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Glossary

Term or acronym

Meaning or definition

AI/AR/VR Emerging technologies such as artificial intelligence/augmented
reality/virtual reality

CcC Creative commons, a set of copyright licenses developed and offered free of
charge by the American non-profit organisation of the same name.

CCI Cultural and creative industries

CHIs Cultural heritage institutions. This concept covers film institutes, audiovisual

/ broadcasting archives, institutions for performing arts, national libraries,
institutions for monument care, museums of natural history or natural
science, museums of ethnography or anthropology, museums of science or
technology, national archives, special or other types of libraries, higher
education libraries, museums of art, public libraries, archive / records offices,
museums of archaeology or history.

Cultural material/cultural
assets

Print (books, journals and newspapers), photographs, museum objects,
archival documents, sound and audiovisual material, monuments and
archaeological sites

DCHE

Commission Expert Group on Digital Cultural Heritage and Europeana. The
group is composed of representatives of the Member States and observers
from Member States, third countries, candidate countries and
European/international organisations. A sub-group has been set up and has 12
members. More details are provided by the Register of the Expert Groups.

EEA

European Economic Area

Europeana (or Europeana
initiative)

Europeana is an initiative, built through a series of EU-funded projects,
that has created a platform for unique access to Europe’s digitised cultural
heritage resources, developed common standards and solutions to achieve
data interoperability and accessibility, and nurtured cross-border visibility
and use of cultural resources.

Europeana network (or
ecosystem)

The network of cultural heritage institutions, domain and national
aggregators and professionals contributing to Europeana.

GLAM Galleries, libraries, archives and museums

ISG Interservice Group

Metadata Set of text data that describes the cultural objects.
PPP(s) Public- private partnership(s)

the Recommendation

Commission Recommendation on the digitisation and online accessibility of
cultural material and digital preservation (2011/711/EU)

SWD

Staff working document



https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3527

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Purpose and scope

In an age of rapid technological progress, digital technologies bring unprecedented
opportunities to the cultural heritage sector. They provide more effective tools to digitise
cultural heritage assets, for diverse purposes such as preservation, conservation,
restoration, reproduction, research, education, as well as for a broader, more democratic
online access and reuse in key ecosystems such as sustainable tourism and the cultural and
creative industries. They provide the public with numerous ways to access, discover,
explore and enjoy cultural material while cultural heritage institutions can reach broader
audiences, and engage them in innovative ways by offering immersive, creative and
accessible content.

Cultural heritage is an important contributor to the European economy, fostering
innovation, creativity and economic growth. For example, cultural tourism accounts for
40% of all tourism in Europe', and cultural heritage is an essential part of cultural tourism.
There are places, regions and even some countries where the local economy relies
extensively or even completely on the revenue that cultural heritage sites and venues
generate by attracting visitors to those areas.

Digitisation of cultural heritage and the reuse of such content can generate new jobs not
only in the cultural heritage sector, but also in other key areas such as the creative
industries (e.g. the video game industry, film industry). Such processes also provide
incentives for companies to develop more efficient technologies, and new business
models.

However, cultural heritage, including monuments, archaeological landscapes, buildings
and artefacts, continues to face significant threats of deterioration or partial or full
destruction or disappearance. Some threats are human-derived, e.g. mass tourism,
terrorism and vandalism, while others originate in nature, e.g. deterioration over time,
pollution, flooding, wind erosion. There have been regular, tragic reminders (e.g. fires at
the Nantes Cathedral in 2020, at the Notre Dame in Paris in 2019, at the Cavallerizza
Reale in Turin in 2019, the theft from the Green Vault at Dresden’s Royal Palace in 2019)
of the need to leverage digital technologies to avoid the complete loss of the memory of
our cultural heritage assets and to enable their reconstruction and reproduction.

The unprecedented challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic, with its significant social and
economic consequences, have heightened even more the need for and the urgency of using
digital technologies. Many cultural heritage institutions (‘CHIs’) had to close and thus
incurred major financial loss. However, despite the loss of income, reaching 75-80%? for

! https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sectors/tourism/offer/cultural_en
2See report by Network of European Museums Organisation (NEMO)
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some CHIs, many of them have managed to bounce back® and keep or extend their
audiences. There has been an increase in the digital services they offer* (e.g. engaging
with audiences, sharing collections, offering digital tools), demonstrating once more their
high value to society.

The Commission Recommendation on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural
material and digital preservation (2011/711/EU)’ (“the Recommendation”), is the
Commission’s main policy tool for digital cultural heritage. Its aim is to optimise the use
of information and communication technologies to unlock the full economic and cultural
potential of Europe’s cultural heritage.

