3
’

Open Data
Maturity in Europe 2017

Open Data for a European Data Economy

O

EUROPEAN
DATA PORTAL




EUROPEAN

\ R E @ i o> Southampton ZZ Fraunhofer []
@(;ip\uvnmn(.(m.\ullmgq gota o0 INTRASOFT u ETS con‘terra Fokus G DATA PORTAL

The European Data Portal is developed by the European Commission with the support of a
consortium led by Capgemini Consulting, including INTRASOFT International, Frabokoggr
con.terra, Sogeti, the Open Data Institute, Time.Lex and the University of Southampton.

For more information about this paper, please contact:

European Commission

Directorate General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology
Unit G.1 @ta Policy and Innovation

Daniele Rizz Policy Officer

Email:Daniele.Rizzi@ec.europa.eu

Project team

Dinand Tinholt, Vice President, EU Lead, Capgemini Consulting
Executive lead European Data Portal
Email:dinand.tinholt@capgemini.com

Wendy Carrarg Principal Consultant, Capgemini Consulting
Project Manager European Data Portal
Email:wendy.carraa@capgemini.com

Written and reviewed by Wendy Carrara, Cosmina Radu and Heleen Vollers (Capgemini
Consulting)

Last update: November 2017

DISCLAIMER

By the European Commission, Director@eneral of Communications Networks, Content & Technology.

The information and views set out in this publication are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the official opinion of the Commission. The Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the
data included in this study. Neither the Commisy Yy 2NJ I ye& LISNE2Yy | OGAy3a 2y
may be held responsible for the use, which may be made of the information contained therein.

© European Union, 204 All rights reserved. Certain parts are licensed under conditions to the EU.
Reprodution is authorised provided the source is acknowledged.

o‘®


mailto:Daniele.Rizzi@ec.europa.eu
mailto:dinand.tinholt@capgemini.com
mailto:wendy.carrara@capgemini.com

- EUROPEAN
\ 2 iy E Southampton Z4 F hof
o® Capgemini (.()n.\ullmgu "a" o Il INTRASOFT - u paad SCCETL con’ térra FOKUS @ DATA PORTAL

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 &racthe 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, Folldwsts
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, assessspathef 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 increasetb 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 broad&enda for the digital trasformation of the public sector as

well as asolid strategy underpinning the development of the national data portal, as one of the
components of the national data infrastructure.

Separate dedicated sections are devotedthe B-TA countriesiceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and
Switzerland as well &s the EU accessiorandidatecountries: Albania, Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey;
as well as potential candidates Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH), and Kosovo.
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données pubques ainsi que les fonctions disponibles sur les portails nationaux. En 2017, le nombre de

LJ 84 RAG LINBOdzNESdzNBE |+ LINB&ljdzS R2dzof Sz LI aalyid R
fQl9Hy yQIF @Al NBFTAA&S | deSdonnees, gechiffedwaiCakigh¥méyi 587S%NE
en 2016 et atteint désormais 72,5% en 2017.

-

Comme lors des éditions précédentes, une série de recommandations a été formulée. Il est désormais
GSYLJA LIRdzNJ fSa LI e&a RQAY (S 3 NBriNatidudi§itale/od sesgliipudicQ h LIS y
de poursuivre le développement des portails nationaux, toubétissantune réelle infrastructure des

données publigues.

'YyS LI NGAS Rdz NF LR NI S@IFtdzS S3If SYSéthangé (BLEE), LI @ &4 F
RSY2YYS&a ! 9uHybX FAYaA 1jdzS fSa LI &a:AbhmyeRMdehneé t f Q
République yougoslave de Macédojndonténégro, Serbie et Turquiainsi que les deux candidats

potentiels que sont la Bosniderzégovine et le Kosovo.
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Executive Summary

With the vision ofa Europeardata economy becoming a tangible reality by the,dhg 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 theseg a decade ago stilnimaginableg volumes of data can best be used, to benefit citizens,
organisations, economies and societies as a whokgst answer would be to open up available data and
make it accessible to everybody, in particular to the developer communitiessthe globe. A second
answer walld be to alleviate the existing barriers that prevent data mobility across country bordieus
enabling dree flow of das.

More and more efforts are made at both national and European level ®aghlths potentialand enable
aflourishingdata economy in Erope. Taking away obstacles to data mobility is expected to generate an
additional growth of up to 4% GDP by 20B0this constellation, Open Data plays a significant part with
a total market value estimated at23 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 governmentE 0P8rean
reach in 2020. This potential is indeed tremendous. Howeweorder to harness itEurope needs to
continue its concerted Open Data efforts. To reach the potential of 325 bn. EUR byit2829 been
estimated thatthe percentage of EU28+ countries that can be ranked as OpentiRatdsetters would
need to increasérom 31% in 201%0 88%in 202Q

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 byr20007, the

number of trendsettersn the EU28-has more than doubled compared to the 2016 measurement (22%)
and reaches 47%:or the EU28 50% can be considered a trendseltaeems that European countries

have started racing each other to the top, with the highest distribution being nowhéncluster
Wendsetterd Qan encouraging observation that highlights the considerable progress that Europe has
made in the past year. The majoritytbe 28 EU countriesre situated in the upper right quadrant, with
eightMember States qualifying assteirackers and 14 asendsetters. Only 6 EU Member States register
lower scores in terms of both Open Data Readiness and Portal Maturity and/@ugllif ¢ | a WY¥2ftf 29
2017. Whereas the number of fagsackers remaisthe same in 2017 compared to 20{at 25%), there

is some visible progress, with a reductiontleé number of followers as well as beginners. Even more
encouraging, none of the EU Member Statas still be considered an Open Data beginner in 2017.

The results show that governments assoEurope have not only priorigid Open Data more strongly in
2017, but theyare 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 $iattes terms of their

Open Data Readiness and Portal Maturity offer evidence to dingethis 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 otteeshow a more moderate but nevertheless constant
progress. This development is sdgeyond the EU borders as well, with positive developments made by
the EFTA countries as well as encouraging signs from the EU accessitries showinghat Open Data

has been placed higher on the national political agendas.
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Open Data Readiness

Portal Maturity

@ ® @ @
Beginners  Followers Fast-trackers Trendsetters

On the Open Data Readiness dimension
countries have made significant progres ) OpenDataReadiness—EU28in %
with an EU average thditasincreasedby
15 percentage pointsgp) to reach 2% in
2017. Compared to the previouyear,
progress can be observed on all three su

indicators EU countries appear mos

mature with regards to the sulindicator &7

on Open Data poligyincreasingby 15pp Iy

to 82% in 2017includinga visible boost

across the EU28 in terms of the degree ﬁ
national coordination witnessing a

spectacular increase of 35pp to reach 87 2017 2016 2015

in 2017. This is followed by a 16p[ = ——m = <= == = ———— ———— ———— =

increase in terms of Use of Data to 67% ) open DataPolicy  p Use of Open Data pImpact of Open Data

2017. These results gain further

significance when balanced against the

first measurement of 2015, wheréé¢ 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— EU28in % ) Portal Maturity _dimensionwhere the _
degree of maturity now reaches 76% in

2017 - a 10pp increasecompared to
2016 and a genuine frodeap from a
32% maturity level in 20150n this

‘ indicator, the most prominent
development was made on the sub

i indicator spread of data (+10pp
compared to 2016)the best scoring
ah subindicator across the board with a

score of90% There-usability of data

2017 2016 2015 follows in terms of progress, now
L TT——— e T g T e T g T . T ——— . T —— reaching 77%( an increase 0f+15pp
P Usability of Portal P Re-usability of Data compared to 2016.

Portal usability remains a concern for EU28 in 2017 with a moderate score of8dflgir&l an increase of

only 3pp compared to 2016. This appears to be a neglected fareportal owners across Europe, a less
optimistic observation given the important part that this aspect plays in boosting Open Date yevith
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 #&&in 2017rom 44% in 2016, starting ah initial score of 3%

in 2015¢ anincrease ofL0-13pp peryear. When breaking down these averages, the impact on the political
level is the highest with B%, followed by the economic impactd®) and the societal impact 4%).
Compared tathe previous measurement of 2016, the political and social impact have be¢m on a

growth path with increases dflpp and21pp respectivelyg an impressive boost on the impact on the
social level. The economic impact has registaraly a slight increasfrom 51% in 2016, mainly due to

the lack of current studies to assess ihgact of Open Data on both macro and micro levelthe 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 stagieling and documenting Open

Data impact. Thibasled in turn to a virtuous circle boosting both availability and reusBudilic Sector
Information Building on successful national approaches, there are visible signs that regions and cities are
equallyeagerly 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

® Sustainfunding of Open Data activitidsy employing vetted financing models as well as by
demonstrating the impact of Openalla 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

c‘d:)
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@ Interact with your users by getting to know them better, enhancing interaction and feedback
medhanisms

© Drive digital transformationwithin public administratiorby using Open Data arfeublic Sector
Information

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

© Offer real time data by becoming a one stop shop for data offering information alealitime
dataand access td

Offering access to increasing amountsPaiblic Sector Informatigrreattime 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 othe national data infrastructure.

