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Abstract. Developers of Open Government Data Mash-ups face the following
legal barriers: different licenses, legal notices, terms-of-use and legal rules from
different jurisdictions that are applied to an open datasets. This paper analyzes
implementation of Revised PSI Directive in EU Member states, also highlights
the legal problems. Moreover it analyzes how Public Sector Information is
defined by the national law and what requirements are applied to the datasets
released by public sector institutions.
The results of the paper show that PSI regulation in EU Member countries is

very different and the implementation of revised PSI Directive is not successful.
These problems limit the reuse of Open Government Datasets.
The paper suggests the ontology in order to understand the requirements that

originate from the national EU Member countries law and which are applied to
Open Government Datasets. Also, the ontology models different implementa-
tions of the EU PSI Directive in the Member countries.
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1 Problem and Motivation

Open data, open government data definitions and principles were presented in our
previous work [1]. This paper will focus on how the technology could be used in
dealing with a different regulation of the important subject – open government data
(OGD).

In general, data is a fuel for Enterprise Information Systems. According to the
Report [1] EU economy could potentially grow by 1.9 % GDB by 2020 as a result of
reusing big & open data. In the ideal World the idea of Linked Open Data [2] could be
realized easily, but the law and the regulation of data make this idea hard to accomplish
in a real-life. Governments, municipalities and other public bodies are releasing Public
Sector Information (PSI) under different legal and technical conditions, which are
unstable and create artificial barriers to get benefits from the re-use of information.
Probably, the most efficient results that follow from the use of open government data
can be extracted when the data is merged, connected, combined, mixed or enriched and
analyzed in other ways. However the legal problems, that do not allow to do it
smoothly and to reach the expected economic benefits, exist.

Open data licenses (or other regulation as legal notices, terms of use) are not
unified. This problem influences a deep analysis of open data licenses for every
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developer before starting to connect different datasets in a mashup model. The results
of The Survey of the Licensing of Open Government Data [3] had discovered a critical
situation concerning regulation (licensing) regime: the national open government data
portals consist of datasets which are protected by different licensing regimes starting
from 33 (Spain), 16 (Germany, Italy) and ending up to 1–2 (Austria, EC, Moldova,
Portugal, UK) regimes.

Different licensing terms mean that: first of all it is not clear if the datasets can be
merged, used for commercial purposes or are there any limitations applied to the
mashup work protection, also if the different Adapters licenses can be used. The Survey
[3] identified that OGD portals consists of the datasets, which identify wrong licensing
regimes, or do not identify any licensing regime at all (it is not clear if the link to
regulation is missing, or there is no regulation applied), or the rules that come from
national PSI law are not being copied. This situation creates a possible risk that gov-
ernment (the owner of OGD) could start legal procedures against the developers of
OGD because of violation of the national PSI rules, even when notification about the
licensing regime is provided not correctly by the government itself.

So how the developers of Enterprise Information Systems which use OGD could
avoid investments to legal analysis of OGD regulation and to reduce risks coming from
possible failure of misinterpretation of national law in the global environment? The
possible solution is to force governments to withdraw all regulation of the OGD, or
alternative solution is to have a tool which provides legal analysis of OGD automat-
ically, or at least semi-automatically.

We believe that it is possible to create such a tool. We decided to deal with the legal
problems coming from EU Member States in that way: (1) we have identified general
problems existing in the PSI domain of EU (different regulation object in national law,
PSI directive and Revised PSI directive is not implemented fully); (2) we have found
what kind of specific legal requirements are applied to open government datasets by
national PSI law and (3) we have tried to model those requirements in the Ontology
aiming to create a useful tool to understand the complexity of OGD regulation on EU
level.

This paper is organized: (1) introduction to the problem and motivation; (2) anal-
ysis of implementation of Revised PSI Directive; (3) analysis of EU Member States
national PSI law; (4) ontology for the legal requirements of OGD; (5) conclusions and
future work.