The Recommendation dates back to October 2011. Some of the challenges facing the
cultural heritage sector at that time, i.e. an urgent need to protect and preserve European
cultural heritage at risk are still present today, but others have arisen since. Major
advances in digital technologies for example have created new opportunities that did not
exist when the Recommendation was adopted. Therefore, the Recommendation needs to
be assessed in order to decide whether or not it still meets the needs and expectations of
the cultural heritage sector, of the users, of the creative sectors, of society in general. In
this context of major digital developments, a clear, evidence-based assessment of the
Recommendation will help the Commission to decide on the follow-up steps, such as a
revision of the Recommendation.

In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines®, this evaluation assesses how the
Recommendation has been working and actually performing compared to initial
expectations by examining its effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU
added value.

This staff working document (‘SWD’) addresses the five areas in the Recommendation,
1.e. organisation and funding of digitisation; digitisation and online accessibility of public
domain material; digitisation and accessibility of in-copyright material; Europeana;
digital preservation, taking into account the digital lifecycle approach to cultural material.

This evaluation is supported by an externally contracted study’ (’evaluation study’), by
various meetings and workshops with Member States, stakeholders and experts in the
field, and by targeted and online public consultations.

3 According to the report prepared by NEMO (see footnote 2), 4 out of 5 museums have increased their
digital services to reach their audiences.

4 See also the Art Fund survey on COVID-19 Impact: Museum sector research report on the challenges
facing museums and galleries, which highlights that the vast majority (86%) of organisations have increased
their online presence.

>OJ L 283,29.10.2011, p. 39-45

6 https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-
how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en

7 Study to support the evaluation and possible revision of the Commission Recommendation (2011/711/EU)
on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural material and digital preservation,

SMART 2019/0027.
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The evaluation covers the whole period since the Recommendation’s adoption in 2011 to
date. It covers the Member States, the European Economic Area countries (‘EEA’),
Norway, Iceland, Lichtenstein, as well as the UK.

2. BACKGROUND OF THE INTERVENTION

2.1. Description of the intervention and its objectives

The legal basis for the Recommendation is Article 292 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union, which lays down powers for the European Commission to adopt
recommendations in specific cases provided for by the Treaties.

At the time of its adoption, the Recommendation was an important action for one of the
key areas tackled by the Digital Agenda for Europe, a flagship initiative in the Europe
2020 strategy® of March 2010. It built on the work done through the digital libraries
initiative, with a view to making Europe’s cultural and scientific heritage accessible to all
online. The launch of Europeana in 2008, Europe’s digital platform for cultural heritage,
was one of the most important stepping stones for digital cultural heritage.

The Recommendation built on the 2006 Recommendation on the digitisation and online
accessibility of cultural material and digital preservation (2006/585/EC)°, which had been
an important means of supporting and encouraging the work of the Member States and
CHIs in the field.

The Recommendation reflected the necessary changes in the policy context and in the
cultural heritage sector since 2006, such as the establishment of Europeana, the
recommendations stemming from 'the New Renaissance' report, prepared in 2011 by the
Comité des Sages', and the European Commission's proposal for an Orphan Works
Directive in 2011.

Moreover, the Member States‘ reports on the implementation of the 2006
Recommendation for the reporting cycle covering 2008 to 2010 showed progress, but this
was inconsistent and uneven for the different provisions of the 2006 Recommendation.

A modern and more effective set of measures for digitising and bringing cultural heritage
online was needed to reflect the emerging new challenges and opportunities for the sector
at that time. In particular, the Recommendation sought to address Europe’s untapped
economic and cultural potential. Increasing digitisation and developing and applying
advanced technologies to the sector simulates growth and job creation, as the process of
digitisation is labour intensive and generates new jobs. Digitised cultural heritage
resources are long-term economic assets which, through the data attached to them, create

8 Communication from the Commission “Europe 2020 -A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth”, COM(2010) 2020 final, 3.3.2010.
2 0J L 236, 31.8.2006, p. 28-30, OJ L 118M , 8.5.2007, p. 1279

10 See “The new renaissance -Report of the Comité des Sages on bringing Europe's cultural heritage online”,
E. Niggemann, J. De Decker, M.Lévy, 2011
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value and contribute to economic growth, with spillover effects into tourism, education,
research, etc.