¢ Open Data Maturity in the EU 28 - 2017 ¢

2016

2015

Open Data Readiness Portal Maturity

D &

2016

2015

e, L e, L a, L e, L, L S, LA,
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Deeper
understanding of
impact

Drive for constant
change and update

Activities to subsidize
companies

Strategic vision for
both policy and
portal infrastructure

Dedicated team
attentive to their
environment

Enhance Your Open Data Portal Sustain Funding

Develop a comprehensive sustainability
strategy for your Open Data portal and
embed it into your road map to reach the
envisaged To-Be state

= Employ vetted alternative financing
models and demonstrate impact of
Open Data to secure long-term support

Rally further support around Open Data by gathering proof of impact, in
particular on the impact of Open Data at company level

Interact With Your Users

Drive Digital Transformation

Use Open Data and PS| as a means to
drive digital transformation within the

’T(
o ||II|I| ., public sector
Explore Privately Held Data Offer Real-Time Data

Leverage the use of privately held data of Become a one-stop-shop for data by offering e
public interest to increase efficiency and information about and access to real-time data @

I E S EEE s EEEEEE
*

value of policy-making
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1. Introduction

The varios applicationsof Open Data in a broad range of fields as well as the positive impact that such

use cases have had in these areas, has madertbamous potentiabf Open Data beyond dispute. When

used to itsfullest extent Open Dataan yieldbenefits for citizens, séety and governmenas well as the

broader economy; at both macro and micro levels. Frdraalth, food securityenvironmentand resource

efficiency to energy, intelligent tresport systems and smart cities, Open Data haderlined ths

potential via numerous applications, products and services developed on freely accessible data, and has
thereforecometo beO2 Yy A RSNBR aly SaaSydaAlf NBaz2dz2NOS FT2N SC
LINE AINB & a¢

Various studies have been conducted that urdisherthe argumentsconcerningthe strong benefits that

data and in particular Open Datagi®mr the political, economi@and societal development of countries

An important contribution in this regard is being made by the European Batal and itsseriesof
studies b further guantify the value of Open Dat&n example thereof ishe study on the economic
impact conducted by the European Data Porital2015 that estimated avalue of 75.7 billion EUR in
market size for Open Data in 2020, with gngiicart increaseby approximately 37%etween 2016 and

2020 In terms of the benefits that Open Data can have in achieving efficiency gains in the public sector,
OpenData 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
O2dzy i NAS&Q NBaLISOGABS 32 3S N3aWhEsybér cobiriry Igere Rstiriatetl®B | S N.
reach 1.7 bn. EUR in 2020 for the EU28+. In addition, the same study has also shothe theblic
administration is by far the sector to gain most from opening up data, being the fistaeof its own

data.

In order to help governments across Europe reap these benefits, an OpenMdtaity 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 pdiadsighout Europe and has provided

an assessment of the Open Data maturity level across the EU Member States as veehtasdtein,

Norway and Switzerlangreferred to as the EU283n an annual basisncluding Iceland since 2017

With this Open Datt landscapingboth the European Commission and the Member States are provided

with a powerfulbenchmarkingnd learningool. The assessmemieasures the presence of an Open Data

policy, the use of data and the political, social and economic impaQpen Data within European

countries. By doing so, the benchmark presents the different maturity levels across Europe, and
showcaesbest practices and barrieri offers MemberSatesan opportunityto compare their progress

over time as well as comparddmselvesto similar countrieslIn this sense, th&@pen Datamaturity
assessmentJr #Sa GKS g & FT2NIAYLINRPOSYSyGa G aSYOSNI {GtF
for further progress. For Member States, the landscaping acts as a vehicle fandgeand comparison.

Member StaBd NBEO23yAaS (KFgHSYNAYFT20HESoKESWABOdzi G KI G
and adoptingwhere applicablea peer solution can be very efficient and effective. This is theatled
benchlearning purpose of thexercise: it enables countries to compare their development with other

1 European Commission (201BLilding a European Data economy
2 European Data portal (2018)reating Value through Open Data

o‘@.
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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 reporthe following working definition for Ope Data was chosen, based on the
LINAYOALX Sa F2NJ hLISy 5FdF RSaONAKGH&RmanyDatR@fdrstht Ay
the information collected, produced or paid for by public bodiesl can be freely used, modified, and

shared by anyon& NJ | y & 3IThzNdefiaitosi&ldy referred to aPublic Sector Informatio(PSI)

With regard to its relevance, the report is grounded in the strong legal framework established by the
Directive 2003/98/EfX; also known as the Directive on the-Rse ofPublic Sector Informatioar 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 pubic bodies across the EU. The Directive sets out the legal framework for a European market that is
based on the access anduse ofPublic Sector Informatiarit aims at fostering the internal market in
particular by enabling the conditions for developmeri crossborder services, based on the-vse of

Public Sector InformatianAt the same time it targets transparency and a fair competition within the
internal market. The PSI Directive of 2003 was revised by Directive 2013733726 June 2012nd
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, ddienand broadcasting sectars

TheOpen Data Maturitynethodology is based on twecelt indicators: Open Data Readiness and Portal
Maturity. Open Data Readinesgssesses to what extent countries have an Open Data policy in place,
licensing norms and the extent of national coordination regarding guidelines and setting common
approachesTheimpact of Open Data is also a sub indicator of Open Data Readirmsal Maturity
assesses the usability of the portal regarding the availability of functionalities, the oveusiabdity of

data such as machine readability and accessibiligatdsts, for example, as well as the spread of data
across domains.

The data collection is twipld. Firstly it is based on a questionnaire completed by national bodies
responsible for the implementation of Open Data policies and related pottatsder toaccommodate

the devebpments in this fielchs well as to embed the feedback receifemm Member Statesa yearly
update of themethodologyis performed to ensur@n accurate measuremeiof the level of Open Data
maturity across Europ&econdly, desk reaech 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 2Qiiot chapter

was introduced, with questions related to tineetadata standard DCAAP. This highlights thincreasing
emphasison the qudlitative aspectsnvolving the published datasetih addition, further questions have
been added to better measurthe 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 countriea Hot applicabl€answeroption has beerintroduced to better address the
situation of smaller countries whedueto a less complex governmental structure (few or agionsand

a small population sizethere is no need for local Open Data portésdetailed illustration of the two
indicators and thenethod update undertaken in 2017 are presented in Anthlex |

3 Open Data Definition

4Directive 2003/98/EC of 17 November 2003 on theise ofPublic Sector Information

5Directive 2013/37/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 amending Directive 2003/98/EC on the
re-use ofPublic Sector Information

5 More information onDCATAP on the EC JoinUp Platform

o‘®

11



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

EUROPEAN

\ R E @ i o> Southampton ZZ Fraunhofer []
@(;ip\uvnmn(.(m.\ullmgq gota o0 INTRASOFT u ETS con‘terra Fokus G DATA PORTAL

In addition to the present report, country factsheetspicting the specific situatioof each country were
drafted. Country factsheets contain further information with regard to the impacdt peactices and main
barriers faced for further publication of data and itsuge.The links to the EU28+ country factsheets are
provided in Annex I.

The2017 edition of the Open Data Maturitgport is structured as follows:

© Chaptes2 and 3providea detailed assessment of tistate of play on Pen DataReadiness and
respectively Portal Mturity in the EU Member States and look at the progress the EU28 has made
since the first measuremertf 2015

© Chapter 4takes a closer look at the countmyrogress and presents the 2017 Open Data
trendsetters, fasttrackers, followers and beginneasross Europdt also explores the Open Data
developmentseyond the European UnjpQad 062 NRSNA X o0& tINBah&TA A y 3
countries ad the EU acession endidate ountries have made in this fiel@ecial 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.

© Chapters takes on a reflective pepective and dives deeper intbe barriers that still need to be
overcomein the Open Datamaturity journeys across Europe and offess reflection onthe
sustainabilityof Open Data

®

Chapter6 presentsa set ofrecommendations for the Member States, whereas

© Chapter7 offersseveralconcluding remarks to the current study.
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2. Open DataReadiness

The first dimension- Open Data Readinessassesses 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 pefidoetween national andegioral/local
governmental levels (e.g. coordinatiom terms ofproviding guidelines, common approachesc.). 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 ingaociety from a political, social and economic perspective.

This chapter examines the current state of play across the EU28 with respectfistidicatorg Open

Data Readiness. Each subsection will provide country specific examples to furtteatédlbest 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 chaptewill conclide 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 focusthe maturity of Open Data policies.
This indicator is furtér divided into three suindicators, focusing on the presence of Open Data policies,
national coordination and licensing norms.

2.1.1.Presence of Open Data policies

Thesubh Y RAOF 12 NJ Wt NBaSyOS 2F hLISy 51 Gl dpptind@panSaQ T2
Data and to what extent national Open Data policies have been integréthdn looking at the EU28 in

2017, 27 out of 28 EU countries (96%) have a dedicated Open Data policy, representisgentage

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 resourcakdadevelopment

of Open Data.

[]
O Open Data policies in Hungary, Portugal and Croatia

In Hungary, the Open Data Policy is called the White Book on National Data-policy and mainly focuses
on PSl re-use. In Portugal, a national Open Data policy has only recently been approved by the higher
political bodies and is therefore not yet publicly available. Portugal is transitioning into a
decentralised model, where the central portal will act more as a catalogue (rather than a data store).
Furthermore, very specific and selected reuse sectors will be the main focus, in order to promote
quality over quantity.

As the only EU28 country that does not have an Open Data policy in place yet, Croatia has taken as
number of measures to adopt an Open Data policy. This policy is envisaged in the Draft Action Plan
2017-2019 of the Open Government Partnership Initiative in Croatia; expected to be adopted once
the political reconstruction of the government has been finalised. At the same time and according to
the amended law which came into the force in August 2015, public sector bodies have to make their
documents available (where possible and appropriate) in open and machine readable open format
together with their metadata, and publish it on the national Open Data portal.

0‘®

13



EUROPEAN

\ T O T open e B  Southampton 23 Fraunhofer "
@ Capgemini (,()n_sullmgm etie W NTOASOET twv(xg e con‘terra Fokus G DATA PORTAL

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.
ToencourageK A & f I GGSNJ RS@OSt2LI¥Syid>x AdG KIR 0SSy RSOARSRK
to the question. This has led to a significant increase in comparison to 2016. Where the PSI policy is
ISYSNIftfte LISNOSAGSR | a | Y xBuest e GpamDats glicyiRditénO& | &
O2yaARSNBR a Y2NB Wl OGABSQ 0 eusaieé Upfloytat alBotintiidest G A £ |
further training, engagement and awareness raising activities which are not required under the
transposition @ 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, whé the PSDirective does not prescribthe usage ofconcrete Open Data
licencesthe Open Government Data policy in Austria recommends the usage of the Creative Commons
3.0 AT licence.

Presence Open Data Policy

X

Open Data Policy vs. PSI Policy

Yes mNo B More ambitious ' Same B No policy

In Bulgaria, te national policy on Open Data and PSI are outlingtde Access to Public Information Act

and the Ordinance on Standard Terms for theuRe ofPublic Sector InformatianThe main difference

lies in the delivery mechanism. Open Data on the national Open Data Portal has to be published with
information ard resources being accessible free of charge and in an open, maelidable format to

allow reuse, along with relevant metadata. While according to the PSI policy it is up to the publisher (such
as public sector organisations) to provideusers with déa that has the required format and language
needed to be reused.

