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Foreword

It was a long day in early December 2008. Thirteen hours alone on a Sunday in a windowless
room of the presidential transition HQ on 6th Street in DC. The transition team that had started
as a dozen people the previous summer had ballooned after the election to almost 700 people
who were now responsible for planning the first hundred days of the Obama administration. It
was a microcosm of the government, designing initiatives to launch the new presidency with a
socially impactful and politically practical bang.

Coming on the heels of the Bush Administration and plummeting rates of trust in government,
it was imperative that we govern differently, not behind closed doors, but in the open. Although
the iPhone had only just been invented and social media platforms, Facebook and Twitter, were
still comparatively new, it was clear that the internet, especially new data science tools and
methods, might make it possible to strive for more evidence-based policy-making and better
solutions to public problems.

At that juncture, I was chairing the Technology, Innovation and Government Reform (TIGR)
working group, a small band of people passionate about the potential for using new technology
to modernise and improve the workings of government. Our policy initiatives were designed to
cut across the usual topics of economy, education, foreign policy, and health to promote a
different way of working. We wanted to be “one bullet point of every five” and help each of the
subject-matter teams to use technology, data, and innovation to accelerate the implementation of
their goals.

We had a motley array of cross-cutting suggestions to put forward to the President-elect. They
included new websites, such as USASpending.gov that would lay bare the money we were
spending on the bailout after the financial crisis, and new hires, including the creation of a new
Chief Technology Officer position, an expanded Chief Information Officer role, and a technology
“SWAT” team that would go into each agency and assess the state of its infrastructure, as well as
a new open government policy. As is now well known, that policy had three inextricably
intertwined prongs: transparency, participation, and collaboration.

Inspired by the way the publication of weather data had spawned a billion-dollar forecasting
industry or the sharing of government-collected genomic data had birthed the biotech revolution,
we were convinced that opening up the information that government collects would accelerate
solutions to public problems if designed to go beyond mere transparency to create incentives for
a wide range of actors across government, academia, and industry to use information for public
good.

Just as open source software development - creating code with a larger group of people often
outside the confines of one organisation to accelerate the process of both writing and testing
software — opening up government data could make it possible for those outside of government
to scrutinise and use government information more productively than government acting on its
own.

Now ten years into the open data revolution, it is almost hard to remember how radical an
idea open data - or transparency plus participation and collaboration — was at the time.

First, it upended 50 years of thinking about the right-to-know strategies embodied in Freedom
of Information (FOI) legislation. Open data complicated our reliance on FOI as the bedrock of

xi



xii

The State of Open Data

transparency policy by shifting the underlying theoretical understanding of the relationship
between the state and the public from the adversarial to the collaborative.

FOI is an inherently confrontational tactic focused on prying secrets out of government.
Open data is not. It depends upon the institution that collects the data wanting to publish it in
order to attract knowledgeable and passionate members of the public who want to use it. Because
governments in an open data regime must proactively publish their data with the intent that
people will use it, the normative essence of open data is participation rather than litigation. The
role of the public has always been to scrutinise and criticise. The idea that the public and
government can work together to augment the manpower and skills in under-resourced public
institutions continues to demand a major shift of mindset.

Second, many transparency and good government activists were actively hostile toward the
new policy because it did not focus squarely on publishing information only about the workings
of government such as budget data that is designed to produce greater government accountability.
By catalysing public engagement to promote both the scrutiny of data by the public and
collaboration with the public in building new analytical tools and websites, open data galvanised
collaboration between institutions and the public to create value of different kinds, especially to
advance solutions to hard problems.

Opening up the corpus of patent data — one of our earliest projects — while laudable, struck
many as a distraction from the all-important goal of enhancing government accountability. The
fact that such data could unlock our understanding of the innovation economy was not yet well
understood. Similarly, the idea that open data could be a key asset in developing tools to help
passengers know which flights were likely to be delayed, help patients choose between hospitals,
or help parents make more informed decisions about colleges, ran contrary to what open
government meant for many people.

It took many years of experience with open data to temper the discontent and persuade the
naysayers. Creating apps for the Health Datapalozza by using newly published datasets from
Health and Human Services began to change minds. Witnessing first-hand the reforms to the
criminal justice system in the United States made possible by opening up police data was a sign
that the movement was maturing. Thousands of lives saved by CPR-trained bystanders
responding to texts specifying the locations of people experiencing cardiac arrest, generated by a
real-time open data feed of emergency 911 calls, drove home the point that open data is a vital
new tool for advancing social justice. The countless examples from around the world sprinkled
throughout this volume, and the over 70 countries making commitments to publishing open data
as part of their participation in the Open Government Partnership, have created widespread
awareness of the power of open data as a new tool in the toolkit for public problem solving.

The explosion of newly available data coupled with mounting evidence (as this book so
thoroughly demonstrates) that data catalyses productive, problem-solving partnerships between
government and the governed suggests that the use of open data as a tool of governing will
continue to grow. If the trend continues, open data will lead to new empirically informed ways to
hold government and others accountable, spurring consumer choice and expanding the range of
approaches to tackling human rights and development challenges.

Yet a week does not go by when I do not still have to debate with those in government about
the value of opening data. Open data in many places is still under threat from the move toward
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more closed governments and closed societies. Even in more enlightened regimes, however,
many still argue that it is better to sell than give away the data that was paid for by, and belongs
to, taxpayers. I still plead with those who doubt whether people will use the open data we invest
in publishing in machine-readable formats rather than PDFs.

These doubts stem, in part, from the lack of data-analytical skills among public servants. We
know more in 2019 than we did a decade ago about how to use data for good. But even when
governments know to open and publish their data, they still often lack the ability to use the data
themselves. This may slowly change as agencies like Digital Canada, the Argentinian government
lab (LabGobAr), and the multi-university Coleridge Initiative in the US, train people in
government in how to use data to solve problems.

To be sure, there have been times when the potential for open data has been over-hyped,
especially when naively assuming that data publication, in and of itself, will solve problems,
neglecting the importance of investing in the original idea that participation and collaboration
are vital for getting multi-disciplinary teams of people inside and outside of government
scrutinising, visualising, and using the data to create value.

But, fundamentally, the challenge for open data — and open government more broadly - is the
shift in mindset it demands to embrace the original values and learn the practices of transparency,
participation, and collaboration.

Open government shifts the focus of transparency from monitoring government after the fact
to mechanisms that encourage the public to participate actively in improving societal outcomes.
Open data fosters more active citizenship and more collaborative democratic institutions that
draw directly on the collective expertise of the population to solve public problems. Ultimately,
open data gives us a vision for a new kind of government to strive for — not bigger or smaller - but
one that ensures collaboration makes our public institutions more effective and legitimate and
our democracy stronger. By taking stock of the current state of open data, this book acts as a key
resource and charts a course for future action to keep open data on track as a transformative tool
of more open, collaborative, innovative, and participatory governance.

Beth Simone Noveck
Professor, New York University and Director, The Governance Lab
New York City, 2019
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Introduction

A decade ago, open data was more or less just an idea, emerging as a rough point of consensus
for action among pro-democracy practitioners, internet entrepreneurs, open source advocates,
civic technology developers, and open knowledge campaigners. Calls for “open data now”
offered a powerful critique of the way in which governments and other institutions were hoarding
valuable data paid for by taxpayers — data that if made accessible, could be reused in a myriad of
different ways to bring social and economic benefits and democratic change.

Ten years on, open data is much more than just an idea. First, it was a movement, and then a
label applied to vast quantities of data from genomics and geospatial data to land registers,
contracting, and parliamentary voting. Today, it’s a term found on government portals, in global
policy documents, and in job descriptions. Thousands of businesses around the world owe their
existence or their growth to the release of open government data, and hundreds of civil society
organisations have embraced open data as a key element of their social change toolkit.

For a while, it may have been possible to identify a cohesive open data movement united by
shared interests, working simply to gain access to more data and establishing the principle that
government data should be open. However, as the movement has evolved, stakeholders have
turned their focus to linking data use to specific needs and to questions of how to quantify the
return on investment in advancing open data. Within this fast growing and organic open data
movement, an ever-increasing number of networks and communities of practice have become
more diverse, fluid, and cross-sectoral.

So what is the open data movement today? What has it achieved over the last decade?
Answering these questions is at the core of this publication. It is a collective effort to explore what
we can learn from the past, to identify how to build on the investments made to date, and to look
at how open data policy and practice have started to address challenges such as mainstreaming
and sectorisation.

Exploring these questions is not just important for historical purposes. It can yield important
insights on how best to move forward. This publication is also an invitation to identify the issues
that may sustain this broad coalition into the future. We believe that a deep reflection about the
movement, even a reflection on whatever cracks have appeared or on the gaps between promise
and reality, provides a vital opportunity to discuss where realignment and rethinking are needed.
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This collection of essays is the product of an 18-month journey that has brought together
almost 70 authors, supported by over 200 other contributors, to produce 37 short chapters on the
current state of open data from a range of different perspectives, offering the most comprehensive
attempt to explore the breadth and depth of the open data field to date.

Histories and horizons

Ten years may seem like a short period of time, but, when technology is involved, it constitutes a
generational age. Institutional memories are curiously short, and in the cultural context of open
data where amateurs are often welcome and professional barriers to entry are low, it is easy for
work to proceed with little awareness of the past. This last decade has seen many succeeding
phases of activity, so we have encouraged our authors to take a comparatively long view (when
set against other contemporary writing on open data) to document the past in order to lay
stronger foundations for future research and action.

We have also sought to understand open data as a global movement. Although some accounts
have a tendency to focus on the North American or European roots of open data, tracing histories
back to the launch of data.gov under Barack Obama’s presidency, open data practice has been
shaped by interventions from across the globe. To gain a vantage point on open data as a global
movement, this collection draws upon the editors’ engagement with the Open Data for
Development (OD4D) network' which has been closely engaged in regional networks in the
Global South and involved in a range of global initiatives, including the Open Data Barometer
(ODB), the Open Data Charter, the Open Government Partnership (OGP) Open Data Working
Group, the Impact Map, and the Open Data Leaders Network.

Since 2015, OD4D has also been the permanent co-host of the International Open Data
Conference (IODC), and the editors of this volume have been involved in preparing conference
reports, including shared roadmaps for action, for the third, fourth, and fifth IODC meetings.
We have seen how, over its five editions, IODC has shifted from a focus on open data, in and of
itself, toward discussions that are thematic, sectoral, regional, and issue oriented, fostering
critical debates on open data. The conference tracks and sessions at IODC have ultimately
provided many of the chapter titles in this book, reflecting the many subcommunities of the open
data field that have emerged. The debates at IODC over the last nine years also provide a useful
proxy for debates across the wider field of open data, so a survey of the IODC conferences offers
us one route to explore, in broad strokes, a history of how the focus of the open data movement
has evolved.

The evolution of a movement

The first IODC was hosted by the United States Department of Commerce and took place in
November 2010 in Washington, DC.? At the same time, in London, a civil-society led conference,
the Open Government Data Camp, was taking place.’ These parallel events captured the growing
excitement about open data from both governments and civil society and marked the end of a
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year in which open data had moved from idea to initiative and from inception to the earliest
stages of institutionalisation. Over time, the boundaries between government and civil society
networks have become more fluid with both positive and negative effects. The focus of these early
events was on showcasing the platforms that had been built and discussing the potential for open
data across sectors. However, even at this early stage, questions were being asked about how the
impact of open data might be tracked, and whether bold claims being made on the transformative
potential of open data could actually be realised.

By the time of the second IODC, hosted by the World Bank in July 2012,* the question of how
to measure emerging impact was firmly on the agenda. At this point, open data was being
discussed in the context of international development and the movement had broadened to
include a number of open data leaders from developing countries. Yet, while many of the projects
profiled were still platform-focused, it was becoming clear that simply releasing data was not
enough and that the quality of data available was far from perfect. Early discussions turned to
whether the potential returns of open data had been overstated and how to deal with the growing
gap between rhetoric and reality. That early sense of an impact gap still pervades many of the
chapters in this collection with several authors exploring the various reasons that could explain
less than promised progress on transformative use. However, we note that the perception of an
impact gap is rarely reflected by a similar level of difficulty in sourcing case studies of open data
use, raising questions about the perception and the reality of progress on open data, as well as the
influence of early conceptual models for open data impact on current critical practice.

By the time of the third IODC in Ottawa in May 2015, the focus had moved to an examination
of how open data ideas and practices were developing in different sectors and regions.” The
conference captured a period of dramatic regional and sectoral growth of open data activity with
increasingly diverse representation from across the globe. There was growing recognition that
opening data alone was not enough to create impact. Instead, as many of the chapters in this
collection explore, to secure outcomes from open data, clear goals need to be established and a
series of strategic interventions identified. Policy design, intermediaries, and capacity building
were all on the agenda. As more stories of open data in use to solve specific problems were shared,
there was a growing recognition that impacts secured in one context or sector may not
automatically translate to another. And with this recognition came an understanding that, rather
than a single open data movement, there may be many overlapping, interwoven movements,
drawing on particular elements of open data to address many different agendas.

The third IODC also made explicit the potential links between open data and sustainable
development, highlighting that open data was no longer the only data game in town. Instead, in
the context of international development, open data now had to find its place alongside renewed
efforts to build the capacity of long-established statistical agencies, as well as newer initiatives
seeking to tap into the potential of big data from proprietary private sector providers.

The fourth IODC, held in Madrid in October 2016, was framed in terms of “Global Goals,
Local Impact’, reflecting increased consolidation of global advocacy and a continued focus on
shared global principles, which was evolving in parallel with the growth of subnational and
thematic initiatives.® Although the open data agenda had matured and become well-established
as part of global policy-making, discussions explored concerns that it risked becoming a niche
issue, destined to be the focus of only a small group of the “usual suspects”. Issues of privacy,
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gender equity, diversity, inclusion, and Indigenous data rights, all competed for space on the
agenda, along with a new space for more critical discussion of how open data impact might be
realised and the potential for more nuanced approaches to open data practice.

These critical threads continued into the fifth IODC that was held in Buenos Aires in
September 2018.” New on the agenda were discussions related to artificial intelligence (AI), and
the conference saw a stronger focus on data standards and open data infrastructure. Although
these later issues have long been discussed by a small but dedicated element of the open data
community, there was increased recognition that they are not just technical issues. They also
involve questions of data governance with political choices embedded in the use of data standards
and structures, having substantial consequences for who can use and benefit from data.

In 2018, for the first time, the IODC agenda also featured a session on “Open Data Under
Threat”, capturing a sense that continued progress was by no means assured. Against the backdrop
of a deepening crisis of diminishing government support for openness around the world and
much more public debate around the positive and negative potential of technology, concerns
voiced over open data were no longer solely about a perceived impact gap. They also involved a
deeper questioning of when and where openness can be safely practised and whether open data
should be a priority for donors, advocates, and activists in the future.

A look at the 2018 IODC agenda also illustrates sectoral and regional sessions going deeper
into the specific concerns of their fields and localities. In this, we find a reflection of the increasing
diffusion of open data ideas, representing both a marker of success but also a potential risk to any
future coherence of open data activity. In putting together this collection, while drawing on the
OD4D network and IODC as a starting point, we have been conscious of the need to move
beyond to capture wider activity on open data and to explore how an early open data movement
has now become many overlapping movements. By working with a diverse community of
authors, encouraging them to draw on both published literature and their own domain-based
networks, as well as on wider online outreach to the community, we have looked to capture
insights into the open data world from far beyond the core IODC community.

Taking stock

Culture and temperament inevitably shape any qualitative review of progress. As with any
invested community, a substantial number of people and organisations engaged with open data
have a tendency toward critique. For many, the idea that data should be open was ultimately born
out of a critical opposition to the way governments were handling data and an ambitious
imagining of an alternative future in which access and capacity to gain benefit from data is more
evenly distributed. Coupled with the differences in pace between rapid technological change and
comparatively glacial governmental reform, this critical approach combined with well-meaning
ambition can lead to the progress of the last decade being underplayed. Challenges on the
horizon ahead can too often serve to mask the steps that have been taken in order for those
challenges to become visible.

In looking across the chapters that follow, we are struck by the extent to which open data ideas
have become established across the globe. For instance, in Chapter 28 (Multilateral organisations),
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Hammer describes how, from 2010 onward, global development banks have integrated open data
into their own methodologies, helping to popularise open data initiatives in developing and
developed countries. In Chapter 29 (Private sector), Gurin, Bonina, and Verhulst illustrate the
private sector’s widespread use of open data with examples from Asia, Africa, Latin America,
Europe, and America. And since the Sustainable Developments Goals were adopted in 2015,
robust, comparable, and open data has been emphasised as a critical tool to both inform and
monitor development efforts. Across the entire section on Open Data Sectors and Communities,
examples of open data being used to drive socioeconomic benefits or to shape policy debates are
too numerous to mention here.

The adoption of open data as a central tool used in a number of major global policy initiatives
of the last decade is particularly notable. The OGP, the International Transparency Initiative,
the Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (see Chapter 8: Extractives), and the Global
Legal Entity Identifier Foundation which was created to respond to the last financial crisis (see
Chapter 3: Corporate ownership), have all embraced open data within their work. Within the
OGP in particular, commitments related to open data have been some of the most popular and
successful.® As Chapter 17: Algorithms and artifical intelligence explores, even as public attention
shifts from open data toward a new wave of excitement about Al, open data ideas appear firmly
established as a foundation for governmental Al policy.

So why is the current period for open data one of re-evaluation, rather than of celebrating
progress? Put simply, the adoption of open data as part of the global development toolbox has
opened it (rightly) to substantial scrutiny. How quickly are efforts to open up data leading to
change? What is the return on investment from open data-related reforms? What are the factors
that shape whether or not open data leads to impact? And finally, how does work on open data
interact or integrate with other core issues of sustainable development, such as gender equity,
Indigenous rights, and good governance? Questions such as these have received increasingly
detailed attention over the last few years. Although hardly any of these questions have simple
answers, by looking at both progress and challenges, this volume seeks to bring together evidence,
examples, and analysis that can support efforts to address them more clearly than before.

Looking to the future: An impending identity crisis

For all the steps forward described above, as we look to the horizons of open data, we are
confident in stating that policy excitement about open data has peaked. Ten years in, we are past
the peak of a hype cycle and past the point where promise has to give way to evidence of practical
impact. As a result, many open data communities are fast approaching their difficult teenage
years with a deepening identity crisis.

Over the last decade, debates around the role of data in society have moved to centre stage,
but arguments for openness now have to share the spotlight with newer excitement over the
economic potential of big data, machine learning, and growing fears about the negative impacts
of data stemming from data-driven manipulation of politics or the corporate invasion of personal
privacy. Although early narratives around open data may have been able to present increased
access to data as an unalloyed public good, contemporary advocacy must confront a much more
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complex landscape in which power, politics, and the question of who gains or loses from
unfolding regimes of data access cannot be ignored.

This presents a number of key challenges with which the following chapters attempt to
grapple. As open data has spread globally, the way in which open data ideas have manifested
across different sectors, communities, countries, and stakeholder groups has increasingly varied.
Regional distinctions of emphasis have developed, with, for example, some downplaying the
importance of open licences (see Chapter 37: Sub-Saharan Africa) and others talking of
innovation rather than of openness in order to avoid political resistance (see Chapter 34: Middle
East and North Africa). As sectoral efforts deepen, it is domain or subject matter experts, rather
than data specialists, who drive activity forward, so that the challenges of creating cross-sectoral
linkages and building shared data infrastructure become even greater. Increased emphasis on
inclusion places a substantial demand on problem-centred initiatives, which, in light of low levels
of data literacy, must choose whether to focus on data for expert communities or to actively
pursue the promise of open data as a tool of wider popular empowerment. When the focus shifts
from calling for access to data to creating data infrastructure and putting data to work, the
divergent goals of those who formed an initial open data movement come clearly into view and
managing the tensions that emerge can be complex.

It was in mid-2017, as these tensions were becoming more apparent, amid a sense that overall
momentum for open data may be faltering, that the State of Open Data project was conceived.
Our objective:

To critically review the current state of the open data movement, assessing its
progress and effectiveness in addressing challenges related to social and economic
development and democratisation around the world.

Based on such a broad stock-taking of open data activity, we may not be able to fully resolve
questions about the future of open data, but we can provide an account that helps practitioners,
policy-makers, and community advocates to step back from their own position to gain a view of
the wider landscape. By doing this, we hope to offer a rich and timely perspective and the
groundwork for constructive debates that will shape the next decade of open data.

A collaborative review: The approach

The open data field already benefits from a number of semi-regular quantitative studies of the
progress of open data, such as the ODB’ and Open Data Index,! both also supported by OD4D.
To complement these, the approach to the State of Open Data project was designed, from the
outset, to be more qualitative and narrative in style, involving a five-stage process.

1.  Selection. Working with the OD4D network, potential chapters were identified based on
open data communities, regions, stakeholder groups, and cross-cutting issues. Authors
were then invited to lead on creating these chapters. The introduction to each section of
this book provides details on the selection of chapter topics.
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2. Engagement. Authors were asked to create an initial “environment scan” a community
brainstorming of issues, evidence, key actors, and events related to their topic. Scans were
posted online for public comment and additions to gather more examples, case studies,
articles, and input from beyond the authors’ own networks.

3. Writing and review. Responding to a common set of questions and prompts, authors then
completed full chapter drafts, drawing on the input received from the environmental
scans. These draft chapters were sent for peer review by independent reviewers and by
members of our editorial board. Reviews were sent to authors who completed chapter
revisions based on the input received.

4. Public drafts and discussion. Public drafts for the majority of the chapters were posted
online ahead of the IODC in Buenos Aires in September 2018, where emerging themes
were discussed. Panel discussions on themes from the work were also held at the OGP
Summit in Tbilisi, Georgia, followed by additional opportunities for revision.

5. Synthesis and recommendations. Based on a collective review of all chapters, the editors
have worked to draw out key findings and recommendations, which are summarised in
section introductions and the book’s conclusion, including recommendations for research,
funding, policy-making, and practitioner communities.

The authors and contributors to this project have been drawn from a wide range of backgrounds.
Some have been active in the open data field for many years, while others are relative newcomers.
Some are advocates and activists, while others are observers or academics. Some are open data
generalists, while others specialise in a particular field. Many draw upon a range of different roles
and positions.

When considering all of the authors, contributors to the environment scans, independent
reviewers, and the editorial board, input has been received from over 220 individuals from
around the world. Representing the diversity of the open data community with regard to gender,
diversity, and global inclusivity has been the key principle underlying our approach to this
volume. The goal was to achieve a 50-50 gender split in terms of authorship, although we fell
short of this with a 58-42 split in favour of men.

