www.varam.gov.lv/in_site/tools/download.php
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national level is challenging. At the opposite end, the Netherlands represents an example of a country 
where all Open Data initiatives are coordinated at the national level, with a national working group 
focusing on and coordinating Open Data across all administration levels. With a steering committee in 
place, as well a political leadership at the level of the Ministry for Interior, the Netherlands is enjoying a 
high level of coordination at national level as well as a strong political leadership on Open Data. At the 
same time, local governments are provided with the necessary space to independently coordinate their 
own actions while operating within the national strategy. 

 

In 2016, only 25% of EU Member States 
indicated that there were many Open Data 
regional initiatives taking place in their 
country, namely Austria, Finland, France, 
Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands and 
Spain. By 2017, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Denmark, Italy, Slovakia and the UK now 
also estimate to have many regional 
initiatives taking place in their respective 
countries. This represents an increase of 
21 pp. compared to 2016. The reason for 
this significant increase is two-fold. On the 
one hand, it appears that more regional 
initiatives have been developed in the past 
year. On the other hand, the national level 
seems to have a better view on what is 
happening in the country in terms of Open 
Data initiatives.  

 

Especially for federal countries national coordination can be difficult. Belgium is a good example of a 
federal country where much progress has been made in the past year. In Belgium, several city portals exist 
such as Brussels, Bruges, Ostend, Antwerp, Ghent and Kortrijk (currently an initiative for tourism by the 
municipalities of the Belgian coast is in the making). In addition, the Flanders region has several projects, 
such as testing linked Open Data for local decisions while all three Belgian regions have their own portal 
and support for local authorities. The Walloon region is working with 20+ Walloon municipalities to help 
them to open data, which is also done by the Brussels region.  

In Croatia22, several cities such as Zagreb, Rijeka and Virovitica have Open Data portals while several other 
cities such as ±ŀǊŀȌŘƛƴΣ ±Ŝƭƛƪŀ DƻǊƛŎŀ ŀƴŘ YǊƛȌŜǾŎƛ are expected to launch their Open Data portals shortly. 
The Association of Cities in the Republic of Croatia is cooperating as well as encouraging other Croatian 
cities to publish data. Moreover, the Association of Croatian Counties (regional level, including 20 
ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎύ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ΨhǇŜƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘ23Ω ǿƛǘƘ ŀ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ budget spending at the regional 
level. It ensures that budget data is available in a unified manner, open format and visualised per different 
criteria and has been promoted at several events24 which has drawn the attention of other local 
governments. As a result, the Association of Cities and Association of Municipalities is planning to 

                                                           
22 Croatian Open Data portals: Zagreb,Rijeka and Virovitica  
23 Croatian ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ΨOpen BudgetΨ 
24 Promotion of Open Budget application at multiple events 

http://data.zagreb.hr/
https://data.rijeka.hr/
http://opendata.virovitica.hr/
http://hrvzz.hr/otvoreni_proracun/
http://hrvzz.hr/novosti/hrvatska_zajednica_zupanija/aplikacija_otvoreni_proracun_jos_jedan_korak_prema_transparentnosti_zupanijskih_uprava-12111/
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incentivise its members to create similar applications, 
and allow extraction of open budget and financial data. 
Besides, local governments are included in the training 
programmes and Open Youth Academy.  

The Spanish national Open Data Portal has identified 
153 Open Data initiatives in 2017, which is an increase 
of 36 initiatives compared to 2016. In Spain, the 
national level coordinates with the regions on two 
levels. On the one hand, it provides institutional and 
policy coordination for Open Data, through a specific 
Open Data group in the Commission of eGovernment. 
On the other hand, it enables technical coordination, 
through Red.es.  

 

2.1.3. Licensing norms  
The third sub-indicator contributing to the Presence of Open Data policies indicator is the use of licensing 
norms needed to determine the terms and conditions for the re-use of Open Data. Licences are essential 
when re-using Open Data to avoid potential copyright and other legal issues. This could happen when 
either the licence limits the use of the data or when no licence has been provided at all. Following the 
transposition of the original PSI Directive 2003/98/EC, many arrangements and procedures have been put 
in place to transpose the PSI Directive into national legislation. This has led to many different types of 
licences. In order to align practices across the EU and make them more transparent and predictable for 
potential re-users, the European Commission had been asked by many Member States to issue specific 
guidelines on which licence to use. Also in Europe the Creative Commons (not for profit organisation in 
ǘƘŜ ¦{ύ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ΨŘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻΩ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ t{L ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΦ {ƻƳŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
recommend a different licence have redrafted their own licence to be compatible with the CC-BY licence. 
Besides better compatibility, the CC licence also provides machine-readable versions of the licences that 
software systems and search engines can understand. This means that public sector bodies can simply 
download the CC licence or refer to the licence via a link. The attribution requirement allows for PSI to be 
re-used under the condition that the re-user acknowledges the original source of the documents and or 
data (i.e. public sector body) by including a suitable attribution statement, preferably with a link25. 

 

In most countries, a certain type of licence is recommended by 
the national government. 93% of the EU28 (amounting to 26 
countries) recommend a specific licence. In comparison to 2016, 
this is an increase of 3 countries. By 2017, Germany, Latvia and 
Croatia recommend a specific license. Only Hungary and Poland 
do not recommend a specific licence. The Polish national Open 
Data Portal provides around 45% of its datasets without any 
conditions as this is believed to be better for re-use than the open 
licence. The other 55% of datasets are available under minimum 
conditions such as the attribution or non-commercial purposes. 
Since public data available on the national Polish Open Data Portal 
is not covered by IP rights, data protection or any other form of 

                                                           
25 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƳŜƳƻΣ C!vΥ Ψt{L ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΩ, Brussels, 17 July 2014  

http://www.google.nl/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=0ahUKEwj6vJ_Qo6_WAhVBK1AKHaUjBkkQFgg1MAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Feuropa.eu%2Frapid%2Fpress-release_MEMO-14-491_en.doc&usg=AFQjCNEI8qA2JiI7C2FbAEVRWH8dq6mHlQ
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confidentiality, if no information is provided about the re-use, the datasets can be re-used without any 
conditions or requests, as stipulated in the Polish act on the re-use of PSI26.  

In addition, 71% of the EU28 (20 countries) indeed specifically recommend the PSI guidelines 
recommended use of the Creative Commons licence. In addition to Germany, Hungary and Poland, also 
France, Romania, Spain, Sweden and the UK do not recommend the CC licence specifically. Germany 
recommends ǘƘŜ ά5ŀǘŜƴƭƛȊŜƴȊ 5ŜǳǘǎŎƘƭŀƴŘ нΦлέ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀΦ This licence was developed, 
ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǇŜƴ 5ŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ27ΩΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ // ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ to items that fall under 
copyright protection. Since this is not the case for most government data, a specific German licence was 
developed. France promotes the Open Licence developed by the Etalab task force, which is believed to be 
more respectful of Open Data principles than the CC licence. A decree signed by the French Prime 
Minister28 recommends the use of the Open Database Licence as well as the Open Licence (in French 
άƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ƻǳǾŜǊǘŜ ŘŜ ǊŞǳǘƛƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ŘΩƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǇǳōƭƛǉǳŜǎέύΦ tƻƭŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳend a specific 
licence because as a principle data available on the portal is released without any conditions or under 
minimum conditions: publishers are obliged to provide information on the source, time of production and 
acquisition of the Public Sector Information from the obliged entity; and publishers are obliged to provide 
information on the fact that the re-used information has been processed. Romania recommends its own 
governmental licence ROU-OGL which is basically a CC derivative. The UK recommends the UK Open 
Government Licence which is compatible with the Creative Commons Attribution Licence 4.0 and the 
Open Data Commons Attribution Licence, both of which license copyright and database rights. This means 
that when the information is adapted and licensed under either of those licences, the conditions of the 
OGL have automatically been satisfied when to comply with the other licence. As in 2016, the CC 0, CC 
3.0, CC 4.0, CC-BY, CC-BY 4.0 and the CC-Share Alike licence have been mentioned most often as the 
recommended licence by national governments. 

