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Summary of the event 

 
Over 35 participants registered to take part on December 14, 2017 in the participatory workshop on 

Open Research Data within the context of the Public Sector and Information Re-use Directive 

(Directive 2003/98/EC). The objective of the workshop was twofold: 

 On the one hand, the aim was to discuss the economic and societal potential of opening up 

research data, based on the breadth of initiatives currently going on in this domain.   

 On the other, the workshop focused on the possible perspectives for the future and especially 

on the opportunities and challenges related to extending the scope of the PSI Directive to 

research data.  

Through the interventions of the panellists and of the participants, it emerged that there is strong 

interest in and support for initiatives favouring wider availability and re-usability of open research 

data. The debate brought multiple examples of benefits related to the opening up of research data 

for re-use and participants discussed how a move towards greater openness in the research area 

could be achieved with economic, legal or reputational incentives.  

It was generally acknowledged that the exploitation of research data has not yet reached its full 

potential. Participants listed issues related to licensing, exclusive agreements, copyright and 

intellectual property right as well as interoperability and data infrastructures as possible causes. 

Some referred to the extension of the scope of the PSI Directive to research data as one of the 

possible solutions to the above-mentioned problems, while others raised questions and cast some 

doubts about the effectiveness and proportionality of such an intervention. Overall, participants 

agreed that, to foster the opening up and re-use of research data, a coherent legal framework must 

be in place, and that this should also include clarification of the relation with existing rules, for 

example regarding copyright and database protection. 
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Minutes of the event 
 

Introduction 

Celina Ramjoué (DG for Communications Networks, Content and Technology) and Jean-François 

Dechamp (DG Research and Innovation) welcomed the participants and introduced the topic of the 

workshop. Research data is addressed by several initiatives of the European Commission. This 

question is covered within the Commission's open science policy activities 1  by the 2012 

“Recommendation to Member States on access to and preservation of scientific information”2, by 

the Horizon 2020 Open Research Data Pilot, and in the context of the development of the European 

Open Science Cloud.  

Jean-François Dechamp explained that the principle of FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable and 

Re-usable) research data guides the European Commission through all these initiatives. Celina 

Ramjoué then presented a number of other European Commission activities aiming at enhancing 

the re-use of data across sectors, in particular the Directive on the Re-use of Public Sector 

Information3. This Directive requires that public sector bodies make data re-usable by third parties, 

but does not currently include research data in its scope. As part of the current review of the 

Directive, the European Commission is considering the idea of extending the scope of Directive to 

research data. 

Initiatives concerning research data, government data and private sector data will all be part of the 

European Commission's 2018 Data Package, to be delivered in the spring 2018. Initial findings from 

the public consultation on the PSI Directive suggest that respondents widely support open access to 

and re-use research data (with around 70% of them agreeing on these principles). Furthermore, it 

emerged from the consultation that a common policy approach to open research data at the 

European level would be welcome.  

The consortium carrying out the support study for the Review of the PSI Directive then presented 

its assignment. Patrick Wauters (Deloitte) explained that the study would support both the 

evaluation of the PSI Directive and the assessment of the impact of future policy options. In this 

framework, a number of data collection activities are ongoing (including interviews, surveys and 

legal data collection).  

Katarzyna Jakimowicz (Lisbon Council) illustrated preliminary findings from the study, including the 

list of expected benefits from open research data (faster discovery, increased efficiency, more 

robust findings amongst others). She also showed some data concerning researchers’ sharing 

practices, which demonstrates that research institutions are not yet fully sharing their data. 

However, a trend towards more data openness exists and, in a number of disciplines in particular, 

open research data is gaining momentum. Despite this positive trend, a number of barriers remain 

 
1 https://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/index.cfm  
2 https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/recommendation-access-

and-preservation-scientific-information_en.pdf  
3 https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/european-legislation-reuse-public-sector-information  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/index.cfm
https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/recommendation-access-and-preservation-scientific-information_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/recommendation-access-and-preservation-scientific-information_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/european-legislation-reuse-public-sector-information


  

4 

 

such as legal issues, interoperability, lack of awareness, and lack of recognition for making data 

available for re-use. 

Participants raised a few questions after the introduction.  