Definitions and scope: Open government data

Our focus in this volume is primarily, but not exclusively, on open government data. That
is, data which traditionally originates from governments, is created or used during the
business of governing, or is created or published at the request of governments. We have
intentionally adopted a broad definition here, cognisant that, over recent years, the
traditional monopoly of national-level governments both in data collection and in being
a primary site of governance has been eroded. For example, satellite imagery data from
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private companies or crowdsourced data from citizen scientists can all fall within the
broad landscape of open data either traditionally collected by governments or used for
governing. Similarly, data that results from academic research networks, but which
informs public decision-making and action, forms a component of some chapters within
this volume. However, reflecting the way that communities of practice around open data
are generally organised, we have mostly stayed away from looking at open data in terms
of open science or evaluating the extent to which different scientific disciplines and
communities are approaching data sharing, access, and openness. This is well addressed
in other work."

When it comes to defining open data, we draw upon the widely used definition of open
data as data that is accessible, machine-readable, and free of licensing restrictions on
reuse. However, we apply the definition heuristically rather than legalistically. This
recognises, for example, that in some countries and contexts, the lack of a fully “open
licence” is less of a barrier to reuse in practice than in others, or that, at times, data may
not be provided in machine-readable formats at source but has been easily converted for
reuse by intermediaries. Rather than rule out such cases from exploration on a
technicality, they are included in the scope of this study with their limitations noted
where relevant.

Targeting the core stakeholders

One of the notable features of open data is the way in which it has been adopted and shaped by
so many different stakeholders. Unlike “big data”, for example, which appears to be primarily a
corporate concept marketed to governments and civil society, networks around “open data” have
always been much more diverse, fluid, and cross-sectoral. More than anything, this breadth and
fluidity lies at the root of the impending identity crisis of the open data movement. For a long
time, it may have been possible to manage the tension between different interests via a short-term
focus on simply gaining access to more data. However, when stakeholders turn their focus to data
use and the need to quantify the return on their investment of time and resources, a broader open
data coalition is much harder to sustain. Determining what the open data movement can (and
should) yield moving forward, how to maximise every investment made, and how to take on the
challenges of mainstreaming and sectoralisation simultaneously, is at the core of the movement’s
identity crisis. The cracks that may appear need not lead to crisis. Rather, they should serve to
highlight in relief where realignment and rethinking are needed for the future.

In editing this collection, we have sought to work with all of the authors to address the needs
of four main groups: researchers, funders, policy-makers, and practitioners.

For researchers, each chapter draws upon available academic and grey literature, providing
detailed citations and suggesting further reading. The hope is that researchers will use these
chapters as a primer on open data within particular contexts to identify critical research gaps in
need of further attention. In particular, the inclusion of further reading is designed to assist the
use of these chapters in a teaching context.
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For funders, we have sought to highlight key organisations and stakeholders in each sector
and region and to point out instructive examples of what is being done with open data, noting,
where appropriate, gaps in the available resources needed to develop new ideas or to scale what
works in more locations for larger impact. A dedicated chapter on donors and investors (see
Chapter 25) also considers the need for greater coordination of funding, and, as with most
chapters, points to current areas of underinvestment, particularly around the infrastructure
needed for sustainability and high-quality data delivery, as well as capacity building, to create a
widespread culture of data use.

For policy-makers, we have encouraged authors to address both progress and challenges in
the implementation of open data. In many cases, you will find more on the persistent challenges,
reflecting not so much a lack of progress but rather the shared critical and progressive mindset of
our authors who seek ambitious social change through the application of open data. We have
sought, however, to keep chapters focused on a relatively small number of issues, prioritising
those that most deserve policy attention at present.

For practitioners interested in detail on open data projects, whether focused on data
publication or use, we have sought to provide them with both critical reflection and inspiration.
The hope is that by reviewing chapters related to a specific sector from multiple perspectives,
practitioners will discover new ways of framing old problems and practical ideas about how to
move forward in using open data as a tool of entrepreneurial development or social progress.

Crucially though, we do not know how many of the readers of these essays will, in the future,
associate themselves with the label of “open data practitioner” or “researcher’, or whether they
will simply perceive their role as someone who engages with open data as one tool among many.
This is perhaps core to the identity crisis the movement may be currently experiencing and to the
corresponding adjustments that open data communities will need to make in the second decade
of open data. Is there still a need for a sustained movement that identifies the technical and
licensing regime around open data as its core objective? What ethical and normative approaches
need to be integrated into any future engagement with open data? Is it a good thing for the debate
to move on from openness to adopt other narratives related to “good data’'? “data justice’,"® or
“data rights™*? We will return to these questions after our review of the state of open data offered
in the following chapters, when we will be better placed to discuss what stands to be gained or
lost in the years ahead.
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The chapters in this section explore sixteen different sectors and communities where

open data has been applied.

The earliest advocates turned to open data because they faced particular problems. They were
not seeking data in general, but rather specific datasets to help them solve those problems. In the
years that have followed, a broad movement on open data has secured access to data on thousands
of different topics. How useful this data has been in solving problems or meeting social challenges
is dependent on both the data and on the particular problems and challenges that were targeted.
Open data is not a one-size-fits-all solution, but instead plays out in different ways in different
settings. As the chapters in this section will illustrate, to understand the state of open data, we
need to look at open data in context, exploring the particular sectors where it has evolved and the
communities that have developed around it.

Open data sectors ...

There are very few sectors where open data might not have a role. However, to provide a broad
overview of open data developments, the focus chapters in this section were selected based on an
analysis of the agenda and discussions at recent editions of the International Open Data
Conference (see Introduction), as well as themes identified in the 2015 Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs)" and the categories of high-value data identified in the G8 Open Data Charter? and
global measurement tools (see Chapter 22). We have sought to select sectors at varying stages of
progress, ranging from government finances (Chapter 10) where budget and subsidy datasets
have had a pivotal role in shaping early work on open data through to telecommunications
(Chapter 14), a sector largely overlooked to date as an area of focus for open data initiatives. Our
coverage is by no means comprehensive, and, inevitably, there are different choices that could
have been made on the scope of each sector. Water and air quality, for example, could arguably
have been addressed as sectors in their own right, although, in this volume, they find their place
as sub-themes within the essay on the environment (Chapter 7).

The key advantage of a sectoral approach in a review of open data is that it requires us to take
a step back and to understand open data in context. Understanding and intervening in the
struggles around land ownership data (Chapter 12), for example, requires an appreciation of the
different systems related to land ownership and a recognition of the role that records and data
play in securing land rights. Progress on opening up corporate ownership data (Chapter 3) can
also be better understood in the context of the global financial crisis and the search for policy
responses at that point in time when “shovel-ready” open data approaches were available to draw
on. Sectoral engagement with open data is far from inevitable but instead relies on the right
combination of advocacy, infrastructure, and backing at key opportunity points. These
opportunities can evolve quickly from external events, as in the 2008 financial crisis, or from the
alignment of different stakeholder interests over time, such as with agriculture (Chapter 2),
where a case can be made for opening up new pre-competitive space and a sectoral shift from
closed to open models of data production and use.

The histories and horizons of open data vary from sector to sector. We have worked with the
authors of each chapter to identify key dates in the development of open data in their sectors.
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These timelines are published as part of the online companion to this book. Taking this long view
helps us to understand the way in which open data ideas enter into an existing landscape of data
systems, political attitudes, stakeholder relationships, and programmes of action. In the crime
and justice sector, for example (Chapter 4), the history of open data might have started with
interactive crime mapping in 2005, but new technological approaches have to contend with long-
established and localised legacy ICT systems and the conservative ethos of many judicial
institutions. The crime and justice chapter also draws important attention to the way open data
work unfolds between different branches of government, encouraging us to consider government
stakeholders beyond just the executive branch.

A sectoral approach also allows us to look beyond the “usual suspects” who self-identify
with open data to locate other important stakeholders who have, to date, been on the periphery
of the open data discourse. In the health chapter, for example (Chapter 11), the creators of an
open source health management information system (HMIS) emerge as central players whose
actions, in tandem with national-level policy activity, can contribute to improvements in the
availability of aggregated open health data. Chapters on education (Chapter 6) and geospatial
data (Chapter 9) also identify key stakeholder groups (the open education working group and
open geospatial community, respectively) who have had relatively weak links to wider open data
communities in spite of their relevant expertise and knowledge. A sectoral approach also reveals
common influences across sectors. Eleven of the sixteen chapters in this section, for example,
mention either the Open Data Charter® or the Open Government Partnership* as an influence
on open data advances, and nine chapters draw on evidence from the Open Data Barometer® to
understand progress.

Finally, a sectoral lens can help us to assess open data maturity and explore how embedded
open data has become across a sector. To comprehensively assess the state of open data in a
particular sector might require looking at the proportion of data generated in that sector which
is ultimately available as open data, or it might involve an audit of use cases, identifying how far
open data approaches have been adopted in addressing key sectoral challenges. While the
chapters that follow are indicative rather than exhaustive, they show very different states of open
data adoption. For example, the chapter on development assistance and humanitarian action
(Chapter 5) suggests that the idea of open by default has become reasonably embedded in the
sector, allowing stakeholders to shift their focus to developing and embedding more mature data-
use practices. However, the chapter authors also note the ongoing challenge of building a data,
and open data, culture in the sector, particularly given complex relationships between
international, national, and local stakeholders. In the extractives sector (Chapter 8), work on
governance, looking at issues such as contracts, tax, and royalty payments, has progressively
integrated open data over the last decade, resulting in increased data availability and use. Yet, at
the same time, the wider sector has seen a vast growth in proprietary data collection by
commercial firms using emerging technologies, meaning that while the absolute quantity of open
data available may have grown, the relative proportion of open to closed data has likely declined.
A similar issue appears to be at play in the transport sector (Chapter 15), where route-planning
apps have been a poster-child of the open data movement, but where the authors report that only
a fraction of the data used to drive these apps is actually provided as open data. Even when open
data is available, it may only cover a limited portion of the transportation experience. If a small
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group of stakeholders have access to superior but restricted-access application programming
interfaces, the ideal conditions for innovation in the development of solutions will not develop.

One factor evident throughout the chapters in this section (and indeed throughout this
volume) is that while open data has a technical foundation, progress relies upon policy, people,
and collaboration. Open data tends to enter the discourse of a sector through the actions of one
or more small groups that are able to enrol a wider group around them to develop and explore
the application of open data. These are the open data communities that this section also attempts
to bring into focus.

... and communities

The original working title for this section of the book was “Open data communities” rather than
“Open data sectors and communities”. Yet, it became clear that for most chapters, there was an
open question as to the extent to which a coherent and recognisable community could be said to
exist around the chapter subject. For most, the idea of community invokes a group with some
degree of shared values, attitudes, and goals, and whose members have some degree of interaction.
Although there are many successful “thematic” open data communities, in some sectors there are
many different groups, each with distinct agendas, and with varying levels of interconnection,
whilst in other sectors the sense of a distinct open data community is much more nascent.

By looking at the extent of community networking within, and across, sectors, we bring into
focus a number of the drivers for community cohesion, including levels of collaboration, learning,
and progress on securing impact from open data. For example, in the broad accountability and
anti-corruption field (Chapter 1), we find strong connections have been made between distinct
communities of investigative journalists, open contracting and procurement specialists, and
individuals acting under a “follow the money” banner. While often meeting separately, these
groups also benefit from a high degree of fluidity and the exchange of ideas through events,
multilateral meetings, and field-building publications. By contrast, although the crime and justice
chapter (Chapter 4) identifies many individual projects looking at open data, there is little
evidence of a sustained global or regional community pushing open data forward in this sector,
and instead the landscape is made up of ad-hoc initiatives by governments or other stakeholders
without the evidence of substantial community development. Using a community lens can
highlight how differing sectoral cultures, and different levels of investment in community
coordination, impact on the degree to which action has been mobilised to address open data.

A community lens also brings to the fore questions about the people involved in steering and
shaping open data activity within particular domains, inviting an exploration of whether
communities are diverse or whether they are globally representative. Ultimately, all of the
chapters serve to illustrate that community building requires intentional effort and sustained
investments of time, resources, and energy. For example, substantial efforts have gone into
outreach and to providing travel support to enable participants from lower-income countries to
participate in open data events, such as the International Open Data Conference,® the GODAN
Summit focusing on agriculture,” Open Contracting global events,® or meetings of the
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International Aid Transparency Initiative’s Technical Advisory Group.” We should also note that
global community building often requires bridging language barriers, and the flow of learning
and conversation between different linguistic open data communities is worthy of further
investigation.

Lastly, a community lens can be used to examine the position of an open data community
within a wider sector as a whole. Are open data specialists simply talking to each other or are they
reaching out to shape wider sectoral work? The picture is varied, although, in almost all cases,
there are opportunities to improve the integration of open data practitioners into existing sectoral
communities of practice and to leverage open data to broaden those communities. A level of
cultural adaptation is generally required as open data communities interface with existing
communities of practice. For example, the national statistics chapter (Chapter 13) calls for
improved connections between open data and national statistics offices (NSOs), recognising the
need to focus on building mutual respect and understanding between statistics professionals and
open data communities. The urban development chapter (Chapter 16) also illustrates the
challenges of inserting an open data community into the mainstream of the sector, where,
although open data has become a central topic in community discussions of resilient cities,
within the commercial-led smart-cities marketplace, open data is treated as a minor tool rather
than a transformative agenda.

Future states

The chapters in this section identify hundreds of different organisations engaging with the open
data agenda and many different projects opening data and putting it to use. However, they also
reveal that increasing open data adoption and impact across a sector is by no means inevitable.
The process of making data open and ensuring that datasets can serve a much wider range of use
cases than those for which they were originally created has resulted in a myriad of issues around
data quality and interoperability that are only now starting to be addressed. Many chapters also
point to major bottlenecks caused by endemic capacity gaps around data analysis and use, as well
as the limited deployment of strategic actions to connect data analysis with policy change. In
many sectors, the full potential of open data is being missed, in part, due to a shortage of sustained
specialist work on technical and policy challenges and difficulty in finding non-profit or for-
profit models that can bring the extended focus needed to move beyond pilots into long-term
projects and programmes.

What is clear, however, is that although, in 2009, open data was promoted as a general reform,
today, it is primarily seen as an asset to be used in meeting specific goals (including the SDGs).
This raises many new questions for the open data movement as a whole, including whether it can
be said that there is even a single overarching open data movement or whether we have many
divergent sectoral movements and communities. How can open data be used to go deeper into
sectoral problem solving while still maintaining cross-cutting learning and connections between
communities? The chapters that follow are intended to address these questions and more.
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001.

Accountability and
anti-corruption

Jorge Florez and Johannes Tonn

Key points

®m  An established international field working on anti-corruption and accountability has
existed only marginally longer than the open data movement itself. Open data for anti-
corruption holds great potential, but efforts often face the common challenge that data
availability does not automatically translate into effective data use.

m  Strategies employed by reformers to address corruption and anti-corruption include
strengthening the capacity of different local stakeholders to work with open data and
tailoring the implementation of technical solutions to the institutional and political
dynamics of particular contexts.

B Research indicates that the relationship between transparency and accountability is not
necessarily causal or linear. Anti-corruption practitioners continue to debate how to best
address the challenges at the heart of corruption problems.

m  Future efforts need to focus on strengthening the connections between open data and
anti-corruption practitioners, and ensuring the sharing of evidence and lessons learned.

Introduction

The expectations that open data might serve as a strategic tool for reformers around the world to
improve anti-corruption and accountability results has been a key driver behind the push by
open data advocates for more and better open government data. The underlying theory appears
straightforward: open data “can reinforce anti-corruption efforts by strengthening transparency,
increasing trust in governments, and improving public sector integrity and accountability by
reinforcing the rule of law through dynamic citizen participation, engagement, and multi-
stakeholder collaboration™!
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Excitement over the promise of open data has been shared by large and small organisations
alike. The G7 and the G20 have recognised its value, and multilaterals, such as the World Bank
and the Inter-American Development Bank, have invested heavily in programmes to support
open data. Bilateral aid agencies, including the Department for International Development
(DFID) in the United Kingdom (UK) and the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), and philanthropic foundations, such as members of the Transparency
and Accountability Initiative,> have also supported open data work. Additionally, multi-
stakeholder initiatives like the Open Government Partnership, the Open Contracting Partnership
(OCP), and the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), among others, have facilitated
and promoted efforts by government agencies, civil society, and media organisations across the
world.

Current evidence about the impact of this work is relatively scant. Some argue that open data
efforts have proven successful in “improving government by tackling corruption and increasing
transparency, and enhancing public services and resource allocation”, and in “empowering
citizens [...] by enabling more informed decision making and new forms of social mobilisation”?
Yet, at the same time, others have pointed out that open data has not been widely used in
corruption investigations.* Other research questions the linearity and simplicity of the assumption
that data availability leads to results, arguing that “transparency, information or open data are not
sufficient to generate accountability”’ It is fair to conclude that challenges exist in measuring the
impact of open data to improve accountability and anti-corruption results. This raises questions
about whether, and how, the open data community can convince the general public that greater
access to open data is key to achieving results.

One reason why the evidence is patchy is that the relevant literature lacks common definitions
of accountability and anti-corruption.® Definitions are often overly broad, defining accountability
as the combination of answerability, the obligation to inform and justify public decisions, and
enforceability, the ability to sanction or remedy contravening behaviour.” Corruption, in turn, is
often used as an umbrella term to group behaviours related to the abuse of entrusted power,
ranging from bribery and embezzlement to clientelism.® Both accountability and anti-corruption
are about preventing, detecting, and disrupting abuses of power. Open data is a very powerful
tool to reduce information asymmetries that lead to a power imbalance; however, more open
information is not enough to actually negate the institutional and political dynamics that allow
those in power to abuse it and remain impune.

Open data activists often assume that the solutions needed to strengthen accountability and
to reduce corruption are already known by specialists, and that open data will increase the
effectiveness of those working to implement such solutions. However, international development
work focused on anti-corruption and accountability has been around only marginally longer
than work on open data,”'° and the communities working on these issues have not yet reached
consensus on several issues. Debates related to anti-corruption and accountability revolve
around: concerns over how to prioritise and address corruption challenges in different contexts;!!
exploration of how to design, monitor, and implement interventions;'* questions related to
understanding and tracking changes in the political and technical dynamics that shape
institutional reform and behavioural change;" discussions regarding how to identify and assess
impact;'* and ways to ensure that interventions actually empower marginalised groups and
provide them with the means to improve their lives.”®
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Reflection on the overlap between the open data and the anti-corruption and accountability
agendas offers important opportunities to methodically test underlying assumptions about the
impact that power abuses have in practice and the role opening information can play in addressing
these abuses. However, up to this point, such work has often been done by “pioneers” with little
collaboration across agendas and with little attention given to the movement from simple data
availability to using it strategically to address systemic or sectoral problems and achieving real
impact.

This chapter will highlight the challenges, gaps, and progress made on key issues at the
intersection between open data, accountability, and anti-corruption.

Open data for accountability and anti-corruption

In the mid-2000s, reformers pushing for open data began to demand the publication of data by
governments in reusable formats that could be accessed by the general public. This effort later
evolved toward identifying and then closing gaps in the publication of datasets,'® with an
additional focus on the implementation of data standards and data interoperability. Advocates
have been successful in framing the open data agenda, advocating for standards, and convincing
civil society, governments, and, to a lesser extent, the private sector to engage.

Open data initiatives have tended to focus on the release of data summarising existing
government processes, while paying little attention to uses and users of the data, often treating
open data as an end in itself. This has created momentum for the publication of datasets, but has
also led to some governments focusing solely on transparency around selected issues without
paying attention to opening up the underlying processes behind that data which are used
internally to support transactions and decision-making. Open data and open government
advocates have labeled these types of efforts as “passing off the release of inconsequential
government-held data as transparency”"’ or “open-washing’.

The mostly implicit theory of change in many open data initiatives is that more information
will (almost) automatically lead to its use by those working on anti-corruption and accountability
and enable them to produce better outcomes and achieve impact. However, while information
and technical improvements are great tools to better understand accountability and corruption
challenges, they are not sufficient to address entrenched power structures that oppose governance
reform and generate systemic changes.

In 2016, the Open Data Barometer found that a number of datasets relevant to anti-corruption
work (e.g. budgets, company registries, spending, contracting, and land ownership) “still tend to
be highly opaque, and often the least open”, and that important differences persist within and
across regions.'® A review of key datasets in five G20 countries also indicates that these relevant
datasets are often not yet published, that public officials lack the skills to leverage open data, and
that initiatives to strengthen citizen engagement using open data rarely link to anti-corruption or
sectoral areas.”

In 2017, the “Open up guide: Using open data to combat corruption™ identified 30 key
datasets® for fighting corruption (see sample in Figure 1), as well as standards that can make
these datasets interoperable. The guide was tested in Mexico,”? which produced evidence on the
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Figure 1:  Ten of the 30 datasets identified by the “Open up guide: Using open data to combat
corruption” 2

value of the guide for enabling government officials to open key datasets. It also highlighted the
need to define clear data governance frameworks and to promote dialogue between data users
and producers in government and civil society.

Top down and bottom up access to data

Efforts to open up data that is directly relevant to local accountability and corruption challenges
are becoming more frequent, but they remain siloed, with a low degree of interoperability among
released datasets that are often used by only a limited number of stakeholders active in a specific
issue area. Such efforts are often led by civil society and, to a lesser extent, by governments.
Examples of government-led efforts include the publication of commercial agreements, business
relations, payments, and gifts to health providers by the private sector in France* and Germany,”
as well as budget and/or spending data by many governments at different levels, often with
support from international actors such as the Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency,® the
World Bank,” and Open Budgets.” These government-led efforts have also spread to government
performance data, such as the publication of data on the use of public resources for natural risk
management and response by Italy* and Mexico.”

In other cases, civil society and media organisations have stepped in to close important gaps
in the official publication of data related to accountability and anti-corruption. Most commonly,
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Testing the “Open up guide: Using open data to combat corruption”
— Mexico3!