Despite increased awareness around and application of licences, the metadata records from most national 
portals still show a high degree of heterogeneity regarding licences, with 28 different licences spread 
across 76 different sources, from 34 European countries. However, the highest share of datasets still do 
not indicate specific information about licences 
in their metadata29.  

When looking at the percentage of data 
provided with an open licence, the situation 
becomes more complex. In 2017, only 48% of 
the EU countries (13 countries) offers all its data 
with an open licence with 26% (7 countries) 
offering 90-99% of its data with an open licence. 
An explanation for this could be related to more 
and more datasets being provided on national 
Open Data Portals without having a 
standardised approach in place yet regarding 
licensing. Situations occur where publishers 
mistakenly choose thŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ƻǊ ΨƻǘƘŜǊ 
ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜΩ ǿƘŜƴ ǳǇƭƻŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘΦ [ƛŎŜƴŎŜǎ 

                                                           
26 European Commission, Implementation PSI Directive Poland 
27 Open Data Definition 
28 Decree signed by the French Prime Minister 
29 European Data Portal statistics of August 2017.  

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/implementation-psi-directive-poland
http://opendefinition.org/licenses/
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/eli/decret/2017/4/27/2017-638/jo/texte
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should be regularly checked by the national level to make sure the licensing is compliant with the Open 
Data rules. 

For example, in Ireland 97% of the datasets are openly licensed while the national level is working on the 
remaining 3%. The Irish national Open Data Portal has increased its volume meaning more corrections are 
needed which costs time. A similar situation can be seen in Luxembourg. When publishers such as the 
health ministry had been added to the national Open Data Portal, their already published datasets did not 
automatically correspond to the correct licence. Although 90-99% of the data provided on the 
Luxembourg portal is openly licensed, it will take some time to get the clearance from the remaining 1-
10% of data owners.  

In total, 6 countries (Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Slovenia and the UK) provide 75-89% of 
their data with an open licence, Slovakia provides 50-74% of its data with an open licence while Hungary 
did not provide a percentage range. In Slovenia, the decision was made to provide data users with both 
openly licensed metadata and with not completely open data such as certain statistical data. It had been 
decided that knowing of the existence of that data is at this stage more important than strictly providing 
open licenced data. The Slovenian national Open Data Portal will show a separate tab to distinguish Open 
Data from public sector data.  

Going one step further, the European Data portal statistics provide further insights into the data 
catalogues that have the highest volume of datasets with known licences. As illustrated by the graph 
below, the Open Data Portals of Poland, Romania and France lead, followed by the UK (with both the 
portals of London and national portal) and Germany that showcase noteworthy volumes of datasets 
accompanied by licensing information. The Polish national portal scores highest in this regard with a 
volume that almost reaches 100% for licencing all data on the national Open Data Portal as open by 
default. The Polish Open Data Portal is followed at approx. 15p difference by the French Open Data portal 
(ca. 85%).    

 

Figure 2 Top 20 catalogues with most datasets with known licences (%) ς EDP statistics (11.2017) 
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Finally, in terms of Open Data being available free of charge, 26 
Member States (93%) do make their Open Data available free of 
charge. In Belgium and Lithuania only 90-99% of data is free of 
charge. Certain detailed maps in Belgium do require a fee such 
as certain weather datasets and the real-time web service of the 
company register. Also in Lithuania, this small percentage can be 
attributed to a charging fee for certain registers such as 
population, business entities, cadastre, addresses, vehicles, 
mortgages and etc. Looking at the EU28 average however, an 
increase can be observed in comparison to 2016 when 4 
countries (Belgium, Denmark, Germany and Sweden) did not 
provide all data free of charge, and Latvia which did not yet have 
a portal.  

 

2.2. Use of Open Data  
The second indicator needed to assess the level of Open Data Readiness focuses on the use of Open Data. 
Examined areas relate to the number of unique visitors going to national Open Data portal, if portals 
provide a specific API, what percentage of machine versus human traffic is generated by the portal, typical 
profile, and to what extent data is being re-used or seen as important. The EU28 average in terms of use 
of Open Data has increased significantly, having increased from only 36% in 2015 to 51% in 2016 to 67% 
in 2017, which is an increase of 31 pp. over the last two years.  

  

 

Figure 3 Use of Open Data EU28 (2015-2017, %) 
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The main difference with 2016 is that in 2017 all countries are able to provide data on the use of Open 
Data thanks to all EU countries having a national Open Data Portal in place. However, large discrepancies 
still exist with on the one hand Malta still being in the process of launching a more elaborate portal with 
more portal features and on the other hand countries such as Spain, Italy, France and Ireland having an 
older Open Data tradition and devoting more resources to maturing their Open Data journey.  

Several countries have shown impressive improvements in the data provided on the use of data. The 
country that has accelerated the most is Luxembourg, having gone up from 0% in 2015 due to not having 
a national portal, to 88% in 2016, to 90% in 2017. Luxembourg has shown that also in 2017, having most 
portal features in place, people know how to find the national Open Data Portal and work with it. Slovenia 
is second, having accelerated from 0% in 2015 due to not having a national portal to 56% in 2016 to 88% 
in 2017. Slovenia has a dedicated team working on Open Data and receives a lot of top level political 
support to open data for re-use, which becomes clear when looking at the use of data. The third country 
having accelerated considerably is Slovakia, having gone up from 13% in 2015 to 73% in 2016 to 87% in 
2017. This could be explained by the growing awareness of Open Data in Slovakia with a relatively high 
number of people visiting the portal, of which around one third is foreign and most likely coming from the 
neighbouring countries. Although most countries show an increase in use of data, 6 countries have 
decreased in the past two years. The UK has experienced a drop of 11 pp. and Greece a drop of 10 pp. 
France, Germany, Hungary and Portugal have only witnessed a slight decrease of 1-5 pp. each. Most of 
these countries have been focusing on raising awareness of Open Data in general. A next step would be 
to promote the national Open Data Portal.  

 

Monitoring Portal Traffic 

In 2016, only Denmark, Italy, Latvia 
Lithuania and Malta did not measure 
traffic on their websites or did not yet 
have a national portal in place. By 
2017, only Denmark, Latvia and Malta 
do not monitor user statistics. When 
looking at visitors using the portal each 
month as a percentage of the total 
country population30, it becomes clear 
that more people are finding their way 
to the national Open Data portals. 
Unique visitors refer to the number of 
distinct individuals requesting pages 
from the website during a given 
period, regardless of how often they 
visit. Visits refer to the number of 

times a site is visited, no matter how many visitors make up those visits. When an individual goes to a 
website on Tuesday, then again on Wednesday, this is recorded as two visits from one visitor source31. 
Where in 2016, 53% of the portals scored the maximum points for having more than 0.05% of the country 

                                                           
30 Based on Eurostat figures, Population on 1 January 2016 (updated figures for 2017 had not been made available yet at the 
time of this research) 
31 Definition unique visitor, Wikipedia 
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inhabitants visiting the portal on average per month, by 2017 this has slightly increased to 57%. These 
countries include Austria, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and the UK. This continuing trend could indicate 
that awareness raising activities are having an impact on more people being able to find the national Open 
Data Portal.  

Monitoring user statistics is important to better understand the type of visitors and to know whether data 
or features provided on the portal are sufficient or should be adjusted. While in 2016 around half of the 
EU countries did not collect statistics on their portal visitors, by 2017 this has positively decreased to only 
39%.  