2 Open Government Data: Legal Problems Coming from EU
in Re-Use of PSI Domain

In European Union the philosophy of re-use of public information and the main legal
requirements applied to Open Government Data are coming from PSI Directive. If the
concept of PSI Directive [2] (including Revised PSI Directive [3]) worked as it is
planned, legal problems concerning the re-use of open datasets would not exist.
Unfortunately the reality is different. EU Commission still has a lot of work to do in
order to change the existing opinion, that the information hold by the public institution
is the property of the state and “no one can touch it”.
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Our investigation has found that the development of EU Commission supported
PSI concept could be grouped as:

(1) The period before the PSI Directive was adopted;
(2) The period of implementation of the PSI Directive (* 2003/2005–2013/2015);
(3) The period of revision of the PSI Directive in 2013 and its implementation.

Before the PSI directive was adopted, the concept of PSI was developing
de-centralized in EU member and pre-member countries. Every single country had its
own independent concept which had created “Tower of Babel” effect. In 2003 the PSI
Directive was published and should have been implemented until 2005. PSI directive
sets a minimum harmonisation of national rules and practices of PSI concept and its
re-use. Implementation of PSI directive wasn’t enough successful in Community and
revision of PSI directive was made after 10 years. The revised PSI directive gives tools
to EU Commission to control the implementation of the PSI directive and hopefully in
the next years the united concept of PSI in EU could be found, if EU Commission
could use those tools effectively.

2.1 Implementation of Revised PSI Directive

The survey investigated the laws of the national PSI law of Member states published in
the Portal of European Commission [4].

There are some explanations of the Table 1: (1) in Spain different charges for the
commercial re-use may apply while Revised PSI Directive do not allow such an option;
(2) in Latvia the re-use is allowed only for private individuals; (3) in Denmark charging
principles are not applied; (4) in Hungary different terms of exclusive arrangements are
provided from the 1st of January 2016 instead of the 17th of July 2013 and Hungary
excludes libraries, museums and archives, university libraries from the duty to provide
the information for the re-use and etc. (5) Finland has not implemented the PSI
directive because it had already implemented their unique concept: PSI belongs to the
public domain.

Table 1. Implementation of revised PSI directive

Status of implementation Countries

Have been implemented fully Austria, Italy and Malta
Have been implemented all main terms and
only minor regulation is not harmonized

Germany, The Netherlands and The United
Kingdom

Have been implemented the main terms but
some important are missing

Greece, Spain, Sweden

Have been implemented the different terms,
even contra terms

Denmark, Hungary and Latvia

Have not been implemented Revised PSI
directive by the term (18 July 2015)

Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic,
Cyprus, Estonia, France, Ireland, Lithuania,
Luxemburg, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia

Other Finland
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2.2 Analysis of National PSI Law

As we already have found the implementation of Revised PSI Directive was not
successful, we continued the analysis of national PSI law to get a clear view regarding
the legal framework and discover the differences that follows from the OGD regulation.

We have asked two questions to start the legal analysis of national PSI laws in EU
Member States: (1) Does the investigation object – public sector information - is
understood in the same way as it is defined in EU PSI Directive, if not? If yes, then -
how it differs? (2) What are the legal requirements applied to OGD licensing?

Analysis of PSI Term Used in Legal Domain of EU Member Countries. Analysis
of the legal domain in EU and its member countries indicates that the main problem is
that term “Public sector information” is differently understood in EU member countries,
but EU legislation is trying to gather different concepts to one united concept of PSI.

In the wider approach, PSI concept could be found not only de-centralized or united,
but also direct or expanded. Direct concept covers the idea of the concept which
already comes exactly from the term “Public sector information” and includes different
forms of information managed by Public sector. Expanded concept fulfills the direct
concept by extra rules, exceptions and tasks.

There is a good example of direct PSI definition published by The Organization
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD): Public sector information is
“information, including information products and services, generated, created, col-
lected, processed, preserved, maintained, disseminated, or funded by or for the
Government or public institution” [5]. OECD PSI definition is clear enough and
describes PSI basically as all the information that with holds the Public institution.

EU PSI Directive represents expanded form of PSI concept and presents a bit
different concept of PSI (comparing to OECD), because the PSI concept has been
developed from “the right to get access to public information” and it’s basically could
be described shortly as accessible information to public which can be re-usable by
public and it is hold by Public institution. This concept during 10 years has changed a
bit from “can be re-usable” (in PSI Directive, 2003) to “must be re-usable” (in
Revised PSI Directive, 2013).