A joint effort by the government, Civica Digital, Transparencia Mexicana, the Open Data
Charter, and the Inter-American Development Bank tested the Open up Guide in Mexico
by publishing a number of the key datasets it identifies.** This work provided insights into
the challenges and opportunities of opening key datasets to fight corruption:

B Access to alist of key datasets and guidelines for data publication facilitates
collaboration with institutions; however, this collaboration can be improved by
prioritising data publication based on locally relevant corruption challenges and
user needs. The process also provides entry points for opening datasets beyond the
executive branch.

m  Data publication needs to be complemented with capacity building for work on
data and the provision of targeted support concerning gaps, legal challenges, and
data use. The Mexico pilot enabled researchers to produce a process that can be
used by governments elsewhere in their efforts to improve the publication of key
datasets related to anti-corruption.

m  Agencies with the mandate to open government data and civil society organisations
are both key to ensuring the actual implementation of commitments to open data
and to improving the processes and practices that underlie data production and use.
This collaboration can be improved by instituting and/or strengthening formal data
governance frameworks.

these efforts focus on those areas where governments have not indicated a willingness to act (or
even explicitly oppose the publication of datasets) by using a wide array of strategies to achieve
the release of information which is then transformed into open data. Such efforts often seek to
pressure governments by accessing and releasing information in ways that will create incentives
for government officials to publish the same information as open data. Some of the strategies
used to access data when official open data is lacking include:

Making public information requests® and publishing structured data from the results,
such as the work by La Nacion newspaper on asset declarations.

Obtaining data from candidates running for public office and from government officials
on assets, tax compliance, and interests, as with the work done by the civil society
coalition behind the “tres de tres” initiative in Mexico.*®

Scraping documents and connecting different sources of data, such as with the publication
of open data on political finance® in Peru by “Ojo publico” and in Taiwan® by the Council
Voting Guide.

Transforming complex data into open formats as has been done by “Ciudadano
»38

Inteligente™® in Chile with regard to party financing.
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5. Turning information published by non-government actors (e.g. reports by private
companies) into open data, as with the Data Extractors Programme by Publish What You

39

Pay.

6. Combing through public records and linking up data to enable the investigations of
potentially corrupt transactions, such as the work by the Open Data Institute (ODI) in
Kenya* and the Organised Crime and Corruption Reporting Project in Eastern Europe.*!

7. Collating and systematising data from different sources and jurisdictions, such as the work
by Open Ownership, merging public registers, government reports, and voluntary
disclosure® to reveal beneficial ownership, or the work by Govtrack® with regard to the
US Congress.

These efforts hold great potential, but have often faced challenges to translate data gathering into
data use with tangible impact. Data often remains both siloed and dispersed, with information
on the same topic being scattered across different agencies or levels of government, which
provide the data in different ways and formats. Even where data can be collected and connected,
concerns about its quality, completeness, usability, and sustainability are common. When
working with data, questions of trust inevitably arise. Data users often doubt the reliability of the
data and question whether the design and evaluation of public policies and decisions are actually
based on that data. Finally, many potential data users face the emerging tendency of many
governments to close civic space.*

Opening sensitive data in closed contexts

Most conversations around open data are based on experiences from those countries with
some willingness to release open data on contentious issues, yet there are also efforts to
open data for accountability and anti-corruption led by civil society mavericks in
repressive countries with high levels of secrecy.

In Venezuela, the Transparency International chapter and the Instituto de Prensa y
Sociedad de Venezuela have led an effort to compile, systematise, and publish open data*
about regulations and decisions with regard to the use of public money. In Malaysia, the
Sinar Project and the Web Foundation have produced and linked data about politically
exposed persons® in an effort to shed light on how power is used and misused in the
country. These admirable efforts challenge repressive and secretive governments and put
issues of corruption and accountability up for public debate.

Over the last decade, progress and challenges in achieving accountability and anti-corruption
results have led the community to gradually revise the theory and practice underlying their work
on open data. Activists are now moving beyond models based on the supply and demand of data*
to focus their work on more locally relevant problems, seeking to unpack the different elements
needed to connect data production to use and impact. Some of the key ideas that may be
coalescing into a revised theory of change include:



Open Data Sectors and Communities | Accountability and Anti-corruption

1. The need to make explicit the steps needed to go from data production through to taking
actions that can activate institutional responses.*®

2. A move from linear models to the use of cyclical and iterative approaches that enable a
focus on specific governance challenges and the use of learning and adaptation.*

3. Integrating open data into the operation of existing anti-corruption institutions and
mechanisms.*

4. Revising how to measure progress in the implementation of open data initiatives.”!

The following sections will provide a deeper exploration of the different mechanisms connecting
data availability and action with regard to existing anti-corruption systems and initiatives.

Moving from availability to use

Progress in the publication of data, even if uneven and patchy, has raised important questions
about who will use that data, how they will use it, and what results can be achieved. There are no
silver bullets when it comes to promoting the use of open data by local stakeholders to address
corruption and accountability challenges. The approaches that have been used to bridge the gap
between data production and use can be classified into three overlapping groups: those focused
on data standardisation and technological tools, those focused on engaging users and particular
problems, and those focused on changing government processes and practices.

First, those initiatives that have focused on standardisation and technological tools have paid
great attention to the development of data standards and their implementation by governments.
They aim to improve the quality and comparability of published data and enable the development
of tools that can be adapted according to the needs of audiences in different contexts. These
efforts have targeted a variety of areas from democratic processes to resource flows and, to a
lesser extent, development results. Examples® include the IATI standard,* Fiscal Data Package,™
the Popolo data specification,” the OpenCorporates schema,* and the Open Contracting Data
Standard.””

The development and management of data standards related to accountability and anti-
corruption have shown a similar trend to that of the broader open data space. Initially,
standardisation was focused on finding ways to better present the information that was produced
by governments, but later those leading the standards began to pay greater attention to data users’
needs, moving beyond representing government processes into using data to reshape those
processes. Important challenges still remain in terms of the technical features and tools needed
to make the implementation of data standards more useful and in relation to ensuring that
stakeholders have the capacity to use the standards to address locally relevant challenges.
Increased collaboration between standard developers, implementers, and data users at the global
and national level is needed to develop technical solutions in a way that is sensitive to local
capacities to produce the data and to put it to use within complex political systems.
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Even though there are a number of stakeholders working to implement data standards,
promote interoperability, and develop tools to facilitate data use, the actual use of open data has
not increased proportionally. New projects that pay greater attention to supporting users trying
to use data presented according to data standards are now emerging with strategies to promote
data use®® and to explore the use of open data to fight corruption in particular countries.

Second, those initiatives that have paid greater attention to engaging users and achieving
particular outcomes have shown important results. A clear example is the work of journalists at
the national and international levels involved in collaborative networks such as the International
Consortium of Investigative journalists (ICIJ). Recent scandals, such as those exposed by the
Panama® and Paradise®® Papers, have not only uncovered corruption, but have led to the
consequential launch of prosecutions and the resignation of public officers and even presidents.®!
After publishing such stories, data has been made available in open formats that can enable the
work or analysis by others. While these examples could be used to question the value of open
government data on politically salient issues when compared to data obtained through leaks, the
disparity in outcomes may indicate more about the differences in the way this data is being
produced, treated, and used.

Leaked data often includes full versions of documents that are then used to stimulate
collaboration among networks of journalists, both online and offline. These networks review the
data thoroughly to organise it, clean it, and make sense of it. The same networks then use the data
to find leads that are further corroborated and developed through other sources, including open
government data, documents, and on-the-ground research. This intense work is not focused on
merely making the information available; it is aimed at making the information useful to further
identify and expose illegal activities carried out by those in power.

Lastly, there are a number of initiatives that have focused on fostering and supporting changes
in government processes and administrative practices. Some of this work relies heavily on data to
explore the value of new technologies like machine learning, blockchain,®* and algorithms;®
however, using these tools to analyse open government data has not yet reached a widespread
level of popularity.** Interest in these still emerging technologies leads inevitably to a range of
challenges with regard to potential violation of privacy, the possibility of reproducing and
increasing existing biases, and the threat of using automation to hide questionable decisions and
practices.®®

Other important work to promote change in government practices through the use of open
data is led by multi-stakeholder initiatives on procurement, international aid, extractives, and
public infrastructure. Even though these initiatives are at different levels in their uptake and
maturity, all of them seek to alter long-established government processes. While some initiatives
use formal multi-stakeholder forums for the production, verification, and use of open data,
others promote the integration of open data into government processes beyond the simple
publication of data. These initiatives have led to important, if not yet widespread, results,*
ranging from identifying money flows in the extractives sector” and the misuse of public
resources® to achieving savings and better service delivery through improvements in the
planning and implementation of government processes (see the box opposite).
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Open contracting: From open data to improved results

From saving millions in public resources® to fueling citizen mobilisation demanding
accountability’® and improving the implementation of service delivery programmes,”
open contracting is one of the most successful uses of open data to improve anti-
corruption and accountability results. Three features place the work of the OCP and its
local partners’ at the forefront of work on open data:

B Open contracting principles and the data standard to regularise the opening of
procurement information were developed in collaboration with government
reformers, lawyers, private sector companies, and the media.

m  Sectoral efforts have gone beyond the development of a standard to focus on work
with local reformers to address concrete challenges related to increasing value for
money, strengthening public integrity, boosting market opportunities, enhancing
internal efficiency, and improving the quality of goods and services.

B Reformers have used agile and adaptive ways for promoting the implementation of
procurement reforms, user engagement, and the actual use of data, learning on the
go and adjusting strategies as needed.

Opening information on government contracts is increasing the capacity of activists and
journalists to understand and challenge existing structures and protocols that allow the
siphoning of public resources and unfair contracting practices.

An example of this work in action is the joint effort by the municipal government of
Bogotd and Colombia’s procurement agency, Colombia Compra Eficiente (CCE), to use
open data to identify inefficiencies and corrupt practices in the delivery of school meals
in the city.”® The use of this data by government and suppliers has led to reshaping the
way the programme is tendered, opening opportunities for more suppliers to participate,
and enabling the busting of a price-fixing scheme for fruit. This improved the
accountability of the process and enhanced the quality and timeliness of the meals
provided.

The wide variety of approaches by government and civil society to address anti-corruption and
accountability challenges should not be read as an attempt to identify the single best strategy to
achieve results. Instead, the open data community needs to distill, share, and debate the lessons
emanating from both successes and failures, reflecting on what these lessons mean for developing
and implementing further projects moving forward. Additionally, it is not only a matter of
choosing between approaches focused around a particular technology, stakeholder group, or
government reform. It will be necessary to identify and explore, in practice, how a combination
of these approaches can help to address particular corruption and accountability challenges
within specific contexts.
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Moving from use to impact

As discussed above, more data does not necessarily lead to a proportional increase in either the
use of data or anti-corruption and accountability results; however, increased access to
standardised, machine-readable, and reusable data has enabled sharper investigations into
instances of corruption and abuses of power, additional research to identify inefficiencies in the
use of public resources, and greater awareness of systematic biases against particular groups.
Nonetheless, current advances are generally insufficient to address the root causes that underpin
corruption and accountability challenges: the ways in which power is distributed in a given
society and the subversion of existing (democratic) institutions for private gain.

There are several emerging efforts to improve openness beyond the executive branch’” and
address corruption and accountability challenges’™ in other branches of government, including
activities at the heart of the democratic process, such as monitoring elections and the undue
influence of money in politics through campaign and party financing. Some initiatives, like those
of organisations in the Openingparliament.org’”” network, have paid particular attention to the
legislative branch.”® These efforts to open and communicate information about legislators, how
they perform their duties, and about legislation itself’” have been at the centre of work to
strengthen democracy, with consequent benefits for anti-corruption work. Yet, these emerging
efforts often face important challenges in relation to the availability of data in machine-readable
formats to support the accountability of members of parliament, as well as in relation to
implementing lobbying reforms. While legislatures may be happy to see accessible data on
aspects of government operations, they may be more resistant to opening up structured data on
their own activities and interests.

A number of national governments have also been subject to interesting efforts to open up
data about the judiciary®® and oversight bodies, such as audit institutions. Their aim is to get a
more complete picture of how cases are assigned to judges and how those cases progress until
judgment is rendered. However, these efforts are not yet widespread and often face claims that
they may hamper due process during trials.

Crucially, even when data is made available, initiatives tend to remain limited in their focus
on particular branches of government or processes and generally have weak formal connections
to the institutional systems in which they operate (e.g. the functioning of democratic institutions,
the use of public resources, and the application of effective sanctions against those who engage in
corrupt practices). This makes it challenging to follow cases of corruption from identification
through to final resolution and sanctions, and, ultimately, hinders lasting impact and influence
on future activities. Without ongoing scrutiny of democratic systems of power to enforce anti-
corruption measures, individuals and institutions are able to continue to act with impunity, and
the consolidation and replication of corrupt networks is facilitated.

The theory of change behind the idea of using open data for anti-corruption and accountability
also highlights the potential value data can have in empowering citizens and enabling social
mobilisation. Some organisations have used data to pursue an activist approach to crafting
stories, uncovering wrongdoing, and identifying entry points that enable others to get involved.
However, these approaches can put activists in peril, and, as of today, there are no established
safety networks for this work, such as those that exist to protect human rights defenders or
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journalists. The absence of such safeguards, and the weaker links to established mechanisms for
protection, may lead activists to take unnecessary risks and expose them to legal, reputational, or
physical attacks.

Opening up the judiciary and advocating for greater accountability
results

Due process and the effective management of evidence during trials is often seen by
reformers as an excuse taken to the extreme by judicial bodies, preventing public
disclosure of the most basic information on how cases are moved through the judicial
system after a corruption scandal has been uncovered. However, some initiatives in this
area have had an impact. One example of an open data initiative to obtain and use such
information is the work done by the “Asociacién Civil por la Igualdad y la Justicia” (ACIJ)
in Argentina.

After years of litigation efforts to access information on corruption cases from the
judiciary, and the burdensome work of turning hard copies into machine-readable data,
ACIJ was able to create an observatory of cases.®! This has enabled the public to demand
greater accountability regarding the delivery of justice in corruption-related cases.
Recently, this work has been further enabled by the opening of judicial information by
the Argentine government.*? Investigations into how corruption cases are allocated®® have
resulted in significant insights into how impunity is sustained, and there are now calls for
reform to tackle more profound systemic issues in the judicial system.

Despite the emergence of various activist approaches, it is generally organisations that focus on
governance, transparency, participation, and accountability that most frequently lead initiatives
to address accountability and anti-corruption. These organisations play an important role, but
still need to find effective ways to engage other key stakeholders, such as organisations working
in particular sectors or territories, those working on rights protection, those active in social
movements, or those working through other alternative mechanisms, such as strategic litigation.
The minimal connections that often exist between open data initiatives and a broader range of
stakeholders can deepen the challenges related to the usability, and actual use, of the data and
hinder real impact in addressing problems that affect citizens.

The assumption that an improved capacity to identify instances of corruption leads to
activating institutional oversight mechanisms is not necessarily wrong; however, assuming that
those mechanisms will actually deliver results in the form of successful reforms, grievance
redress, or sanctions without additional effort is, at the very least, an oversimplification. Open
data can be a tool useful not only to identify instances of corruption, but also to engage, challenge,
and reform the institutional designs and practices that enable corruption. Turning this potential
into reality requires the use of approaches that consider the institutional and political
environments in which data is produced and used. Adopting such approaches will enable sharper
thinking about how the use of data can be more effective in practice, how to counter the forces
that oppose openness (be they for private gain or from an aversion to change), and how to build
stronger bridges between advocates for open data, activists working on sectoral and systemic
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challenges, and the democratic forces that can act on the findings and evidence obtained from
the use of open data.

The open data community needs to explore and test innovative ways of using data that take
all of these slowly acquired insights into consideration: to effectively challenge institutional
mechanisms and practices that perpetuate impunity, inefficiencies, and the abuse of power; to
reach out to unusual stakeholders by finding ways to integrate their needs and interests; to tap
into existing social mobilisation processes; and to link the efforts of the different stakeholders
engaging on reform with government branches and institutions.

Reflections and the road ahead

Over the past decade, reformers have used open data to create ripples and, in some cases, waves,
in uncovering and prosecuting corruption. In a few cases, these efforts have resulted in the
reform of systems where corruption had been the norm. Through their work, these reformers
have generated insights that can help us to understand how to use open data more effectively to
fight against corruption going forward. One of the key insights open data reformers have started
to embrace is the value of adopting a problem-driven approach to the publication and use of data
in order to address much more specific corruption and accountability challenges. These
approaches also call for more collaborative models that are more grounded in the environmental
context in which they are to be implemented, building on the needs and interests of local
reformers and moving away from the replication of generalised practices toward the
development of tailored “best-fit” solutions.

This shift in thinking on how to best use open data for accountability and anti-corruption
does not represent a break with the ideals at the core of the open data movement, such as
“open by default”, but it does call for some refinement of our thinking around how to articulate
advocacy goals, learning aims, and the desired impact. There is, and will continue to be, value in
demanding that governments open up data on key issues related to accountability and anti-
corruption; however, these demands should be based on a clear understanding of the users and
usefulness of data, as well as the technical, political, and institutional environments in which it
will be used.

To grapple with the implications of these insights, stakeholders would benefit from engaging
with each other to develop non-linear approaches to better address particular corruption and
accountability challenges. Learning about other perspectives and approaches will provide useful
insights to improve how we devise and test methods, monitor progress and results, and spur
dialogue on how and why specific approaches might yield better results. In particular, it is
important to explicitly address the following questions:

1. How can the field facilitate and strengthen the work of local champions, including
government, civil society, and the private sector, to generate and use data evidence to
demand accountability and to lead in the fight against corruption?



Open Data Sectors and Communities | Accountability and Anti-corruption

2. What are the needs of different local stakeholders with regard to using open data? How
can these insights help to tailor technical tools and methodological approaches to better
support stakeholders in different sectors and contexts?

3. How can stakeholders build stronger and more effective connections among those
working on open data, accountability, and anti-corruption, and those who work in sectors
on specific issue areas?

4. What are the potential risks associated with using emerging technologies, such as machine
learning, and artificial intelligence, in relation to accountability and anti-corruption? How
can these tools and methods be combined with the social mobilisation and institutional
mechanisms needed to generate and sustain change?

5. How can actors link the technical capacities needed to use open data with the political
strategies needed to effectively change systems and ensure sustainable results?

Success in addressing these questions over the next decade will enable reformers to achieve
significant accountability and anti-corruption results, but future work will require the community
to develop holistic theories of change and the willingness to test them, implementing interventions
in an iterative manner that enables reformers to ensure that open data is useful and used, while
strengthening collaboration among stakeholders to achieve systemic reform and explicitly
addressing entrenched power dynamics. In addition, the community must move beyond simple
dichotomies that either highlight the production or the use of data toward models that start with
identifying a specific problem to be solved, include the identification of the opportunities and
challenges faced by local champions, and embrace learning and adaptation to develop solutions
that are a better fit in specific environmental contexts.
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Key points

m  High level leadership, private sector engagement, and academic networks have put open
data on the agenda across the agriculture sector.

m  Issues of ethics, ownership, power, culture, and capacity all need to be addressed before
the sector is “open by default”

®m  Mapping information flows through agriculture value chains can help policy-makers and
practitioners to identify pre-competitive spaces for open data sharing and to understand
the implications of opening data more broadly.

®m  Donors and governments have a key role to play in establishing the policy framework for
openness and supporting the infrastructure needed for a sustainable open data commons
for agricultural research and practice.

Introduction

Goal 2 of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) commits United Nations member states to
both achieve food and nutrition security and to promote sustainable agriculture. The world
population is projected to exceed 9 billion people by 2050,' and the corresponding growing
demand for food is exerting massive pressure on the use of water, land, and soil, which is further
exacerbated by global warming. The majority of the world’s food is still harvested by smallholder
farmers,” many of whom are poor and food insecure themselves.’

Agriculture is a knowledge intensive industry. Government and private sector-supported
research and agricultural extension work (e.g. farmer education) is central to improving crop
yields, understanding and implementing sustainable practices, and getting food to market.
However, it is only in the past two decades that the agricultural sector has valued data as a tool
for generating, sharing, and exploiting knowledge to improve yields, reduce losses, and increase
overall agricultural business outcomes.
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Rapid internet and mobile phone penetration, especially in the developing world, the
accessibility of satellite and remote sensing data, and new data collection and analytical
approaches all play a role in the “datification” of agriculture. While data-related opportunities are
increasing, challenges still exist in the policy, ethical, and data standards domains, and key
datasets remain absent or inaccessible. This is especially true in terms of nutrition-related data,
which is largely under-utilised in the field of agriculture. Despite some progress in raising
consumers’ awareness of the nutritional value of the food they consume, demand has not been
significantly redirected to the production of more nutritious food, especially in the developing
world.

Networks and leadership: A history of open data in agriculture

Work on open data in agriculture has emerged from a long history of knowledge
management practice and international networking. Agricultural libraries in the United
States (US) have been sharing bibliographical data since the 1940s. In the 1980s, the Food
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations developed AGROVOC*
initially as a printed thesaurus of terms and later established it as the first real data
standard (vocabulary) for an open agriculture information ecosystem. FAO also created
the first network to support agricultural information sharing in 2003, known as
GLOBAL.RAIS (Global Alliance of the Regional Agricultural Information Systems).’ In
2008, they launched the Coherence in Information for Agricultural Research for
Development (CIARD) initiative,° a global movement dedicated to open agricultural
knowledge, working to align the efforts of national, regional, and international
institutions, and to improve information sharing and services.

The importance of considering not only data, but open data, came to the fore in 2012,
when the US convened an international conference on Open Data for Agriculture, the
result of a G8 commitment, with an emphasis on making “reliable agricultural and related
information available to African farmers, researchers, and policymakers”” This led to the
creation of Global Open Data for Agriculture and Nutrition (GODAN) as a convening
network to bring together public, private, and non-profit stakeholders to find ways to
open up and use data more effectively.

GODAN was conceived to focus on awareness raising and advocacy as reflected in its
statement of purpose,® but, from the outset, it was found that change through advocacy
results only when partners are brought together to debate the issues and obstacles to
making open data for agriculture a reality, especially when they can draw on provocative
policy-focused research and recommendations. An approach to “Convene, Equip, and
Empower” now frames the overall GODAN theory of change.’

Other notable networks that advocate for open data in agriculture through high-level
communications, research, and events include the Global Partnership for Sustainable
Development Data, the Research Data Alliance, Global Forum for Agricultural Research,
Presidents United to Solve Hunger, and AgriCord."