For half of the EU countries the typical profile is 
a bit of everything, while in Bulgaria and Italy 
mainly people from the public sector visit the 
portal and in Cyprus, like in 2016, mainly people 
from the private sector visit the portal. Also 
foreigners are increasingly finding their way to 
other portals. A reason for this could be that 
people are increasingly becoming interested in 
knowing what data is available in their 
neighbouring countries and how this data could 
potentially be used with similar data from the 
home country. In 2016, 7 EU countries did not 
know what the percentage of foreigners visiting 
their portal was. One country, Latvia, did not 
have a portal and therefore could not give a 
percentage. In the other 20 countries, percentages ranged from 3% in Hungary to 30% in Luxembourg.  

By 2017, 24 EU countries monitor the percentage of foreigners visiting their portal. Only in Denmark, 
Latvia, Lithuania and Malta this is not yet being monitored. This is mainly explained by the fact that Latvia, 
Malta and Denmark do not monitor user statistics and that the Latvian portal was launched only recently. 
In Luxembourg the percentage of foreigners visiting the portal has gone up to over 60%, which could be 
explained by the fact that Luxembourg is a small, land-locked country with many foreigners working in 

Luxembourg resulting in the portal being 
accessed from more different geographic 
locations outside Luxembourg. In Estonia and 
Ireland the percentage of foreigners visiting 
the national portal is between 45% and 59% 
while in Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Slovakia and 
Sweden between 30-44% of visitors are 
foreign. This underlines the importance of data 
being harmonised within countries as well as 
between countries. With more foreigners 
becoming interested in the data of other 
countries, especially of neighbouring 
countries, more awareness amongst publishers 
to move to data quality is needed to supply the 
demand for data traveling beyond borders. 

 

4%
7%

50%

39%

Profile of portal visitors

Mostly private
sector

Mostly public
sector

A bit of
everything

I don't know



 

31 
 

Assessing Portal Traffic over the API 

An important feature needed to pull data from a portal is the Application Programming Interface (API).  

By ensuring API access to data, machine-to-machine 
communication is made possible. For example, 
datasets can be accessed automatically by other 
portals (e.g. pan-European Data infrastructures such as 
the European Data Portal). In 2017, 89% of the EU 
Member States provide access via a specific API (25 of 
28 countries). Only Estonia, Lithuania and Malta do not 
provide a specific API. It is therefore interesting to 
monitor the ratio between machine traffic and human 
visitors to a portal. By 2017, 15 countries provide 
statistics on portal traffic generated by an API. As in 
2016, in Austria most data is accessed by machines, 
namely in 71-85% of the visits. This could be explained 
by the setup of the national coordination in which 
regional portals upload their data directly on the portal via an API. In Romania, 41-55% of visits come from 
machines while in the UK 26-40% of visits is generated by machines. The other countries range in the low 
numbers between 0 and 10% with only Bulgaria, Finland and Italy having a ratio of 11-25% of portal visits 
being generated by machines. A reason for this could be people being interested in using the features 
offered on the national portal when using Open Data, as is the case in Italy.  

 

Understanding the importance of Open Data reuse  

This chapter on the use of data also investigated to what extent the re-use of Open Data is seen as 
important by governments and whether this development is further encouraged. Only by re-using data a 
real impact of Open Data on society can be made. By using data made available by the government, third 
parties are able to build applications based on this 
data. This can only happen when data is available 
and when data is of good enough quality to work 
with. When asked whether governments find the re-
use of Open Data important, 64% of EU countries 
mentioned this to be very important. For 18% of the 
countries the re-use of Open Data is somewhat 
important and for another 18% (5 countries) re-use 
is seen as important, but does not represent a 
current focus. Yet in 93% of the countries re-use is 
supported by government. Only in Hungary and 
Portugal Open Data is not yet being re-used by other 
departments. This can be explained by a limited 
political drive to leverage the benefits of Open Data 
as well as Open Data related policy and portal 
developments that may be lagging behind compared 
to the EU average. Generally, re-use is supported by 
governments through awareness raising activities 
such as organising webinars, events and workshops. That re-use is seen as important is also illustrated by 
the fact that 23 countries are aware of data being re-used by its own government. An example is the 
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publication of geo-tagged house numbers32 as Open Data by the Italian municipality Terlizzi using data of 
the national geoportal of the Italian Ministry of the Environment33, associated with the place names of 
the Municipality of Terlizzi. Another example is the development of the Slovenian portal on public wages34 
thanks to the collaboration of the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Public Administration. It shows 
the wages of public servants and the money spent for wages by the ministries and other public sector 
bodies. The portal has been regularly visited not only by the general public but also by the public servants.  

 

2.3.  Impact of Open Data  
Measuring the impact Open Data has on society is becoming more and more important. With more studies 
being conducted across Europe, more tangible evidence is created to show policy-makers and the public 
which value Open Data brings to society. By measuring the impact of Open Data on a yearly basis, it 
becomes possible to show trends and identify where most progress is being made across Europe. For the 
purpose of this measurement, studies older than 2 years were no longer taken into consideration. In this 
section, the size of countries was not part of the exercise. However, a positive correlation was observed 
between the size of the country and their ability to provide multiple examples for each of the impact 
dimensions assessed. Hence, most of the medium and large-sized countries provided more than the 2 
required examples of use cases/applications/news articles requested as evidence in order to qualify for 
maximum scores on the impact sub-indicator. In addition, more countries have started to take different 
European and international studies ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ present study on measuring the 
state of play of Open Data in Europe, as well as the ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ h9/5Ωǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 
governance reviews of 2016 into account when assessing their country performance. 

Each year the Open Data impact indicator looks at the following 3 sub-indicators: political, social and 
economic impact.  

The following sub-sections will shed further light into the progress made on each impact dimension and 
discuss various examples of Open Data impact in the Member States. 

 

2.3.1. Political impact  

In 2016, a total of 9 countries (32%) had conducted activities since 
June 2015 to monitor the political impact of Open Data (Austria, 
Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Slovakia, Spain and 
Sweden).By 2017, an additional 4 countries (Czech Republic, 
Latvia, Netherlands and Poland) have conducted these activities 
since June 2016.  

In sum, 13 EU Member States (46%) have conducted studies 
underlining the positive political impact of Open Data. In the Czech 
Republic, a research project started in April 2017 which had 
monitored the impact of Open Data and would define a 
methodology for the Czech Ministry of Interior to conduct the 
same impact research annually. The results of this impact study35 
were published by the end of July 2017. In Latvia, the use of Open 

                                                           
32 Geo-tagged house numbers by the municipality Terlizzi. 
33 National geoportal of the Italian Ministry of the Environment 
34 Slovenian portal on public wages 
35 Results of Czech study to monitor the political impact of Open Data in the Czech Republic, July 2017 

http://dati.comune.terlizzi.ba.it/dataset/numeri-civici-georiferiti
http://www.pcn.minambiente.it/geoportal/catalog/search/resource/details.page?uuid=%7BE9FA8B9E-9A57-4DAD-A24C-C2C7BE5FD85A%7D
https://podatki.gov.si/aplikacije
https://sites.google.com/a/tacr.cz/rs-industry-4-0-tacr-info/spolecnost-4-0/vysledky-mt/mt03
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Data through the national portal36 is monitored as well as providing the possibility to communicate use 
cases of Open Data to data holders37. Monitoring these developments helps support further political 
commitment to opening data. In the Netherlands, the National Audit organisation (Algemene 
Rekenkamer) published 3 trend reports about the impact of Open Data in 2015 and in 201638, both in 
cooperation with the national Open Data Portal team. In Poland, two cooperation platforms were 
established by the governmental Public Open Data Programme with the aim to monitor the 
implementation of the programme within the governmental administration. On the one hand, the 
implementation at the policy level by the ministerial task force is monitored while on the other hand the 
implementation at the operational level by the network of Open Data Officers is monitored. Every year, 
Polish Open Data Officers are obliged to file a report on this implementation process. The first report was 
published at the end of July 201739. In Ireland, the Public Bodies Working Group (PBWG) on Open Data 
was set up in 2014 and consists of representatives from 30 Irish Public Sector Bodies. The Working Group 
meets every quarter and guides the Open Data initiative, supports the publication of data across the public 
sector, and monitors usage and impact of Open Data. Its minutes and progress reports are published 
online40. 