The Recommendation sought to address the need to better harmonise national
approaches across Member States to the digitisation and preservation of cultural
heritage. Considering the resources required for digitisation, a concerted action from the
Member States was necessary to ensure more coherence in the selection of cultural
material, better optimisation in the use of digitisation capacity and achieving economies of
scale, as well as a more secure and stimulating climate for companies willing to invest in
digitisation technologies. Stimulating innovative ways to make cultural and creative
content available across the Member States results in more possibilities for users to
explore and enjoy European cultural heritage treasures.

The Recommendation sought to address the need for increased digitisation, online access
and preservation to avoid losing our cultural heritage assets and their memory. The
increasing natural or human derived threats to historical buildings, museums and other
cultural heritage assets also made it clear that, without digitisation and preservation of
cultural heritage treasures, society would run the risk of losing its very ‘memory’ (digital
and physical) and knowledge in the event of destruction or disappearance of those assets.

The ultimate impacts expected from the Recommendation were a better protection of
Europe's cultural heritage, higher public awareness and appreciation of Europe's cultural
heritage, increased availability of open data and exchange of knowledge.

The intervention logic of the EU action, in the form of a diagram summarising how the
EU action was originally expected to work at the time of adoption/implementation, is
provided below:



The Recommendation had the following main overall objectives:

e optimise the cultural and economic potential of Europe’s cultural heritage
o ensure Europe’s position as a leading international player in the field of culture
and creative content; and
e unlock investments from Member States and the private sector for digital
cultural heritage initiatives
The main measures promoted in the Recommendation are:

1. Digitisation-organisation and funding: Member States are recommended to
further develop their planning and monitoring of cultural material (targets and overviews),
to encourage partnerships between cultural institutions and private sector, make use of the
EU’s Structural Funds to co-finance digitisation activities, consider ways to optimise the
use of digitisation capacity and achieve economies of scale;

2. Digitisation and online accessibility of public domain material: Member States
are recommended to improve the access to and use of digitised cultural material in the
public domain;

3. Digitisation and online accessibility of in-copyright material: improve conditions
for the digitisation and online accessibility of in-copyright material;

4. Europeana: contribute to its further development;

5. Digital preservation: reinforce national strategies for the long-term preservation of
digital material, update action plans implementing the strategies and exchange information
with each other on the strategies and action plans; provide in their legislation for multiple
copying and migration of digital cultural material for preservation purposes; make the
necessary arrangements for the deposit of the material created in digital format.
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Point 12 of the Recommendation encourages Member States to inform the Commission
every 2 years of their implementation actions. The Commission monitors the progress
made by the Member States in implementing the Recommendation with the help of the
Expert Group on Digital Cultural Heritage and Europeana.

2.2. Baseline and points of comparison

2.2.1. Digitisation: organisation and funding

According to the evaluation study, when the Recommendation was adopted, the state of
digitisation varied significantly depending on the type of institution and cultural material.
While most CHIs had a digital collection or were involved in some digitisation activities
(83%), only an estimated 20 % of all collections that needed to be digitised had in fact
been digitised. Moreover, only one third of the institutions were part of a national
digitisation strategy and only 34 % had a written digitisation strategy. Art museums were
the most digitised (at 42%), while national libraries had digitised only 4% of their
collections. Photographs were the most commonly digitised type of cultural material,
followed by archival material.

Moreover, the Commission’s Second progress report on the digitisation and online
accessibility of cultural material and on digital preservation in the European Union from
2010", noted that, despite the important progress brought about by the 2006
Recommendation, the work carried out at the time to digitise cultural heritage content was
still in its early stages. In particular, the report indicated that the vast majority of cultural
objects worth digitising had not yet been digitised (e.g. for national libraries, only 3.5 % of
relevant cultural objects had been digitised). While the national reports indicated that
inventories, overviews and databases were increasingly being set up, to ensure a cross-
sectoral and national dimension, several Member States had still not developed any
national overviews of digitised collections The Commission’s report pointed to the fact
that progress in digitisation activities depended on the long-term financing available, but
very often a national budget had not been assigned to it and it was mainly the CHIs’ own
resources that were financing digitisation (followed by project based financing with
national and EU funds). Likewise, according to the report, some countries provided
information about the sum of public budgets aggregated at national level specifically
devoted to the digitisation of cultural heritage on an annual basis (e.g. France, Spain and
Finland) or multiannual basis (e.g. Czechia and Belgium ).