Besides Open Data policies and/Bublic Sector Informatiorpolicies, policies can also specifically
encourage the raise of Open Data. Where in 2016 all EU countries except Hungaryd RoldiPortugal

did specifically encourage the -tese of Open Data, in 2017 all EU countries are now specifically
encouraging the reise of Open Data. This means that increasingly national goversmenonly merely
support Open Data publication, but alsatively encourage the rase of Open Data, underlining the
potential value Open Data brings to society.

c‘d:)
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@ Going beyond the PSI —the case of small-size countries Slovenia and Malta

As part of the implementation of the Public Sector Information Re-Use (PSI) Directive, Malta
adopted an Open Data policy which is not limited to Open Data but rather takes a holistic approach
incorporating a full approach to Enterprise Data Management. It is based on twelve underlying
principles that foresee, amongst others, the promotion of open by default and digital by default, the
development and use of national vocabularies for the promotion of semantic interoperability, as
well the enabling of linked data registries across all Maltese public administration bodies.

At the same time, another country — Slovenia — has an Open Data policy that obliges the public
sector bodies to: 1) publish in open and machine-readable formats, together with metadata, except
where this would involve a disproportionate effort, going beyond a simple operation; 2) publish on
the national Open Data Portal a list of all databases within its competence with the relevant
metadata and databases as such in the form of Open Data or links to websites where these are
published as Open Data; and 3) anyone can re-use the data published on the national Open Data
Portal, free of charge, as long as personal data is protected and there is a reference made regarding
the source of data.

Developing data portals

One of the main reasons why national Open Data Porta
exist, is to enable users to go to one centralised porta ) OpenDataPortal
where all(meta)data of all local and/or regional portals

can be found. The first step in this process is to create In 2017 all EU

and administrate a national Open Data Portal. Open Dat Member States

portals are an essential part of the national and Europeal have an Open

data infrastructure. They connect datalters with data Data portal in ‘_.
users, who in turn create services that citizens benefit place. .E‘
from and rely on. They perform a wide range of functions ‘

¢ as platforms for publication, discovery, open )

government and engagement, and policy
compliance/monitoringg which portal owrers have to balance. Where in 2015 all EU countries except
Latvia, Luxembourg and Maltead a national Open Data Portal, by 2016 also Luxembourg had launched
its national Open Data Portfdllowed by Latvia and Maltain 2017 This could be explained byeHact

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 d the requirements to make sure data can beused, is related t@uaranteeing thaimetadata

available on the portais up-to-date. In 2016, 7 EU countries did not have a standardeggatoachto

ensure metadata is upto-date, namely Belgium, Croatia, Gup, Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta and
Slovakia. In 2016, the question was not applicable to Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy and Latvia. Reasons
were thateither there was no national Open Data Portal in place()#lta, Latvia)that updates were
currentyO2 Yy RdzOG SR 2y (KS LERNIFf Qa a i olisdaialaNds collgcied 2 LIS NI

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

0‘®
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manually (Greece). Bulgaria collectedetadata monthly while Lithuania collectechetadata less
frequently than once a month, in 2016. In 2017, obnmark,Estaia, Hungarylithuania, Malta and
Portugal do not yet have a standardised approach in place to cofletzidata from other portals in the
country.

In 2017 82% of the EU countries, equal to 23 countrie
do have an approach in place to ensure datasetsup
to date. In Bulgaria, it is required by law that publ
sector organisations indicate the date on which tt
information provided can still be considered -tgp
date, depending on the type of data. In order to achie’
this, public sector organisationbave been given
instructions on how to include the date or when th
dataset had been updated last. In Romania,
ministries have to provide a specific update interval p
data sef, with checks being done automaticall
checking if datasets are indeed dgied accordingly.
Further countries have undertaken standardise
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 periodiedigh
publishing theirdatasetson the national Cypriot Open Data Portal. For 36% of the EU countries (10
countries) the frequency of thisnetadata collection from relevant public sector data holders is
standardisedhowever, the frequencyof metadata colletion differs betweerdaily, weekly, monthly, or
less frequently depending on the type mietadata. Certain data, such as the number of inhabitants of a
country, is often only updated once a year, whereas certain transpetédata can be updated daily. Fo
another 10 countries the standardised frequencycollecting metadata is daily

Ensure ugto-date metadata

Yes mNo

For 5 countries, a predefined approach to enstda¢asetsare upto-date is not yet in place. For example
Sweden does not yet havenaechanism in place to contact publiskéfdatasetshave 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,
validationof 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 datpléaded 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 metadatis similarto the European DatBortal (EDP)metadata of regional portals

and the federal portals are harvested by automatic harvesters, converted to-BEARd published. This
waythe same (metajlata (whether automatically or manually uploadecBn be used for the EDP (or any
other portal). For six countries, especially when they provide metadata of rdatasets data is uploaded
automatically by 9@9%. For example in Italy, the Open Data strategy was set up with automatic
uploading of differat catalogues in mind. Only one administration, witd&asets manually uploaded

its datasets to the national catalogue. While in the Netherlands, with a 94% automatic upload, it is desired
to automatically uploadiatasetsfrom bigger collections for dffiency reasons.

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

o‘®
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Frequency data collection Automatic Upload

M Daily = 100%
W 90-99%
m All of the above
W 75-89%
- 0,
B Not standardised H50-74%
W 25-49%
H Weekly W <25%

However, organisations having only a felatasetsare suggested to directly maintain the data set
information in the CKANbr equivalent)ymaintenance screen otheir portal. The other 4 countries with
90-99% automatic upload are Germgnreland and Sweden. In France, Luxembourg and Sps88%4
data is automatically uploaded while Finland and the UK provid@480 automatically uploaded
metadata on their portal. For a country like the UK with over 40,000 datasets on the national fugal
means that around 20,000atasetswere published manually by publishehs.Finland, the responsibility

to manually or automatically upload (meta)data lies with the data providdre bigiest group of
countries, 39%1(1 EU28countrieg, provide lesshan 25% of automatically uploaded data on their portal.
Except for Poland, this group largely consists of smaller countries with fdatasetsor having fewer

data publishers in their country. A further 5 countries have betweed 2% automatically upkded 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 reding 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.

@ The launch of the Latvian Open Data Portal — September 2017

m data .gov. |y  SDawDirectory Leamdataskills ~ Publishers  questions and answers

Welcome to the Open Data Portal of Latwa'

We invite you to familiarize yourself with the content and possi

wam e publishers are public authorities or organizations that
functions. In accordance with the regulatory enactments, the
published data on their own initiative.

S Getstartedwith >

The Latvian Open Data portal is accessible under: https://data.gov.lv/lv.

DATA SETS PUBLISHERS
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Change Managemen#fpproach

While in 2016 54% (15 countries) of the EU countr
had updated theirapproach to Open Data, in 2017 thi
has increased by 25 pp. to 79% (22 countries). Due
the rapidly changing Open Data environment, it
essential toadjustthe approach tapen data regularly
to ensure guidelines to open data are in line with late
developments. Only Belgium, Estonia, Finlar
Hungary, Malta and the UK did not change the
approach. Reasons could be that the alread
established approaasto open dataare still applicable
to the current situation,a new approach is currently
being developed, or because countries have to
prioritise resources on other issuesuch as new
priorities elsewhere ohosting the Presidency of the El
Councilas is the case in 2017rfdlalta 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, federal government has started to ask all federal

ministries to further analye closed federalatasetson theirOpen Government Dat®GD potential, also

OFrftft SR GKS ahD5 {ONBSYAYy3d HamMTEéd LYy [AGKdZd YAl X
(meta)datasetsandtheirlj dz t AGed® Ly {f 20 | Boveanme{(D17Wh Qb By T Ozt &
on several aspects of open government, such as open juspies,iaformation, open education and open

science The actions reflect new priorities of the new Slovak government, as described in detail in the
W{GINrdS3e B¥RI @DSaARoMIEIZ Vi 85 | (9 In Refmaryldh@ dpabd)-defa@lty A y A & G |
approachfor raw data collected by the federal agencissed the Parliament in May 2017

Change management approach

Yes ® No

Data-Driven Decision Making

Not Only are more governments Starting T Open Data for Decision_Making
acknowledge the need to open more data and a

changing their approach accordingly, we also se€
positive trend in Open Data being used in decisic
making. In 2016, 57% (16 countries) of national O
Data Portalrepresentatives were aware of Open Dal
being used in decisiemaking. By 2017, this nhumbe
increased by 11pp. to 68% translating into 19 countrit
Notably, in Latvia policies are systematically made

using various data from state institutions includidgen

Data. An example is insolvency data which can be u
to plan policies or support operations (in both the publ
and private sectot}. In Hungary, the open lega
database of the Hungarian Official Journal and t
proposals and amendments publishedtbe Hungarian Yes ENo
Parliament website are also used in decision makiiy.

9 SlovakStrateqy of Open Data management 2017
10 German operby-default approach
11|nsolvencydata is used to plan policies or support operations in Latvia

0‘®
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Besides supporting PSI reuse, Hungary also plans measures and pilots to improve daltetiieen

public bodies, although these are in the early planning stdgd3enmarkfree geospatl data is used to

a very high degree in the public sector decismaking, 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 procurems 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, baseti®nse of Open Data.

Organising Events
Organising events is important for several reasons

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

2. Bvents can help convince stakeholders thatiing Open Data can enhance the value proposition
for their own products and/or services.

3. Bvents can lead Open Data Portal users towards taking agtitmveloping prodcts 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 datasetsfor release, or improve portal features for instance.