In terms of the impact of Open Data on government efficiency, a clear increase in 2017 in comparison to 
2016 can be seen. In 2016, 7 countries estimated the 
impact to be high (Bulgaria, France, Greece, Ireland, 
Lithuania, Slovakia and the UK). In 2017, an additional 4 
countries estimate the impact to be high, namely Croatia, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands and Slovenia. In 2016, Croatia 
estimated this impact to be low, Luxembourg did not know 
while in the latter two countries the impact was estimated 
to be medium. In Croatia, the obligation to publish Open 
Data has resulted in improved government efficiency and 
effectiveness by creating an incentive to provide better 
services, as well as greater efficiency of public spending. 
With regard to improving the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the public administration, an application had been 
developed to show the spending of the state budget41. This 
application is currently being upgraded to enable the 
extraction of Open Data and enable a searchable database 

of all budget payments (salaries for civil servants as well as the payments in social welfare will be offered 
at an aggregate level).  

While in 2016, 12 EU countries estimated the Open Data impact on government efficiency and 
effectiveness to be low or that it was not measured, in 2017 this number has decreased to only 9 
countries. 

                                                           
36 Latvian national Open Data portal statistics 
37 Latvian national Open Data portal use cases 
38 Trend report Open Data 2016, National Audit Organisation, Netherlands 
39 Report on the results of the implementation of the Program for the Opening of Public Data, Poland, July 2017 
40 Progress Reports of the Irish Public Bodies Working Group 
41 Application that shows state budget spending in Croatia 
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http://data.gov.lv/
https://data.gov.lv/dati/lv/dataset/eis
http://www.rekenkamer.nl/Publicaties/Onderzoeksrapporten/Introducties/2016/03/Trendrapport_open_data_2016
https://danepubliczne.gov.pl/pl/article/raport-nt-rezultatow-wdrazania-programu-otwierania-danych-publicznych
https://data.gov.ie/resources/progress-reports
http://www.drzavna-riznica.hr/upit_po_dobavljacima/
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This trend was witnessed from 2015 to 2016 meaning that countries understand more and more the 
political importance of Open Data. Furthermore, 8 countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, 
Germany, Italy and Romania (29%) estimate the impact of Open Data on government efficiency and 
effectiveness to be medium.  

In terms of efficiency, in Cyprus, the Pan Cyprian Bar Association offers free and non-profit access to 
Cypriot and international sources of law through the online service CyLaw42. It utilises government Open 
Data (Legislation and Court Decisions) which is organised in a number of searchable online databases. 
CyLaw is widely used by PSBs when dealing with legal issues or need to search for court decisions. In terms 
of effectiveness, the Cypriot online platform Diavlos43 provides real time information on road traffic and 
availability of parking places in Nicosia that enabled the collaboration and coordination between the 
Department of Public Works and the Local Authorities on road traffic management issues.  

                                                           
42 CyLaw, Cyprus 
43 Diavlos, Cyprus 

Improving government transparency in Slovenia ς introducing Erar and Statist 
 
The Slovenian Commission for Prevention of Corruption has developed an application that 
helps improve government efficiency and effectiveness as well as transparency. The 
application called Erar assists the development of transparent government in the country. 
Through proactive transparency of data related to public spending it has a significant effect on 
strengthening the integrity of public servants.  
 
Statist (depicted below) is an application for transparency launched by the Slovenian public 
ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ tƻǊǘŀƭ tƭŀőΦ Lǘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ όǿŀƎŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
integrity of the Slovenian institutions.  
 

 
 
More information on the two projects are available on the official webpages under 
https://erar.si/ and https://ejn.gov.si/statist.  
 

 

http://www.cylaw.org/
http://www.traffic4cyprus.org.cy/
https://erar.si/
https://ejn.gov.si/statist
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The fact that countries are increasingly gaining knowledge on the positive political impact of Open Data is 
further underlined when looking at the impact Open Data has on improving government transparency 
and accountability. By 2017, more than 50%, namely 15 out of 28 EU countries estimate this impact to be 
high, in comparison to 13 countries in 2016. In Greece, there is a growing number of new stories and blog 
entries that are based on evidence from the data uploaded to the Transparency Portal44. This has had a 
high impact on Greek government transparency and accountability because in many cases suspicious and 

erroneous decisions of the public administration had been 
revealed and later on reversed, as described in several news 
articles45. Nine EU countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Germany, Hungary, Poland, Portugal, Romania and Sweden 
estimate the impact to be medium as opposed to only 6 
countries in 2016. Countries estimating the impact of Open 
Data on government transparency and accountability to be 
low or were not measured, has further decreased from 7 
countries in 2016 to only 4 countries in 2017. However, 
ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƧƻȅŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ΨƻǇŜƴΩ 
societies without Open Data helping increase a higher level 
of government transparency and accountability, the 
specific impact of Open Data can be considered low, even 
though the actual situation might suggest otherwise in 
comparison to other EU countries. This could for example 
be the case in countries such as Denmark.  

 

 

  

                                                           
44 Greek Transparency Portal 
45 Parapolitika and AlterInfo 

Open Data in Flanders ς the GRB use case 
 

The Flanders region in Belgium has a topographic map containing various data about buildings and 

their facilities, watercourses, railways and road networks. It is used by various local and regional 

administrations, and publishing it as Open Data makes it much more efficient to access / reuse by 

these administrations and their IT-partners. The large-scale Reference file (GRB) is a digital 

topographic map of Flanders. It is a common geographic base on which all users can grab their own 

data. The GRB contains only geographic and distinctive information of well-defines, conventionally 

accepted reference data. The objects (railways, road networks, watercourses, buildings) are detailed 

and accurately measured so that they can be used in a large scale between 1/250 and 1/5000.  
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https://diavgeia.gov.gr/en
http://www.parapolitika.gr/
http://alterinfo.gr/showbiz/media/kata-ta-alla-diavgia-neo-ikonomiko-skandalo-stin-nerit/56132
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2.3.2. Social impact  
The social impact of Open Data on society is measured on 
two different levels: to what extent Open Data has a 
positive impact on the environmental sustainability in a 
country and to what extent Open Data has a positive 
impact on the inclusion of marginalised groups in a 
country. When assessing the impact of Open Data on 
marginalised groups in relation to Open Data, countries 
measure to what extent individuals or entire communities 
of people that were excluded from politics, social services 
or various rights, opportunities and resources previously, 
are now able to participate in society. The most significant 
increase in 2017 of Open Data having a positive impact on 
EU countries is measured in the social impact indicator. 
From 2016 to 2017, this sub-indicator has increased from 
28% in 2016 to 49% in 2017, constituting an increase of 
21pp. However, in comparison to the economic and political impact indicator, countries do find it most 
difficult to measure the impact Open Data on a social level. In 2016, 7 countries measured the impact of 
Open Data on environmental sustainability to be high. By 2017, this number has increased to 10 countries, 
namely Croatia, Cyprus, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Slovenia, Spain and the UK.  