Furthermore, the evaluation study'? points to the limited adoption of policies on digital
access by the institutions (around 31 % of them). Only 42 % of institutions reported that
they were monitoring the usage of their digital collections through consultations or social
media monitoring (libraries between 56 % and 78 %, museums around 27 %). The
monitoring of use of their digital collections through web statistics was higher (~85 %).

' Buropean Commission (2010). Second progress report on the digitisation and online accessibility of
cultural material and on digital preservation in the European Union
12 Based on ENUMERATE. Digitisation in Cultural Heritage Institutions, Survey Report (2012).
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According to the Commission’s second progress report of 2010, mentioned above, 17
Member States had national coordination mechanisms for digitisation activities. As far as
the targets were concerned, although there were quantitative targets in most of the
Member States, they were usually set ‘bottom-up’ by the CHIs themselves and there was
no comprehensive aggregated planning document at national level.

With regard to public private partnerships/PPPs (i.e. between CHIs and the private sector)
although theoretically they could be a useful instrument to pool new resources for
digitising cultural material, the national reports indicate they were not a widespread tool
for financing digitisation.

Large-scale PPPs with both public and private partners (such as Google) had less
difficulties in emerging than PPPs involving medium and small-scale cultural
organisations.

2.2.2. Digitisation and online accessibility of public domain material and of in-copy
right material

According to the Commission’s second progress report of 2010, only a minority of
Member States (4) had mechanisms making it easier for cultural institutions to digitise
orphan works and make them accessible online. Likewise, only a minority of countries (8)
declared having mechanisms for out-of-print (out-of-commerce) works. Moreover, only
three countries indicated having lists of orphan works and works in the public domain.

However, several of the countries took part in the EU-funded ARROW project
‘Accessible Registries of Rights Information and Orphan Works towards Europeana’,
involving national libraries, publishers and collective management organisations.

2.2.3. Europeana

The Commission’s second progress report of 2010 pointed to a steady growth over time
of access to digitised content through Europeana, reaching and significantly exceeding the
original target of 10 million items by 2010 (i.e. more than 14 million items, including 5
million text items, were accessible through Europeana). However, despite an improvement
in the overall balance, many Member States were not contributing a sufficient amount of
content (i.e. about half of the Member States contributed in total less than 1 % of the total
number of objects).

2.2.4. Digital preservation

The Commission’s second progress report of 2010 highlighted that the preservation of
digital information remained a significant challenge, despite a growing acknowledgement
by Member States of the costs linked to losing digital data. Almost half of them had
adopted a strategy for digital preservation'*. However, the diversity of the national
strategies was ‘ranging from a preliminary feasibility study to a much more advanced and

13 According to the evaluation study 23 % of institutions had a written digital preservation strategy, while
around one-third were included in a national preservation strategy
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comprehensive digital preservation infrastructure with processes already up and
running’'*. In addition, according to 'the New Renaissance' report of the Comité des Sages,
referred to above, while mechanisms and plans had been put in place by several Member
States, there was still a lot of work to be done to put all the strategies and plans into
practice. This was the case not only in the Member States that were less advanced in this
sector (and running the risk of permanent loss of digital content), but also in the Member
States that were more advanced in this area.

According to the Commission’s 2010 progress report, 22 countries reported allowing
multiple copying and migration of digital cultural material by public institutions for
preservation purposes.

On policies and procedures for the deposit of material originally created in digital format,
most Member States reported legal deposit policies in place for born-digital material,
although some also reported actual challenges with implementation.

2.2.5. General aspects

From a more general perspective, whereas the evaluation study points to considerable
room for improving the supply of digitised cultural material, on the demand side it
acknowledges that there were few relevant and specific statistics on the use of digitised
cultural material at that time.

Overall, the baseline shows that, at the time, despite the efforts and the progress of the
Member States and CHIs to digitise, preserve and provide online access to digitised
cultural heritage content, further steps were needed'”.

3. IMPLEMENTATION / STATE OF PLAY

3.1. Description of the current situation

The Recommendation represented a milestone in digital cultural policy, encouraging
Member States to step up efforts and support CHIs with the digitisation, online access and
preservation of cultural heritage.

3.1.1. Digitisation: organisation and funding

As mentioned in Section 2, the Recommendation encourages Member States to further
develop their planning and monitoring of cultural material (targets and overviews), foster
partnerships between cultural institutions and the private sector, make use of the EU’s
Structural Funds to co-finance digitisation activities, optimise the use of digitisation
capacity and achieve economies of scale.