The term ‘information” got expansive meaning in nowadays and usually is used as
synonym to data, records, documents and etc. Erik Borglund and Tove Engvall
investigated how the open data discourse is communicated in legal text and they found
out that there is no single term and the principal words are: record, information,
document and data [6].

It is not a surprise that the terminology problems arrive to European Union, espe-
cially including its Member States’ legislation. In European Union Member States
legislation Public sector information (PSI) definition is understood differently.

In Directive 2003/98/EC (PSI Directive) PSI is understood as a “document” and
during revision of the directive the definition was not changed but concept was
expanded in Directive 2013/37/EC (Revised PSI Directive). Implementation of PSI
Directive and the Revised PSI Directive in the EU Member States still is developing, so
the PSI definition is not yet harmonized by EU Member States national law.
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Definition of the document is provided by Directive Article 2 Para 1 s 3: ‘Docu-
ment’ means: (a) any content whatever its medium (written on paper or stored in
electronic form or as a sound, visual or audiovisual recording); (b) any part of such
content.” [2] So basically, Public sector information is understood as document or part
of the document, no matter what form or content. In preamble of Directive term
“document” used as synonym to information and includes also data.

In legal interpretation term “document” is more related to legal responsibility of
institution or information holder comparing to other terms as “information” or “data”.
Also, concept “access to documents” comes from “right to get information from public
sector” and it was understood as right to get some concrete documents.

Secondly, after 10 years PSI directive was revised with an intention to harmonize
more the PSI definition in member states. The legislators of Directive 2013/37/EU
(revised PSI directive) noted: “since the first set of rules on re-use of public sector
information was adopted in 2003, the amount of data in the world, including public
data, has increased exponentially and new types of data are being generated and
collected (recital 5).” [3] “At the same time, Member States have now established
re-use policies under Directive 2003/98/EC and some of them have been adopting
ambitious open data approaches to make re-use of accessible public data easier for
citizens and companies beyond the minimum level set by that Directive. To prevent
different rules in different Member States acting as a barrier to the cross-border offer of
products and services, and to enable comparable public data sets to be re-usable for
pan-European applications based on them, a minimum harmonization is required to
determine what public data are available for re-use in the internal information market,
consistent with the relevant access regime. (recital 6)” [3]. On one hand, legislators
expressed their good will to harmonize “public data” (it affects internal European
information market) in preamble of Revised PSI Directive but, on other hand,
important changes to definition was not done in the text of PSI Directive Article 2, only
the concept of PSI was updated.

Thirdly, the PSI directive 2003/98/EC is implemented in all EU member countries
and EEA countries (Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway). The problem exists that
“EU Member States have implemented the PSI Directive in different ways. 13 Member
States have adopted specific PSI re-use measures: Belgium, Cyprus, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, Romania, Spain, Sweden, United King-
dom. 3 Member States have used the combination of new measures specifically
addressing re-use and legislation predating the Directive: Austria, Denmark and
Slovenia. 9 Member States have adapted their legislative framework for access to doc-
uments to include re-use of PSI: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,
France, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic” [4].

Deeper investigation of national EU member states law shows existing differences
of PSI definition. Some countries use PSI definition as “document”, “information”,
“data” or other.

These differences could be classified to those which are using: (1) same definition
of PSI as it is provided in PSI Directive (Austria (including Vienna, Vorarlberg, Lower
Austria, Tyrol, Styria, Salzburg and Upper Austria lands), Cyprus, Slovak Republic
(from 2012), Greece (from 2006 till 2014), Luxembourg and Spain) and (2) those
which have adopted specific definition (all others).
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It could be classified also to 4 groups: document group (definition of PSI is
strongly related to a document), information group (PSI is understood as some kind of
information), data group (PSI is understood as a data, record, file and etc.) and other
group (PSI is understood as representation of content, knowledge, matters and other).