5. Bvents can heqd 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 2085 no Open Data related events were organised in Denmark and Malta, by 2017 all EU
countries are organising events going from just onafem per year (mainly in smaller countries) to many

a year (mainly in larger countries since they need to reach @&baglience). Hackathons atj@st 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 Opatasetson a specific domain, or related to

a speific 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 thantS$ jger year, in comparison

to only 53% in 2016Some examplés$ are illustratedin the footnote. Poland went up from having
organised less than 4 Open Data events in 2016 to betweB8nOpen Data events in 201When
comparing the number of events orgaed by medium sized countries between B@hd 20X, numbers
remain similaywiththe Czech Republic, Greetlee Netherlands, Romania and Swed®avingorganised

more than 5 Open Data events in 2617

12 HackEgalitéFEHParis, March 201 Datensummit 17Berlin, April 2017 4th International Open Data Conference 20Madrid,
October 2016 Accountability Hack 2018 ondon, Nov. 2016\ir Hack 2017Leeds, Feb. 2017ransport Hack DF-Reading,
March 2016 Homekss Hack 201 1.ondon, June 201Public Data HackathoiWarsaw, Sept. 2016.

13Data Expoe Open Data Conference for Open Data ProvidersUsets Prague, March 201 Greek Public Integrity Hackathon
Athens, April 2017Dutch Accountability Ha¢kThe Hague, June 201@pen Data Day in RomaniBucharest, March 2017,
Swedish Train HagBept.20170penBelgium (OKEN) ConferepBeussels, March 201Think Open Data Lisbpkisbon, October
2016,Hungarian PSI rese hackathonBudapest, April 2016, ,

o‘®
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https://datensummit.de/
http://opendatacon.org/
http://accountabilityhack.org/
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http://www.hackathon.gov.pl/
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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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Events in small Events in medium Eventsin large
countries countries countries

M Less than 3
W Between 3 and 5
W Between 2-3 W More than 3 B More than 5 W Between 4-8 B More than 8

When considering smaller sized countries, mevents have beearganised in 2017 than in 2016. In 2016,

7 out of 14 secalled small countries organised more than 3 Open Data events, by 2017 also Cyprus,
Denmark, Estonia and Luxembourg organised more than 4 events pét-yearincrease of 23 pp., @

from 56% in 2016 to 79% in 2017. Latvia and Lithuania continue to organise bet8d@peh 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 2013uch aghe SEMIC 20Conferenc® - organised by the Estonian Presidency

of the European Council together with the EurapeCommission.

Generally, most Open Data events are

organised by national public .

administration, accounting for 57% of Organisers of Open Data events
the countries(16 of ELR8). Sincethe
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.n |
Austria, Belgium, Italy, the
Netherlands, Poland and Portugal
however most Open Data events are
organised by local public
administrations.This is ofterdueto a

W National public
administrations

M Local
administrations

m Civil society/not for
profit/universities

M Private sector

B | don't know/No

14 1STOpen Data ForumNicosia, June 2016anish Open Tourism DaySopenhagen, May 201%Garage 48 Open & Big Data
2016 Tartu, October 201685ameofCode Hackabn, Luxembourg, March 2017.
15 SEMIC 203, Malta, June 2017.
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lack of human resources at thmtional level driven by vivicommunity engagement at the local level.
Looking at other countries, the results become even more mixe@ermany, Hungary and Latitig the
civil societythat organises most eventswvhile in MaltaOpen Data events are ainly driven byuniversities

In the Czech Republisuchevents are mainly organised by the private sector.

2.1.2. National coordination

The second suindicator of Open Data policies looks at the extent of national coordination within a
country. Natioml 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 wellaamonisation 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 canpatibility issues of different systems, while for the regional or municipal levels no further
NE&2dz2NOSa KI @S Apd®\BiRWBDSEKNS R RS (YNNG

Generally, mostlatasetsare published at the local level through the local Open Data portals. These local
datasetsare 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 fors&ach as the French and

[ dZESYO02dzNAA&AK LERNIFfAa a2 LINPGARS w26y RIEGEFQ® bl
both harvesting data from subnational portals, domain specific portals and where applicablishmng

their owndatasets

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

Dublin City

City portal

National portal European Data
Portal

Dun Laoghaire-
Rathdown
Dubl:nked -{ DATA.GOV.IE @ DATA PORTAL

—

Figurel Data publication process in Ireland
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. . One of the main benefits of integrating city and/or regional
Reglonal portals mtegrated portals into the national portaland ultimately into the

into national portal 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 OpenData and Citié§, published in June 2017. The
study found that almost all citportals included in the
research, except for Lishoa Abértawere feeding into
their respective national Open Data portals.

Although the process is most often automated, ttedy

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
ared®and the ciy of Florence cexist. Besides, the city portal not only feeds into the national portal, but
also into theregionalportal of Tuscany.

Yes mNo mNot applicable

National coordination also depends on the size of a country. To provide a more accurate overview of the
level of natimal coordinationat country level GG KS 2 LJiA2y Wy2dG | LILX A0l o6f SQ
survey in the section concerning this suldicator. The rationale behind this change was to provide a

more balanced overview when comparing the level of nationalkrdioation between small and large

O2dzy iNASad 2AGK GKS | RRAGAZY 2F (GKS Wykl 2LIA2YQ i
was better addressedThe added answer option as well as significant improvements made by many
countries have aatributed to a visible improvement with regard to the level of national coordination

across the EU. Countries such as Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta and I&leeenlass

complex governmental structure thanks to no or few regions and a gmogillation sizetherefore
producingless 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 hjjh level of national coordination.

Alternatively, BulgarigRomaniaand Hungaryrefer a strong topdown 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 bec#tusaational 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 Hunghae/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 tinational level is aware of, and all activity and improvements
take place at the national levelh@& national level emphasises the need for a strong national coordination
and collaboration with all government levels. Hungary, therés a legal obligatiofor all public bodies

18 EDP report on Open Data and Citig2@17)
17 Lisbon Open Data Portal

18 Metropolitan City Florence

19 Tuscany Open Data Portal
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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 furtherthe percentage of countries that have integrdtall regional portals intdhe
national portal has increased frosh countries in 2016¢Austria, Croatia, France and Ireland 14%) to 7
countries in 2017 (25%) witBelgium, Estonia, Finland and Lithuania joining this categodyFrance
leaving it (he French national Open Data RBdmo longer harvests all local/regional porfalSince 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 guaranteedltiatnch
portals are harvested by the national Open Data Portal. The national portal does provide a map with all
local Open Data portad$

In addition to this, publishing guidelines by the national government can also help publish more Open
Data and ma& data more visible. In 2016 Belgium, Latvia and Portugal did not yet provide any specific
national guidelines on the publication of PBIlis situation changes in 2017, with both Latvia and Portugal
now providing such guidelines. In Latvia, national diids on the ¢chnical and theoretical aspects of
data publishingare provided by the Latvian Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional
Development! whereasPortugal provides recommended guidelines specifying how to electronically
release and puldh Open Data. An example of the comprehensive assistance provided by the national
level to public administrations active at regional and/or local levels is Slogggemsight box beloyw

@ Comprehensive assistance to public administration — the case of Slovenia and France

In Slovenia, the manual of the Ministry of Public Administration provides a systematic overview of
all the preconditions for opening up data such as the definition of Open Data, strategic and
legislative bases for opening up data, access to PSI| versus re-use of PSI, licences, metadata
standards, linked data, etc. In addition, the Slovenian national Open Data Portal has published
several videos to offer further support in how to open Public Sector Information and how to use
the national Open Data Portal. “Open Data France” has released a guide to help local governments
develop their own Open Data strategy.

Although 96% of EU28 (27 countries with the exceptbn national Open Data guidelines
Belgium) provide national guidelines on how to open PSI,

all countries coordinate all Open Data initiatives at ti

national level.This is mainly attributed to the large size « 1
the country and the amount of Open Data initiatives th

make coordinabn difficult. This is the case in Germany, Ite

and Poland, as well as in Sweden (where there is a ral

fragmented state of affairs in relation to Open Data).

Germany, this can be explained by the federal system in

country and the limited mandatto coordinated activities by

the central level. In Italy, national coordination is improvin

however, due to the large country size and Italy havi

strong regions, coordinating all Open Data initiatives at t ves mNo

20The @ f f S OjieA Wh& Franée LINRadiaiRof the local open data portals
21| atvian Ministy of Environmental Protection and Regional Development
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national level is challenging. At the omgite 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 steeringiteenimi
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 governmentseaprovided with the necessary space to independently coordinate their
own actions while operating within the national strategy.

In 2016, only 25% of EU Member Stat
indicatedthat there were many Open Dat: Open Data initiatives at regional level
regional initiatives taking place in thei
cowntry, namely Austria, Finland, Franct
Greece, lIreland, the Netherlands an

Spain. By 2017, Belgium, Bulgari “ Many
Denmark, Italy, Slovakia and the UK nc
also estimate to have many regione B Some
initiatives taking place in their respectiv
countries. This represésm an increase of

H Very few

21 pp. compared to 2016. The reason fi
this significant increase is twiold. On the
one hand, it appears that more regione
initiatives have been developed in the pa:
year. On the other hand, the national leve
seems to have a betteriew on what is
happening in the country in terms of Ope..
Data initiatives.

MW Not applicable

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. inBesgveral 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 agesting 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\®@#oonmunicipalities tohelp

them toopen data, which is also done by the Brusselion.

In Croati&?, several cities such as Zagreb, Rijeka and Virovitica have Open Data portals while several other
citessuchas NI ORA Y X + St A ]dre expecied td®laundh thétr OyeNPaia$&hit@isd shortly.
TheAssociation of Cities ithe Republic of Croatia is cooperating as weskncouraging other Croatian

cities to publish data. Moreover, the Association of Croatian Counties (regional level, including 20
O2dzy iASav ONBIGSR (RS @ ALK AIO thhdeizpehtiidglatiie RogloRA B |
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 evéhtwhich has drawn the attention of other local
governments. As aesult, the Association of Cities and Association of Municipalities is planning to

22 Croatian Open Data portalgagrebRijekaand Virovitica
B Croatiant LILJX A Ogeri Bugg@ W
24 Promotion of Open Budget application at multigleents
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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 applicatior

and allow extraction of open budget and financial dat Initiatives coordinated at
Besides, local governments are included in the traini national level
programmes and Open Youth Academy.

The Spanish national Open Data Portal has identif

153 Open Data initiatives in 2017, which is an incre: 18%
of 36 initiatives compared to 2016. In Spain, th

national level coordinates with the regions on tw

levels. On theone hand, it providesnstitutional and

policy coordination for Open Data, through a speci

Open Data group in the Commission of eGovernme

On the other hand,tienables technical coordination

through Red.es.