According to the information provided by Member States in their implementation reports
for the reporting period 2015-2017 and consolidated in the Commission progress report of

14 See Commission’s second progress report (2010)
15 See also the Council conclusions of 10 May 2012 on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural
material and digital preservation (2012/C 169/02), OJ C 169, 15.6.2012, p. 1-4
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2018, 23 of them have national digitisation plans and/or national funding programmes, as
summarised in the table below.

Figure 1: Predominant trends in the organisation of digitisation across the EU

National National Regional Regional Advisory task National
strategies | funding strategies | funding forces, institutions/
programmes programmes committees & Domain specific
work groups strategies
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Source: Consolidated progress report on the implementation of Commission Recommendation,
2015-2017

The digitisation schemes have targets that vary considerably according to the Member
State and that are usually set by each domain of cultural heritage (e.g. libraries, archives,
museums, etc.). Digitisation of library and archival cultural resources is one of the main
digitisation priorities in more than half of the Member States. In addition, for more than
one third, immovable cultural heritage (e.g. monuments, historical buildings,
archaeological sites) was a priority in the reporting period and these Member States
allocated funding programmes to it. At least six Member States reported digitisation
programmes for intangible culture (e.g. living arts, traditional folklore culture), while 3D
appears to be gaining importance across the Union. However, as recalled also by

6 European Commission (2018), Cultural heritage: digitisation, online accessibility and digital

preservation. Consolidated progress report on the implementation of Commission Recommendation, 2015-

2017
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contributions to the online consultation, only 22% of the heritage collections have been,
on average, digitally reproduced'”.

Discussions in the workshop on digital transformation in the cultural heritage sector, held
in Lisbon in November 2019, pointed to the fact that the sector struggles to set priorities
for digitisation and preservation and needs a clearer expression of the expectations and set
benchmarks.

Moreover, according to the national reports, public-private partnerships followed a slow,
upward trend, with mainly technology companies (e.g. Google) being interested in such
schemes, followed by media publishers (e.g. Proquest) and banks. Some Member States
(Czechia, Germany, the Netherlands, Austria, Italy) reported PPPs between national or
state libraries and Google: in Czechia around 150 000 books had been digitised and made
available since 2011 (when the PPP was established), while in Germany the PPP with
Google led to the digitisation of around two million books. Wikimedia, international non-
profit organisations and private individuals also concluded agreements with CHIs.

Two thirds of the Member States reported making use of the EU Structural Funds for
digitising of cultural material and related services (Bulgaria, Czechia, Germany, Estonia,
Greece, Spain, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland and Sweden).

There are various ways to pool digitisation efforts to optimise the use of digitisation
capacity and achieve economies of scale, ranging from competence centres and national
or cross-border collaborations to sharing services and facilities. Eighteen Member States
(Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden)
reported competence centres, aiming to centralise funds and lower costs, consolidate the
digitisation process, share best practices, etc. Moreover, two thirds of Member States
reported sharing services and facilities (e.g. repositories, content management systems or
IT tools) to store and manage digital objects and data more efficiently and make better
quality content available online (Austria, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Greece, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia,
Slovakia, Spain and Sweden).

A report on digitisation and IPR in European museums,'® published in July 2020, shows
that 43.6% of museum collections are digitised, although with different levels per museum

7 ENUMERATE 2017

18 Final report on Digitisation and IPR in European Museums, published by the Network of European
Museum Organisations in July 2020. The survey included 3 different target groups; national museums
organisations, national ministries in charge of museums and museums, in Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and Spain. In total 60 museums
in Europe, 13 Member States, plus Serbia and the UK participated in the survey.
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category'. According to the participating museums, less than 20% of their collections are
available online.

3.1.2 Public domain material and in-copyright material

The Recommendation encourages digitisation and online access to public domain and in-
copyright material. The national reports pointed to a positive trend among Member States
to ensure that public domain status is maintained after digitisation; most of them
reported supporting actions ensuring wider access or use of the digitised cultural heritage
material in the public domain.

Based on the information provided by the Member States in their national reports, the
measures laid down in accordance with the Orphan Works Directive*® do not appear to
have contributed to large-scale digitisation of orphan works by CHIs. For the digitisation
of out-of-commerce works, although a significant number of Member States reported
licensing mechanisms supporting it, their practical application has been limited, due for
instance to the fact that only some types of works (e.g. literary works) are concerned.

3.1.3. Development of Europeana

The Recommendation set the indicative target of having 30 million digital objects
available on Europeana by 2015.