Open Data Sectors and Communities | Agriculture

A value chain perspective

When we consider the potential and use of open data in agriculture, there are numerous facets
that reflect the breadth and diversity of the sector, especially when one also considers nutrition
as a key element of the field. Whether it is food price data, geodata, plant genomes, country
statistics, nutrition data, or data from a grassroot initiative to quantify food composition,
published open data sets can be used by a wide variety of stakeholders to generate impact.! The
actors involved are similarly diverse. Consider, for example, the single value chain for cheese
production illustrated below.

Products Inputs Feed Cows Milk Cheese
O | ¥ ™ & @
" ofy o <%
2
Actors e Industry e Farmer * Farmer * Farmer * Farmer
* Government e Industry e Industry o Industry e Industry
* NGOs e University ® University ® University e University
e University e Government e Government e Government
* Farmer
Example e Amount of * Yield e Milk produced | ® Market price ¢ Market price
data fertiliser * Market price ¢ Animal health o Nutritional o Nutrition
applied * Weather e Amount eaten information ¢ Food safety
e Soil quality e Transport o Living * Machinery ¢ Transport to
e Pest risk conditions used for market
* Methane processing e Consumer
emissions ¢ Food safety data
measures

Figure 1:  Single value chain for cheese production
Source: Authors

Cheese is made of milk produced with the involvement of feed producers, dairy farmers,
transporters, and processing factories. Each actor has an interest in understanding the provenance
of their inputs and the markets they operate in. Some of the production chain involves data that
can be made open. In other cases, data will be seen as a commercial asset. Regulators may be
interested in product traceability, nutritional content, and labelling, and in providing this
information to consumers. Producers are also interested in investment opportunities and risk
reduction. In this simple value chain, there are various ancillary datasets that may be considered
pre-competitive, yet still have some commercial value (weather data, transportation data, genetic
data on livestock, etc.). These datasets can inform production, allowing producers to adjust the
sourcing of inputs or to modify the production process to improve both the quality and the
volume of their crops. Openness is clearly a tool to facilitate the flow of data across this value
chain and to realise the maximum potential of data, yet openness requires policy choices, private
sector engagement, and consumer awareness. It also requires that consideration be given to how
different actors will be able to use the data that becomes available based on its level of
interoperability. This chapter will attempt to unpack a number of these issues in more depth.
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Open data issues in agriculture

Connecting stakeholders

Agriculture is a complex sector, and it can be difficult to define its boundaries. Agriculture and
food systems integrate seamlessly into other systems, such as ecology, human health, and the
built environment. Sustainable agriculture is considered a “wicked problem’,"
elements are involved in order for the problem to ever be considered “solved”. The data and

metadata that are collected within agricultural systems are equally complex because they are

where too many

generated by thousands of global stakeholders from multiple sectors, using an incredible range of
types, formats, and ontologies. However, when we consider some of the primary forms and uses
of agricultural data, such as research, production management, and statistical monitoring, we
can start to map out some of the roles that different stakeholders play as illustrated in Figures 2
and 3.

Governments collect and share data in the form of national and international statistics
(e.g. US National Agriculture Census® and FAOSTAT"), but often also support farmers and
agricultural practices by publishing key datasets used for ICT-enabled farm extension and to
empower consumers in food supply chains. Governments may also provide policy-relevant open
data, including data related to national standards and frameworks used by service providers who
help farmers or processors meet regulatory requirements.”” Government also uses open data to

Financial services Input suppliers
(short term, long term, $ GJ (Local, regional, national
insurance) | N | - - ___ F_alr_m_ers legislation, policies)

Extension services 1 1
, Producer groups |
(business and technical $

training and support)

Logistics services
(transport and storage, G
grading, certification)

(Knowledge, good
practices)

mAgri services : v : International orgs/NGOs
1 1
1 1

(Smallholder ecosystem
support)

(ICT service operators,
mobile operators)

Figure 2:  Different actors in the agriculture sector
Source: Jellema, A., Meijninger, W., & Addison, C. (2015). Data and smallholder food and nutritional
security. CTA Working Paper 15/1. Wageningen, The Netherlands: Technical Centre for Agricultural
and Rural Cooperation
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University/
Research
institution

mutual data sharing needed

— — — funds = ------- needs data from — — regulates

Figure 3:  The relationships and data flows between various actors in the agriculture sector
Source: Authors and Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation (CTA)

promote transparency in their operations, with registers of land ownership a key example.' They
are able to use their regulatory power to collect, or require the publication of, key data from
private actors. Since 2012, a number of governments have developed and implemented open data
policies to help embed open data practice in their own organisations or use their role as donors,
funders, and commissioners to bring open data into the mainstream of agricultural development
work.

Larger agricultural businesses are increasingly interested in open data, and companies are
exploring opportunities to act as both data producers and consumers.”” Some larger companies
recognise that they are being held accountable by society and that greater transparency is a key
foundation of their licence to operate.'® In 2014, with the support of the Open Data Institute,
Syngenta, a multi-billion dollar firm, placed open data at the core of its transparency strategy;*
however, for many firms, operational “transparency” remains more opaque with information
buried in corporate reports and the lack of structured background data. This presents challenges
not only for public scrutiny, but also for investors seeking to target more sustainable investments.”
Due to the nature and size of the value chains of larger corporate entities in the agri-food business
that operate on a truly global level, they can have a significant impact on countries that lag behind
in terms of reaching the SDGs.
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Many farmers in developed countries are turning to data-based precision agriculture. Even in
the developing world, farming involves increasing amounts of data collection and analysis.
However, smallholder farmers often lack the technical capacity to manage or exploit the open
data they create or that is provided by external producers. Instead, they often rely on intermediaries
from the private sector or government. These intermediaries typically develop portals, apps, and
tools that allow farmers to benefit from data on a range of topics, such as weather, infestations, or
soil quality, that would otherwise be unavailable to them. Farmers’ organisations have raised
questions about the potential exploitation of data from farmers, with it being used against the
interests of farmers unless it is well governed. In some countries, farmers have decided to take
data managementinto their own hands by collectively developing portals and tools for themselves.

Academia and research have a long history of sharing data, and the cultural environment is
shifting in a more open direction as open science is being embraced by more researchers,”
donors,” and research networks.?*** The FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Reusable)
data principles® have seen very rapid adoption in the scientific community, and open data has an
important, albeit not exclusive, role within these principles. In partnership with international
institutions, researchers have built a range of research infrastructure, including the European
Open Science Cloud,* and networks for the discovery of data, such as the CIARD Ring.”” The
Interest Group on Agricultural Data (IGAD) at the Research Data Alliance (RDA)* connects a
global community of researchers in the agricultural domain to exchange state-of-the-art research
data on agriculture. However, access to research data remains fragmented. Although good
permanent repositories exist,” it is not uncommon for data associated with a research project to
be published, but then disappear when funding for the project tied to maintaining the data
servers is no longer available.

Overall, although the supply of open data from all these different stakeholders is increasing,
there remain large gaps, quality issues, and challenges in making data interoperable, as well as
difficulties in establishing appropriate incentives for the stakeholders that are most relevant
within the value chain.

Toward a global (open) data ecosystem for agriculture and food

Agricultural data includes social, environmental, physical, and financial factors. If viewed
through the value chain, this includes inputs (fertilizer, pesticides, seeds), production
(soil, weather, growth, land and water use), harvest (farmer income, yield, storage), and
transport to market (food prices, road conditions, COzemissions). This data is collected
using several methods: in-situ sensors, household surveys/interviews and on-the-ground
collection, and, increasingly, through technology, such as satellites and drones, and
sensors on farm equipment.

With all this data, what would it take to secure the best access to data for improving
agriculture and food security? This is the question addressed by Syngenta and GODAN
partners in articulating their vision for a global data ecosystem for agriculture and food.*
A global data ecosystem encompasses open standards and frameworks that enable
decentralised data exchange. In an ideal open data ecosystem, all data, from geospatial to
household surveys, could be layered together and used by any actor within the ecosystem.
This is a socio-technical project: combining principles (such as the FAIR principles),
technology, and stakeholder engagement.




Open Data Sectors and Communities | Agriculture

Standards

Standards are explicit guidelines for the collection, management, and organisation of data. They
can dramatically improve the interoperability of data between different stakeholders across
agricultural value chains. Standards take many forms, including vocabularies, taxonomies,
measurement protocols, data models, and equipment interfaces. The field of agriculture has long
engaged in processes of standardisation for specific purposes, such as food safety, cross
compliance of subsidies, machine engineering, and lab analysis, yet the existence of many sub-
fields in agriculture has led to a proliferation of standards. These various standards have a
surprisingly low degree of interoperability as they were developed to primarily serve the specific
sub-fields; however, the need to use data from different sources for new applications (including
big data and artificial intelligence applications) has made interoperability increasingly important.
The starting point for greater interoperability is increased transparency on the development and
use of current standards.

In order for standards to be more useful for research and for decision-making, they must be
online, open, and machine-readable. GODAN Action (see box below) has completed a mapping
of agri-food standards®' and discovered that 16% of the standards are not online, only 56% are
machine-readable, and only 21% are clearly available under open licences, thereby limiting their
use for open data. The relative openness of standards is often related to the sub-field where they
originated. For example, plant science standards are more likely to be open than soil-related
standards, and supply chain standards are even less likely to be open.

GODAN and the Agricultural Information Management Standards (AIMS) initiative, hosted
by FAO, have developed the VEST Registry** to make standards more open and useful by
cataloguing ontologies in use in different agricultural sub-fields.”® The RDA/IGAD,* started in
2013, works specifically on methods to make agricultural data more interoperable across crop-
specific themes (such as rice and wheat) by developing joint standardised vocabularies, such as
the Global Agricultural Concept Scheme.” Identifying and describing the standards in use
provides a first step to increasing interoperability and rationalising standards; however, it is also
important to increase widespread adoption of standards by embedding their use requirements in
the development of guidelines and policies on open data.

GODAN Action

GODAN Action® is a three-year multi-sector project funded by the Department for
International Development (DFID) in the UK and implemented by the Open Data
Institute (ODI), GODAN, the Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation
(CTA), Wageningen UR, and FAO, which aims to enable data users, practitioners, and
intermediaries to work effectively with open data in the agriculture and nutrition sectors.
GODAN Action works on three focal areas that will help overcome open data challenges:
promoting standards and best practices, measuring open data impact, and building
capacity with stakeholders. GODAN Action is applying these three focal areas to three
specific data themes: weather data (2017), nutrition data (2018), and land use data
(2019).
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Policy

Over the past decade, open access and open data policies have become more prominent among
governments and funders of agricultural programmes. The US and the United Kingdom (UK)
made some of the first efforts toward the creation of open data policies. In 2013, US President
Obama signed an executive order” toward making data open by default, which led to the US
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) launch of the Food, Agriculture, and Rural virtual
community®® on data.gov. The UK created its open data policy in 2012* and has since opened
thousands of agriculture-related datasets through the Department for Food and Rural Affairs,*
and the European Union (EU) has undertaken similar work through the EU Open Data Portal.*!
These examples illustrate the potential for public policy development in support of the publication
of agriculturally relevant data.

Several governments in Africa are in the process of developing open data policies specifically
for agriculture. In 2017, Kenya held a Ministerial Conference on Open Data for Agriculture and
Nutrition, which culminated in the Nairobi Declaration, a 16-article statement on open data
policy in agriculture and nutrition.* The statement was signed by 15 African ministers, who have
formed a network to develop policies for their respective countries. Francophone Africa is
developing a similar network to support public policy development, the Conférence dAfrique
Francophone sur les Données Ouvertes (CAFDO).*

In 2016, a beta version of an International Open Data Charter Open Up Guide on Agriculture
was published,* setting out a call for all governments to adopt a focus on agriculture within their
wider open data policies and providing guidance on policy and practice specifically in the
agricultural domain. The full version of the Open Up Guide® was subsequently launched in 2018
at the International Open Data Conference in Buenos Aires, Argentina.

Funders of agricultural research and development have developed open access policies,
although these generally require only open journal publication of the research conclusions
without necessarily requiring the underlying data to also be published as open data. Since 2012,
the UK’s DFID, the US Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Gates
Foundation, among others, have established policies that require their funded researchers to
share both research publications and research data under conditions that permit access and
reuse.* However, a review of these policies in 2017 found they lacked clear open data definitions,
suggesting a need to strengthen understanding of open data as a distinct concept alongside open
access. There is also growing recognition that funded projects need support to understand and
apply open data principles to their work, as well as access to technical data infrastructures to ease
data publication and sharing. Several initiatives, such as the Gates Foundation funded Initiative
for Open Ag Funding,”” which ran from 2016 to 2018, have explored how to make programmatic
data (financial and administrative data about funded programmes) open as well, building on the
International Aid Transparency Initiative.*s

Alarge gap also exists in the development of any coherent open data policy or practice among
the private sector actors within the agricultural industry, although when put into place, such data
policies would likely seek to balance open access with business interests, thereby limiting open
data benefits and overall transparency.
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Ethics

The widely cited case of John Deere tractors has become a key reference point in discussions
related to data ethics. These “smart machines” not only plough the soil, but also capture vast
amounts of data, which, under their “terms of service”, are fed back to John Deere to analyse and
exploit with no guarantee of benefits or data going back to the farmer.* Cases like this® have
helped to spark an emphasis on data ethics in agriculture, exploring perceived power imbalances
between farmers and big agribusiness and triggering initiatives, such as the EU Code of Conduct
on Agricultural Data Sharing by Contractual Agreement,” endorsed by hundreds of equipment
manufacturers.

Data privacy and security issues relate to the management and use of personally identifiable
data, whether it is photographic, geospatial, financial, or demographic. There are many issues
and ongoing discussions underway related to the degree of access that industry, government, and
research institutions should have to data on the choices (e.g. agricultural practice, land use,
product use) that an individual farmer makes. The norm is that data should not be made open
when farm and farmer data privacy and security are at risk. There is general acceptance that
sensitive data can be made available at times if aggregated, but not at the individual level. Data
collectors must make every effort to prevent data breaches and inform farmers how data about
them is used.”> One such initiative that is now gaining traction in opening up data across
agricultural companies, such as tractor companies and farm sourcing corporations, is the Open
Ag Data Alliance” which has built an open source framework to allow farmers to access and
control their own data.

Data ownership and legal rights issues are a difficult and complex component of the data
ethics debate within the agriculture domain.* If data is to be increasingly made open by default,
the sector would benefit from improved clarity around legal data ownership and governance
frameworks. Legal issues that affect access to, and the use of, data at the international, national,
and subnational level include copyright, database rights, technical protection measures, trade
secrets, patents, plant breeders’ rights, privacy, and even tangible property rights.” Within the
sector, there is general agreement that farmers should steward their own data and that legal
frameworks should be transparent, but the discussions are complex,* and many worry that more
stringent mechanisms around farm data ownership could hurt innovation.”

Responsible data relates to employing data in ways that do not increase power imbalances.
Careful examination of context can result in data being opened, shared with a chosen group, or
kept closed.” Governments may publish data to improve accountability, as a policy instrument
or as a service to citizens, especially if collection has been paid for by taxes. The Open Data
Charter® encourages governments to make their data “open by default” for this reason, but
accepts that there may be cases when data cannot be opened.

There is growing recognition in the field that to release data responsibly, the effects on
vulnerable communities, especially women, Indigenous populations, and migrant workers must
be considered. The sensitive information at issue in this case is not always personally identifiable
information, but rather knowledge that, if made open, may allow others to profit from it to the
detriment of others. For example, if data released indicates that women are managing or using
land without obtaining the legal rights to do so, external actors may undertake to gain control of
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the land at the expense of the women.® Trust between stakeholders around appropriate data
responsibilities is important, but little guidance currently exists on best practices.

Preliminary work on issues of privacy, responsible data, and data ownership in agriculture
has been carried out, and numerous farm organisations, manufacturers, and other entities have
expressed interest in participating in further conversations around data ethics to build a new
consensus, especially as it pertains to smallholder rights.* This work is still at an early stage.

Capacity

While smallholder farmers could benefit significantly from open data-driven knowledge on
when and where to plant and harvest, and what current market prices are, at present it is highly
resourced stakeholders who appear to be the primary beneficiaries of open data in agriculture.
To ensure all stakeholders have the technical resources, knowledge, and capabilities to collect,
publish, or reuse open data, efforts over the last few years have sought to overcome major capacity
gaps among governments, data intermediaries, and farmers. For example, the GODAN Capacity
Development Working Group and GODAN Action host webinars and provide a conversation
space for those exploring how to use open data to create benefit for themselves or their
organisations.®

Early learning from the field is showing that forming relationships among organisations and
individuals, building trust, and ensuring a high diversity of stakeholders are all important in
moving from awareness of open data to implementation of new business models and data use
strategies. Researchers, governments, donors, NGOs, and farmers’ organisations have all
discussed trust as an essential component of capacity development and willingness to commit to
open data in agriculture.**

Evidence shows, however, that digital skills, including access to technology, access to the
internet, and even simple word processing and spreadsheet management skills are lacking in
rural farming areas, especially in developing countries, and among women and vulnerable
communities. To seek to address these issues, CTA has invested in IT capacity development
efforts and e-Learning specifically for women and girls.®® As mobile phones are increasingly
available in developing countries, advocates expect that skills will increase, especially in rural
agricultural areas. However, it is also anticipated that more capacity development efforts will be
needed to ensure that all farmers can access, use, and share open data, including through the use
of mobile platforms.

Looking ahead

As we have seen, agriculture is diverse, as is the potential for applying open data to support a
range of activities in the sector, from providing remote sensing data for precision agriculture
applications to bringing farming extension advice to smallholder farm owners. Although the
stakeholders may look very different, overarching sector goals remain mostly unchanged: to
grow nutritious food as efficiently as possible, balanced with the need to secure the basic
livelihood of people everywhere, using successful business models. As outlined in this chapter,
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the burgeoning ecosystem for open agricultural data is only beginning to address a myriad of
issues as evidenced by the series of discussions that took place at the GODAN Summit in 2016
(see Figure 4). In the light of a growing world population and ever-increasing pressures on
resources, we need technological improvements and innovative approaches in many areas of
agriculture and nutrition to meet this goal, and data will be central to that effort.
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Figure 4:  Drawnalism artwork by Alex Hughes captured at the GODAN Summit, September 2016
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To date, the private sector has shown only minimal interest in publishing their data openly for
reuse. A much greater emphasis on incentives and business models that encourage the release of
open data at all levels of agricultural value chains is necessary. Both researchers and companies
need to undergo a cultural shift from closed and proprietary to shared and open, recognising the
value of open data in promoting innovation, cost-sharing, and improved value chain efficiencies.
The extent to which the FAIR principles have caught on, at least in the rhetoric of the sector, is
encouraging and highlights the value of communicating open data ideas as part of a broader
normative agenda for advancing agriculture.

In 2018, the meaningful sharing of useful (both anonymised and identifiable) on-farm data
was often curtailed by legitimate privacy concerns raised by farmers and their organisations, or
by farm machinery and farm management systems that operate in a proprietary space. The open
data community needs to increasingly involve stakeholders who are trusted by farmers, such as
farm cooperatives, in order to promote innovation using on-farm data. Right now, for those
wanting to innovate with data, obtaining large satellite datasets from governments or agents who
have already adopted an open data policy is a lot easier than opening up on-farm data or nutrition
data from surveys. Yet inclusive innovation also requires remote sensing to provide ground-truth
data, highlighting the need for ongoing efforts to secure granular data about farms with the
acceptance and support of farmers and their communities. As the agri-food industry increasingly
needs a “licence to operate” from the public, they have begun to release more data on their
sustainability performance. Early examples of this data publication and of the private sector’s
involvement in tracking SDG progress is promising in that regard. In addition, open data for
agriculture has almost exclusively focused on food security, but, thus far, has neglected to
consider textiles and forestry, which bear a large environmental cost and should be priority areas
for future focus.

The seeds are sown for the growth of open data in agriculture, but, as yet, the evidence of
lasting impact is limited. Creating the right ecosystem will need more than awareness raising. It
will require all stakeholders to grapple with challenging ethical issues by turning debates and
discussions into consensus, capacity development, guidance, and common approaches that can
be deployed at scale.
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Corporate ownership

Jack Lord

Key points

m  The availability of standardised and openly licensed corporate data “at source” from
corporate registries is limited, but through intermediaries like OpenCorporates,
significant open data can be accessed and reused.

m  Big strides have been made over the last decade in laying the technical and policy
foundations for more open data on corporate structures, ownership, and control, but
although progress has been made on the balance between openness and privacy in
corporate data, there are still issues to resolve.

m  Evidence suggests open corporate data can be a key tool in improving risk management
and holding the powerful to account, but progress may also bring increasing hostility to
openness from some entities in the private sector.

m A concerted effort will be needed in the coming years to build on the foundations laid to
date in order to deliver a global, robust, and reliable supply of open data on corporate
identity and ownership.

Introduction

Basic corporate data is essential for understanding our world. The name of a company; its legal
form, registration number, formation date, the identities of its directors, and the registry where
this information is held are all fundamental to knowing who we are doing business with and who
our employers are, as well as which entities should be taxed and in which jurisdiction. Access to
that data over time allows us to assess the performance and structure of the economy as businesses
form, merge, break apart, and fail. Another layer of analysis opens up if we move from simply
identifying corporate entities to identifying their owners and those who ultimately control them,
a concept referred to as beneficial ownership. The more jurisdictions that require corporate
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ownership data to be open, the easier it becomes to navigate through a myriad of shell companies,
regardless of where they are located, to identify the actual owners.

Information provided as open corporate data is of interest to public, private, and civil society
stakeholders, and has a universal geographical applicability. G20 leaders have discussed the need
to use corporate data to improve financial stability and efficiency, to combat corruption, and to
improve the exchange of tax information between jurisdictions.! These same goals are reflected
in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). SDGs 16 and 17 address the need to reduce illicit
financial flows, ensure the return of stolen assets, reduce corruption, promote investment, and
develop capacities for domestic tax collection, all of which are supported by improving the
availability and use of corporate data.?

Progress, impacts, and challenges

Progress: Data availability and technical infrastructure

Despite the relevance of information on corporates, progress on releasing it as open data has
been slow. In the fourth edition of the Open Data Barometer, corporate data, identified as
company register data, had the third lowest score of all the datasets surveyed, and only 5% of all
company register data was available as open data.’ Nor has there been a significant shift over time
to open these datasets. The first edition of the Open Data Barometer in 2013 found that only 3 of
74 company register datasets were available as open data; by the time of the fourth edition in
2017, only 6 of 109 datasets were open.* Corporate registers still lack a universal data standard
that could be used to make opening these datasets easier in the future.