A document group could be classified to the smaller parts: (1) Document (Austria
(including Vienna, Vorarlberg, Lower Austria, Tyrol, Styria, Salzburg and Upper
Austria lands), Cyprus, Slovak Republic (from 2012), Greece (from 2006 till 2014),
Luxembourg, Spain used the same definition as it is provided in PSI Directive;
(2) Documented information (Estonia defines it as information which is recorded and
documented. It means that information which is not documented is not under the scope
of PSI; Latvia it defines as “documented information – information whose entry into
circulation can be identified”); (3) Administrative documents (France and Portugal it
defines as “administrative documents”); (4) Documents, information and data (Greece
(from 2014) implements Revised PSI Directive and provides updated conception of
PSI: it is the documents, information and data which are made available online as a
dataset or via programming interfaces in open machine-readable format which com-
plies with open standards); (5) Documents, record and data (Ireland it defines as
document and it means all or part of any form of document, record or data); (6) Doc-
ument and any content (Romania it defines as a document and it means any content or
part of such content).

An information group could be classified to: (1) Information and metadata (Czech
Republic it defines as “publicly disclosed information”. Also includes metadata which
is named as “accompanying information”); (2) Any information (Bulgaria defines it as
any information collected or created by a public sector body); (3) Public information (It
is defined as public information in The Netherlands and Poland (all information about
public matters constitutes public information) and Slovak Republic (till 2012) used
very narrow definition of PSI limited to information only about public money,
state/municipality property and concluded agreements); (4) Information in the form of a
document, case, register, record and other documentary material (Slovenia it defines as
information originating from the field of work of the body and occurring in the form of
a document, a case, a dossier, a register, a record or other documentary material drawn
up by the body, by the body in cooperation with other body, or acquired from other
persons); (5) Information means content (UK 2015–2015 it defines as information and
it means any content or part of such content).

A data group could be classified to these parts: (1) Data (Croatia defines it as any
data owned by a public authority. It means that ownership of rights to data is important.
Hungary 2005–2015 it defines as data of public interest and data made public on
grounds of public interest); (2) Data collections (Denmark (from 2005) granted access
not only to document but also to data collections. Exception was made to information
produced for commercial activities of a public sector body’s, or for which third parties
hold a non-material right. “Data collection” means registers or other systematic lists for
which use is made of electronic data processing); (3) Files (Denmark (till 1985) granted
access to files only if (a) they were the substance of the authority’s final decision on the
outcome of a case; (b) the documents contain only information that the authority had a
duty to record; (c) the documents are self-contained instruments drawn up by an
authority to provide proof or clarity concerning the actual facts of a case, or (d) the
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documents contain general guidelines for the consideration of certain types of cases);
(4) Any record (Germany it defines as any record stored in any way).

Another group consists of these parts: (1) Presentation and message (Finland it
defines as “written or visual presentation, and also as a message”); (2) Presentation of
acts, facts and information (Italy it defines as document and it means the presentation of
acts, facts and information); (3) Any representation of content (Vorarlberg land (of
Austria) till 2015 it defines as any representation of content, or part of it which
public-sector body may decide whether to allow reuse); (4) Representation of acts, facts
or information - and any compilation (Malta till 2015 it defines as document and it
means any representation of acts, facts or information - and any compilation of such
acts, facts or information); (5) Knowledge (Lithuania it defines as “document shall
mean any information; information shall mean knowledge available to a State or local
authority institution or body”); (6) Known factual statements on matters (Carinthia and
Burgenland lands (of Austria) it defines as factual statements on matters which at the
time of the request for information are known to the body); (7) Matter or recording and
compilation of information (Sweden it defines as a document and it means any written
or pictorial matter or recording which may be read, listened to, or otherwise compre-
hended only using technical aids. It also includes a compilation of information taken
from material recorded for automatic data processing).

Analysis of definitions shows the most EU Member States use different terms to
describe the Public sector information. Looking from open government data perspec-
tive it is not so important which term is used “document” or “data”, but is more
important to see can definition set extra limits which goes out of the scope of the PSI
directive.

Firstly, it is risky to limit PSI definition only to administrative documents or doc-
umented information. Because there are plenty of information held by public bodies
which are not administrative documents or just “documents”, “documented informa-
tion” in bureaucracy terms. E.g. live traffic data from municipality’s sensors/cameras
do not fit the requirements of administrative documents.

Secondly, the ownership of information should be also avoided (ex. belongs to
public sector institution), because some works belongs to public domain and according
to Revised PSI Directive it should be provided (e.g. from archives, museums) as public
domain works. Also, there are discussions [7] held by open data community: does PSI
belongs to Public sector or it belongs to public domain (because it was produced by
public money).