Lƴ {ǇŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜ ŦƛƴŘŜǊ DŜƻ{ǇŀǘƛǳƳ[ŀō46 ƘŜƭǇǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ 
ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǊƻǇǎ ŀǾƻƛŘƛƴƎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƻ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ 
hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΦ Lƴ LǘŀƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ [ŀƴŘǎƭƛŘŜ wƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀǎƛƴ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
/ŀƳǇŀƴƛŀ wŜƎƛƻƴ47Σ Ƙŀǎ ŀǎ ŀ Ƴŀƛƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΣ 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΣ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŦƭƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŦƭƻƻŘ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊǎΣ 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ϦǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘϦΦ  

                                                           
46 GeoSpatiumLab, Spain 
47 Landslide Risk of the Basin Authority of the Campania Region 

The impact of Open data on the environment ς examples from Romania  
In Romania, the application Forest Inspector which is part of the Integrated Information 
System for the population of real-time tracking of timber in Romania, can be used by the 
public to verify a shipment of timber or verifying a car registration number and report 
suspicious trucks to help preserve Romanian forests. 
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http://www.geoslab.com/
https://dati.regione.campania.it/dataset/rischio-frana-psai-adb-campania-centrale
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Lƴ нлмтΣ ŀ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ мн ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŜŘƛǳƳΣ ƴŀƳŜƭȅ !ǳǎǘǊƛŀΣ .ŜƭƎƛǳƳΣ 
.ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΣ /ȅǇǊǳǎΣ 5ŜƴƳŀǊƪΣ CƛƴƭŀƴŘΣ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΣ [ǳȄŜƳōƻǳǊƎΣ bŜǘƘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΣ tƻƭŀƴŘΣ wƻƳŀƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ {ǿŜŘŜƴΦ  

 

Lƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ нлмсΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ с ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƛƴ нлмс ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
όмрύΣ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭƻǿ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘΣ ōȅ 
нлмт ǘƘƛǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ Ƙŀǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴƭȅ т ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ wŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻǊ 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƻƻ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ŀƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

 

The impact of Open Data on the inclusion of marginalised groups has also increased in comparison to 
2016. While in 2016 only Spain and the UK estimated the impact to be high, by 2017 this number has more 
than quadrupled to 9 countries, adding Croatia, Cyprus, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy and Slovenia. In 
Finland, several applications were created that help improve the mobility of marginalised groups and bring 
overall benefits to local communities. In Ireland, the Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Challenge 
with Cork County Council, the Age Friendly Alliance and Enterprise Ireland launched a challenge call48 to 
explore low cost, innovative and accessible solutions that will help all of its older citizens to maintain a 

good quality of life and enable them to remain and feel 
secure in their home. In Slovenia, a specific map49 
provides locations where people with a wheelchair can 
access locations to vote.  

 

Also in the field of culture applications are being 
developed to increase the visitor experience at 
museums, galleries, cities, historic locations and tourist 
attractions. A widely used application is Nexto50, a 
cultural engagement platform, where you can for 
example get virtual location guides around the British 
museum, the Ljubljana Castle, Pompeii, etc.  

                                                           
48 Cork Smart Gateway, Ireland 
49 Wheelchair accessible voting locations, Slovenia 
50 Nexto 

The impact of Open data on the environment ς examples from Spain and the UK 
 
The Air Madrid application aims to show in a simple and understandable way for non-technical 
users data on air quality in real time offered by the City of Madrid through its Open Data portal. 
In the UK, the wide range of environmental information made available by the Environment 
Agency has had an impact on environmental sustainability such as Flood Alerts. In the UK, 
making data on water flow and flooding has also created spin-off companies such as Shoothill. 
Understanding these patterns of water data helps improve management of risk at local 
community levels. 
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http://www.corksmartgateway.ie/portfolio/e80k-small-business-innovation-research-sbir-challenge-with-cork-county-council-and-enterprise-ireland/
file:///D:/Users/hvollers/Documents/EDP/•%09http:/www.dvk-rs.si/index.php/si/kje-in-kako-volim/volilne-enote
http://nexto.io/
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Furthermore, in France, the digital platform Bob Emploi51 uses Open databases such as the French 
business registry to help the unemployed to find specifically targeted job offers. Various services and web 
and mobile applications for people with disabilities have been developed that calculate itineraries and 
accessible areas and routes. Examples are Handimap.org52, Accessible.net53 or the mobile GPS application 
SharePA (depicted in the insights box below). In France many hackathons take place focusing on improving 
services for the handicapped and disabled people, such as events organised by the French Association for 
the Social and Vocational Integration of People with Disabilities54. Furthermore, a simulator based on 
Open Data, called Mes-Aides55, allows people with low revenue to assess the grants and subsidies they 
can receive from the government and social security services. In Spain, the platform Divertour56 is used 
by tour guides and museums to provide free treasure hunts for smartphones using geolocation, 
augmented reality and social interaction. This has helped tour guides and museums to attract more young 
people.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
51 Bob Emploi, France 
52 Handimap.org, France 
53 Accessible.net, France 
54 Association for the Social and Vocational Integration of People with Disabilities, France 
55 Mes-Aides, France 
56 Divertour, Spain 

The impact of Open data on social inclusion - A Finnish example   
 

BlindSquare is a Finnish accessible GPS application developed for the blind and visually 

impaired. It uses Open Data of services and places and describes the environment, 

announces points of interest and street intersections as you travel.  

 

 

https://www.bob-emploi.fr/
http://www.handimap.org/
http://accessible.net/
http://www.ladapt.net/actualite-hackathon-associations-missions-handicap-que-proposons-nous-de-devenir-dans-10-ans-934.html%20,%20https:/informations.handicap.fr/art-hackathon-recherche-handicap-988-9627.php
https://mes-aides.gouv.fr/
http://www.divertourapp.com/
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Improving mobility with Open Data ς examples from Croatia and Cyprus  
The HZPP Planner developed by the Croatian Railway Services provides users with all the 
information they need to get to the destination with the least effort. The application 
provides a wide range of information to the traveller, from the information related to the 
trip, to information whether there are train delays, fallouts or roadworks on the respective 
route, to the possibility of transporting bicycles along and accessibility for persons with 
disabilities.  
Lƴ /ȅǇǊǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ άǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ п /ȅǇǊǳǎέ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ provides users with a full package of live 
information about traffic in Nicosia and the inter-urban network, roadwork in progress, the 
availability of parking places in Nicosia city centre, route planner tools as well as the bike 
network in the city.   
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In 2017, 6 EU countries: Bulgaria, Germany, Greece, the Netherlands, Poland and Romania estimate the 
impact of Open Data on marginalised groups to be medium, one country less than in 2016. However, 
where in 2016 19 countries estimated the impact to be low or were not measured, by 2017 this number 
has positively decreased to 13 countries. This means that still nearly half of the EU countries have not yet 
been able to put in adequate measures to allow for Open Data to bring value to marginalised groups. With 
a growing awareness of the value Open Data brings to society by governments and communities, it is 
expected that by 2018 more EU countries will be able to measure this social impact. In several other 
countries applications are being developed that use Open Data on railway traffic to enable users to plan 
their journey more efficiently. One of those examples is the application provided by the Croatian Railway 
Services57 or the one developed by the Cypriot government.  

 

2.3.3. Economic impact  
For most governments, the key to invest more in Open Data, to improve the quality of Open Data for 
greater re-use and to drive business innovation, is to know the economic impact of Open Data. Over the 
past years, various studies have made an attempt to measure the impact of Open Data initiatives to 
underline the importance of Open Data for economic growth, to drive monetary benefits and foster 
transparency. Especially since Open Data generally has a marginal cost of zero, further economic benefits 
are likely to result from more organisations re-using Open Data. But the results of the studies vary, and 
figures are sometimes outdated. In addition, although recent studies shed some light on how companies 
transform Open Data into value, such as the 2017 study on Re-using Open Data that focused on companies 
transforming Open Data into economic and societal valueΩ58 conducted by the European Data Portal, a 
further understanding of how Open Data is used at company level is still on the wish list of many data 
publishing organisations. This information provides valuable input for their data publication process and 
the kind of data they provide, as re-users of Open Data still encounter several barriers, which is further 
analysed in the 2017 EDP report on Open Data and Barriers59.  