A more hopeful picture can be found from OpenCorporates, an aggregator that provides
corporate data under an open licence. In 2018, OpenCorporates provided corporate data from
127 registries in 73 different countries; however, much of this comes from OpenCorporates’ own
scraping work rather than from the release of open datasets at source. For the platform to move
toward more comprehensive global coverage, more jurisdictions will need to open their company
register data and remove the paywalls that limit access.

Although datasets containing basic corporate information were found in all but one of the
jurisdictions assessed by the 2017 Open Data Barometer, albeit at many different levels of
openness and machine-readability, data related to corporate ownership often did not exist at all.’
In the latest Financial Action Task Force (FATF) consolidated assessment, only 19 of 69 countries
listed are compliant with transparency requirements for beneficial ownership, and these
requirements mandate only that information on beneficial ownership is obtainable by competent
authorities, not by the public.®” Very little open data on corporate ownership exists at the present
time. Open registers on beneficial ownership are available for Denmark (which also has a register
of legal ownership), the UK, and the Ukraine, and a state contractors’ register is available in
Slovakia. Furthermore, while the policy advances discussed below are likely to create more
ownership registers in the future, these will not necessarily be open, free-to-access, or machine-
readable.
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B ] Openness score for company registered data Information on openness unavailable
0 100

Figure 1:  The Open Data Barometer (ODB) uses ten different variables to assess the presence and openness
of company register datasets using an expert survey. The fourth edition of the ODB found just six
company register datasets that met the full open definition.

Source: https://opendatabarometer.org/? year=2017&indicator=0DB

However, important advances have been made. These advances might be described as
“Infrastructural’, providing the technical components that support the dynamic and international
nature of corporate information, as well as the legislative and civil society support that have made
these technical advances possible.

The most fundamental requirement for open corporate data is the availability of identifiers
that are unique, stable, and interoperable across jurisdictions and that are openly licensed. In this
respect, a great deal of progress has been made. Two systems are operational. Thomson Reuters’
PermID assigns identifiers and offers them, plus basic company and officer information, under
an open license for over 3.4 million legal entities.® The Global Legal Entity Identifier Foundation
(GLEIF) takes a different approach, requiring legal entities to sign up for an identifier through a
local operating unit. The LEI data they provide also contains basic company information and
will soon also contain “Level Two” data on an entity’s accounting parent. Over 1.3 million LEIs
have been issued to date; however, despite their universal applicability, identifier coverage is
greater across the wealthiest countries with almost 25% of the LEIs issued coming from the UK
and USA alone (see Figure 2).°

Another supporting development has been the emergence of lists and services to point
publishers and data users toward the right sources of corporate identifiers. One example of this
is org-id.guide, which has evolved from the organisation identifiers registry list maintained by
the International Aid Transparency Initiative to help encourage the use of stable identifiers from
existing registers for all types of legal entities across the world."° Launched at the 2016 International
Open Data Conference and developed to meet a commitment of the IODC Roadmap," it has
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been fostered by a collaboration of open data standards providers, but has not yet seen wide
adoption. GLEIF also maintains a list of corporate registries with unique identifiers known as the
Registration Authorities List that is used in LEIs."> One danger here is that we face a proliferation
of competing open standards to the point that tooling for crosswalks between identifiers will
need to be part of the future landscape of open corporate data. GLEIF’s dataset linking LEIs to
SWIFT’s Business Identifier Codes is a welcome step in this direction.

Percentage of LEls issued by country

United States: 13.5%

United Kingdom: 10.0%

Other Countries

Germany: 8.7%

Netherlands: 7.4%

‘France: 5.4%

Percentage of validated LEls issued by country

United States: 9.9%

Germany: 9.3%

Other Countries

France: 5.2%

Figure 2:  Over 1.3 million LEIs have been issued, although the global distribution of identifiers, and the
extent to which they are attached to verified data, varies by country.
Source: https://www.gleif.org/en/lei-data/global-lei-index/lei-statistics
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The final technical component of progress on open corporate data is the emergence of universal
data platforms. These services offer an advantage over national platforms in that corporate
activity often crosses borders, so identifying corporates often requires searching multiple
corporate registers maintained on national platforms. Reconciliation of company names and
disambiguation of company officers is a significant value-added service that such platforms can
provide. OpenCorporates is the most well-established example, offering access to open corporate
data via search and an APIL. More recently, OpenOwnership, funded by the UK’s Department for
International Development, has sponsored the development of the Beneficial Ownership Data
Standard and brought together beneficial ownership information from several existing national
registers on its own platform with plans to extend further and to allow self-submission by
companies and individuals.**

An introduction to beneficial ownership

In the context of corporate ownership, “beneficial ownership” refers to the identification
of the natural person or persons who benefit from, or control, legal entities, persons, or
arrangements. Beneficial ownership can be achieved through such means as formal
rights, like votes or dividend rights attached to shareholdings, or informal rights, like the
ability to influence the direction of a company outside a formal ownership relationship.
The identification of beneficial ownership involves looking through otherwise complex
corporate ownership chains to find the “ultimate” beneficial owner regardless of how
many shell companies or secrecy-based jurisdictions may stand in the way.

Beneficial ownership is also partly defined in the negative. While the “beneficiary” of an
asset can be any legal person, natural person, or arrangement, a beneficial owner must be
a natural person, because, regardless of how complex a corporate structure may be,
control over it ultimately resolves to one or more natural persons. Beneficial ownership is
also distinct from “legal ownership”, which refers only to ownership of legal title. For
example, one natural person may legally own a company, while another natural person is
the beneficial owner through a trust or nominee structure. Legal title is not necessary for
beneficial ownership, because control may be exercised through informal means.’

The concept of beneficial ownership has its origins in trust law, but, beginning in the
1970s, it has become part of the lexicon of international tax, anti-money laundering, and
illicit financial flows. More recently, beneficial ownership has moved out of these specific
fields into the broader policy debate on corruption and transparency.'® Of particular
importance is the emergence of the OpenOwnership project, which is focused on
enabling the publication of open beneficial ownership data and creating its own global
register of this data. The project has a steering group comprised of civil society groups,
such as the Open Contracting Partnership and OpenCorporates, and has built links with
organisations like the Open Government Partnership and the Extractives Industry
Transparency Initiative that have existing commitments to beneficial ownership
transparency.
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Figure 3: What is beneficial ownership?
Source: http://standard.openownership.org

Progress: Policy and legislation

The foundational work for progress on opening data corporate ownership has involved winning
the policy and legislative argument that corporate ownership data should be made available. At a
high-level, these arguments are summarised in two communiqués from the G8 and G20 in 2013
around the themes of anti-corruption and open societies,"” which, in October of that year, led to
the first public commitment to an open register of beneficial owners by the UK at an Open
Government Partnership (OGP) conference in London.'®

The motivation for opening up corporate data has three interlocking themes. First, the
financial crisis ushered in a historical period of reform centred around the dangers of uncertain
information and unknown actors in financial markets. This has been particularly important in
the G20 driving forward the Global Legal Identifier Foundation, which is based on their linking
of time-consuming and uncoordinated practises for identifying counterparties to the potential
for exposure to liabilities and consequent financial instability.’ Second, the use of anonymous
corporate vehicles in corruption cases and other illicit financial flows was highlighted in the
World Bank’s influential 2011 Puppet Masters report.”® Corporate anonymity has since been
identified as a contributor to terrorist-financing, to corruption, to the expropriation of
shareholders, and to impeding development goals.?! Third, the technical requirements of tax-
sharing and anti-money laundering requirements increased the demand for interchangeable
data on natural persons and legal entities.”? Together, these three themes have been critical
drivers of the beneficial ownership agenda.
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The concrete outcome of these policy initiatives has been national- and regional-level
legislation to mandate open registers of business data and the systematic collection of beneficial
ownership data (to which access may still be restricted). While early adopters were single
European nations, new regional leaders like Indonesia are starting to emerge in the Global
South.” In the European Union, the Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD) obligates
member states to create public central registers of beneficial ownership. In a major legislative
advance in 2017, the AMLD was updated to include trusts and trust-like arrangements and to
make that data accessible to those with a legitimate interest.**

Multilateral organisations have also drawn a wider range of entities into contact with the
infrastructure for identifying and describing corporates and for publishing this information as
open data. The Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI) 2016 Standard requires
countries to publish roadmaps for beneficial ownership transparency in the extractives sector
and a recommendation that beneficial ownership registers be public. As of March 2017, 21
countries had committed to a establishing a public register.”” The Open Government Partnership
also recommends robust registers of beneficial ownership as an intermediate commitment to
open government, and recommends providing open access to machine-readable data from these
registers as an advanced commitment.?

There is also a less visible layer of work related to corporate registers that is not yet yielding
open datasets but still establishes concrete targets for advocacy work in this area. In many
jurisdictions, such as Hong Kong, Singapore, Switzerland, Zambia, and others, governments
have passed legislation to require closed beneficial ownership registers to comply with anti-
money laundering standards.” Similarly, the implementation of the Markets in Financial
Instruments Directive IT (MiFID II) requires trusts wishing to trade in financial instruments to
have an Legal Entity Identifier as of January 3, 2018,% so that prior to the implementation of the
revised AMLD in the EU, we will get signals about which trusts in the region are economically
active and another identifier that can be incorporated into central registers.

Case study: OpenCorporates

OpenCorporates was founded in 2010 and has received funding from the Alfred P. Sloan
Foundation, ODINE, and EU Horizon 2020. OpenCorporates collects corporate data
from public open data sources, official APIs, and data scrapings, and transforms it all into
a standard form. Covering 127 registries, OpenCorporates offers a search engine, access
to free and paid APIs, corporate data, company gazettes, and LEIs. The site also offers
curated datasets on out-of-state corporations in the US. In 2017, OpenCorporates took
the Quebec corporate registry to court after receiving a takedown notice for information
originally accessed from that registry. The case indicates both how far the movement for
open corporate data has come and the role that OpenCorporates has played and how
much work is still left to be done.
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Impacts: Markets for corporate data

Even at this relatively early stage, the opening up of corporate data has had significant impact.
There is a significant market for data on corporate entities, and startups in this ecosystem have
both built new business models based on available open data sources and challenged information
providers. Significant businesses that have emerged in this space: OpenCorporates, providing
standardised corporate and financial data; DueDil, offering credit checking and anti-money
laundering checks; Arachnys, offering automated and manual tools for due diligence; and
Calcbench, offering standardised accounts data for US companies.”” Encouragingly, many of
these businesses support the rhetoric around the expected impacts of open corporate data by
serving to reduce the compliance costs for businesses, making decision-making about investment
and risk more transparent, giving minority shareholders visibility on who controls legal entities,
and allowing diagnostics for individual businesses and whole sectors of the economy through the
use of detailed data. There is still an obvious absence of businesses from the Global South;
however, the coverage of OpenCorporates and Arachnys, in particular, is also deliberately global
and constrained only by data availability. This is an encouraging sign that businesses built on
open corporate data can be supply-led rather than demand-led and that we will see a more
diverse customer profile emerge as a result.

Impacts: Civil society users of open corporate data

Corporate data has been fertile ground for civil society with the origins of movement closely tied
to transparency goals and now closely aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals. The
NGO, Global Witness, has used corporate data to investigate corruption in Myanmar’s jade
industry (see box) and money-laundering associated with Panamanian companies and the
Trump Ocean Club.*® Investigations that combine leaked and official data simultaneously
illustrate both the promise of joining up data and the difficulties of investigating ownership when
so many legal entities are registered in jurisdictions that support secret registration for
corporations. As another example, Transparency International, when investigating foreign
ownership of properties in London, combined information from the International Consortium
of Investigative Journalists’ Offshore Leaks Database and official sources; however, despite
combining sources, the report was unable to find information on 46% of the companies
concerned.” When open data sources are available, the potential for civil society to investigate
and exert pressure is clear. For example, court documents from a Brazilian case linked to the
Odebrecht bribery scandal, enabled journalists in Scotland to both examine the role of Scottish
Limited Partnerships (SLPs) as a possible money-laundering vehicle and highlight the lack of
compliance with disclosure rules in the UK’s open register.* The UK has since signalled reforms
on SLPs.*® Similarly, campaigners have also demonstrated the potential impact of tying data
standards together. In Malaysia, the Sinar Project’s Telus website, for example, will use the Open
Contracting Data Standard, Popolo, and the Beneficial Ownership Data Standard to link legal
entities and natural persons in public procurement disclosures as a way of finding corruption.*
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Case Study: Global Witness and the Jade Industry

The Global Witness investigation of the jade industry in Myanmar involved unstructured
source data that was turned into structured data by OpenCorporates. This process also
meant that full access to the dataset was preserved even as director and shareholder
details were being scrubbed from the original source.® Global Witness was then able to
see links within the jade industry using official data and to disambiguate legal entities and
natural persons with the support of on-the-ground interviews. Together, these techniques
allowed for precise documentation on how important figures from government, the
military, and the narcotics trade were heavily involved in the jade industry. As this
example suggests, the investigative use of corporate data often requires anchoring in a
particular external context. This might, as in Myanmar, provide information on the local
significance of patterns of corporate ownership or, as with large-scale leaks like the
Panama Papers, point investigators toward possible wrongdoing.

Challenges: Data quality

A significant challenge that is likely to become more acute over time is the quality assurance of
data held in open registers, especially when legal entities self-submit and information is verified
on a risk-assessment basis. In these situations, the information provided by honest actors is of
variable quality, and the information provided by dishonest actors is often hard to disentangle.
This problem is particularly acute when new compliance regimes are introduced and submitters’
understanding of their statutory duties is limited. A report from Global Witness has found that
the UK’s person of significant control (PSC) register, which is unverified and has some
unvalidated data fields, has serious data quality issues.’® Verified data, or data submitted through
a corporate service provider, is likely to be high quality, but imposes higher costs on corporates.
The poor quality of open registries, and the high cost of verified alternatives, was used as an
argument against open and verified corporate registries in a 2011 report by the Stolen Asset
Recovery Initiative.”” The same argument has resurfaced more recently in the context of registers
of beneficial ownership.*® Proponents of open corporate data will need to be wary of poor data
creating negative feedback around corporate transparency. A possible solution is to adopt the LEI
approach, where local operating units validate information for a small fee and accuracy remains
high.* There will also need to be a push for verified data, using traceable processes by authorised
persons to reduce the opportunity for plausible deniability when false information is entered into
a register.*” To guard against honest mistakes, registries may also be able to improve data quality
through automated error detection, better guidance to submitters, and improved data validation.

Challenges: Data protection and useful data

Other than data quality, the other major challenge to improving open data on corporate identity
and ownership may be the potential negative reaction from some corners to increases in
transparency, primarily because arguments around privacy and data protection are currently
unresolved. While the European court has ruled that there is no “right to be forgotten” for natural
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persons in company registers, legislation has not removed ambiguities around how long data can
be stored for, who has the right to access it, and how far should it go to identify individuals.*
While campaigners have made cogent arguments against privacy for beneficial owners, the
argument is likely to re-emerge as ownership transparency is tied into legal reforms associated
with corporations and to the fundamental rights of individuals. Given that extracting value from
corporate ownership data involves making sometimes uncertain connections between datasets
held in different jurisdictions, practitioners and civil society will need to balance the arguments
for transparency with the need for coordination and harm prevention for individuals exempt
from disclosure and for individuals who, while not exempt, may nonetheless be exposed to harm
by the joining up of datasets.

One more challenge arising from success will be the need to encourage positive uses for
ownership data, while discouraging detrimental or adversarial uses. There is a significant risk
that some combination of poor data quality, complex or non-interoperable data, and a lack of
capacity will lead to registers being created but not used. In this regard, it is useful to have sector-
specific guidance (e.g. NRGI's work on extractives) or targets for success or failure
(e.g. increasing revenue collection in the Global South).”? While positive uses of ownership data
will need to be cultivated, adversarial uses of registers are likely to increase unsupervised.
Dishonest actors will become familiar with the rules and find it easier to skirt disclosure
requirements, and as long as secrecy-based jurisdictions still exist, they will also have the option
to simply close legal entities and open new ones not subject to scrutiny.” This could itself be seen
as a sign of success, but it will be crucial to be able to measure such behavioural changes.

Conclusion

Much progress on open data related to corporate identity and ownership has been made. While
it might appear that the amount of open corporate data is still relatively limited, much of the
infrastructure required for success, such as policy, legislation, and technical architecture is now
in place or being developed. Moreover, progress to date has involved a broad base of stakeholders
from government, multilateral institutions, civil society, and the private sector. Great advances
have been made in creating a shared understanding that we need to be able to unambiguously
identify legal entities using universal identifiers, which has led to an emerging ecosystem of links
to complex corporate data. A more recent development is that the policy argument in support of
beneficial ownership seems to have been won. We have seen early examples of registers providing
ownership data as open data, as well as the legislative basis for many more to come in the near
future mostly as the result of a civil society movement committed to opening up asset ownership
as part of economic transparency. However, the withdrawal of the US from the EITI on the basis
that it is a “burden for business” demonstrates the fragility of the achievements to date and the
difficulty of maintaining corporate disclosure as a desirable goal.* For open corporate data to
fulfil its promise for the SDGs, any momentum that has been created in Europe and North
America will need to be recreated across the Global South.
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Crime and justice

Sandra Elena

Key points

m  Some of the earliest open data experiments revolved around crime data and were driven
by public and journalistic interest in local crime data; however, the open data community
related to crime and justice data remains one of the least developed.

m  Open data work in the crime and justice domain faces particular challenges related to
privacy, legacy systems, and interoperability, and often involves working with some of the
most conservative institutions.

m  Donors and international organisations have increasingly recognised the potential links
between open data and the crime and justice sector, but there are many cultural and
coordination barriers to be overcome.

® A strong and sustainable judicial open data ecosystem has the potential to create more
transparent and accountable judicial institutions and to improve the quality and
effectiveness of judicial public policy, leading to greater access to justice and safer

environments for all.

Introduction

In May 2005, a month before the official Google Maps application programming interface (API)
was launched, ChicagoCrime.org was launched, a pioneering experiment that took crime data
from the Chicago Police Department and presented it on an interactive map. Not only did this
inspire a plethora of diverse mapping mash-ups, but it also sparked many other data-driven
crime maps and acted as a key reference point for early open data arguments.? Yet despite this
strong beginning, crime and justice probably remains one of the least developed sectors for open
data. Outside of the publication of administrative data by police forces, usually at the local level
to enable crime incident mapping, the release of open data from judiciaries or other entities
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within the justice system remains rare, and governments are generally more reluctant to open up
crime and justice data to the public. According to the last edition of the Open Data Barometer,
only 17% of surveyed governments had, by 2017, made any crime data available to the public as
open data.’

There is, however, a growing awareness of “open justice” as a public good and the need to
apply open data principles to enhance transparency, accountability, and citizen participation
related to the activities of the government agencies dealing with crime and justice matters.
Evidence of this movement toward “open justice” can be seen in the growing number of worldwide
judicial commitments included by member countries of the Open Government Partnership
(OGP) in their National Action Plans. In 2011, only two out of a total of 170 commitments
delivered by member states related to the judiciary, while the last three years have seen an increase
to 63 (16 in 2015, 25 in 2016, and 22 in 2017). Of the total of 100 justice-related commitments
delivered within the OGP system since 2011, 24 are based on the use of open data (see box,
Examples of OGP justice-related commitments based on the use of open data).

The importance of open crime and justice data derives from the need to reinforce transparency
and accountability. Crime and justice institutions have historically been seen as rather aloof
institutions, detached from social influence; however, these institutions take actions and make
decisions that should really not be considered any differently from other public institutions with
regard to the need to be transparent and subject to constant public scrutiny.*

Government is often divided into three branches: legislative, executive, and judicial. Open
government data programmes have predominantly focused on the executive, which has
responsibility for the delivery of government services and the implementation of legislation,
leading to the release of crime data and crime mapping from police institutions or ministries.
However, there has been much less focus on the availability of open data from the judicial branch
of government.

This must be addressed as a core issue of democracy as the justice system should be a citizen-
centred public service, where decisions are actually made by civil servants who are entrusted
with the task of observing the law but are in no way above it.* Greater levels of open data from
the judiciary can help the system become not only more transparent and accountable, but also
more efficient. Open data should inform judicial public policy. While, at present, policies are
often designed from the top down and can result in poor quality services, the use of open data to
build sound judicial policies through data analysis and citizen engagement will provide more
efficient judicial services. Jimenez-Gomez recently described the worldwide state of the art of
“open justice” initiatives more broadly and identifies the use of open data as a core element that
should be taken into account to enhance the accountability of the courts.®

There are many elements that go into open justice, often involving the innovative use of
technology in the crime and justice space. This chapter is intended to be an examination of the
evolution of open data specifically pertaining to crime and justice, and is not intended to include
the additional analysis of policies related to civic participation or technology other than those
related to open data.
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Examples of OGP justice-related commitments based on the use of
open data

France (2015), National Action Plan 1, Commitment 12: Open Legal Resources’

This commitment received a starred rating after evaluation by the OGP’s Independent
Reporting Mechanism due to its potentially transformative impact. It includes further
developing the provision of legal and legislative resources as reusable open data and
deepening citizen participation in developing innovative services and open source tools
to facilitate the understanding and preparation of legislative texts, as well as in the
drafting (avant-projet de loi) of the Digital Bill.

Spain (2017), National Action Plan 3, Commitment 4.1: Open Justice in Spain®

This current commitment focuses on advancing open data as an instrument for achieving
openness in Spain’s judicial branch. It seeks to promote the citizen’s right to access
judicial information, including the initial steps required to transform the existing model
of judicial statistics into a new system based on open data with improved characteristics
regarding the quality of data, its collection, and management.

Lessons learned: Open crime and justice data

The most common sources of open data in this domain are the government agencies responsible
for delivering services and implementing policies related to crime and justice. Hence, it makes
sense that a vast majority of open data initiatives are national projects driven by institutions of
the executive branch and the judiciary, with a few of them carried out by international
organisations such as the European Union (EU) or the United Nations Office for Drugs and
Crime (UNODC). While there is a not negligible amount of crime and justice data collected by
private sector institutions, such as law firms, the potential contribution of these sources is yet to
be realised.

Bargh, Choenni, and Meijer have accurately identified “three typical challenges” for the
implementation of open data in the judicial field, highlighting privacy, legacy, and interoperability
as significant challenges that should be taken into account in further development.’