Thirdly, it is a common mistake, that PSI is defined as information given to re-use.
E.g. “Document held by a public sector body: a “document” regarding which the public
sector body is entitled to allow re-use” [8]. PSI limitation to only information which is
provided for re-use by institution should be avoided, because it limits the right to get
access to information and initiative to ask for new information which is not provided by
institution. On other hand such limitation is right of each EU member country
according to PSI Directive recital 9: “This Directive does not contain an obligation to
allow re-use of documents. The decision whether or not to authorise re-use will remain
with the Member States or the public sector body concerned. This Directive should
apply to documents that are made accessible for re-use when public sector bodies
license, sell, disseminate, exchange or give out information” [2].
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Finally, implementation of Revised PSI Directive makes changes in PSI terminol-
ogy, because PSI concept was updated by including metadata, open and machine
readable formats, and up-coming understanding what is open data. Example, Spain PSI
regulation from 2015: Document: All information or part thereof, whatever the medium
or form of expression, whether textual, graphic, audio visual or audiovisual, including
associated metadata and data content with the highest levels of accuracy and disag-
gregation [9].

There is a hope that the implementation of Revised PSI Directive will help for
Community to adopt definitions of PSI, which will be constructed to support open data
concept, e.g. as it did Greece [10].

Analysis of the Legal Requirements Applied to OGD Licensing in National PSI
Law. In each country all public sector data which is released as Open Government
data (or, in other words, PSI ready for re-use) is regulated by national PSI law.
Depending on the country there could exist also land’s (e.g. Wiener Information-
sweiterverwendungsgesetz (WIWG)), municipality’s, public institution’s PSI laws, but
those laws follows the federal or national PSI regulation. Our analysis is limited to the
main national PSI regulation.

Analysis has discovered that there exist differences concerning legal requirements
applied to OGD licensing among EU Member States. Those differences in the most
cases are not significant and follows EU PSI Directive’s rules, but there exist some
contradistinctive, e.g. in Spain re-user of PSI could be fined up to 100000 Eur for
violation of re-use policy; in Croatia up to 100000 HRK/* 13000Eur could be fined
public authority which prevents or restricts the exercise of the right of access to
information and re-use of information.

In order to make those requirements understandable in machine-readable format,
primer version of the ontology has been developed.

3 The Ontology of Open Government Data Licenses
Framework for a Mashup Model (OGDL4M)

The Ontology of Open Government Data Licenses Framework for a Mashup Model
(OGDL4M) is an OWL ontology formalizing a legal knowledge of Open Government
data licensing Framework to represent legal requirements applied to open government
datasets in mash-up model. OGDL4M is still under development and we expect to
present it by the end of 2016. This section describes a part of OGDL4M which is
dedicated to present legal requirements for open government data licensing, terms of
use and sanctions for the violations which is coming from national re-use of public
information (PSI) laws of EU Member States.

3.1 State of Art

At the moment there are no similar ontologies representing EU Member coun-
tries national-level PSI domain, but there are ontologies which analyses licensing
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(L4LOD [11], RDFLicense [12]), intellectual property (IPROnto [13], CopyrightOnto
[14]), linked data rights (ODRL v.2.1 [15]), legal norms (LKIF [16]) and expression
language ccREL [17].

Main scholars which are working on subject related to this ontology are
M. Palmirani [18, 19], S. Peroni, P. Casanovas [20], V. Rodríguez-Doncel [21],
S. Villata, F. Gandon, A. Kasten, D. Paehler, R. García, and J. Delgado.

3.2 Merged Ontologies

OGDL4M Ontology re-use some elements of other ontologies (Table 2):

3.3 Objective

The objective of this part of ontology is to help to create the theoretical model, which
will be able to inspire an automatic or the semi-automatic computational model that
could represent national law PSI rules of EU Member countries, especially when
licensing regime is not clear, or when conditions for re-use are not provided.

3.4 Formation of List of All the Relevant Terminology and Production
of Glossary

We have developed a table in which we indicate the terms, provide legal description,
legal source and normalized definition (Table 3).