Several economic benefits of the use of Open Data can be identified ς both direct and indirect benefits. 
Direct benefits are monetised benefits that are realised in market transactions in the form of revenues 
and Gross Value Added (GVA), the number of jobs involved in producing a service or product, and cost 
savings. Indirect economic benefits are i.e. new goods and services, time savings for users of applications 
using Open Data, knowledge economy growth, increased efficiency in public services and growth of 
related markets. The EDP άCreating Value from Open Dataέ study60 estimated a total market size between 
193 bn. and 209 bn. EUR for 2016, with an estimated projection of 265-286 bn. EUR for 2020, including 
inflation corrections. A cumulative total market size was estimated, ranging between EUR 1.138 to 1.229 
bn. by 2020. Between 2016 and 2020, the market size for Open Data is estimated to increase by 36.9%, 
to a value of 75.7 bn. EUR in 2020. For the period 2016-2020, the cumulative direct market size is 
estimated at 325 bn. EUR. The cumulative total market size for Open Data is forecasted to be between 
1,138 and 1,229 bn. EUR61.  

                                                           
57 Croatian Railway Services application 
58 EDP (2017) Re-using Open Data: a study on companies transforming Open Data into economic and societal value 
59 EDP Report (2017) Barriers in working with Open Data  
60 EDP Report (2016) Creating Value through Open Data   
61 Ibid, page 9. 

https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=josip.hzppapp&hl=hr
https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/re-using_open_data.pdf
https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/edp_analytical_report_n5_-_barriers_in_open_data.pdf
https://www.europeandataportal.eu/sites/default/files/edp_creating_value_through_open_data_0.pdf
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From 2017 to 2020, the EU28+ Open Data market size is also expected to grow 
annually by more than 8% on average. As a result of this growing market size, 
the demand for skilled Open Data workers increases. New jobs are created 
through the stimulation of the economy and a higher demand for personnel 
with the skills to work with data. In 2017, there will be 80,000 Open Data jobs 
within the EU 28+ private sector. By 2020, this number will increase to just 
under 100,000 Open Data jobs, creating almost 20,000 new direct Open Data 
jobs by 2020 as compared to 2017. When looking at the impact of Open Data 
for the particular sectors, public administration is expected to have the highest 
share in the direct market size, with a value of 22,111 mio. EUR.  

In addition to the numbers provided by the European Commission via the 
studies published by the European Data Portal, countries are eager to obtain 
more granular numbers as well as to validate findings they can further tailor 
to their economic priorities.  

It appears that Member States have made some progress in this regard in 
comparison to 2016, with scores improving on the economic impact sub-
indicator. Compared to the initial five countries that had conducted studies to 
assess the Open Data market value in 2015, by 2017 this number has increased 
to 9. Whereas in 2015, 5 EU countries have conducted such studies (France, 
Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK), in 2017 the list comprised also Denmark, 
Finland, Ireland and the Netherlands. These studies do not necessarily come from the national level, 
certain studies have been conducted by think tanks or civil society organisations.  

 

 
 

In Spain, the 5th edition of the report on the infomediary sector62 has been published (see insights box 
below). In Denmark, for geospatial data, a socioeconomic measurement63 of the effects of open geospatial 
data had been conducted, which estimated the value of open geospatial data in Denmark. The study 
shows that Danish Open Data in 2016 have doubled in terms of efficiency and production gains since 2012 
to 3.5 billion kroner in 2016. Another Danish study64, from 2016, has shown that Danish society can gain 
between 50 and 135 million kroner annually, in selected sectors such as the electricity sector, the district 
heating sector and the agricultural sector based on open meteorological data. In Finland a study published 
on the use and impact of Open Data in Finland65 found that firms using Open Data and big data in their 

                                                           
62 5th Edition of the Report on the infomediary sector (2017) Spain 
63 Effects of the free geodata (2017) Denmark 
64 Socio-economic consequences of releasing meteorological data (2016) Denmark  
65 Use and impact of Open Data in Finland (2017) Finland 

http://www.asedie.es/assets/informe-sector-infomediario--2017.pdf
http://sdfe.dk/data-skaber-vaerdi/sdfe-s-frie-data-aabner-doere-for-innovative-loesninger/
https://www.dmi.dk/nyheder/arkiv/nyheder-2017/februar/store-gevinster-for-samfundet-med-frie-data/
http://vnk.fi/julkaisu?pubid=18703
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innovation activities were clearly more likely to produce new-to-market innovations than those firms that 
did not use Open Data in their innovation activities. Moreover, the study found that those firms active in 
the information and communications sector and using data for innovation witnessed, on average, 17 
percent higher sales growth during the years 2012ς2014 than those firms in the same sector that did not 
use data in innovation. Traffic data appeared to be the only data type contributing to the sales growth.   
 

 

In the Netherlands a cost-value analysis66 had been conducted. Finally, in Ireland, several studies had 
been conducted focusing on: 

1. The Construction of ŀ [ƛƴƪŜŘ 5ŀǘŀ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŦƻǊ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ DŜƻǎǇatial Linked Data67 
2. Exploring the economic value of open government data68 
3. Governance, Transparency and the Collaborative Design of Open Data Collaboration Platforms: 

understanding barriers, options, and needs69 
4. Improving data workflow systems with cloud services and use of open data for bioinformatics 

research70 
 

                                                           
66 Societal cost-value analysis of Open Data (2017) Netherlands 
67 ¢ƘŜ /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ [ƛƴƪŜŘ 5ŀǘŀ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŦƻǊ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ DŜƻǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ [ƛƴƪŜŘ 5ŀǘŀ (2017) Ireland 
68 Exploring the economic value of open government data (2016) Ireland 
69 Governance, Transparency and the Collaborative Design of Open Data Collaboration Platforms: understanding barriers, 
options, and needs (2016) Ireland 
70 Improving data workflow systems with cloud services and use of open data for bioinformatics research (2016) Ireland 

The infomediary sector of Open Data - an example from Spain 
 
In 2017, the Multisectoral Information Association published a report analysing in detail the Spanish 
infomediary market. A number of 636 Spanish companies had been assessed whose activity is based 
on the re-use of public and/or private information to develop value-added products for third parties 
or citizens in general in the following sub-sectors: culture, directory services, economic and financial, 
publishing, market research, geographic information, meteorological, or tourism.  

The objective was to assess how the use of Open Data improves the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the government itself through better planning of available resources, collaboration between different 
departmental areas, scrutiny of the correct use of resources, improvements in the interoperability of 
data and processes, as well as the adoption of standards that facilitate the sharing and storage of 
data. 

The study showed that the use of Open Data drives public innovation by contributing to the 
identification of patterns that help decision-making, to more active development and implementation 
of public policies, and the improvement of data quality thanks to public feedback. With regard to the 
ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ όŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ нлмрύΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ϵмΣтлр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿhich 
means an average turnover of 2.68 million euros per company.  