Privacy relates to the required balance between the transparency of data and privacy for the
real-life persons whose sensitive attributes, such as names, birth dates, crime types, or judgments,
must be protected by removal or anonymisation.

Legacy refers to the very nature of legal data and the semantic evolution over time caused by
continuous changes to rules and regulations. New crimes under the law need to be codified and
old crimes can have their names changed or be redefined. Managing legacy data also becomes a
challenge when government reform initiatives involve switching to new IT landscapes, requiring
the migration of large amounts of accumulated data (data historically stored on paper) and then
transferred to newer electronic systems. In order to make this data open and reusable, the
importance of effective independent management of legacy systems cannot be underestimated.
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Finally, the challenge of interoperability alludes to the necessity of ensuring that different
sets of data, gathered by a large number of different agencies, be collected, stored, and then
released using standardised criteria and processes, allowing the data to be integrated and
combined with data from external sources. The justice system also needs to advance the use of
unique identifiers that would make it easier to connect data across institutions and avoid
redundancies in data collection between multiple partners across the judiciary who may be
recording the same information.

The structure of the judiciary within federal governments deserves a special mention as the
existence of national and sub-national levels (involving different judicial systems within one
country) requires complicated inter-institutional coordination, making synchronisation and
interoperability especially difficult to accomplish. Collaboration between different branches
of government also presents challenges to reforms driven by the openness agenda as the
transversal interaction required is perceived, in some cases, as a threat to the separation of powers
(i.e. judicial independence).

Political and cultural barriers are still common hurdles for the implementation of the open
data agenda in the public sector. Those barriers tend to be even higher in the case of institutions
dealing with crime and justice (law enforcement agencies, the judiciary), which are traditionally
some of the most conservative and independent institutions. As Roberto Gargarella notes, this is
based on a conception of impartiality that holds dear the idea of isolated reflection by an
individual (or a small elite of individuals) as a requisite for making correct or unbiased decisions."

Another challenge is created when police and justice institutions lag behind in terms of
technological capacity (i.e. hardware, software, skills, and expertise). Universities and scientific
agencies could, and should, play a key role in building capacity for the use of data and emerging
technologies in the police and justice sector.

Additionally, the involvement of civil society is still very limited in this field. Few civil society
networks have projects looking specifically at open data in the crime and justice domain, with
even fewer being large enough to be known internationally. However, there are some emerging
examples of civil society organisations (CSOs) working independently or in collaboration with
government agencies, including Measures for Justice in the United States (US), OpenGiustizia in
Italy, La Nacién Data in Argentina, and the Justice Data Lab'! in the United Kingdom (UK).

Measures for Justice'? is a civil society initiative launched in 2011 that has developed a data-
driven set of performance measures aimed at assessing and comparing different aspects of the
criminal justice system in state jurisdictions of the US. The analysis, using data extracted from
administrative case management systems, covers three main categories: fiscal responsibility, fair
process, and public safety.

OpenGiustizia® was a project focused on organisational innovation and optimisation for the
Court and the Public Prosecutor of Napoli, developed by three Italian universities and financed
by the EU’s Social Fund between 2007 and 2013. Among the project’s objectives was the creation
of interoperability within the system’s databases and the provision of tools for accountability and
performance evaluation.

La Nacién Data' is a data journalism initiative which has been underway since 2012 by one
of the main newspapers of Argentina. It consists of a news portal and blog based on data collected
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from various sources. It makes an intensive use of open crime and justice data, delivering content
on themes such as femicide, high-profile judicial cases, and the penitentiary system.

Justice Data Lab"’ is a service run by the Ministry of Justice of the UK and New Philanthropy
Capital. Set up in 2013, it is aimed at organisations providing offender rehabilitation services. It
uses administrative data on re-offenders to conduct on-demand impact evaluations, so that these
organisations can assess the actual impact of their work through data-based evidence.

For most of these initiatives, data availability and interoperability remain a challenge.
Measures for Justice, for example, covers just six US states at present. The next section will
explore the different kinds of data that could or should be available on crime and justice, and the
various actors involved in creating and using it.

Making crime and justice open data available

The primary focus of opening data within the crime and justice sector is on three main categories
of information:

1. Case data: information on judgments and court rulings issued by crime and justice
institutions (e.g. courts, tribunals, etc.).

2. Jurisdictional data: performance and activity data from crime and justice agencies, such as
statistical data related to cases, reported crimes, arrests, citizen complaints, etc.

3. Structural data: information on the internal characteristics of crime and justice agencies,
such as their organisation, their internal processes, how they allocate their budget,
infrastructure, rules of procedure, staff and salaries, procurement, etc.

Data produced or collected by institutions within the crime and justice system is generally made
available in three main ways:

1. Asprimary data (i.e. unprocessed, as it was collected at the source) in downloadable
datasets or files (CSV, XML, DOC, XLS, PDF).

2. Asaggregated statistical data (i.e. as processed, and anonymised if necessary, data) in the
form of downloadable files or datasets.

3. Inaggregate form, but as graphical presentations either in static visualisations of statistical
data or through the use of user-facing data visualisation and analysis tools.

As the box below illustrates, while jurisdictional and structural data may originate with either the
judicial or executive branches of government, case data tends to be solely within the province of
the judiciary.
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The open crime and justice open data ecosystem
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Using a data ecosystem mapping methodology,'® this diagram represents the crime and
justice open data ecosystem as described in this chapter. Unbroken lines represent constant
interaction between the actors involved, while dotted arrows represent a direct but non-
continuous bond. Information producers (e.g. the judiciary, ministries of justice, the
police) are often also active consumers and users of the information produced. Stakeholders,
such as academia, CSOs, and data journalists, act as intermediaries, using raw data and
transforming it into user-friendly information products for a broader range of users
(citizens)."”

The way in which open crime and justice data are combined and delivered to users can vary
substantially. Table 1 gives 18 examples of data projects, although, for the sake of this chapter,
detailed analysis is restricted to four illustrative cases: Openjustice (US), Data.police.uk (UK),
Datos.jus.gob.ar (Argentina), and ECourts (India).

Openjustice’® is an open data project developed by the Office of the Attorney General of the
Department of Justice of California (US) to establish a criminal justice data portal which was first
launched in 2015. It currently delivers jurisdictional data from all enforcement agencies across
the State of California, covering crime, deaths in custody, hate crimes, homicides, juvenile court
and probation, citizen complaints, and the use of force. Structural data on the portal includes lists
of law enforcement and criminal justice personnel, as well as county-level contextual data
(educational attainment, income, poverty, and unemployment levels) for each county. The data
is made available as downloadable datasets and through visualisation tools.

Data.police.uk” is an open data portal maintained by the Home Office of the United
Kingdom that provides data about crime and policing in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland.
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I
Table 1: Open crime and justice data projects around the world
INITIATIVES TYPE OF DATA FORMATS
Pri Al t A t
Jurisdictional Structural Al S A
Cases . o data data data
(dataset) (dataset) (graphic)
Openlustice (US) X X X X X
data.police.uk (UK) X X X X X
datos.jus.gob.ar
. X X X X X
(Argentina)
ECourts (India) X X X X
Measures for
i X X X X
Justice? (US)
Mapa del Delito
K X X X X
CABAZ (Argentina)
Datos Abiertos del
Poder Judicial de X X X X
Costa Rica??
Data Portal
Singapore’s Public X X X X
Data®
Productivity
Commission?* X X X X
(Australia)
Dados Abertos
: X X X X
MPRS? (Brazil)
Judicial
Department?® X X X X
(Russia)
Statistics Canada
. . X X X X
Crime and Justice?
The Judiciary?®
L X X X
(Liberia)
data.unodc.org®
X X X
(UNODC)
ISS Crime Hub®
X X X X
(South Africa)
Otvorené Sudy>*
. X X X
(Slovakia)
Eur-lex® (EU) X X

De Rechstpraak®
(Netherlands)
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It was launched in 2013* and delivers jurisdictional data on reported crimes and all kinds of
police activity, including drug seizures, the issuance of firearms certificates, breath tests, or the
setting up of cordons under the Terrorism Act. It also contains structural data on the police
workforce, procurement, salaries, etc. Both primary and aggregated statistical data is available,
and the update frequency is either quarterly or annually depending on the subject matter.

Datos.jus.gob.ar” is the open data portal of the Ministry of Justice and Human Rights of
Argentina, containing overall data on the country’s justice sector. The portal was launched in
2016 and offers data on a range of jurisdictional activities, such as the delivery of pre-judicial
mediation and the provision of access to justice, as well as information on criminal policy, the
prison system, and structural data on institutions of the judicial branch and the Ministry of
Justice. Primary and aggregate data are available as downloadable datasets as well as via
visualisation tools. The update frequency of datasets depends on the subject matter, ranging from
daily or monthly to annually.

ECourts® is a service provided by the Ministry of Law and Justice and the Supreme Court of
India. Online since 2013, it contains real-time judicial data for all jurisdictions subject to the
Indian judiciary. It aims to serve as a dynamic source of information on the judicial system. It is
based upon a “National Judicial Data Grid”, which works as a nationwide data warehouse for case
data and aggregated data delivered through visualisations.

Additional examples of open crime and justice data initiatives are highlighted in Table 1,
classified according to the categories mentioned previously.”’

The potential impact on social and economic development

Open crime and justice data is expected to play a key role in measuring and delivering progress
in terms of social and economic development. Although the UNODC has been working on
crime and justice statistics for many years, the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development places a fundamental importance on open data at all levels to promote
accountability and inclusive decisions, to support reductions in crime and violence, and to
improve access to justice for all over the next 11 years. Although data will play a vital role in
showcasing national progress toward over 169 global targets encompassed within the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), it will also allow decision-makers in all three branches of
government to be able to rely on quality information for the design of public policies, based on
evidence, to achieve those global targets. Key SDGs for crime and justice data include SDG 16,
aimed at the reduction of violence, the reduction of organised crime, the development of effective,
accountable, and transparent institutions, and ensuring access to justice and public information,
and SDG 5, which focuses on gender equality and the total elimination of violence against
women and girls.

With regard to SDG 5, two specific examples of effective initiatives should be noted: the
provision of primary open data on sexual offences by the Colombian government through their
Open Data Portal® and the specific section on gender issues of the Open Judicial Data Portal of
the Ministry of Justice of Argentina, datos.jus.gob.ar,® where primary data is made available on
femicides, human trafficking, and assistance granted to victims of violence.
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The potential of open crime and justice data with regard to the SDGs will probably have a
crucial impact in the future allocation of resources and funding for associated projects and
initiatives. International organisations, such as The Hague Institute for Innovation of Law or the
Latin American Open Data Initiative (ILDA), are already orienting their funding priorities in
this direction as are other significant actors like the Open Data Institute, Transparency
International, and the Open Society Foundations. Crime and justice open data is also increasingly
on the agenda for key international organisations that are pushing for open government-oriented
reforms in the public sector, including the International Development Research Centre, the
OGP, and mySociety, among others.

Conclusions

An enabling environment is currently emerging for the spread of open data by and between
crime and justice institutions. International organisations and governments have begun to
consider crime and justice data as a raw material to use in implementing and evaluating public
policies. At the same time, data journalists, academia, and CSOs are learning how to use open
data to promote more transparent and accountable judicial institutions.

There are still, however, many barriers to the implementation of quality open data initiatives
and specifically to the extended use of judicial open data. The main barriers are traditional
cultural and political forces against openness within the judicial system, the lack of adequate
financial and human resources invested in capacity building, and current inadequate or restrictive
legal frameworks, including those that create a barrier to publishing data from judicial cases.
Another hurdle to overcome is the difficult but necessary coordination of the various public
institutions producing judicial data, as well as the lack of consistent standards around the
production and publishing of judicial information and the relatively weak expertise of civil
society and other actors in analysing the data.

Ultimately, two main actions are required in order to strengthen the judicial open data
ecosystem. First, at the institutional level, governments should include the judicial sector within
their access to information laws and open data policies and regulations. At the same time, justice
institutions should commit to country-wide and transversal open data strategies. These strategies
must take into account open judicial data intermediaries, such as academia and CSOs. It is
recommended that one judicial institution in the country (e.g. the Ministry of Justice, the
Supreme Court, or the Judicial Council) takes on the leadership role and coordinates the
development and implementation of open data policies and plans. Additionally, judiciaries
should set goals, targets, and indicators for justice delivery, and the resulting performance data
should be available and evaluated through open data.

Second, concerning the use of open judicial data, each judicial system must establish a balance
between publication and privacy protection. Privacy should not be used as an excuse for avoiding
openness. Governments and international organisations should promote the use of open judicial
data through different tools (curricula, hackathons, journalism, etc.) and public participation
mechanisms should be put in place to assess and set priorities for the data release process. We
also recommend setting up open judicial data portals to contain the totality of available data for
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each judicial system. Open judicial data should not only be provided in the format of open
datasets, but also through visualisations and data stories in order to reach a wide variety of users.
Advancing the interoperability of the data held in the systems of numerous institutions producing
open judicial data is a must. Governments, working with leading international organisations,
should promote the definition and adoption of specific standards for open judicial data.
International organisations should also promote the creation of open judicial data networks and
working groups, as well as the participation of open judicial data experts and leaders in relevant
conferences and debates wherever they are taking place. With success in these endeavours, the
next decade should see the ongoing development of a strong and sustainable judicial open data
ecosystem that can enable more transparent and accountable judicial institutions while delivering
more effective access to justice and safer environments for all.
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Development assistance and
humanitarian action

Catherine Weaver, Josh Powell, and Heather Leson

Key points

m  From the mid-2000s, organisations and individuals working in the field of development
assistance and humanitarian action have identified significant gaps in the data sharing
needed to support effective coordination of funding and operational work. Early adopters
of open data, from 2008 onwards, have worked to fill these gaps and have continued to
pioneer open data projects.

®  Availability and accessibility of open data have increased substantially, often outstripping
the capacity of organisations to reliably use this data, and more work is needed to ensure
that data sharing reflects the principles of data protection.

m  Greater investment is needed in joining up data and establishing common languages and
standards for aid-related data. Open data approaches have a key role in breaking down
silos between aid, budget, and demographic data.

B Research must now move beyond qualitative case studies to rigorous testing of theories of
change through quantitative longitudinal studies.

Introduction

Bureaucracies like to “hug” data' for many diverse reasons, and international development aid
and humanitarian agencies are no exception. For decades, the complex aid regime has been
plagued by information silos and technical, political, and cultural barriers to data sharing. This
legacy presents a distinct challenge to effective global assistance in an era of unprecedented
humanitarian crises and persistent poverty, especially in conflict-ridden states. Doing no harm
and ensuring protection are key principles in development assistance and humanitarian action;
therefore, ensuring data protection must also be a principle. Sharing data requires a delicate
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balance of effective coordination and protection of the most vulnerable. Organisations involved
in aid and humanitarian action have limited funding allocated to upskilling staff and developing
infrastructure. Gaps in technology and digital literacy are often barriers to building open data
processes within the complex aid delivery structures.

According to the international transparency movement’s theory of change, open data is the
key to unlocking the potential of international aid. Opening data related to development
assistance and humanitarian action will improve donor coordination, improve the efficiency of
humanitarian action, facilitate a faster response regarding relief assistance and development
spending, better inform resource planning and management, and empower stakeholders and
communities to push for greater participation.>**>¢’#° Open data, simply put, will make
development aid and humanitarian action more accountable and effective. But how far have we
come in realising this potential?

This chapter will provide a brief overview of the state of open data in the development and
humanitarian space, focusing on data collected and published by development agencies, private
philanthropic organisations, and humanitarian relief organisations. It will also supply a critical
assessment of the progress and pitfalls in the global transparency movement. We find that there
have been significant achievements in building consensus, standards, and technical platforms
around open aid data. Yet, the supply of open data has not always matched the demand, nor has
the open data revolution incited the expanded use of data in the area of international aid that may
have been expected.

The key challenges lingering today involve the need to improve the quality and consistency of
available data. This is difficult insofar as the data models, infrastructure, training, and business
risk analysis/workflow for open data in aid and humanitarian action are often insufficiently
funded. At the same time, we need to build broader awareness and expand the use of open data
with the objective of building data literacy and improving (and proving) the impact of open data
on decisions and outcomes. Likewise, we need to make open data accessible and useful to all
stakeholders, while also addressing difficult issues, such as data privacy, protection, and
responsible use. Finally, to sustain the momentum behind this data revolution, we need to garner
greater evidence of impact to demonstrate the benefits of open data in the field of development
and humanitarian assistance.

Background

In the context of development assistance, the open data agenda has grown out of larger debates
on aid accountability and effectiveness. Since the Second and Third High Level Forums on Aid
Effectiveness in Paris in 2005 and Accra in 2008, several definitions and standards on aid
transparency and open data have emerged, as well as numerous efforts to construct monitoring
and verification systems around compliance with international agreements and transparency
guarantees. At the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan, South Korea, in
November 2011, most major donor countries and agencies, including many from the Global
South, committed to reporting their aid information according to a common standard that
combined three complementary systems: the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
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Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Creditor Reporting System
(CRS++)," the OECD DAC Forward Spending Survey (FSS),!! and the International Aid
Transparency Initiative (IATT)."

The open data movement in international development has seen the development of a rich
set of supranational initiatives,"® national-level policies, and international non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), and networks devoted specifically to the advocacy and production of
transparent and open aid data. Today, the principals and goals of open data are embedded in the
United Nations (UN) 2030 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). In 2014, the UN'’s
Independent Expert Advisory Group (IEAG) published A world that counts: Mobilising the data
revolution for sustainable development.** The report called for investments in new technologies
and capacity building to improve the quantity and quality of data to address the inequalities in
data access between countries and for donors to promote the use of data in decision-making,
participation, and accountability.’ Similar commitments were made in the 2015 African Data
Consensus,'* the 2016 G8 Open Data Charter,"” the Grand Bargain for the Global Humanitarian
Agenda,' and, more recently, the March 2018 UN Statistical Commission’s 49th Session on
“Better Data, Better Lives”'” The open data movement as it pertains to international development
and humanitarian aid has shared a similar trajectory in terms of the evolution of influential
policies and activities.

The growth and support of open data as applied to humanitarian action is often tied to large-
scale humanitarian crisis events. This work often starts with determining workflows and best
practices for sharing data that will not do harm, and the first data that needs to be shared is most
often geospatial data. The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery (GFDRR),
created in 2006,% has been instrumental in advocating and piloting open data for both resilience
and disaster recovery, primarily through its OpenDRI initiative established in 2011.*' The
GFDRR has connected key humanitarian actors with technical communities. Open data,
including OpenStreetMap (OSM),2 has become more central for humanitarian action after its
use during the response to the 2010 Haiti earthquake. By engaging volunteers, the global OSM
community can quickly contribute essential geospatial data, such as location data on buildings
and roads. Having the most up-to-date data can provide those involved in delivering humanitarian
aid with the information needed to make strategic decisions. The UN Foundation sponsored
Disaster relief 2.0 report outlined the potential impact of this kind of information sharing. The
GFDRR, the World Bank, the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs (UN OCHA), and government agencies collaborated with the open data community
during this response.”

Many other emergency response activities have included organised efforts of global open data
advocates within the humanitarian network or within digital humanitarian networks like the
Digital Humanitarian Network or CrisisMappers.” The Humanitarian OpenStreetMap Team
(HOT),” founded in 2010, has worked to coordinate technology communities, mappers, and
humanitarians to deliver geospatial data for both international aid and humanitarian action.
Missing Maps, founded in 2014 by the American Red Cross, British Red Cross, Medicine Sans
Frontiers/Doctors Without Borders UK (United Kingdom), and HOT, promotes the use of open
map data for humanitarian action from disaster responses to health programming.*® The UN
OCHA:'s establishment of the Humanitarian Data Exchange in 2014 builds on years of effort by
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multiple humanitarian groups to open data.” UN Global Pulse, the United Nations International
Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF), the World Food Programme, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), and other UN agencies all work with open data. In the
humanitarian space, the CrisisMappers Conference and the State of the Map events® have
convened businesses, technologists, researchers, open data enthusiasts, funders, and governments.
Burgeoning support for open data has also been reinforced by the proliferation of work by civil
society organisations (CSOs), NGOs, technologists, businesses, and researchers, much of which
has been initiated as a result of global and regional events, including the annual International
Open Data Conference,” Open Data Day,* and the Data for Development Festival.*!

The International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI)

IATT was launched in Accra, Ghana in 2008 at the Third High Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness. IATT is a multi-stakeholder, voluntary initiative created to better capture
timely, detailed, comparable information on aid from traditional multilateral and bilateral
donors, new and emerging donors (such as the BRICS countries, Brazil, Russia, India,
China, and South Africa), NGOs, and foundations.

IATT offers a common standard for reporting and promoting the principles of open aid
by making all data publicly accessible, machine-readable, and downloadable for
replication and integration with other datasets. It also makes a variety of aid information
available, including data on forward spending and subnational activity locations. IATT is
supported by a governing board, a technical secretariat, and a Members Assembly, and
currently has over 600 publishers. In 2009, Publish What You Fund (PWYF) was created
to monitor donor compliance with IATT and other aid transparency commitments
through an annual Aid Transparency Index (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1:  Overview of the 2018 Aid Transparency Index
Source: http://www.publishwhatyoufund.org/the-index/2018
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In the development aid space, key leaders in the open data movement include the Members’
Assembly of IATI, PWYF, Development Initiatives, the World Bank Open Aid Partnership and
Mapping for Results team, Development Gateway, AidData, the International Development
Research Centre, the Transparency and Accountability Initiative, Interaction, and the Open Data
Research Network. These actors have been central to establishing the broad momentum for open
aid and establishing the methodologies and platforms needed to provide open aid data within
developing and emerging market economies (through country-owned aid information
management systems, such as Development Gateway’s Aid Management Platforms),* bilateral
and multilateral aid donor dashboards,* and international datasets (including the IATT registry,
Development Initiatives’ Development Data Hub, and AidData’s project-level aid datasets).**

Progress

As discussed above, one clear success in the open aid data movement is the emergence of a clear
consensus on the need to open data and to establish robust policies to ensure the provision of
standardised aid data by development and humanitarian organisations, national governments,
and supranational institutions. There has been considerable progress in developing the
infrastructure, in particular the systems and standards needed to collect, store, and publish open
data, such as the IATI XML standard and the Humanitarian Data Exchange.*® To reinforce the
transparency movement, monitoring and rating systems have been established to oversee aid
donor performance, including one aid-specific index, PWYF’s Aid Transparency Index, and
others with a broader focus on open data, such as Open Data Watch’s Open Data Inventory,
Open Knowledge Foundation’s Government Open Data Index, and the World Wide Web
Foundation’s Open Data Barometer.