Table 2. Merged ontologies objects

Ontology Clases

L4ODL Attribution, CommercialExpl, NoCommercial, NoDerivative, ShareAlike
LKIF Exception, LegalPerson, LegalSource, Legal_Document, Natural_Person,

Obligation, Permission, Prohibition, Right
Time (ti) TimeInterval
Schema Action, CreativeWork
CopyrightOnto AttributionRight, DisseminationRight, EducationRight, InformationRight,

IntegrityRight, MoralRight, OfficialActRight, ParodyRight,
PrivateCopyRight, QuotationRight, TemporaryReproductionRight,
UserRights, Withdraw, WithdrawalRight

Table 3. Example of the glossary

Term Definition by legal source Link to
normative/legal
source

Normalized
Definition

Adaptation In respect of the expression of
the database which is protectable
by copyright, the author of a
database shall have the exclusive
right to carry out or to authorize:

96/9/EC 5.1(b)
Berne
convention §12

The act or process of
modifying of the
content of the
database

(continued)
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3.5 Overview

OGDL4M consist of core part, which presents general concept, and other parts based
on each country profile.

In the Fig. 1 the fragment of core part of OGDL4M is presented. A class LKIF:
LegalSource should be indicated as a source of all possible regulatory sources which
could apply to dataset released by public sector. E.g. if information system wants to
evaluate what are legal requirements (Class ConditionsOfPSIReuse) applied to dataset
(class OpenGovDatasets), it must investigate all possible legal sources (class LKIF:
LegalSource).

Classes LegalNotice, TermsOfUse and License represent forms of regulation which
are commonly used to express connection between dataset and legal regulation. Usu-
ally, by mistake those forms are applied without taking care of other important class
LKIF:Legal_Document which represent different regulation coming from different
legal areas: Personal data protection, Copyright law, EU Database sui generis right, and
PSI law which is divided to country level (national PSI law) and lands, municipality,
institutions PSI law level (localized PSI law).

Table 3. (continued)

Term Definition by legal source Link to
normative/legal
source

Normalized
Definition

translation, adaptation,
arrangement and any other
alteration;
Authors of literary or artistic
works shall enjoy the exclusive
right of authorizing adaptations,
arrangements and other
alterations of their works.

Fig. 1. The fragment of OGDL4M core part: legal source.
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In the Fig. 2 the fragment of core part of OGDL4M is presented, which explains the
model how different national PSI regulation could be explained. National PSI regu-
lation provides rules which explain are those PSI re-use requirements are obligatory or
only recommended, or maybe those (some/all/none) requirements are not regulated by
national law, but must/could be regulated by local PSI law.

Class NationalPSILaw represents National PSI law, which is legally binding and
sets general countries legal rules applied to re-use of PSI conditions. The class Gen-
eralRequirements is subclass of NationalPSILaw and represents general countries legal
rules applied to re-use of PSI conditions. Those rules could be obligatory (class
ObligatoryGR) or only recommended (class RecommendedGR) to apply. In those
cases when rules are obligatory to apply, all other contra legal rules set on dataset is not
valid. E.g. in Finland OGD could be released only as part of public domain, so no other
rules can apply to OGD released by public institution in Finland, especially other
license which do not represents public domain (like cc-by), or if there is licence
missing it is clear that dataset is part of public domain.

In other cases when national PSI regulation only recommends to follow some rules,
usually PSI policy is dedicated to the lower authority. The class of SpecialRequire-
ments is used to present link to local psi law (of land, municipality, institution or other
public authority) and limitation of possible use (without deeper analysis) of the
ontology for current country profile.

3.6 OGDL4M Model for the Country Profile

Legal requirements applied to OGD licensing in the national PSI law is modeled by
identifying which requirements are obligatory to apply and which are recommended.
Requirements are presented by identifying the legal source of the requirement (concrete
part of the law). It is necessary for quick cross-checking and evaluation is that norm
still valid. If there are sanctions of violation of PSI re-use policy class Sanctioning
Regime is used. In country profile ISO 3166 code is attached to PSILaw, Jurisdiction,
GeneralRequirements classes.

Fig. 2. The fragment of OGDL4M core part: general requirements.

OGDL4M Ontology: Analysis of EU Member States National PSI Law 69



In a Fig. 3 the OGDL4M model for Finland is presented. The class PSILawFI
represents legally binding Finland’s PSI law - Act on the Openness of Government
Activities with its amendments [22]. The model explains that general requirements
(class GeneralRequirementsFI) are set by Chapter 1 Sect. 1(1) of Act on the Openness
of Government Activities and it is applied obligatory. Legal requirement is only one
applied to OGD: PSI belongs to Public domain.