Yes M No

2.1.3. Licensing norms

The third sukindicator contributing to the Presence of Open Data policies indicator is the use of licensing
norms needed to determine the terms and conditions for thauseof Open Data. Licences are essential
when reusing Open Data to avoid potential copyrigitd other legalissues. 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 placeto 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 besked by many Member States to issue specific
guidelines on which licence to use. Also in Europe the Creative Commons (not for profit organisation in
GKS {0 tA0SyO0OS KIFa 0S8S02YS I WRS FIL0G2Q aidl yRINR
recommend a different licence have redrafted their own licence to be compatible with thBYClizence.
Besides better compatibility, the CC licence also provides macbauable versions of the liceas that
software systems and search engines can underst@ihid 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 raser acknowledges the original source of the documentsand

data (i.e. public sector body) by including a suitable attribution statement, preferably with?a link

National level recommends

In most countries, a certain type of licence is recommended .
Open Data licence

the national government. 9% of the EU28 (amounting to 2
countrie§ recommend a specific licence. In comparison to 20:

this is an increase of 3 countries. By 2017, Germany, Latvia q
Croatia recommend a specific license. Only HungaryRaitdnd

do not recommend a specific licencehe Polish national Oper

Data Portal povides around 45% of its datasets without an

conditions as this is believed to be better foruse than the open

licence. The other 55% of datasets are available under minin

conditions such as the attribution or nemommercial purposes.

Since public dta available on the national Polish Open Data Pol

is not covered by IP rights, data protection or anyeotform of Yes M No

B9 dZNR LIS YV [/ 2YYA&&AZ2Y Y, BNssdls, 1Z0uly2014Pt { L IdzA RSt Ay SaQ
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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

EUROPEAN

s, S e : open > Southampton Z4 Fraunhofer ’
»’(upgvnmn(,un.\ullnlgu etie W NTOASOET u e con‘terra FoKus O DAUNFORIAL

confidentiality, if no information is provided about the-use, the datasets can be-tesed without any
conditions or requests, as stifated in the Polish act on the «gse of P$t.

In addition 71% of the ERB @0 countrie$ indeed specifically recommend th@SI guidelines
recommended use of the Creative Commons licence. In addition to Germany, Hungary and Poland, also
France, Romanig&pain, Sweden and the UK do not recommend the CC licence specifically. Germany
recommendsii KS &5 G§Syf AT Syl 5 8dzi a OKThis yidencenwias deve®pedyd LJdzo f
O2YLIX ALYl oAGK ZIDES 0 8IOLISz2A S5 §KBY X @i A RoftednS yiaDfall udtlery 2 y f &
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 Ope Data principles than the CC licence. A decree signed by the French Prime
Minister?® recommends the use of the Open Database Licence as well as the Open Licence (in French

Gt AOSYyOS 2dz@SNIS RS NBdziAfAaldAzy RQéng T spbidiid (G A2y a
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 thePublic Sectoinformationfrom the obliged entity; and publishers are obliged to provide
information on the fact that the reused information has been processed. Romania recommends its own
governmental licence ROGOGL which is basically a CC derivative. The UK recorsnieadJK 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 theinformation is adapted anddensed under either of those licences, the conditions of the

OGL have automatically been satisfied when to comply with the other licésci, 2016, the CQ, CC

3.0, CC 4.0, GBY, C@BY 4.0 and the C8hare Alike licence have been mentioned most ofisrthe
recommended licence by national government

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 licemeesl sp
across 76 different sources, from 34 European countkiksvever the highest share of datasets still do

not indicatespecific information aboulicences

in their metadata®. i i
In their metada Data available under Open Licence

When looking at the percentage of dat
provided with an open licence, the situatiol
becomes more complex. In 2017, only 48%

the EU countries (13 countries) offers all its da W 100%
with an open licence with 26% (7 countrie:

offering 9699% of its data witlan open licence. H90-99%
An explanation for this could be related to mor

and moredatasetsbeing provided on national W 75-89%
Open Data Portals without having —

standardised approach in place yet regardir
licensing. Situations occur where publishe
mistakenly choose 8 g N2y 3 f A O!
f AOSyO0SQ 4KSy dzLJ 2 R

W No response

684

26 European Commission, Implementation PSI Directive Poland
27 QpenDataDefinition

28 Decree signed by the French Prime Minister

29 European Data Portal statistics of August 2017.
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http://opendefinition.org/licenses/
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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 examplein Ireland 97% of thdatasetsare openly licensed le 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 miristry had been added to the national Open Data Portal, their already publddtadetsdid not
automatically correspond to the correct licence. Although-9996 of the data provided on the
Luxembourg portal is openly licgad, it will take some time to geahe clearance from the remaining 1

10% of data owners.

In total, 6 countries (Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Slovenia and the UK) pi@®deo¥5

their data with an open licence, Slovakia provides’8% of its data with an open licence VehHungary

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 existenod 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 portadtistics provide further insights into the data
catalogues that have the highest volume of datasets with known licences. As illustrated by the graph
below, theOpen DataPortals of Poland, Romaniand Francelead, followed by the UK (with both the
portals of London and national portal) and Germany that showcase noteworthy volumes of datasets
accompanied by licensing informatiomhe Polish national portal scores highest in this regaitd a
volume that almost reaches 100fdr licencing all data on the niahal Open Data Portal as open by
default. The Polish Open Data Portdbitowed at approx. 15p difference by the French Open Data portal
(ca.85%).

Top 20 catalogues with most datasets of known licences

European Data Portal

Dane Publiczne

data.gov.ro

Plateforme ouverte des données publiques frangai..
London Datastore

data.gov.uk

GovData

Open Data Greece —Ministry of Administrative Rec..
Open Data Iceland

Open Data Finland

OPEN DATA DK

Data.gov.ie

Open Data Bulgaria

data.gv.at

data.gov.sk

Open Data Portal Austria

La plateforme de données luxembaourgeoise

Latvian Geospatial Information Agency Metadata C..
Geoportal of Lithuania

Data Directory

1] 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110

Datasets with known licences in %

Figure2 Top 20 catalogues with most datasets with known licenceg, EB)P statisticsL(.2017)
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Finally, in terms of Open Data being available free of chae
Member States93%)do make their Open Data available free «
charge.In Belgium and Lithuanianly 90-99% of data is free of
charge. Certain detailed maps in Belgium do require a fee s 7%
as certain weathedatasetsand the realtime web service of the
company register. Also in Lithuania, this small percentage cal
attributed to a charging fee for cwin registers such as
population, business entities, cadastre, addresses, vehic
mortgages and etc. Looking at the EU28 average howewer
increase can be observed in comparison to 2016 when
countries (Belgium, Denmark, Germany and Sweden) did
provide all data free of charge, and Latvia which did not yet hi
a portal. B 100% M90-99%

Data available free of charge

93%

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 visitgoing 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-tsed or seen as important. The EU28 average in termsef
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.

Use of Data EU28 Progress 2€A@17

100%
80%
67%
60% l J
1% [T P o
- §-—————=-36%
- II III\I‘IIIIIIIII II I‘
FI ES IE LURONL SI SKHR CY AT FRBUHU UK BE IT PL CZ EL SE EE DK DE LV PT LT MT
2017 m—2016 2015 EU28 2017 ==--- EU28 2016 -=---- EU28 2015

Figure3 Use of Open Data EU28 (202817, %)
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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 stilelmg 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 portalto 88% in 2016to 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 Portalaridwith it. Slovenia
issecond, having accelerated from 0% in 2015 due to not having a national {wob@% 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 reise, which becomes clear when looking at the use of data. The third country
having accelerated considibly 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 foraigshmost 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, HungarydaRortugal have only withessed a slight decrease-%fpp. 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
Visitors of portal vs inhabitants 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
u>0.02% of inhabitants  country populatior’, it becomes clear
m>0.04% of inhabitants  that more people are finding their way
= >0.05% of inhabitants ~ to the national Open Data portals.
m Unknown 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 tworaisiterie visitor sourcé.
Where in 201653% of the portals scored the maximum points for having more than 0.05% obtimry

11% 11%

m <0.014% of inhabitants
H >0.015% of inhabitants

30 Based on Eurostat figureBppulation on 1 January 20{@pdated figures for 2017 had not been made available yet at the
time of thisresearch)
31 Definition unique visitorWikipedia
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inhabitants visiting the portal on average per month, by 2017 this has slightly increased to 57%. These
countries include AustriaCroatia, 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 peojig bble to find the national Open

Data Portal.

Monitoring user statistics is important tmetter 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 arouraf Hadf

EU countries did not collect statistics threir portal visitors, by 2017 this has positively decreased to only
39%.

For half of the EU countries the typical profile Profile of portal visitors
a bit of everything, while in Bulgaria and Ita

mainly people from the publisector visit the
portal and in Cyprus, like in 2016, mainly peog
from the private sector visit the portal. Alsc
foreigners are increasingly finding their way 1

m Mostly private
sector

H Mostly public

other portals. A reason for this could be the sector
people are increasingly becoming interested o A bt of
knowing what data is available in thei everything

neighbouring countries and how this data cou
potentially be used with similar data from the
home country. In 2016, 7 EU countries did n
know what the percentage of foreigners visitin
their portal was. One couny, 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.

| don't know

By 2017, 24 EU countries monitor thercentageof foreigners visiting their portal. Onip Denmark,
Latvia, Lithuania and Malta this is not yet being monitordus 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 percentagd foreigners visiting the portal has gone up to over 60%, which could be
explained by the fact that Luxembourg is a smaldlockedcountry with many foreigners working in
Luxembourg resulting in the portal being
) .. accessed from more different geographi
Foreign visitors locations outside Luxembourg. In Estonia and
Ireland the percentage of foreigners visiting
the national portal is between 45% and 59%

mO-a% while in Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Slovakia and
W5-14% Sweden between 3@4% of visitors are
B 15-29% foreign. This underlines the impiance of data
=30 44% being harmonised within countries as well as
between countries. With more foreigners
45 - 59% becoming interested in the data of other
W >60% countries, especially of neighbouring
B don't know countries, more awareness amongst publishers

to move to data quality is needed supply the
demand for data traveling beyond borders.
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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, machoenachine
communication is made possible. For exampl
datasets can be accessed automatically by ott
portals (e.g. pafEuropean Data infrastructures such ¢

the European Data Portal). In 2017, 89% of the @
Member States provide access via a specific API (2

28 cowntries). Only Estonia, Lithuania and Malta do n
provide a specific API. It is therefore interesting
monitor the ratio between machine traffic and huma
visitors to a portal. By 2017, 15 countries provic
statistics on portal traffic generated by an IARs in
2016, in Austria most data is accessed by machir
namely in 7185% of the visits. This could be explaine
by the setup of the national coordination in whic
regional portals upload their data directly on the portal via an API. In RomaHi&%44df visits come from
machines while in the UK 28% 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 rati28%d af portal visits
being generated by maats. A reason for this couldbe people being interested in using the features
offered on the national portal when using Open Data, as is the case in Italy.