The Centre for Humanitarian Data and HDX

The UN OCHA’s Humanitarian Data Exchange (HDX) is an open data platform for
sharing data across organisations and crises. Early HDX iterations included support from
technology communities at hackathons leading up to the official HDX launch in 2014.
HDX has a series of features, including organisation pages, country pages, and crisis
pages. HDX also includes tools for automated charting based on the Humanitarian
Exchange Language (HXL), a data standard based on using hashtags in spreadsheets.

HDX provides step-by-step guidance for sharing data while adhering to strict practices of
organisational and individual accountability. All datasets are reviewed to ensure they do
not include personal identifiable data. As of March 2018, there are over 6 500 datasets
and hundreds of participating organisations sharing a wide range of open data, including
assessments, geospatial, population, and more.

There are HDX Labs in Dakar, Senegal and Nairobi, Kenya, and, building on its success
to date, the UN OCHA launched the Centre for Humanitarian Data in The Hague,
Netherlands, in late 2017 with a focus on four areas: data policy, data literacy, data
services, and network engagement.
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epidemic emergencies available via the World Health Organization (WHO). There are also
informal informational working groups in the humanitarian sector, as well as country-level
donor sector working groups and donor coordinated forums in the development sector. However,
efforts to “join up” data on a global level are nascent, including initiatives such as the Joined-Up
Data Standards (JUDS) Project (closed in 2017)** and the Global Partnership for Sustainable
Development Data (GPSDD)* working group on SDG Data Interoperability. Nonetheless, the
irony is that the open data movement may be moving too fast as many data sources have yet to
converge upon a common standard (with common fields) for collecting and reporting data.

Data privacy, protection, and responsible use

Concerns about data privacy, protection, and responsible use are valid and persuasive reasons
why some organisations have been reluctant to open and share data. Choosing which data to
share, and for what purpose, is very complex for humanitarian organisations. Any discussion of
data sharing needs to start with ensuring the protection of the most vulnerable communities.
Coordination is key for delivering effective humanitarian responses guided by international
humanitarian law and standards like Sphere.*’ Information managers need to collaborate to
determine data sharing workflows that adhere to data protection guidance and responsible data
use while still improving coordination. This is complicated by the lack of business analysis of
workflows that would better support incorporating open data practices into processes,
procedures, and tools. Similarly, there needs to be more effort to reconcile open data with
domestic and international privacy laws and protections (e.g. the European Union’s General
Data Protection Regulation), and, therefore, a need for open data advocates to understand that
humanitarians may not be able to share all data given the sensitive situations in which they work.
Addressing all of these issues requires a wholesale change in how development practitioners
and humanitarians work, as well as the development and adoption of data protection and
responsible use policies. The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) has sought to
develop such protocols in their Professional standards for protection work* and Handbook on
data protection.” The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) has created
guidance for its implementing partners under ADS Chapter 508* and has implemented a
research programme on responsible data, although results are not yet public.* The Responsible
data handbook also lays out principles for handling data privacy in development projects.*

Technology and data literacy

Sharing and opening data requires tools, knowledge, and established workflows. International
humanitarian and development organisations have funding structures focused on either rapid
response or programmatic delivery. There is rarely sufficient investment in upgrading technology
infrastructure and business workflows to prepare for all the potential changes noted in the Fourth
industrial revolution.”” A data revolution needs a technology revolution first. Improved data
opening and sharing is also related to upskilling organisations and individuals in these sectors.
Data literacy is essential for improving advocacy and the use of open data everywhere and
critically important in the area of development and humanitarian assistance. Investment in data

83



84

The State of Open Data

literacy, operational changes, technology innovation, and back office workflows are rarely the
priority given the pressing humanitarian needs.* This funding gap inhibits the critical changes
required to properly implement tools and workflows to better support open data.

Data culture

While innovation in open data has been a top priority of many development agencies at the
headquarters level, these innovations often fail to appeal to country office staff, limiting impact
and implementation at local levels. For example, while publishing and using IATT has been a top
priority of many agencies, country staff are often unaware of IATI and are occasionally resistant to
its use, creating inconsistencies between data published locally and that published internationally.
More broadly, research has shown that agency staff at the country level often rely more heavily on
interpersonal relationships rather than openly accessible data.*” These misalignments suggest a
combination of factors:

m International open data publishers often do not understand the needs of local users,
leading to a top-down push for data use that results in country office fatigue and
resistance.

m  Data published internationally often does not reflect local realities or it lacks the attributes
(e.g. subnational locations and results data) needed to answer key questions on aid
efficacy.

m  Country-level agency staff are often sceptical of the value of data generally, as local
conversations and negotiations are seen as more effective means for gathering
information.

m  Fostering data literacy requires a data culture of learning and sharing, meaning new
approaches to leadership, sharing, and trust building with local stakeholders. Current
systems and processes for knowledge exchange are often outdated.

m  Theories of change around open data still need to grapple with the necessary cultural
change for data producers and data consumers. Work to advance open data should
recognise that trust in, and the use of, open data can vary greatly across countries and
sectors where data may be highly politicised and contested, and where the practice of
evidence-based decision-making is not yet ingrained in policy-making.

An increased focus on enhancing the partnership between headquarters and country offices with
the aim of tackling local challenges and improving the effective dissemination and uptake of
open aid data is necessary. Examples of this include UNICEF’s partnership with Development
Gateway, Development Initiatives’ work with partner governments and country offices to localise
IATT data to solve priority challenges,* and the Netherlands’ and the Department for International
Development’s (DFID) engagement with suppliers and country offices to encourage disaggregated
publication and use of IATI data.
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Evidence

There are a number of new studies that attempt to provide evidence on the impact of open data
(see box, Building the evidence base: Studies of open aid data use and impact). Each of these
studies seeks to fill the gap on what we know about the extent to which key stakeholders are
actually aware of open data, as well as their willingness and ability to access and use these systems.
Ultimately, with the realisation that an “if we build it, they will come” approach is simply not
enough, attention has shifted from developing to testing the open aid data theory of change.

Building the evidence base: Studies of open aid data use and impact

While evidence of the longer-term impact remains sparse, there are several recent studies
that have attempted to directly measure the levels of awareness, use, and outputs related
to open aid data.

Studies by USAID (2015: Aid transparency country pilot assessment),”* Development
Gateway (2016: Use of IATI in country systems),’> and Development Initiatives (2017:
Reaching the potential of IATI data)*® have studied the awareness and use of IATT data
globally and within specific countries, such as Zambia, Ghana, and Bangladesh. Similar
studies have examined awareness and use of in-country aid information management
systems, including in Nepal (with a 2014 study by Freedom Forum),** in Sierra Leone (in
a 2017 Oxfam study),” and in Timor Leste, Senegal, and Honduras (in a 2017 report
from AidData).>

Fewer studies have attempted to measure the actual impact of open aid data on other
variables, such as accounting in development finances, donor coordination, citizen
empowerment, and development outcomes (with the exception of PWYF’s 2017 work in
Benin and Tanzania,” papers by GovLab in 2017, and Kotsadam et al. in 2018 in
Nigeria®).

To date, evaluations related to open aid data have been largely qualitative and limited to non-
generalisable case studies. In many instances, these case studies reveal little awareness of open aid
data systems and engagement with that data. As a step prior to measuring impact, research must
first better understand the conditions that enable or constrain data awareness and use. Such
conditions often boil down to simple capacity issues with respect to accessing and analysing data,
which often require higher bandwidth, sufficient server capacity, and the availability of computers
and smartphones. Access and use also require sufficient expertise to navigate data that is supplied
in foreign languages (especially English) or complex programs (ArcGIS, XML formats, and
dense CSV files). To understand awareness and use, research must also address the complex
political economy around data ecosystems. This includes developing a sensitivity to the cultures
of data production and sharing, the politics behind resource allocation, the delegation of
authority for open data systems, the role of the media and data journalists in serving as
intermediaries, and the historical relationships between governments, donors, and civil society
groups.®
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Conclusions and recommendations

The past decade of the application of open data to development assistance and humanitarian
action has provided critical lessons for moving forward. We offer four key recommendations to
the international open data community on how to address the key challenges faced in making
open data work in the delivery of development assistance and humanitarian action.

1. The release and use of open data faces organisational hurdles. This may include a lack of
resources and infrastructure needed to ensure quality and timely data collection or a lack
of a data culture that encourages data use. Data is only useful if it is seen by end users as
central to information products, evidence, decisions, and knowledge sharing. Open data
advocates need to ensure that the mechanisms designed to supply open data are informed
by, and integrated into, organisational structures in ways that are consistent with local data
cultures and existing capacities. A common language is needed to develop an
understanding between data consumers and data producers. The key to success is
understanding the culture and context, then building capacity and usage with early
adopters. The talking points about “why open data matters” need to incorporate and
acknowledge the barriers and aim for opportunities that show true impact.

2. More investment is needed to support joined-up data initiatives. The evidence we have to
date suggests strongly that stakeholders want open data around aid and humanitarian
assistance, but would find it more useful if such data was more effectively integrated across
sectors, especially with respect to domestic budgets and essential demographic
information. We need to break down silos and manage open data with a comprehensive,
holistic approach.

3. Successfully addressing data privacy, protection, and responsible use will continue to be
critical to the success of the open data movement. Setting minimum data standards is the
starting point for data sharing. Improving education on the impact and value of data
sharing while still adhering to data protection and responsible data use will require a
constant balance. Open data and data sharing can occur if data-driven projects are built
with privacy protection by design. Data controllers, data producers, and data consumers
will need to plan and manage risks and benefits by incorporating proven practices into
standard operating procedures.

4. The open data community, and the broader community of donors engaged in
international development and humanitarian action, need to invest more in basic research
on awareness, use, and impact. Investment in technology and business analysis will also
aid the implementation of open data practices. To sustain momentum for open data, we
need to rigorously test the theory of change and hypothesised effects on outcomes, such as
aid accountability, effectiveness, donor coordination, improved budget management, and
timely and inclusive decision-making in the allocation of scarce resources.® These studies
need to go beyond static, qualitative case studies to include more longitudinal studies that
are capable of capturing the larger societal costs and benefits and the long-term impacts of
open data.
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Education

Javiera Atenas and Leo Havemann

Key points

m  Open data can help researchers and policy-makers understand the education landscape,
provide information for parents and children about education facilities and their
performance, and serve as a key element in the creation of open educational resources
(OER).

®  Attention must move beyond the simple availability of data on education to also question
how the data is contextualised, presented, and used to ensure it does not result in the
reinforcement of pre-existing biases and social divides.

m  There has been relatively limited intersection to date between the open education and
open data communities. There are opportunities for future strengthening of these links,
increasing the use of open data as a key educational resource, and supporting more
applied civic education.

Introduction

According to United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 4,! states must “ensure
inclusive and quality education for all and promote lifelong learning”. In this chapter, we consider
the ways in which open data can support the achievement of this goal. In the education sector,
open data released by governments and educational institutions, as well as by national and
international organisations, can support a wide range of interventions, including strategies to
improve the quality of education, the design of effective education policies, the creation of
educational resources, and the development of the key literacies needed to operate and participate
in today’s “datafied society™?

The education ecosystem is made up of a complex network of systems and practices developed
to address a wide range of sociopolitical and economic issues. Despite the enormous efforts made

by countries to guarantee equal access to quality education, there are still challenges to overcome
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for which open data can provide insight, perspective, and a wide range of tools to further our
understanding of core educational problems and to support the development of solutions. It has
also been argued that open data can be used as part of a series of quality indicators to help people
to make better decisions related to educational opportunities and methodologies and to choose
among education providers. More overtly, open data used in the development of open educational
resources (OER) can be considered a key tool in promoting citizenship and democratic values
and developing the transversal literacies that citizens require in order to participate in a datafied
society. Figure 1 indicates three main ways in which open data and the broader education sector
intersect. You can also think of this in terms of how open data use intersects with the three main
education stakeholder groups: policy-makers, parents and learners, and educators.

Access to national Use of data as
and international evidence for
Open data: data about policy-making and to
Education — education at — develop strategies
landscape primary, secondary, for improving
vocational, and education and
tertiary levels participation
Access to local data Use of data by
Open data: on the quality of parents and learners
Education R — Education —— schools, vocational to inform selection of
indicators education centres, educational
and universities programmes and
providers

Access to data used

Open data: for teaching and Use of data to
Educational C— learning activiies —— develop open
resources and to develop educational
statistical, media, resources
scientific, and (OER)

political literacies

Figure 1:  Open data in education
Source: Authors

In this chapter, we will explore both the opportunities and challenges that open data presents
across the education sector, drawing upon examples from around the world, and wider critical
arguments and studies related to open data.’ We are aware that while open data can promote
public participation and social innovation, it can also reinforce pre-existing biases by connecting
performance with the poor and vulnerable in an unfair manner, helping to further marginalise
those who cannot choose where to live or study. The evidence we have gathered suggests that
although impact to date has been mixed, there are many opportunities to substantially strengthen
existing networks and activities around open data and education in the future.
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Open data and the education landscape

Understanding the current state of education and identifying ways to improve education, are
vital tasks for policy-makers. Davies,* Niemi,” Burns, Koster,® and the 2017 EU Eurydice Report”
argue that policy-makers need better access to evidence in order to address policy issues. Data
that describes achievements, attainment, enrolment, or the distribution of learning are all
important to determine whether educational systems are working or not. The United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)? has indicated the need to ground
policy on reliable evidence to ensure that educational policies are effective, efficient, and
implementable. They argue for the use of comparable indicators and for ensuring that data is
available disaggregated by gender, administrative area, geographical location, sociocultural
groupings, education level, and type of provider to enable a comparison between the different
groups and to identify those who are educationally disadvantaged.

Motivans,’ in exploring data availability to monitor the SDGs, also calls for educational data
that is relevant, valid, reliable, timeless, punctual, clear, transparent, comparable, accessible,
affordable, consistent, and with potential for disaggregation. There has been some progress on
making this data available (and open), but major gaps remain. Notably, educational data from
countries such as Kenya, South Africa, Ecuador, or Montenegro® is scarce and neither widely nor
openly available, making it difficult to assess their progress in relation to SDG 4.

While some states have had standardised testing since the 1950s, it is only in the last
20 years that standard national assessments have become the norm in Europe, and the majority
of the world’s population still resides in countries without such testing.!! International initiatives
have stepped in to fill the gap. The best-known example of performance data provided at the
international level is the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD)
Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) test'? initiated in 2000, providing data
about learner performance in science, mathematics, and reading. The results of this standard
test, linked to sociodemographic data, enable comparative analysis regarding differences in
performance among diverse groups of learners, taking into account gender, social background,
migrant learners, and ethnicity. In 2015, 72 countries participated in the PISA survey, generating
data that is commonly used in evidence-based policy-making to help educational stakeholders to
target specific problems guided by clear information. Individual (anonymous) student results
from the study are published in downloadable structured data formats for common statistical
software.

When open data is available as disaggregated data then a wide range of actors can get involved
in its analysis. Academics are clearly major users of education-related data, but private
consultancies and non-profit organisations have also taken advantage of available datasets. For
example, in the United Kingdom (UK), the FTT Education Datalab'® was established by a non-
profit education services company to help policy-makers improve educational practice.
International organisations, such as the OECD, UNESCO, and the World Bank, make use of data
(combined with qualitative research) to contribute to the international collection of policies,
presentations, policy tools, and frameworks intended to support evidence-based policy-making.
Van Schalkwyk (2017) has also drawn attention to the way in which institutions providing
performance data (in particular, higher education institutions in South Africa'*) take advantage
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of cross-institution comparisons for benchmarking and how making more granular information
available as open data has provided “a new fuel for transformation”*®

However, when approaching educational data for research and policy purposes, there are at
least two important considerations to keep in mind. First, the privacy of educators and learners
must be protected when using or sharing data, particularly administrative and statistical data
containing personally identifiable information. Surfacing and addressing patterns of educational
disadvantage requires a careful balance because it is important that educational data can be
disaggregated by gender, sociocultural background, educational level, and type of school. In the
UK, controversy has emerged a number of times over the intrusiveness and level of data disclosure
from the National Pupil Database.!®

Second, it is important to consider the capacity to create and use data, not just its availability.
In this area, one project to watch is the CapED initiative.!” This project, active in 25 of the least
developed countries (LDCs), aims to connect national education policies with data sources, and
to support states in their use of this data in the development of their national action plans to
achieve SDG 4. As each national CapED project works with UNESCO’s Institute of Statistics to
implement a data component, there may be opportunities to further emphasise open data
approaches.

When microdata cannot be disclosed, the design of indicators that describe the data landscape
is also of crucial importance. At the national level, one example that demonstrates this is the Data
Chile education indicators site'® that provides information from the National System of
Performance Evaluation (SNED). SNED has been constructed using six indicators: school
effectiveness, improvement, initiative, improvement of working conditions, equal opportunities,
and the integration of teachers, parents, and guardians (see Figure 2). In an open data context, it
is important to think about who gets involved in defining the indicators that will shape the
sources of data that will be available in future.
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Figure 2:  National System of Performance Evaluation (SNED) data: Integration
Source: DataChile, https://es.datachile.io/geo/chiletteducation
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In summary: demand is high for data across the education landscape, but supply varies. When
open data is available, established policy-makers can be joined by new actors, including
entrepreneurs and journalists, to debate and shape education performance and policy; however,
even in the absence of globally comparable data or the use of that data by policy-makers, datasets
on educational institutions can also drive change through parent and pupil behaviours.

Open data about educational institutions

In many countries, parents and/or pupils have some degree of choice over educational institutions.
Statistics have long played a role in decisions related to the selection of learning products,
programmes, and providers. With the availability of open data, a range of interactive platforms
have emerged that use institutional or third-party assessment data to inform parents and learners,
providing them with indicators and information they can use to make informed choices."** The
data made available about educational institutions tends to focus on performance
(e.g. university ratings) by using standardised metrics, but also may provide detailed information
on programmes and prerequisites.

The last decade has seen the launch of numerous portals around the world that provide the
means to compare the quality of education at different institutions using data provided by
national and local authorities. Some examples include the Identicole portal in Peru, MIME from
the Ministry of Education in Chile, JedeSchule run by non-profit organisations in Germany, the
mobile app-based Conozca su escuela in Costa Rica run by Programa Estado De La Nacidn, and
Scholen Keuze and Scholen op de Kaart in the Netherlands.?!

A number of platforms go beyond using data to encourage “shopping around” in the selection
of schools. For example, Mejora tu escuela in Mexico,? created by El Instituto Mexicano para la
Competitividad (IMCO) with funding from the Omidyar Network, places an emphasis on
gathering feedback from users of the platform and equipping them to advocate for improvements
to their existing schools. In the UK, School Cuts,” created with the backing of major teachers’
unions, places the emphasis on how funding cuts in education are impacting individual schools
and was used as an advocacy tool in the last election. One of the unions funding the project
claimed it helped to change “750 000 votes during the election and resulted in the government
stumping up another £1.3 billion for schools in July”?* However, the vast majority of platforms
focus on maps and rankings. Figures 3 and 4 show two further examples from the UK.
The first one, School Atlas, was developed by the Mayor of London and showcases the impact of
income deprivation on children in London. The second example is a map of schools in London
developed by a private firm, Locrating Ltd, which places the emphasis on school quality, cross-
referencing data from Ofsted (the inspector of schools) and the Department of Education (UK).
It showcases schools by area, displaying school quality as “inadequate”, “requires improvement’,
“good’, or “outstanding”; however, if we look at the data from a critical perspective, we can note
the biases this information may portray by reinforcing preconceived notions of privilege and
disadvantage.
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Figure 4:  Examples of school information platforms
Source: Locrating, A to Z of Schools, https://www.locrating.com/all_schools.aspx

Both examples offer an illustration of how the quality of education can be portrayed, but, even
with contextual data, there is a risk that such information could stigmatise pupils from schools
rated as inadequate or in low-income areas. We need to consider critical ethical questions when
making data available about schools or, at the very least, ensure performance data is accompanied
by contextualised information about the socioeconomic challenges faced by the relevant
community, such as poverty, integration, and inclusion.
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While school information portals are popular and may support more informed decision-
making by learners faced with a complex mix of educational opportunities, there is limited
empirical evidence to date on whether they ultimately improve education as much as advocacy-
oriented efforts aimed at holding governments accountable or at ensuring proper funding for
quality education for the most vulnerable in our society. When it comes to data on educational
institutions, we have both ample open data supply and demand, as well as active intermediaries
who are able to sustain their platforms. While there may be cases of individual impact for
particular learners, the net social impact is difficult to determine.

Open data as an open educational resource

The final application of open data in education is its direct use in the development, or as part, of
OER. OER are defined by UNESCO? as “any type of educational materials that are in the public
domain or introduced with an open license” Open data used as OER can allow students to learn
and experiment by working with the same raw data researchers, governments, civil society,
international organisations, and policy-makers generate and use. They can form a key component
in research- and scenario-based learning activities, and in supporting students to develop
informational, statistical, scientific, media, political, and critical-thinking skills. By working
with real-world data, students can develop storytelling and research skills, and can apply
analytical, collaborative, and citizenship skills in using data to solve real-world problems.

This idea of using open data in education is recognised in the sixth principle of the Open Data
Charter® on open data for inclusive development and innovation, which states that it is key to
“[e]ngage with schools and post-secondary education institutions to support increased open data
research and to incorporate data literacy into educational curricula.” Although it is not clear how
much emphasis has been placed to date on this point by countries and cities adopting the Charter,
the groundwork to support the use of open data as OER has been laid in a number of projects.

In 2015, the Open Education Working Group of the Open Knowledge Foundation, established
in 2013, published Open data as Open Educational Resources: Case studies of emerging practice”
in which a series of authors presented activities that could be adopted by educators at schools and
universities to promote the use of open data in research-related activities. The book provides
examples and best practices, showcasing how to use real data from research and from national
and international data projects to foster educational activities to develop data literacies and
critical thinking through collaborations among students, researchers, and academics. One of the
practices portrayed in the book is A Scuola di OpenCoesione in Italy,”® an educational challenge,
designed for Italian high school students. It was funded under the open government strategy on
cohesion policy in partnership with the Ministry of Education and the Representation Office of
the European Commission in Italy.