According to the report, the infomediary sector employed 19,362 workers in 2015, a positive variation 
of 4.3% compared to the previous edition. The largest growth has been recorded in the economic and 
financial sector, with 219 employees more than in 2014, a similar number to the geographic 
information industry, with 215 more employees. At the closing of 2016 the total subscribed capital 
was 366 million euros, 20.7% lower than the previous year, after three consecutive years of growth. 

https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/rapporten/2017/03/20/rapport-maatschappelijke-kosten-batenanalyses-open-data
https://www.osi.ie/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/osi-eswc-2017-preprint.pdf
https://www.insight-centre.org/content/exploring-economic-value-open-government-data
https://www.insight-centre.org/content/governance-transparency-and-collaborative-design-open-data-collaboration-platforms
https://www.insight-centre.org/content/governance-transparency-and-collaborative-design-open-data-collaboration-platforms
https://www.insight-centre.org/content/improving-data-workflow-systems-cloud-services-and-use-open-data-bioinformatics-research
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In terms of studies assessing better service delivery, 11 EU countries have 
published studies since 2015. In addition to France, Spain, Denmark, Finland, 
Ireland and the Netherlands, also Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Romania and Sweden have investigated how to improve service 
delivery. However, only Spain, Ireland the Netherlands and Sweden have 
published studies in 2017. The Swedish National Archives published a pre-
study71 in July 2017 providing suggestions on how the National Archives could 
collect and publish PSI datasets. The report illustrates the status-quo with 
regard to the work on the PSI at national and European level. The study serves 
as a guide on how to create and publish datasets according to the metadata 
format DCAT-AP, leading to a better coordination of the preparation and 
publication of datasets. Through this metadata specification, the National 
Archives can collect the datasets ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ΨƘŀǊǾŜǎǘƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴŘ 
publishing them on the Swedish national Open Data Portal. In the Netherlands 
two studies have been published on data registers and data portfolio 
management by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science72 and one 
study on how to improve the functioning of the Dutch digital government73. 
In Lithuania, a study had been conducted in 2015 defining the feasibility of the 
implementation of the Open Data initiative74. 

In Ireland, The Dublin Economic Monitor75 - a joint initiative on behalf of the four Dublin local authorities, 
coordinated by the City Council represents a further manifestation of the enhanced role of local 
authorities in the area of economic development and enterprise support, in line with the local government 
reform programme. The Monitor, which will be published free of charge on-line every quarter, is intended 
to track developments in the Dublin economy. An article76 had been published about the importance of 
good licensing if OGD is to be used effectively, including a number of issues that would have to be 
addressed by designers of OGD licences. In addition, the National University of Maynooth has set up a 
Programmable City project77. The Programmable City project is investigating the relationship between 
networked digital technologies, infrastructures, urban management, governance and city life. In 
particular, the project addresses the issue of how cities are increasingly being translated into code and 
data, and how these codes and data are being used to transduce how we understand, manage, work, and 
ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ΨǎƳŀǊǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩΦ Lƴ {ǇŀƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ Ψ¢ƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ78, published in August 2017, and outlines a large number of international examples and case 
studies of how governments (could) benefit from Open Data in various areas. The examples provide a 
clear picture of how public administrations today are benefiting from Open Data published and managed 
by themselves. 8 EU countries are not aware of studies being conducted in their country that assess better 
service delivery.  

                                                           
71 Prestudy on PSI lists (2017) Sweden 
72 Data portfolio management OCW (2017) Netherlands 
73 Make true (2017) Netherlands 
74 Feasibility of the implementation of the Open Data initiative (2015) Lithuania 
75 Dublin Economic Monitor (2017) Ireland 
76 Open data licensing: More than meets the eye (2015) Ireland 
77 Link to multiple publications (2017) Ireland 
78 The Value of Open Data for the Government (2017) Spain 

http://www.vidareutnyttjande.se/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Riksarkivets_forstudie_om_PSI.pdf
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/rapporten/2017/03/08/rapport-dataportfoliomanagement-ocw-naar-overzicht-van-en-inzicht-in-de-data-van-het-ministerie
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2017/04/18/rapport-van-de-studiegroep-informatiesamenleving-en-overheid-maak-waar/Rapport+van+de+studiegroep+informatiesamenleving+en+overheid+%27Maak+Waar%27.pdf
http://ivpk.lrv.lt/uploads/ivpk/documents/files/Veikla/Veiklos_sritys/Atviri%20duomenys/Atvir%C5%B3%20duomen%C5%B3%20galimybi%C5%B3%20tyrimo%20ataskaita%202015.pdf
http://www.dublindashboard.ie/pages/DublinEconomicMonitor
http://content.iospress.com/articles/information-polity/ip-1-ip357
http://progcity.maynoothuniversity.ie/resources/publications/
http://datos.gob.es/en/documentacion/report-value-open-data-government
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Figure 4 The value of Open Data for the government (2017) Spain 

In 2017, 50% of the EU countries have published additional studies measuring the 
impact of Open Data. Studies range from dissertations about the business models 
in OGD79 (Austria) to publishing transport data for maximum re-use80 (Belgium). In 
several EU countries studies are currently being conducted, such as in Austria which 
expects a study on the impact of Open Data to be published in autumn 2017. In 
Lithuania, a tender with the request to evaluate the social and economic impact of 
the re-use of Open Data and which datasets should be opened, closed in September 
201781. Another example is a study by the Swedish Agency for Public Management, 
which is following up on the government and local authorities' efforts to make 
information available for reuse. The first report was published in 2015, and a follow 
up is planned to be conducted by the end of 201782. Generally, it can be concluded 
that quite a few EU countries are making an effort to document the true economic 
impact of Open Data on their societies. However, a reason for the fact that less than 
half of the EU countries do conduct, or are aware of studies being conducted in their 
countries, could be attributed to the significant time and financial investment it 
takes to conduct such a study. Especially in smaller countries it is often quite difficult 
to conduct specific studies if the Open Data team consists of only one or two people.  

                                                           
79 Business models in Open Government Data (2016) Austria  
80 Publishing transport data for maximum re-use (2017) Belgium 
81 Open Data Platforms Enabling Effective Public Sector Information Reuse for Business and Creation of its 
Management Tools (2016) Lithuania 
82 Follow up report on efforts made to make data available for re-use (2017) Sweden 

https://www.data.gv.at/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Masterarbeit_Georg_Stuhlberger.pdf
http://data.gov.be/nl/studies-en-thesissen
http://www.statskontoret.se/var-verksamhet/utredningar-utvarderingar-och-uppfoljningar/uppfoljning-av-statliga-och-kommunala-myndigheters-arbete-med-att-tillgangliggora-handlingar-for-vidareutnyttjande/
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When asked about the funding model national Open Data 
portals are using, all 28 EU countries mentioned they use 
the Marginal / Zero Cost Model which aims to provide 
data for the costs of processing the data request only or 
free of charge. This is an improvement in comparison to 
2016, when only 25 EU countries could verify they were 
using this model. Italy was not aware which funding 
model was being used while Latvia and Malta did not yet 
have a portal and therefore had no funding model. 
Providing data at marginal or zero cost is important 
because it shows the good intentions of countries to open 
up more data free of charge to be re-used. However, in 
some countries this is still a work in progress since not all data provided on their portals is 100% free of 
charge yet or where the law, following the PSI guidelines, does allow certain data to be charged for.  

Open Data for Economic Development ς event by the Consortium of Municipalities of Trentino, 
Italy  
 

This new opportunity for Open Government whose goal is to strengthen the relationship between local 
government and citizens - represents the new frontier of local-digital development that Trentino is 
among the first to realize in Europe. In fact, OpenAgenda can update real-time appointments created 
by associations, libraries and museums that are translated into the official EU languages. It is based on 
the strength of the Open Data, and its first experimentation with ViviAla  is already a success. "In 
addition to promoting transparency and the participation of citizens and businesses in the life of public 
administration, Open Data creates favourable conditions for the economic growth of the territory," said 
Gabriele Ciasullo, Head of the Data and Open Data Service of the Agency for the Public Administration, 
Digital Italy (Agid) at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers. 

Open Data applications in Cyprus 
 

Despite its small size, several applications based on Open Data are available in Cyprus, that also show 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǾƛōǊŀƴǘ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ 
engagement in providing the necessary Open Data.  

  

http://www.comune.ala.tn.it/eventi


 

46 
 

  



 

47 
 

2.4. Progress so far - Open Data Readiness  
The previous section has shed light on the developments and progress registered with regards to the first 
dimension - Open Data Readiness. It analysed the extent to which countries have an Open Data policy in 
place, if their licensing norms comply with the requirements in order to be called Open Data and to what 
extent there is a coordination of Open Data policy and activities between national and lower 
governmental level. In addition, it also examined to what extent Open Data is used, and how Open Data 
impacts society from a political, social and economic perspective. 