Access via specific API

Yesm No

Understanding the importance of Open Data reuse

This chapter on the use of data also investigate what extent the reuse of Open Data is seen as
important by governmergand whether this development is further encouraged. Only bysiag 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 availa

and when data is of good enough quality to wo Reuse own government data

with. When asked whether governments find the r
use of Open Data important, 64% of EU countri
mentionad this to be very important. For 18% of th
countries the reuse of Open Data is somewhe
important and for another 18%b(countrieg re-use
is seen as important, butloes not represent a
current focus. Yet in 93% of the countriesuge is
supported by gwernment. Only in Hungary anc
PortugalOpen Data is not yet being-used by other g m | don't know
departments This can be explained by lianited
political drive to leverage the benefits of Open Da
as well as Open Data related policy and por
developments that may bkagging behind comparec
to the EU average. Generally;uee is supported by
governments through awareness raising activities
such as organising webinars, events and workshops. Thateés seen as important is also illustrated by
the fact that 23 counies are aware of data being-tesed by its own government. An example is the

o‘®
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publication of geetagged house numbetsas Open Data by the Italian municipality Terlizzi using data of
the national geoportal ofhe Italian Ministry of the Environmet# assotated with the place names of

the Municipality of Terlizzi. Another example is the development of the Slovpnidal on public wage$

thanks to the collaboration of the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Public Administration. It shows
the wages opublic 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 hassocietyis becoming more and more important. With more studies
being conducted across Europe, more tangible evidence is created to showmpaleys and the public
which value Open Data brings to society. By measuring the impact of Open Data onyabgsds, it
becomes possible to show trends and identify where most progress is being made across Eartipe.
purpose of this measurement, studies older than 2 years were no longer taken into consideration. In this
section, the size of countries wastmart of the exercise. However, a positive correlation was observed
between the size of the country and their ability to proviailtiple examples for each of the impact
dimensions assessed. Hence, most of the medium and-kirgel countries provided me than the 2
required examples of use cases/applications/news articles requested as evidence in order to qualify for
maximum scores on the impact sirmicator. In addition, more countries have started to take different
European and international studigsdzOK I & G KS 9 dzN@dsét syidy breméasiriagittie? y Q a
state of play of Open Data in Europe, as well as8ie2 SNy YSy i o6SYyOKYI N} FyR
governance reviews of 2016 into account when assessing their country performance.

Each year th Open Datampactindicator looks at the following 3 stihdicators: political, social and
economic impact.

The following susections willshed further light into the progress maaa each impact dimensioand
discuss various examples of Opaxtdimpac in the Member States.

2.3.1. Political impact

In 2016, a total of 9 countrig82%)had conducted activities since
June 2015 to monitor the political impact of Open Data (Austi
Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, JfalSlovakia, Spain an
SwedenBy 2017, an additional 4 countries (Czech Repub
Latvia, Netherlands and Poland) have conducted these activi
since June 2@

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

Monitor political impact

HYes W No

32 Geotagged house numbeisy the municipality Terlizzi.

33 National geoportal of the Italian Ministry of the Environment

34 Sloveniarportal on public wages

35 Results of Czech study to monitor the political impact of Opsa ih the Czech Republiduly 2017
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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 port®is monitored as well as providing the possibility to communicate use
cases of Open Data to data hold€rsMonitoring these developments helps support further political
commitment to opening data. In the Netherlands, thHeational Audit organisation (Algemene
Rekenkamer) published 3 trend reports about the impact of Open Data in 2015 and iff, 248 in
cooperation with the national Open Data Portal team. In Poland, twoperation platforms were
established by the governmeait 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 minisial 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,
PolishOpen Data Officers are obliged to file a report on this implementation process. Threfiost was
published at the end of July 20*%7In 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 Ofdeata 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
onling®.

In terms of the impact of Open Data on government efficiency, a clear incie@84.7 in comparison to
2016 can be seen. In 2016, 7 countries estimated the
Impact efficiency 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,
Luxembairg, 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 hagesulted in improvedjovemnment efficiency and
effectivenessby creating an incentiveéo provide better
services, as well as greater efficiency of public spending.
v With regard to improving the effectiveness and efficiency
of the public administration, an application had been
develged to show the spending of the state budjethis
application is currently being upgraded to enable the
extraction of Open Data and enable a searchablabase
of all budget payments (salaries for civil servants as well as the payments in social welfare will be offered
at an aggregate level).

mHigh ®mMedium mLow mIdon't know

While in 2016, 12 EU countries estimatthe Open Data impact on government efficiency and
effectiveness to be W or that it was not measured, i2017 this number haglecreased to only 9
countries

36 |atvian national Open Data portal statistics

37 Latvian national Open Data portal use cases

38 Trend report Open Data 201 Blational Audit Organisation, Netherlands

39 Report on the results of the implementation of the Program for the Opening of Publi¢c Palend, July 2017
40 Progress Reports of the Irish Public Bodies WorGiraup

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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Thistrend was wtnessed from 2015 to 2016 meaning that countries understarate and morethe
political importance of Open Datgurthermore,8 countries Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark,
Germany, Italy and Roman({@9%) estimate the impact of Ope Data on government efficiency and
effectiveness to be medium.

In terms of efficiency, in Cypruthe Pan CypriarBar Association offers free and npnofit access to

Cypriot and international sources of law through the online service CyLiawtilisesgovernmentOpen

Data (Legislation and Court Decisions) whigchrganised 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 Cypriamnline platform DiavidS 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.

@ Improving government transparency in Sloveniantroducing 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 sighéftect on
strengthening the integrity of public servants.

Statist (depictgd bglow) is an agplication for transparency launched by the SIovenianA public A
LINE OdzNBYSyYy G FyR t2NIFf tflFr6d LG LINRPY2GSa GKS
integrity of the Slovenian institutions.
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More information on the two projects are available on the official webpages under
https://erar.si/ andhttps://ejn.gov.si/statist

42 CyLaw Cyprus
43 Diavlos Cyprus
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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 Opén Data
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 Greee, there is a growing number of new stories and blog
entries that are based on evidence from the data uploattethe Transparency Portél 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 reversedsdescribed in severalews

Impact transparency articles®. Nine EU caintries 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 accountabibtpe
low or were not measued, has further decreased from 7
countries in 2016 to only 4 countries in 2017. However,
SALISOAFtEte F2N) O2dzy i NASa GKIQ
societies without Open Data helping increase a higher level
of government transparety and accountability, the
specific impact of Open Data can be considered low, even
though the actual situation might suggest otherwise in
m High = Medium mLow mldontknow  comparison to other EU countries. This could for example

be the case in countries such as Denmark.

@ Open Datan Flanders; the GRB use case

The Flanders region in Belgiuras a topographic map containing various data about buildings
their facilities, watercourses, railways and road networks. It is used by various local and re
administrations, and pulghing it as Open Data makes it much more efficient to access / reus
these administrations and their {Jartners. The largscale Reference file (GRB) is a dig
topographic map of Flanders. It is a common geographic base on which all users ctreigran
data. The GRB contains only geographic and distinctive information eflefeles, conventionally
accepted reference data. The objects (railways, road networks, watercourses, buildings) are d
and accurately measured so that they can bedus a large scale between 1/250 and 1/5000.

44 Greek Transparency Portal
45 Parapolitikeand AlterInfo
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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. Socieimpact

The social impact of Open Data on society is measurec

two different levels: to what extent Open Data has Impact sustainability
positive impact on the environmental sustainability in
country and to what extent Open Data has a positi
impact on the inclusion omarginalised groups in &
country. When assessing the impact of Open Data
marginalised groups in relation to Open Data, countri
measure to what extent individuals or entire communitie
of people that were excluded from politics, social servic
or varbus rights, opportunities and resources previous
are nowable to participate in society. The most significa

increase in 2017 of Open Data having a positive impact w

EU countries isneasured in the social impact indicatol

From 2016 to 2017, this sdhdicator has increased from  mHigh = Medium ®mLow ®I don't know

28% in 2016 to 49% in 2017, stituting 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 2ZDt6untries 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.

Ly {LIAYyS GKS LISAaGr0ERBIATRAIREQHDS azNII (DAY LI $ASa |y
0KS Y2allSadmmiOARISS: T2NJ GKSANI ONRLIA | @2ARAYy3 LRGSY
hiSy S5FGF Aa LI NIfe deaySR GF20REEOKSSOWVK Ay @ Fa 8§ KIBA O 8
I YL YA w&BaAd2%a || YIAY 20B80G208F(2)5aLFSAdZLINR (i 6
AYFNI &G NHzOGdzNBsE SEA&GAY I KdzYly | OGABAGASEsS Odz i dzNJ
GKAETS NBaAaLISOGAYI (GKS LINAYOALX Sa 2F badzaidlAylofS R

~

@ The impact of Open data on the environmegtexamples from Romania
In Romania, the application Forest Inspeattiich is part of the Integrated Information
System for the population of reéime tracking of timber in Romania, can be used by the
public toverify a shipment of timber or verifying a car registration number and report
suspicious trucks to help preserve Romanian forests.

r Forest Inspector

indaco

46 GeoSpatiumLaiSpain
47 Landslide Risk of the Basin Authority of the Campania Region
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http://www.geoslab.com/
https://dati.regione.campania.it/dataset/rischio-frana-psai-adb-campania-centrale
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@ The impact of Open data on thenvironment¢ examples from Spain and the UK

The Air Madrid application aims to show in a simple and understandable way faecionical

users data on air quality in real time offered by the City of Madrid througbpen Data portal.