 First, a participant asked the European Commission to clarify the definition of “research data”. 

The Commission replied that there is no a fixed definition in the context of the PSI review and 

that the discussion of the workshop should help determine which type of data should be part 

of this definition. 

 The second question referred to the possible lowering of the charges for data re-use and 

whether that would not lead to underinvestment in data production. The Commission 

acknowledged that the call for lowering charges comes from the re-user perspective, but that 

it is widely acknowledged that lowering charges and thus fostering re-use of data leads to 

benefits for society that outweigh the revenue from charges.  

 Another participant asked whether opening up research data would also entail allowing re-

use of sensitive or personal data. The European Commission explained that the GDPR is the 

underlying regulatory framework for all data-related activities and that its principles are the 

basis of any open research data initiative. 

 One participant mentioned that research data may also include data about research (e.g. on 

grants, administrative data from universities etc.) and asked whether this would also be in 

scope for any future policy initiative. The European Commission replied that this would be a 

possibility, and that the workshop should help answer this question.   

 Finally, a participant asked whether pushing for open research data under the PSI Directive 

would be effective than doing so in the framework of H2020 or through soft law initiatives. 

The European Commission pointed out that addressing this question was precisely the 

objective of the workshop.  

 

First Panel 

Keren Limor-Waisberg (Scientific Literacy Tool/Science for Society) opened the first panel with a 

presentation on the goals underpinning the move towards open research data and on some 

concrete examples of how these could be achieved. The panellist explained that opening research 

data could improve science, bring the knowledge from research to other sectors, and also meet 

citizens' need. Citizens in fact want to have access to scientific data for multiple reasons: out of 

curiosity, to take part in societal discussions, to verify information or to innovate. It is hence 

important that research becomes accessible, collaborative and inclusive. Several examples of best 

practices were provided to show the benefits of such an approach in science.  For instance, the 

Science Literacy Tool was presented. It is an educational web-platform helping with the discovery, 

understanding, and exploration of scientific topics of one's interest. Finally, it was underlined how 

citizens expect to get access to publicly funded research and to its outcomes. To conclude, Keren 
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Limor-Waisberg argued that data serves as a building block for prosperity/innovation and that 

prosperity increase is already observed in academic circles opening up their data. However, research 

must go even further and meet citizens in order to spread this prosperity even further.   

Eva Méndez (University of Madrid) argued strongly that research data is public sector information, 

and that it should be included in the PSI Directive's scope. She argued that open science is an 

umbrella concept containing both open (government) data and open research data. Any type of 

data used for research can be considered research data. For example, statistics produced by a 

research institutes or by a statistical office currently fall under different data regimes although they 

might be of the same nature. Hence, scientific data and open government data share many features 

and uses, but are often arbitrarily considered as different. There are two separate communities, 

each one with its own rules, approaches and standards: the PSI community (open data) and the 

scientific data community (open research data). The objectives of the two communities are the same, 

but there is not enough dialogue between them. This has resulted in the duplication of 

infrastructures, standards, and practices. Méndez highlighted that it is also very important to talk 

about incentives and barriers for the scientific data community. The review of the PSI Directive is a 

very good opportunity to bring the open data and open research data communities closer together, 

and to address some of the key barriers preventing the re-use of research data. It is also key to think 

in terms of motivators and incentives for researchers.  

Annika Eberstein (DIGITALEUROPE) explained that DIGITALEUROPE’s perspective on the topic of 

open research data is multi-faceted: on the one hand, the association represents companies that 

are re-users of public data and would benefit from further re-use possibilities. On the other hand, it 

represents companies that carry out research within publicly-funded projects. These two 

constituencies have different visions, but agree on one overarching principle: freedom of choice. It 

does not matter whether one is speaking about business-to-business relations or public-private 

relations: it should be up to the partners to find an arrangement to make data re-usable. Re-usability 

is much more important than openness. Two other considerations must be taken into account from 

DIGITALEUROPE’s perspective: first, GDPR remains a key concern for companies and clarification is 

needed for them to be able to engage in partnerships concerning re-use of public data. Second, 

research is often performed for the purpose of commercialisation. Hence, the current H2020 

approach, which foresees the possibility to opt out from open data for commercial reasons, seems 

like a sensible solution for the industry. 