Other practical examples of the use of open data as OER* can be found at the Open Data
School in Russia, which provides a series of lectures and seminars from experts on open data
topics. The Open Linked Data project at the Universidad Técnica Particular de Loja in Ecuador
presents the results of a study on Linked Data technology for students, researchers, and educators,
and Data Science Fundamentals in Palestine offers an online tool to enable students to follow the
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Foundations of Data Science training course developed by students and academics from Birzeit
University. Finally, Monithon, also from Italy, offers an example of applied learning through open
data, which citizens and university students, alongside researchers and policy-makers, use to
monitor development projects. However, even with these notable successes, many initiatives
focused on the use of open data as OER have been relatively short-lived, and the connections
between the open education and the open data communities are still relatively weak with only a
few points at which the communities intersect.

Supporting use of open data as OER is closely linked to work on data literacy (see Chapter 19:
Data literacy). Recently, the Latin American Initiative for Open Data (ILDA) has developed a
training programme for academics in the use of open data for teaching and learning™® to support
them in developing the capacities needed to live and work in the datafied society, including
learning to construct knowledge and analysing information critically from a wide range of data
sources.”

Following Uhlir and Schrdder’s argument®? that “[s]tudents may be less effectively educated
and trained if they are unable to work with a broad cross-section of data’, and Davies™ assertion
that “there will be greater need in future for capacity both in state and society to be able to debate
the meaning of data, and to find responsible ways of using open data in democratic debate”, we
consider that the inclusion of open data in curricular activities is key to ensuring that both
educators and learners acquire the skills they need to participate in contemporary society.

Conclusion

Over the last ten years, open data availability has grown, including data about education and data
that can be used within education. Looking for school performance information may have
involved using tables published once a year in newspapers ten years ago, but now many countries
have interactive websites offering analysis and visualisation: ranging from official government
sites to private sector-managed portals. Schools and post-secondary education institutions no
longer need to rely on tables in textbooks, but can go to real-world updated datasets for teaching
and learning; however, many challenges remain.

Although open data can provide evidence about problems that need to be addressed at the
policy level, it can also be a key component in the development of the literacies needed in a
datafied society, as well as in enhancing and promoting civic participation and understanding of
the media and the sciences. However, it cannot be considered as the panacea for all educational
problems.

Data is never neutral and it is ultimately a political instrument. Data and the algorithms used
to analyse it can prompt stigmatisation, segregation, and discrimination. Mainstream narratives
may place the blame for poor quality education on the children that perform poorly on
standardised tests based on their economic or social background, instead of pointing at the
authorities who have failed to provide the policies, programmes, and funding needed to improve
the schools those children attend.

Arguments for opening data in education have tended to focus simply on the importance of
access to data. Such arguments can gloss over the non-neutrality of data and the potential threats
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inherent in data-driven decision-making, where the context for data collection and presentation
is opaque or where data “consumers” lack the critical thinking skills needed to interpret the data.
They often also ignore the impact of trends toward the marketisation of education. We do not
believe that it helps to approach open data as innocuous and benign per se. As Kitchin® states, “if
open data merely serves the interests of capital by opening public data for commercial re-use and
further empowers those who are already empowered and disenfranchises others, then it has
failed to make society more democratic and open” However, as we have seen above, with
examples like SchoolCuts.org, it is not only private interests that can deploy data for implicit or
explicit political ends and there is potential for critical action.

Ultimately, while there are many challenges around the use of open data for education, it is
through wider education about the creation and use of open data that these risks can be best
addressed. The wealth of open data on all topics that could be applied to OER can be part of this.
In conclusion, we recommend that:

m  In the use and development of education indicators, it is important to prevent analysis
exclusively through the use of algorithms as these may reflect biases and can foster the
stigmatisation of vulnerable students.

m  When governments open up educational data, they must ensure that it is anonymised to
prevent the identification of individuals and collectives and, in addition, consider the
potential uses of this data by public and private stakeholders to prevent this data from
being used unethically.

m  When institutions, civil society, and private sector organisations build tools using
educational data, they need to consider the potential impact and use for students,
educators, and educational communities.

®  And finally, to foster data and citizenship literacies, the open education, open data, and
open science communities must collaborate to develop educational materials and
curricula to support educational institutions and programmes at all levels, including
training for educators and educational communities.
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Key points

m  Data and information underpinning environmental knowledge is recognised as a form of
power.

m  Vast quantities of environmental data are available online through many dedicated local,
regional, and international data portals. This reflects long-established norms and
practices of data-sharing within the environmental research community.

m  Emphasis must be placed on increasing the volume and geographic coverage of open
water and air quality data.

m  Making connections between datasets across borders and thematic silos is essential to
support greater understanding of a changing climate, to address air quality, to manage
water resources, and to sustain biodiversity. However, there is often a disconnect between
academic and official data initiatives and open-source, grassroots/citizen-science open
data projects.

m  Context-aware open data approaches and well-resourced data infrastructures are crucial
to avoid loss of data, missed opportunities, and duplication of effort.

m  Asthe amount of environmental data from sensor networks increases, there will be major
inequalities in global data coverage to address with developing countries often being more
poorly represented.

Introduction

Since the early 1960s, we have seen an increasingly vocal response to unmitigated anthropogenic
impacts on the environment.! Although there were earlier activists and movements, the 1960s
marked the period when disparate voices started to coalesce. Environmental activists started
conceptualising environmental problems as political matters, and, in doing so, using scientific
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knowledge as part of their armament. This led to a significant change in policy-making with
regard to the use of scientific outputs and knowledge as supporting evidence. Data and
information have become forms of power that are used to drive or change political discourse on
issues affecting the environment. Knowledge derived from science, coupled with activism, played
a major role in getting governments to endorse the Declaration of the United Nations Conference
on the Human Environment in Stockholm in June 19722 It was at this conference that
governments accepted that anthropogenic impacts on the environment were a reality and that
more research was needed to understand the causes, impacts, and mitigation measures. Since
that time, we have had subsequent international environmental engagements that rely on
scientific knowledge to guide activism, decision-making, and policy development.

The 1990s brought the digital revolution. Data generation and exchange became easier, and,
by 1996, the internet had become mainstream, allowing for easy digitisation and the dissemination
of data. Environmental data became easier to acquire and to share. Although access to
environmental data, information, and knowledge is not a recent phenomenon, over time the
emphasis for open access has shifted from information and knowledge as products to include the
underlying elements: the data that comprises these products.

Environmental concerns are all-encompassing, ranging from microbial research through to
large planetary weather systems research. Open data provides an opportunity to promote review,
transparency, accountability, participation, and the identification of knowledge gaps. The growth
in environmental open data portals to support research, advocacy, decision-making, and
communication indicates the importance of sharing data on a range of environmental issues.

Earth, air, and water

The following sections present an overview of the progress on open data in relation to four key
environmental domains: climate change, air quality, biodiversity, and water resources.

Open data and climate change

Known research into climate change can be traced back to 1824, when Joseph Fourier® noted the
warming of the Earth. In the 1890s, Swedish scientist Svante Arrhenius* made the connection
between carbon dioxide and rising temperatures, the “greenhouse effect” It took another century
of research, publications, and advocacy before the issue secured global attention.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has achieved great success in
putting climate change on the international political agenda and ensuring that almost every
national government is paying attention to the issue. The data underpinning IPCC research
comes from various open sources, and there are robust processes in place to ensure data integrity.
The transformation of statistical climate data into easily digestible visuals through data
visualisation, such as maps, also helped convey the importance of the issue to the general public
(see Figure 1). The IPCC Fourth Assessment Report provided credible evidence to gain the
necessary political traction;® however, the identification of “major errors” in the main report had
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some sceptics questioning its veracity. The greatest error related to the incorrect referencing of
2035 as the date by which the Himalayan glaciers will have melted; however, a correction was
made after a review of the source data, and the date estimate was changed to 2350.° Other
perceived “errors” were not actual errors, but rather questions regarding the validity of including
content that had not been peer reviewed.

February 2016 L-OTI(°C) Anomaly vs 1951-1980 1.33

[ I [ [ x I [
-45-4.0-2.0-1.0-0.5-0.2 0.2 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 11.1

Figure 1:  Data visualisation is a powerful tool to interpret complex climate data and make it accessible to a
wider audience. In this image, NASA uses visualisation to illustrate temperature departures from
the average during February 2016.
Source: IMAGE:NASA GISS

The 4th IPCC Assessment Report

The main criticism of the 4th IPCC Assessment Report has been that errors can be
attributed to the referencing of non-peer reviewed literature, such as a World Wide Fund
for Nature report, as well as various grey literature. The outcome of the criticism has had
two positive effects: 1) the correction of the errors and 2) refinement in the process and
structures to review data to support any claims the IPCC makes. In an open data
environment, robust and well-documented data management processes are essential for
credibility.
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Due to the political, economical, and social visibility, as well as the importance of climate change

research, a number of open data platforms have been created as detailed in Table 1, which also

demonstrate various levels of open data licensing.

Table 1: Open data platforms to access climate-related data
Name Year launched  Core focus Data licence
IPCC Data Distribution 1998 To facilitate the timely OECD Principle of

Centre
http://www.ipcc-data.

distribution of a set of consistent
up-to-date scenarios of changes

“openness”

org in climate and related
environmental and socio-
economic factors for use in
climate impact and adaptation
assessment.
World Bank Climate 2010 Hub for climate information Various CC licences
Change Knowledge
Portal

http://sdwebx.
worldbank.org/
climateportal/

Southern African Science 2012
Service Centre for

Climate Change and

Adaptive Land

Management
http://www.sasscal.org/

To host, safeguard, and make
data and information resources
available openly, yet ensure the
integrity and ownership of the
contributing parties.

Open access to data
(incl. climate change
and weather data) for
southern Africa.

European Union 2018
Copernicus Climate Data

Store

https://climate.

copernicus.eu

The Copernicus Climate Change
Service (C3S) will combine
observations of the climate
system with the latest science to
develop authoritative, quality-
assured information about the
past, current, and future states
of the climate in Europe and
worldwide.

Free of charge,
worldwide, non-
exclusive, royalty free,
and perpetual.

Climate change open data portals present one of the best case studies of how open access to data,
and the resulting scientific and advocacy collaborations, has led to a major shift in public
understanding of science-backed policy and to large financial investments in further research
and mitigation. Although data on the monetary investment and outcomes of mitigation measures
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is more limited, highlighting a gap still to be filled, a number of projects are now tracking climate-
related financing. The National Determined Contributions Explorer aims to publish national
climate change mitigation plans and data on progress as the means to hold governments
accountable.” Transparency International (TI) also publishes data on the use of global funds to
tackle climate change impacts,® noting that the amount pledged by national governments will be
running at USD 100 billion per year by 2020, and set to increase over time. TI has also been
exploring the adoption of the Open Contracting Data Standard to ensure transparency and
accountability in the contracting chain for climate-related finances.’

Open data and air quality

Air pollution has been an historical concern since the industrial revolution. However, it was only
in the 1970s that scientists made the link between air pollution and its impact on human health.
It was also during this decade that the United States and the United Kingdom started to implement
regulations to curb air pollution. Today, policy-makers rely heavily on air quality data to inform
policy review and development.

Air quality monitoring requires the implementation and management of monitoring stations,
which may take the form of real-time digital instrumentation or manually monitored diffusion
tubes. While governments often collate and publish this data, the 2016/2017 Global Open Data
Index ranks the openness of air quality data by national governments as very low with only 8%
of governments sharing air quality data as accessible open data.'® However, several initiatives are
now working to aggregate and analyse air quality monitoring from around the world.

The World Air Quality Index (WAQI), created in 2007 by a team in Beijing, provides access
to open air quality information from more than 10 000 stations in 800 cities from 70 countries."
Only data on particulate matter of PM2.5/PM10 and greater from official government or
professionally maintained measuring stations is published.”? This data is validated through
neighbourhood and historical comparisons. The data from this platform conforms to the data
requirements for reporting on the Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) health-related
indicators," and is, therefore, able to inform government policy and support SDG reporting
obligations.

The OpenAQ initiative also aggregates data from government monitoring stations and is
exploring the inclusion of data from citizen-run low-cost sensors. With a strong open source and
open data ethos, and an emphasis on permanently archiving data, the project is a key example of
data being used to influence people’s behaviour and government action.

Both OpenAQ and WAQI offer maps of the sensor networks they draw upon. A cursory
glance at these reveals a dearth of measuring stations in Africa. This is supported by research
conducted by Wetsman'® that notes South Africa is the only country in Africa with an air-quality
monitoring programme. The map (Figure 2) below illustrates the global distribution. The lack of
data collection and open data in certain regions will, therefore, negatively impact research and
mitigation-related actions. Future work in this sector will have to focus on extending measures to
collect data from more locations in developing countries.
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Figure 2:  Distribution of air quality monitoring stations sharing data via the WAQI portal
Source: https://wagi.info/

Open data and biodiversity

Biodiversity is about the variety of life on earth. Typically, biodiversity data covers genetics
through to landscapes and all the floral and faunal species in between. Many open data sources
exist, ranging from the Biodiversity Heritage Library (BHL) and the Encyclopaedia of Life (EoL)
to the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF). As an example, GBIF collates and shares
over 1 billion biodiversity records from more than 1 400 institutions, covering the globe.¢
Figure 3 illustrates an extract from the GBIF portal of the available open biodiversity data for
Niger where the 83 449 recorded occurrences contribute toward this resource. The general
conclusion is that data collections on biodiversity held at the local, regional, and international
level are vast and very often made available under open access licences.

While these datasets may be valuable at a local level or thematic scale, it is in the connectedness
of this data that the true value is found. The ultimate goal of this data is to answer overarching
questions on ecological interactions and interdependencies within the biotic and abiotic
environment at different scales. This can create major challenges for data-sharing infrastructures,
requiring systems, standards, and collaborative mechanisms to enable the discovery of data and
to manage information on provenance. Many initiatives, such as the Biodiversity and Protected
Areas Management Programme (BIOPAMA),”” are now actively integrating the collation and
collection of data into their project designs to encourage open data sharing. Funders are also
playing an important role in creating funding conditions to share data. For example, the JRS
Biodiversity Foundation'® and many other grant-making agencies are including conditional
clauses to enforce the free sharing of data collected as the result of grant funding.

Generally, the biodiversity community has self-organised to limit the overlap in data collection
and management. Accordingly, organisations, such the Internal Union for the Conservation of
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Nature, BirdLife, and the World Conservation Monitoring Centre, have adopted specific focus
areas for the type of biodiversity data collected as part of their project work, assessments, and
other related activities. These organisations also play a very important role in supporting national
reporting obligations toward the Aichi Biodiversity Targets' and the SDGs.? It is important to
note that not all biodiversity data is considered to be open data. BirdLife International, for
example, has protocols that restrict access to certain bird data that it deems sensitive, such as
nesting sites. The aim is to protect species from local or even global extinction as a result of
poaching, illegal hunting, collection, or intrusive behaviour.
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Figure 3:  An example of a biodiversity dataset available on the GBIF portal. Data is aggregated from many
different sources and openly shared.

Source: https://www.gbif.org/country/NE/summary

Open data and water

Water is a basic human need, and access to clean water is becoming a major global concern.
Climate change has had a significant impact on rainfall patterns, most notably in Sub-Saharan
Africa. Changing rainfall patterns, coupled with poor management of existing water supplies,
pose major livelihood challenges to millions of people. Those most affected by the lack of clean
water are women and children in developing countries.*!

The water sector has a fair number of dedicated data portals. The United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) has recently launched? the Water Data Quality
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Portal to provide access to related global datasets.” The Global Environment Monitoring System
for freshwater (GEMS/Water) provides data on fresh water quality intended to support scientific
assessments and decision-making related to water management.* Sharing Water-related
Information to Tackle Changes in the Hydrosphere - for Operational Needs (SWITCH-ON), a
European Union (EU) initiative, provides access to water-related information to assist in
managing water in a sustainable manner.” The International Water Management Institute’s
Water Data Portal provides access to global water-related information.” The European
Commission, using Google Earth Engine, has developed the Global Surface Water Explorer,
which maps the location and temporal distribution of surface water for the period 1984-2015.7
Given the many available data portals, it is interesting to note that the Global Open Data Index*
still ranks the openness of water quality data from national governments as very low with just 1%
of index surveys able to access open data on water quality direct from governments.

Access to clean water is an immediate and critical concern. This is especially true in rural
areas, where water contamination can affect human lives, livestock, and crops. The data currently
collected at the global level is analysed using remote sensing tools coupled with water quality
information obtained from available sensors. The challenge ahead will be to expand the collection
of water quality information, using the power of technology to immediately communicate
changes in water provision or quality. Therefore, the future of open data within the water sector
relies on developing technology that can be used in the most remote locations in developing
countries. Through the application of technology, the data collection activities will need to
improve to near real-time with higher levels of accuracy to assist emergency response activities
and policy development.

Cape Town drought

Since 2015, Cape Town has experienced an unprecedented drought, leading to serious
water shortages. Although many causes have been postulated, and blame apportioned,
defensible evidence was sought to understand whether the crisis was caused by less
rainfall, increased evaporation, increased agricultural and urban use, or poor
management. A study by the Climate Systems Analysis Group at the University of Cape
Town, using open data, found the main cause of the water crisis to be a result of low
rainfall between 2015 and 2017.%%

Open datasets were used to create two separate maps to analyse the temporal levels of the
Theewaterskloof Dam, the largest water source in Cape Town. Figure 4 shows that the
dam levels were fairly constant for the period 1984-2015. Figure 5 illustrates the rapid
decline of water volumes between 2016 and 2018. These two different datasets, using
different visualisation techniques, complement the UCT study that found exceptional low
levels of rainfall since 2015 had resulted in the water crisis.
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Opportunities and challenges

Stakeholders and sustainability

Governments, civil society, business, and academia are the four major groups driving the
environmental open data agenda. Governments have been changing policies and legislation to
support open data,* mostly as the result of pressure from civil society and academia. Traditionally,
business is an active user of open data, but is not widely known for the release of open data.

Keeping open data portals open requires resources. Wealthier countries typically fund their
own environmental open data initiatives; however, for developing countries, continuous access
to open data is very much dependent on available funding to generate, curate, and publish
datasets. Typical major funding sources include the World Bank, the United Nations, the Global
Environmental Facility (GEF), bilateral foreign aid, and many private donors. This presents a
particular challenge for emerging economies, where data management is linked to project-based
funding and the data becomes “lost” or “orphaned” after a project has been completed. Therefore,
the true value of the new data is not realised and the investment is not able to generate ongoing
value. New projects then re-invest in data collection, often collecting the same or similar data,
and the cycle repeats itself.

The pathway to sustainable data management practices must be multi-pronged and not rely
on any single approach. To be successful in the long-term, the management of open datasets will
require investment from host agencies in the form of money or in-kind resourcing, such as staff,
infrastructure, or content. It is also important that donor funding be moulded to support the
needs of the specific country or agency and to ensure that data collection and management is not
responding solely to short-term donor agendas. The funding model used must be structured to
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build internal data management capacity within recipient organisations that will have a legacy
impact after the temporary needs of a project have been met. In this manner, internal capacity
and resources can be developed over time as the result of donor support. Importantly, a fresh
take on the role of the private sector is also needed in order to evaluate how it can enhance the
shared value of public datasets used by business as a means to contribute to the public good. One
way is for private sector data users to return enhanced datasets to governments for publication;
another approach is for the private sector to provide expertise and infrastructure to support the
management and publication of data.

Collaboration, cooperation, and benefit sharing

The environmental sector has a history of collaborating toward common goals. An example of
this is the initiative to combat illegal wildlife trafficking, where environmental actors collaborate
with non-environmental agencies, such as Interpol, by exchanging critical data. International
conservation organisations, such as the World Wildlife Fund and the International Union for
Conservation of Nature, share their data to drive cooperation, transparency, and accountability,
and to encourage community review of quality. The collections of natural history museums and
herbaria are being digitised and placed in the public domain with the aim of the data being used
to aid conservation and management.

Collaborations like these can also be extended to the management of open data. The Atlas of
Living Australia® is an international leader in publishing collated open biodiversity data with
more than 76 million records made freely available from 311 different data providers. Citizen
science is becoming very popular and it is also adding volumes of data to established scientific
collections. Through collaboration, environmental organisations are able to secure a range of
benefits, including shared skills, experts, and infrastructure.

Innovation: Cybertracker

The award winning Cybertracker® app
was created to provide the indigenous
Kalahari San with technology to capture
complex field data. The technology has
been developed to be intuitive and to allow

non-literate people to record data and
knowledge for scientific conservation and

Source: http://www.sablenetwork.com/
inspirations/classic/8

management applications.

Indigenous knowledge, knowledge passed on from one generation to the next, can advance
scientific research and improve the public image of science. However, this type of knowledge is
often viewed as “unscientific” although it is the basis upon which we built our existing scientific
knowledge. Ironically, we have seen the appropriation and exploitation of Indigenous knowledge
on the use of plant-based natural resources by multinational corporations: a phenomenon
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known as biopiracy.* The World Intellectual Property Organization is currently working on
international legal instruments to protect Indigenous knowledge and ensure appropriate benefit
sharing.*

Many new companies have been established using public open data. As noted earlier, the
private sector is an active user of public data, and the potential exists to create valuable public—
private partnerships to further advance the private sector as a contributor of open data.
Recognising the value of sharing data as the means to stimulate innovation and build positive
public relations, the private sector is becoming more transparent. While the overall open data
market value is projected to be in the region of € 286 billion by 2020, the exact potential value
of open environmental data is not known. However, it is reasonable to assume that the value of
this open data is significant. In 2013, the Climate Corporation, a private company built on open
climate data to support farming decisions, was sold for USD 1.1 billion to Monsanto, a
multinational agricultural company.

Further evidence on the use of environmental data in the private sector comes from the Open
Data 500 project,”” which provides information on private companies using government open
data through studies in six countries. The project seeks to map the economic and social impact
of government open data by looking at the businesses using it. Figure 6 illustrates the number of
businesses per country in the environment and weather sector. Canada tops the list with
45 businesses, followed by Italy (24) and Korea (16).
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Figure 6:  Number of private companies in the environment and weather sector using open access
government data as an integral part of their business model and as a tool to generate new business
Source: www.opendata500.com. See the Open Data 500 website for more details.
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Standards

Standards are necessary to define acceptable quality metrics for data, ensure consistent use, and
to facilitate data sharing. The lack of common standards negatively impacts the credibility, use,
and exchange of data across the environmental sector.

While environmental data collection has become easier, the development and maintenance of
metadata has become increasingly laborious; however, without metadata, the value of the data
erodes