In Fig. 4 the OGDL4M model for Spain is presented. The class PSILawES rep-
resents legally binding Spain’s PSI law – Law on the re-use of public sector infor-
mation it’s amendments [9]. General requirements (class GeneralRequirementsES) are
obligatory to apply. Model explains that: (1) there could OGD released by no
conditions/license (class NoConditionsForReuse) or (2) OGD could be regulated only
by standard license. Standard license has a bunch of conditions: license should be open,
not limit competition, not restrict re-use and etc. The model explains that there could be
only two licensing regimes in Spain, but in reality we found 33 during the Survey.
Licensing regimes which do not follow Spain’s PSI law’s regulation are not correctly
applied.

In Fig. 5 specific conditions for re-use is presented. Those conditions basically
implement similar to non-derivative license conditions (cannot be altered). It means
that licensed OGD released by public authority cannot be used in mash-ups in Spain.
There is a conflict of legal norms which requires not limiting re-use of PSI and asks for
not altering the PSI. The conditions which limits PSI re-use are supported by sanctions.

Fig. 3. The fragment of OGDL4M representing Finland’s legal requirements to OGD.

Fig. 4. The fragment of OGDL4M representing Spain’s legal requirements to OGD.
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In Fig. 6 sanctioning regime is explained. If OGD released by Spain with a license,
those sanctions should apply, e.g. failure to indicate the date of the latest update of
information will cost to developer from 1000 to 10000 Eur.

4 Conclusions and Future Work

The legal analysis of EU Member States national PSI law has indicated the main
problems: national law is not harmonized with the EU law, that’s why situation in most
EU countries is different and requires deeper analysis of the national legal domain.
OGDL4M ontology could be a very useful tool for evaluating country’s PSI policy, and
could be used as a tool for automatic or semi-automatic evaluation of the legal regu-
lation of datasets released by the public bodies of EU Member countries in the future.

Moving forward we expect to enrich the ontology and present the completed
version of OGDL4M by the end of 2016.

Fig. 5. The fragment of OGDL4M representing Spain’s legal requirements to OGD.

Fig. 6. The fragment of OGDL4M representing Spain’s legal requirements to OGD.

OGDL4M Ontology: Analysis of EU Member States National PSI Law 71



Acknowledgements. This research is funded by the ERASMUS MUNDUS program LAST-JD,
Law, Science and Technology coordinated by University of Bologna and supervised by Prof.
Monica Palmirani.

References

1. Mockus, M.: Open government data licenses framework for a mashup model (2014)
2. Directive 2003/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 November 2003

on the re-use of public sector information (OJ L 345, 31.12.2003 p. 90). European
Parliament and of the Council

3. Directive 2013/37/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013
amending Directive 2003/98/EC on the re-use of public sector information

4. European Commission’s Directorate General for Communications Networks, C.&T.:
Implementation of the Public Sector Information Directive. https://ec.europa.eu/digital-
agenda/en/implementation-public-sector-information-directive-member-states#how-has-
each-eu-member-state-implemented-therules

5. Recommendation of the council for enhanced access and more effective use of public sector
information. OECD (2008)

6. Borglund, E., Engvall, T.: Open data? Data, information, document or record? Rec. Manag.
J. 24, 163–180 (2014)

7. License or public domain for public sector information? - Creative Commons. http://
creativecommons.org/weblog/entry/27895

8. Gesetz über die Auskunftspflicht, die Weiterverwendung von Informationen öffentlicher
Stellen sowie die Statistik des Landes Burgenland (Law on the re-use of public sector
information and the statistics of the land of Burgenland), LGBl. N 14/2007, 12/02/

9. Law No 18/2015, of 9 July 2015, amending Law No 37/2007, of 16 November 2007, on the
re-use of public sector information. King of Spain (2015)