In the UK, the wid 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-sfficompanies such as Shoothill.
Understanding these patterns of water data helps improve management of risk at local
community levels.

Ly O2YLENR&2y (2 @EmOR di/KiNA SKa KA BONF &%imc Y2 N
ME SAGAYFIGSR GKS &20AFE AYLFOG 2F hLSy 51iGF 2y &:
HmT (KA& ydYoSN) Kha LlarGA@Ste RSONBIaSR (2 2yte

AYLI OG FNB YIAyte NBEFGSR (G2 O2dzi N ASa y2i KIGAY:
630l dzaS Al Aa AAYLX & k2% oSFNIe (G2 flLdyOK Iy S$&It dz

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 Cti@a Cyprus, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy and Slovémia.
Finland, several applications were created that help improve the mobility of marginalised groups and bring
overall benefits to local communitiek Ireland, theSmall Business Innovation Resda(SBIR) Challenge

with Cork County Council, the Age Friendly Alliance and Enterprise Ireland launched a chall®nge call
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 fhap
provides locations where people with wheelchair can
access locations to vote.

Inclusion maginalised groups

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

mHigh mMedium mLow mIdon't know

48 Cork Smart Gatewayreland

49 \Wheelchair accessible voting locatigi8ovenia
50 Nexto
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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, m France, the digital platform Bob Emplouses Open databases such as the French
business rgistry 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 Handimaf.Aagessible.nétor the mobile GPS application
SharePAdepicted in the insights box belowi. France many hackathons take place focusing on improving
services for the handicapped and disabled people, such as events organised by the French Assaociation fo
the Social and Vocational Integration of People with Disabfftti€zirthermore, a simulator based on
Open Data, called Me&ides®, allows people with low revenue to assess the grants and subsidies they
can receive from the government and social secwséyvices. In Spain, the platform Divertélis 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

@ The impact of Open data on social inclusieA Finnish example

BlindSquare is a Finnish accessible GPS application developed for the blind and
impaired. It uses Open Data of services and places and describes the enviror
announcegoints of interest and street intersections as you travel.

BlindSquare

Home  What is Blind Square Help Accessorles Press Blog Contact

B I i n dSq u a re i El::g‘chluam - Painting a pictureof the .. @ #

Pioneering accessible
navigation - indoors and outdoors

travel with confidence

Go to App Store

51Bob EmplgiFrance

52 Handimap.org France
53 Accessible.netFrance

54 Association for the Social and Vocational Integration of People with Disabfitasce
55 Mes-Aides France
56 Divertour, Spain
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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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@ The impact of Open data on social inclusion - A French example
The French Application SharePA shows which public services such as parks, pools,
museums, post offices, etc. are accessible for people with reduced mobility in order to
optimise their route, based on public mapping and user feedback.

*&Share Home  Frequently Asked Questions B Download Appiication
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@ Improving mobility with Open Data; 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 redato 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.
Ly /@LINMHzaAX GKS &l NIproFide©Ousars withea diNHzackagelof Jv@ A OF G A 2y
information about traffic in Nicosia and the intarban 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.

HZPP Planner
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In 2017,6 EU countriesBulgaria, Germany, Greece, the Netherlands, Poland and Roestimaate the

impact of Open Data on marginalised groups to be mediane country less than in 201Blowever,

where in 2016 19 countries estimated the impact tolbe or were not measued, 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 @abps.

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 inpaetveralother
countries applications are being developed that @g@en 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
Service¥ or the one developed by the Cypriot government.

2.3.3. Economic impact

For most goernments, the key to invest more in Open Data, to improve the quality of Open Data for
greater reuse and to drive business innovationtdsknowthe economic impacof Open Data. Over the

past years, various studies have made an attempt to measure thadtmof 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 resulfrom more organisations rasing 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 intealue, such as the 2017 study Berusing @en Data that focused accompanies
transforming Open Datinto economic and societal val@conductedby the European Datao®al, a
further understanding of how Open Data is used at company level is still on the wish list of many data
publishing organidéons. This information provides valuable input for their data publication process and
the kind of data they provide, asHesers of Open Data still encounter several barriers, which is further
analysed in the 2017 EDP report on Open Data and Bafriers

Several economic benefits of the use of Open Data can be identjfleath 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 jobslved 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 drowth o
related markets. The E@Rreating Value from Open Datstudy® estimated a total market size between

193 bn. and 209 bn. EUR for 2016, with an estimated projection 6286%n. EUR for 2020, including
inflation correctionsA cumulative total marketize wa estimated, ranging betweeBUR 1.138 to 1.229

bn. by2020. Betweer2016 and 2020, the market sifer Open Datad estimated to increase by 36.9%,

to a value of 75.7 bn. EUR in 2020. For the period 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. EBIR

57 Croatian Railway Services application

S8 EDP (2017) Resing Oen Data: a study on companies transforming Open Data into economic and societal value
59 EDP Report (2017) Barriers in working witte@ pata

S0EDP Report (2016) Creating Value through Open Data

61lbid, page 9.
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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 markeisiaiso expected tgrow
annualy by more than 8% on averag@s a result ofhis growing market size,
the demand for skilled Open Data workers increases. New jobs are cres
through the stimulation of the economy and a higher demand for personr
with the skills to work with datan 2017, there will be 80,000 Open Data job
within the EU 28+ private sector. By 2020, this number will increase to | u v
under100,000 Open Data jobsieating almost 20,000 new direct Open Dat:

jobs by 2020 as compared to 2017. When looking at the impact of Open C 32 0/0

for the particular sectors, publexdministration is expected to have the highes -
share in the direct market size, with a value of 22,111 mio. EUR. ...

Market value

assessed

In addition to the numbers provided by the European Commission via |

studies published by the European Data Portal, countries are eagdatain 64 0/
more granular numbers as well as to validate findings they can further tai O No
to their economic priorities.

It appears that Member States have made some progress in this regart

comparisonto 2016, with scores improving on theconomic impact sub

indicator. Compared to the initial five countries that had conducted studies 40/0 'ng\';:

assess the Open Data market vailu@015, ly 2017this number has increased

to 9. Whereas in 2015, BEUcountries have conducted suatudies (France,

Germany, Italy, Spaimd the UK)in 2017 the list comprised ald@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.

@Assessing the benefits of Open Data at micro-economic level - an example from Italy

In Italy, Open Data Italy 200 published the first systematic study on Italian companies using Open Data in
their activities. The results of the study had been published during a webinar on the re-use of Open Data
in Italy, held on 27 June 2017, in cooperation with the national Open Data Portal of Italy. The study
highlighted use cases on the re-use of Open Data in for instance, the Lombardy Region and the City of
Florence. The study shows that Open Data made available by Italian public administrations most
frequently used by businesses is geospatial data.

In Spain, the&s™ edition of the report on the infomediary sect8rhas been publishe(see insights box
below). In Denmark,dr geospatial data, a socioeconomic measurerfioftthe effects of open geospatial
data had been conducted, which estimated the value of opersgaetial data in Denmarklhe study
shows that Danish Open Data in 201#e doubledn terms ofefficiency and production gains since 2012
to 3.5 billionkroner in 2016. Another Danish stiyfrom 2016, has shown that Danish society can gain
between 50 ad 135 million konerannually,in selected sectors such as the electricity sector, the district
heating sector and the agricultural sector based on open meteorologicallddtaland atudy published

on the use and impact of Open Data in Finfaridund thatfirms using Open Data and big data in their

625t Edition of the Report on the infomediary sec{@017) Spain

63Efects of the free geodaté2017) Denmark

64 Socieeconomic consequences of releasing meteorological (2046) Denmark
65Use and impact of Open Data in Finlg2817) Finland
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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 Aamarket innovations than those firms that

did not useOpenData in their innovation activitiedMoreover, the study found that those fins active in

the information and communications sector and using data for innovation witnessed, on average, 17
percent higher sales growth during the years 214 thanthose firms in the same sector that did not

use data in innovation. Traffic data agyed to be the onlylata type contributing to the sales growth.

@ The infomediary sector of Open Dataan 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 reuse of public and/or private information to delep valueadded products for third parties

or citizens in general in the following sabctors: culture, directory services, economic and financial,
publishing, market research, geographic information, meteorological, or tourism.

The objective was to asse 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 intéreperability 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 helpetisionmaking, to more active development and implementation

of public policies, and the improvement of data quality thanks to public feedback. With regard to the

G201t NBGSydzSa oO6F2N) GKS @SINJ wampuz (K®icha|idzZReé aK:
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 icaihensic and

financial sector, with 219 employees more than in 2014, a similar number to the geographic
information industry, with 215 more employeeAt the closing of 2016 the total subscribed capital

was 366 million euros, 20.7% lower than the previgear, after three consecutive years of growth

In the Netherlands a costalue analysf§ had been conducted. Finally, in Ireland, several studies had
been conducted focusing on:

1. The Constructiooft [ AY 1SR 5FaGF tf 1 GF2NY &idNkddPEE I yRQa !
2. Exploring the economic value of open government ffata
3. Governance, Transparency and the Collaborative Design of Open Data Collaboration Platforms:
understanding barriers, options, and neétls
4. Improving data workflow systems with cloud seas and use of open data for bioinformatics
research®

66 Societal cosvalue analysis of Open Daf2017) Netherlands

¢ KS / 2yaiNHZOGA2Y F2NJ F [ AY]ISR 5141 tf I {(Z0e7Ndéland2 NJ L NSt F yRQa |
68 Exploring the economic value of open government 2@16) Ireland