During the question and answer session, participants raised a number of issues: 

 One participant mentioned that, besides the questions of openness and re-usability of data, 

the question of how to generate value out of data is relevant already before its publication. 

This entails working on data skills and on user-centric approaches to opening up research data. 

The European Commission reacted to this point by saying that there is work ongoing in these 

areas. 

 It was also mentioned that data quality and licenses are barriers to data-reuse. Often, data 

quality is so low that re-use is nearly impossible and, when this is not the case, licensing may 
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not allow certain types of re-use. Furthermore, there are differences between countries in 

terms of licenses. Keren Limor-Waisberg intervened in the discussion and pointed out that 

researchers build on previous knowledge: all science is about building on existing material and 

therefore this process of re-using should be made easier. Participants advocated for more 

guidance on licensing and on allowing re-use of scientific data by third parties. One participant 

argued that standards and guidance should exist not only with respect to publications but also 

with respect to data, which so far has been less covered as a subject. The Commission 

mentioned that guidance already exists in the framework of H2020. 

 Concerning licenses, a participant explained that approaches to licensing vary considerably 

among Member States. One participant provided the example of what is currently happening 

in Flanders: the Flemish government does not want to use existing open licenses and has 

developed its own. Some participants mentioned, however, that a balance should be drawn 

between completely open and partially open licenses. Privacy or commercial sensitivity 

concerns could justify the exclusion of re-use of certain data. 

 Participants also raised the question of evaluation criteria for researchers. Existing incentive 

and reward frameworks do not sufficiently take into account data sharing and opening.  

 Finally, a participant asked about how improve researchers' access to private sector data and 

mentioned that guidelines might be needed to incentivise the private sector to share data. 

The Commission mentioned that the issue of access to private sector data for research and in 

the public interest is being examined.  

 

Second Panel 

Heiko Richter (Max Planck Institute) opened the second panel with a presentation on the suitability 

of the PSI Directive for research data and research establishments. He started by arguing that the 

current PSI Directive filters out a lot of information because it only makes already accessible data 

re-usable, but also because of exemptions (e.g. for copyright, commercial sensitive data) and 

through the definition of “public task”. The Directive also leaves some margin of discretion to public 

sector bodies and would do the same for research establishments if these were brought into its 

scope, which could at the same time be a strength and a weakness. The question of exclusive 

agreements raises particular concerns in the domain of research data. Indeed, extending the 

Directive to research data might bring unintended changes in the way public private partnerships 

for research work. For instance, private partners could decide to more frequently claim copyright 

on research data, thereby excluding the application of the PSI Directive to the concerned research 

data. The panellist also mentioned that the review of the Directive is an occasion for clarifying a 

number of points concerning IPR, the database sui-generis right and other exclusions from PSI.  

Iganisi Labastida (University of Barcelona), the second panelist, referred back to the distinction 

made by Heiko Richter between PSI information and research data and argued that universities have 

a limited awareness of the existence of the data generated by their researchers. It is left to the single 
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researcher whether to open up the data or not, and universities have yet to acknowledge the value 

of the data they hold. This lack of awareness leads to frequent use of copyright and licensing systems 

for research data that are not necessarily justified. Furthermore, at least in Spain, there are no clear 

guidelines on intellectual property rights for universities. It is therefore necessary for universities to 

develop open data policies quickly. If research establishments are included in the PSI Directive, this 

will push in the right direction, as the universities will become responsible for opening up the data 

instead of the researcher. Sensitivity of data and data protection are other barriers limiting 

researchers to open up their data. In this respect, and within the framework of the PSI Directive, it 

could be made compulsory to at least publish the metadata describing research data, so as to ensure 

transparency on which types of data institutions hold. Another barrier for researchers is 

infrastructure: common data repositories should exist in order to avoid that researchers have to 

upload datasets onto many different platforms. Finally, EU policy makers need a coherent approach 

to this topic. For instance, limiting text and data mining under the Copyright directive does not go 

in the direction of open research data. 