When analysing the aggregate score of the first indicator, Open Data policies of the EU28, it becomes clear 
that the vast majority of EU countries have, by 2017, reached an average maturity level of 82.1%. This is 
an increase of 22.8pp. in comparison to 2015 and an increase of 14.9 pp. in comparison to 2016. When 
looking at the progress made from 2015 to 2017, 23 countries have improved their Open Data policies 
maturity level with Latvia being in the lead having improved its situation by 51 pp. (having moved up from 
26% in 2015 to 34% in 2016 and 85% in 2017). This can largely be attributed to Latvia having launched its 
portal in 2017 and for having invested a lot of efforts in its Open Data journey.   

The second country witnessing the strongest acceleration in terms of Open Data policies maturity is 
Luxembourg, having gone up by 47 pp. between 2015 and 2017 (having started with 31% in 2015 to 49% 
in 2016 to 96% in 2017). For Luxembourg the same reasons as for Latvia apply: a stong focus with a clear 
roadmap and political drive. The third country to have accelerated the most in terms of Open Data policies 
is Italy, having gone up by 29 pp. (having started with 74% in 2015, to having gone down to 62% in 2016 
to having accelerated back up to 91% in 2017). This can be attributed to Italyhaving spent a lot of effort 
on revamping the national Open Data Portal and defining new policies including stong national guidelines 
in 2016, having fruitened into a renewed acceleration of Open Data maturity on this indicator by 2017. 

 

Figure 5 Open Data Policy, Evolution 2015- 2017, break-down per sub-indicator (%)  
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As shown in the picture above, compared to the previous years, progress can be observed on all three 
sub-indicators, with a visible boost across the EU28 in terms of the degree of national coordination which 
registered a spectacular increase of 33pp to reach 85% in 2017. This could be partly explained by a slightly 
updated methodology where especially smaller countries were able to improve their scoring by providing 
arguments to support the lack of regional portals in their countries. This is the case for countries such as 
Luxembourg, Slovenia and Malta, which do not have many inhabitants, data or cities, hence making the 
rationale for setting up local data portals redundant. Smaller increases have been registered with regards 
to the sub-indicator Presence of Open Data policies (now at 79%, +8pp compared to 2016) which can be 
partly attributed to Hungary and Portugal, both having defined their Open Data policies by 2017. Croatia 
is still in the drafting phase. The smallest increase can be observed in terms of licensing norms (now at 
89%, +12pp. vs 2016).  

Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦нуΣ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ hǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΩ ŀǎ ǎǳō-ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ΨhǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΩ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ смΦп҈ ƛƴ нлмр ǘƻ тмΦн҈ ƛƴ нлмс ǘƻ тфΦм҈ ƛƴ нлмтΦ !ǎ ƛƴ нлмсΣ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴ нлмт ǘƘŜ 
Czech Republic has increased the most on this sub-indicator, having gone up from 33.3% in 2015 to 87.9% 
in 2016 to 96.3% in 2017 thanks to having put in place various policies to support Open Data. Although 22 
EU countries have increased their scoring on this sub-indicator, 6 countries decreased ranging from a total 
of 12.9 pp. decrease between 2015 and 2017 by Poland to 1.7 pp. decrease between 2015 and 2017 by 
Portugal. This could be explained by some countries still working on defining their Open Data strategy, or 
having paused certain of their Open Data related activities in order to reorganise them as is the case in 
Denmark.  

The second sub-indicator, licensing norms, has generally increased from 73.5% in 2015 to 77.1% in 2016 
to 89.1% in 2017. The two countries that have gone up from 0% in 2015 to scoring the maximum of 100% 
in 2017 in terms of licensing are Malta and Latvia which could be explained by them not yet having a 
national portal in 2015 and being in the process of defining the legal framework for Open Data prior to 
publishing data. Both countries now have all their data free of charge, openly licensed and recommend 
the CC licence by 2017. Although 19 countries improved their licensing in the past 2 years, 9 countries 
have shown a decrease, ranging from 25.0pp. in the UK to 5.4 pp. in Hungary. The situation in the UK could 
be explained by the fact that a number of the non-OGL licensed data on the UK national Open Data Portal 
relates to INSPIRE data. Licences for this data do not allow commercial use. Several other countries have 
lost points for not providing all data with an open licence and/or not recommending the CC licence. One 
of the reasons for this decrease may be that portal owners have focused more on releasing higher volumes 
of data as opposed to providing a clear licensing framework. 

The third sub-indicator, national coordination, has generally increased from 46.7% in 2015 to 52.3% in 
2016 to 86.7% in 2017. The two countries that have gone up from 0% in 2015 to scoring the maximum of 
100% in 2017 are Malta and Slovenia. Both countries are quite small and do not have many inhabitants 
resulting in a lack of need of local portals. All data is published on the national portal, having strong ties 
with publishers. Bulgaria and Latvia show an increase between 2015 and 2017 of 92.3 pp. each; again two 
countries regarded as having a small population size. Only 2 EU countries show a decrease on this sub-
indicator, ranging from a decrease of 9.3 pp. in Portugal to a decrease of 4.4 pp. in Sweden. A reason for 
Portugal could be a fragmented public administration with different agencies and ministries involved in 
Open Data in combination with a lack of a clear mandate to force a clear direction with who is responsible 
for what.  

Looking at the progress so far on the Open Data Readiness dimensions, countries have made significant 
efforts to improve, which have led to an increase of the EU average with 15pp to reach 72% in 2017 
(weighted averages of the three sub-indicators depicted below). These results gain further significance 
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when balanced against the first measurement of 2015, where the EU28 were experiencing a degree of 
Open Data Readiness maturity of only 47%.  

Figure 6 Open Data Readiness ς EU28 (2015-2017, % average results) 

Overall, as Figure 6 depicts, the EU28 have registered a steady increase on all three dimensions when 
compared to 2016 and 2015. The scores on the Open Data policy sub-indicator have steadily increased 
from an initial 59% in 2015, to 67% in 2016, to 82% in 2017. On the Use of Open Data sub-indicator the 
EU28 registered a degree of maturity of 67%, a 16pp increase compared to 2016 and a spectacular +31pp 
leap compared to 2015. The impact of Open Data sub-indicator has now reached 54%, and has made some 
noteworthy progress compared to the scores of 44% in 2016 and 31% in 2015. However the increase on 
this dimension does not keep up the pace with the other two sub-indicators constituting Open Data 
Readiness. 

Going one step further with the analysis, Figure 7 below presents the EU28 country performances on the 
indicator Open Data Readiness in 2017. With the majority of EU28 (57%) registering scores above the EU 
average of 72%, the EU28 is heading at a good pace to reaching maturity on this dimension. Top 5 
performers on this dimension are Ireland (97%), Spain (94%), Netherlands (93%), France (92%) and Finland 
(90%), followed by Slovenia (84%), Luxembourg (82%) and Italy (81%) ς to name only the countries that 
have exceeded the 80% landmark in 2017.     

Taking a closer look at the evolution that the EU28 countries have made from 2015 onwards, the image 
of a Europe of different speeds becomes visible (see Figure 8 below). When compared to the baseline of 
2015, several countries have made a spectacular leap forward. Particularly worth highlighting are 
Luxembourg with an increase of 63pp vs 2015 to now reach 82%, Ireland (+55pp to now 97% and top 
performer on this dimension as well), Latvia (+54pp vs. 2015), Slovenia (+50pp vs 2015), Czech Republic 
(+43pp. vs 2015), Malta (+40pp vs 2015), Italy (+38pp vs 2015), Cyprus (+35% vs 2015), Belgium (+32% vs 
2015) and the Netherlands and Romania (both +30pp vs 2015).  
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Figure 7 Open Data Readiness EU28 country ranking (2017, %) 

 

  

Figure 8 Open Data Readiness ς EU28 (2015-2017, %) 
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