10. Amoijsή diάherη jai peqaisέqx vqήrη eccqάuxm, pkηqouoqiώm jai dedolέmxm sot
dηlόriot solέa, sqopopoίηrη sot m. 3448/2006 (A΄ 57), pqoraqlocή sη1 ehmijή1
moloherίa1 rsi1 diasάnei1 sη1 Odηcίa1 2013/37/EE sot Etqxpaϊjoύ Koimobotkίot jai
sot Rtlbotkίot, peqai

11. Villata, S., Gandon, F.: L4LOD vocabulary specification. http://ns.inria.fr/l4lod/v2/l4lod_v2.
html

12. Rodríguez-Doncel, V., Villata, S.: RDFLicense. https://datahub.io/dataset/rdflicense
13. Delgado, J., Gallego, I., Llorente, S., García, R.: IPROnto: an ontology for digital rights

management. In: Legal Knowledge and Information System. Jurix, pp. 111–120 (2003)
14. Rhizomik: Copyright Ontology. http://rhizomik.net/html/ontologies/copyrightonto/
15. Iannella, R., Guth, S., Paehler, D., Kasten, A.: ODRL Version 2.1 Core Model. https://www.

w3.org/community/odrl/model/2-1/
16. Breuker, J., Hoekstra, R., Boer, A., van den Berg, K., Rubino, R., Sartor, G., Palmirani, M.,

Wyner, A., Bench-Capon, T., Di Bello, M.: LKIF-Core Ontology. http://www.estrellaproject.
org/lkif-core/

17. Abelson, H., Adida, B., Linksvayer, M., Yergler, N.: ccREL: the creative commons rights
expression language (2008)

18. Palmirani, M., Governatori, G., Rotolo, A., Tabet, S., Boley, H., Paschke, A.: LegalRuleML:
XML-based rules and norms. In: Olken, F., Palmirani, M., Sottara, D. (eds.) RuleML 2011.
LNCS, vol. 7018, pp. 298–312. Springer, Heidelberg (2011). doi:10.1007/978-3-642-24908-
2_30

72 M. Mockus

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/implementation-public-sector-information-directive-member-states%23how-has-each-eu-member-state-implemented-therules
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/implementation-public-sector-information-directive-member-states%23how-has-each-eu-member-state-implemented-therules
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/implementation-public-sector-information-directive-member-states%23how-has-each-eu-member-state-implemented-therules
http://creativecommons.org/weblog/entry/27895
http://creativecommons.org/weblog/entry/27895
http://ns.inria.fr/l4lod/v2/l4lod_v2.html
http://ns.inria.fr/l4lod/v2/l4lod_v2.html
https://datahub.io/dataset/rdflicense
http://rhizomik.net/html/ontologies/copyrightonto/
https://www.w3.org/community/odrl/model/2-1/
https://www.w3.org/community/odrl/model/2-1/
http://www.estrellaproject.org/lkif-core/
http://www.estrellaproject.org/lkif-core/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-24908-2_30
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-24908-2_30


19. Palmirani, M., Girardi, D.: Open government data: legal, economical and semantic web
aspects. In: Lawyers in the Media Society: The Legal Challenges of the Media Society.
Rovaniemi, University of Lapland Print. Centre, pp. 187–205 (2016)

20. Casanovas, P., Palmirani, M., Peroni, S., van Engers, T., Vitali, F.: Semantic web for the
legal domain: the next step. Semant. Web. 7, 1–15 (2016)

21. Rodríguez-Doncel, V., Santos, C., Casanovas, P., Gómez-Pérez, A.: Legal aspects of linked
data – The European framework. Comput. Law Secur. Rev. (2016, in press)

22. Act on Transparency in Government (1999, as amended)

OGDL4M Ontology: Analysis of EU Member States National PSI Law 73


	OGDL4M Ontology: Analysis of EU Member States National PSI Law
	Abstract
	1 Problem and Motivation
	2 Open Government Data: Legal Problems Coming from EU in Re-Use of PSI Domain
	2.1 Implementation of Revised PSI Directive
	2.2 Analysis of National PSI Law

	3 The Ontology of Open Government Data Licenses Framework for a Mashup Model (OGDL4M)
	3.1 State of Art
	3.2 Merged Ontologies
	3.3 Objective
	3.4 Formation of List of All the Relevant Terminology and Production of Glossary
	3.5 Overview
	3.6 OGDL4M Model for the Country Profile

	4 Conclusions and Future Work
	Acknowledgements
	References