Michel Neu (European Association of Research and Technology Organisations - EARTO) underlined 

that, in the framework of open research data, there are two main points to be considered: the 

question of charging and the question of exclusive agreements. With respect to charging, it must be 

acknowledged that in certain cases this revenue constitutes up to 1/3 of organisations' budgets. In 

those cases, providing data for re-use for free means lowering the quality of data or even stopping 

its provision. In this respect, the US approach to open research data is more pragmatic since the 

value of data and the question of charging are duly taken into account. Moreover, it is important to 

distinguish between input research data and output research data. The focus should be on the first, 

as the latter have commercial value and normally cannot be re-used. Opening up out-put data would 

hamper public-private research collaborations and exclusive agreements. There is a need to learn 

from the US, as they have a more balanced approach to these questions. Finally, there is a need to 

clarify the rationale for European policy intervention in the area of open research data and to 

address some common misconceptions in this area. Attention should also be paid to costs and 

administrative burden for all stakeholders. 

The European Commission clarified that existing European Open Access policies developed over 

more than a decade and endorsed by Member States already address the issues and questions 

raised by EARTO.. 

Inge Van Nieuwerburgh (University of Ghent, European University Association - EUA) observed that, 

from a Belgian perspective at least, the PSI Directive brings a number of questions to be solved if it 

were extended to research data: 

 The definition of "public sector" may be problematic. In Belgium, universities have various 

legal statuses and are publicly funded to different extents. 

 Concerning licensing, as already highlighted above, there are many different and contradictory 

practices in the Member States. This would need to be addressed if research data became 

under the PSI Directive. 
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 It should be carefully assessed whether bringing research data into the scope of the PSI 

Directive would lead to more benefits than continuing with other soft law measures that are 

showing some results (e.g. the Open Data pilot under H2020) 

 The question of standards would also be a potential barrier as PSI and research data belong 

to different communities with different standards.  

Due to all of these points, the idea of extending PSI to research data should be treated with caution. 

The above-mentioned problems should preferably be solved before enlarging the scope of the 

Directive to research data.  

During the questions and answers session that followed, participants discussed several themes: 

 Data management and storage emerged as a key issue. It was argued that data management 

cannot be a last-minute activity for researchers and data management plans should be 

developed at the beginning of each project. At the same time, data management, especially 

within the framework of H2020, should not be perceived as an administrative burden, but 

rather as something adding value to the research itself.  

 As university libraries are already under the scope of the Directive, participants representing 

these organisations were asked how the implementation of the PSI Directive played out in 

their context and what the consequences of extending the PSI Directive to research data 

would be. Participants from university libraries argued that they could not imagine many 

changes and that the impact should be minor for them since a) research data is not stored in 

the libraries and b) departments are quite independent in this respect. It was also mentioned 

that short-term strategies for data-keeping usually exist but, in the long term, only data that 

is considered highly valuable is sent to data repositories. However, negative results are also 

very important and researcher should have access to these data.  

 On the issues of licenses, despite years of experience in this domain, many questions remain 

unaddressed, and participants highlighted that they would welcome further guidance in this 

area.  

 

Conclusions 

Celina Ramjoué presented some of the key takeaways from the event. She stated that, a the very 

least, there was a clear interest in discussing the possibility of bringing research data into the scope 

of the PSI Directive. She also underlined that there appeared to be support for a coherent policy 

approach to data in general and research data in particular, and for bringing the open data and open 

research data communities together to discuss. She listed some key concerns that policy makers 

should take into account for future initiatives:  

 Compliance with the General Data Protection Regulation 

 Commercial sensitivity and Intellectual Property Rights 
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 Data security issues 

 Issues relating to public-private co-funding 

 Possible legal inconsistencies (for instance with the Database Directive) 

 Readiness of the research community, and incentive and rewards for researchers to open and 

share data 

 Data infrastructure and data interoperability  

 The need to avoid administrative burden 

Jean-François Dechamp added that a reflection on these themes will be necessary not only 

regarding the review of the PSI Directive, but also for the Review of the Recommendation on access 

to and preservation of scientific information, and to shape the upcoming Research and Innovation 

Framework Programme (post-2020).  

The European Commission thanked all the participants and panelists for their valuable contributions 

and the interesting discussion, and recalled that a public hearing on the review of the PSI Directive 

will take place on January 19, 2018 in Brussels. 

 

 