69 Governance, Transparency and the Collaborative Design of Open Data Collaboration Platforms: understanding barriers,

options, and need§016) Ireland
70 Improving data workflow systems with cloud services and use of open data for bioinformatics re@fdighireland
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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

published studies since 2015. In addition to France, Spain, Denmark, Fir

Ireland and the Netherlands, also Bulgartag Czech Republic, Latvie

Lithuania, Romania and Sweden have investigated how to improve se

delivery. However, only Spain, Ireland the Netherlands and Sweden | I |
published studies in 2017. The Swedish National Archives published a “
study®in Juy 2017 providing suggestions on how the National Archives cc
collect and publish PSI datasethie report illustrates the statuguo with Yes

regard to the work on the PSI at national and European level. The study s

as a guide on how to create and pishl datasets according to the metadat

format DCATAP, leading to a better coordination of the preparation at

publication of datasets. Through this meEada{a Aspvecification, the Natic No o

Archives can collect thedatasets LIN2 RdzZOSR 0 & WKI N UKSY |y
publishngthem on the Swedish national Open Data Portal. In the Netherla
two studies have been published on data registers and data portfi
managementby the Ministry of Education, Culture and Scieffcand one
study on howto improve the functioning ofhe Dutch digital governmenit
In Lithuania, a study had been conducted in 2015 defining the feasibility o
implementation of the Open Data initiatile

| Dont
Know

In Ireland The Dublin Economic Monit6r a joint initiative on behalf of the four Dublin localthorities,
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 wile published free of charge dime every quarter, is intended

to track developments in the Dublin economy. An arfithad been published about the importance of
good licensing if OGD is to be used effectively, including a number of issues that woailtb Has
addressedby designers of OGD licences. In addition, Metional University of Maynooth has set up a
Programmable City proje¢t The Programmable City project is investigating the relationship between
networked digital technologiesinfrastructures, urban management governance and city life. In
particular, the project addresses the issuehofv cities are increasingly being translated into code and
data, and how these codand data are being used to transduce how we understand, manage, work, and
fAGS Ay (GKS OAGe I yIR/ ({2LJ LINGER daOkSS  YNSBYLIIZNNG  CRAYG A B@ ISP ¢
D 2 @S NJy/éyp8blisied in August 201dndoutlines 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 aradyetan

by themselves3 EU countries are not aware of studies being conducted in their country thasdetes

service delivery.

71 Prestudy on PSI lis2017) Sweden

72 Data portfolio management OCY{2017) Netherlands

73 Make true(2017) Netherlands

74 Feasibility of the implementation of the Open Data initiaf{2015) Lithuania
75 Dublin Economic Monito2017) Irelad

76 Open data licensing: More than meets the €2615) Ireland

77 Link to multiple publication2017) Ireland

78 The Value of Open Data for the Governm2@17) Spain
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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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Figure4 The value oOpenData for thegovernment (2017) Spain

In 2017, 50% of the EU countrikave published additional studies measuring the
impact of Open Data. Studies range from dissertations about the business models
in OGD® (Austria)to publishing transport data for maximum-ese® (Belgium) In
several EU countries studies are currently lgggonductedsuch asn Austria which
expects a studpn the impact of Open Dat be published in autumn 201Th
Lithuania, a tendewith the request to evaluate the social and economic impact of
the re-use of Open Datand which dataets should bepened closed in September
2017 Another example is a study biye 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 irb2@mnhda follow

up is planned to be conducted by the end of 2&1Generally, 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. Howevaeason for the fact thaiss than

half of the EU countries dmnduct 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 ofterdificult

to conduct specific studies if th@pen Data team consists of only one or two people.

79 Business models in Open Government 2@G16) Austria

80 Publishing transport data for maximum-vse(2017) Belgium

81 Open Data Platforms Enabling Effectrugblic Sector InformatioReusefor Business and Creation of its
Management Tool§2016) Lithuania
82 Follow up report on efforts made to make data available fouse(2017) Sweden
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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 Funding Model D)
the Marginal / Zero Cost Model which aims to provide

data for the costs of processing the data request only or In 2017 all EU
free of charge. This is an improvement in comparison to Member States
2016, when only 25 EU countries coutefify they were Il se a marginal
using this model. Italy was not aware which funding cost model to
model was being used while Latvia and Malta did not ye fund their
have a portal and therefore had no funding mode!

Providing data at marginal or zero cost is importa

because it shows the goodténtions of countries to open g

national Open
Data portals.

up more data free of charge to be-tsed. Howeverin

some countries this is still a work in progresscenot all data provided on thieportalsis 100% free of

charge yet or where the law, following the PSI guidelinessddlow certain data to be charged for.

Italy

This new opportunitydr Open Government whose goal is to strengthen the relationship between local
government and citizens represents the new frontier of localigital development that Trentino is
among the first to realize in Europe. In fact, OpenAgenda can updatéimeahppointments created

by associations, libraries and museums that are translated into the official EU languages. It is based on

1]
oOpen Data for Economic Developmegtevent by the Consortium of Municipalities of Trentino,

the strength of the Open Datand its first experimentation withViviAla 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 faucable conditions for the economic growd the territory," said
Gabriele CiasulldHead of the Data and Open Data Service oftgency for thePublic Administration,

Digital Italy (Agidat the Presidacy 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
GKS O2dxaNBW&G hLISY 5F0F RSOSt2LISNE O2YYdzyA il e

engagement in providing the necessary Open Data
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In terms of Open Data impact, the EU28 have jumped to 54% in 2017 from 44% in
2016, starting at an initial score of 31% in 2015

;:L Political Impac

D) D D)

2017 2016 2015 2017 2016 2015 2017 2016 2015

Europe showcases a real frog-leap on the social . . .
impact dimension, with a jump from 28% in 2016, SOC|a| |mpact Dlmen5|0n5
to 57% in 2017

Impact Inclusion Groups

Impact Sustainability

\ = 1% \ = 0%
Mediurm oo Medium 219

High 6% righ 32%

| don’t know 4 | don’t know 39%

High expectations from Open Data on the political dimension across Europe,

Political Dimensions with 54% of EU28 expecting a high impact on transparency of government
and 39% expecting a high impact on efficiency of service delivery

Impact Transparency Impact Efficiency

y
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2.4. Progress so farOpen Data Readiness
The previous section has shed ligihtthe developments and progress registered with regards tdfitise
dimension- Open Data Readinesks analysedhe extent to whichcountries 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 theae is a coordination ofOpen Data policyand activities between national andlower
governmental levelln 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 le2e1%f &his is

an increase of 28pp. in comparison to 2015 and an increase oBJgh. in comparison to 2016. When
looking at the progress made from 2015 to 2023, 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 haefegllaan

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 201ih¢hstarted 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 de§jmew policies including stong national guidelines

in 2016, having fruitened into a renewed acceleration of Open Data maturity on this indicator by 2017.

Open Data Policy EU28, 2015-2017 (%)

o
—2017
—2016
2015
-
= 257
EU28 Open Data Policy 2017 2016 2015
o]
Presence of Palicy 79 71 61
- . o
—>_>—> National Coordination 87 52 47
@ Licensing norms 89 77 74

Figure5 Open Data Policy, Evolution 202817, breakdown per sukindicaor (%)
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As shown in the picturabove compared to the previous years, progress can be observed on all three
subindicators, with a visible boost across the EU28 in terms of the degree of national coordination which
registered a spectacular increase op3o reach 85% in 201This could be partly explaindy 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 isagefor countries such as
Luxembourg, Slovenia and Malta, which do not have many inhabjtdataor cities, hence making the
rationale for setting up localataportals redundant. Smaller increases have been registered with regards
to the subindicator Presence of Open Data policies (now at 79%, +8pp compared tovfitB)can be
partly attributed to Hungary and Portugal, both having defined their Open Datdgmby 2017Croatia

is stillin the drafting phase. The smallest increase can be observed in terliegerding norms (now at
89%, +12pp. vs 2016).

Ly 3ISYySNIf F2NJ GKS 9! nyI {KSAWRINGEAGYNISZ2 B Fi ki3 ISKYY FBA
L2t AOASEAQ KIFa AYONBFaASR FNRY cmModm: AY Hamp (2 TmMd
Czech Republic has increased the mostrismgubindicator, having gone up from 33.3% in 2015 to 87.9%

in 2016 to 96.3% in 2017 thanks to having put in plaa@us policies to support Open Datsdthough 22

EU countries have increased their scoring on thisiedlzator, 6 countries decreasednging 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 the®pen Data related activities in order to reorganise them as is the case in
Denmark.

The second suindicator, licensing norms, has generally increased from 73.5% in 201518 h 2016

t0 89.1% in 2017. The two countries that have gone up from 0% i 0dcoring 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. 8th 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 dpnigary. The situation in the UK could

be explained by the fact that a number of the R@GL 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 pants 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 &ramrk.

The third sukindicator, national coordination, has generally increased from 46.7% in 2018.3%5n

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. Bothntoes 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 92a8p@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 fragmentedublic administration with different agencies and ministries involved in
Open Data in combination with a lack of a clear mandate to force a clear dirggtlowho is responsible

for what.

Looking at the progress so far on theegd Data Readiness dimensg) countries have made significant
efforts to improve which haveled to an increase of theEU average with3pp to reach 2% in 2017
(weighted averages of the three siidicators 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%.

) OpenDataReadiness—EU28in%

67
67 Hn H

2017 2016 2015

b S, S, L S, S, L S, R S, B S,

p Open Data Policy p Use of Open Data

Figure6 Open Data ReadinegsEU28 (2012017, % average results)

Overall, agrigure6 depicts, the EU28 have registered a steady increase on all three dimensions when
compared to 2016 and 2015. The scores on the Open Data poliépdichtor have steaitl increased

from an initial 59% in@L5, to 67% in 2016, to 82% in 2017. On the Use of Open Datadichtor 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@pen Data suindicator has now reached86, 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-Buticators constituting Open dba
Readiness.

Going one step furthewith the analysiskigure7 below presents the EU28 country performances on the
indicator Open Data Readineiss2017. With the rajority of EU2857%)registering scores above the EU
average of 2%, the EU28 is heading at a good pace to reaching maturity on this dimefisiprb
performers on this dimensioare Ireland (97%), Spain (94%), Netherlands (93%), France (92%) and Finland
(90%), followed by Slovenia (84%), Luxembourg (82%) and Italy (& %&me 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 {Sgere8 below). When compared to the baseline of

2015, several countries