The quantitative targets for Europeana were already reached in 2013?' and surpassed, (50
033 909 in July 2020), with images (27 945 338) and text (20 819 920) being the main
categories of content??, compared with a marginal contribution of 3D for instance (16
662). Although the focus of the CHIs appears to be mainly the quantity, quality emerged
as a need as well. More than a third of the Member States encourage their CHIs to submit
high quality content and metadata to Europeana and 63.08% of the content is in tier 2 and
above, as set by Europeana®.

A minority of Member States (Austria, Czechia, Germany, Greece, Estonia, Poland,
Slovakia and Spain) reported making public funding for digitisation projects conditional
upon making the digitised material available through Europeana.

Twenty Member States reported contributing to Europeana through national aggregators
and through cross-border thematic and domain aggregators. Member States highlighted
various challenges to aggregation, such as the need to strengthen the coordination capacity
of national aggregators and to address the digital capacity of CHIs and more generally

19 Art and design museums have an average of 65% of their collections digitised, natural history museums
15%, history and archaeology museums 27%. One of the reasons for such differences could be the existence
of complex 3D objects that need the appropriate technology and financial resources.

20 Directive 2012/28/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 on certain
permitted uses of orphan works, OJ L 299, 27.10.2012, p. 5-12

2l Europeana Foundation (2013). Europeana celebrates 5 years and 30 million objects. Available at:
https://pro.europeana.eu/post/europeana-celebrates-5-years-and-30-million-objects.

22 Sound: 805,897 and video: 446,092.

23 Quality standards and how the content can be used are outlined in the Europeana Publishing Framework
(https://pro.europeana.eu/post/publishing-framework). The framework has four tiers of criteria on the quality
of the content. Three tiers of criteria on the quality of metadata were added in October 2019.
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their digital transformation: for example by tackling difficulties with data submission and
the lack of expertise in copyright legislation.

Around half of the Member States reported a wide and firee availability of metadata of
digitised cultural content. The reports also pointed to the need to further consider
emerging technologies that can improve the quality of the digitised material.

Only a limited number of Member States (Austria, Cyprus, Greece, Luxembourg, Poland,
Portugal and Spain) reported raising public awareness of Europeana through national
communication actions or plans.

3.1.4. Digital preservation.

The national reports point to a mixed coordination approach at different levels to long-
term preservation strategies and action plans, with most of the Member States reporting
mainly strategies at the national level, specific activities by public institutions or bodies,
and participation in European projects.

Almost half of the Member States and Lichtenstein reported explicit provisions, in their
national copyright laws or laws on archiving, which allow multiple copying and
migration of digital cultural material by public institutions for preservation purposes. This
reporting includes amendments or new developments at the national level (i.e. in Czechia,
Estonia, Germany, and Ireland).

Most of the Member States reported having in place measures ensuring that rights
holders deliver works to legal deposit libraries and allowing web-harvesting techniques,
while half of them have adopted legal provisions allowing the transfer of digital legal
deposit works among legal deposit libraries.

4. METHOD

4.1. Short description of methodology:

The findings and conclusions of this report are based on a number of sources, including an
evaluation study conducted by an external contractor, several consultation activities, desk
research, various documents and exchanges with Member States and stakeholders.

The following main methodological steps were followed:

1. Inception phase:

This process implied organising the process, setting its objectives and the timeline and
selecting the tools and the deliverables. In other words, the first phase focused on starting
and agreeing on the conditions for the study (i.e. on the objectives and timing), carrying
out an initial desk review and developing data collection tools. This step mainly involved
the contractor and the Commission (which included the Interservice Group (ISG).

2. Data collection:
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This process implied establishing the baseline of the analysis, carrying out national
research, desk research and stakeholder consultations (including targeted and online public
consultations) and organising workshops. This involved the contractor, various parts of the
Commission, Member States’ competent authorities, cultural heritage institutions,
international and umbrella organisations, the Europeana ecosystem of organisations and
professionals, technology stakeholders with research, products and services in ICT for
cultural heritage and the public.

The publication of a roadmap defining the scope of the evaluation gathered eight
responses from various respondents.

The evaluation study was conducted by the contractor between August 2019 and March
2020 and updated in November 2020, following the online public consultation. The study
was one of the main sources of information for this staff working document.

A consultation strategy was created and agreed with the ISG, with the following
objectives: (1) to collect views on the Recommendation’s implementation and (2) to
collect views on the impacts of possible future changes to the Recommendation.

As part of the consultation strategy, the Commission held five workshops with
representatives of Member States, stakeholders, international organisations and networks
in order to collect relevant and solid information on the Recommendation’s impact and on
the challenges and needs confronting the sector, that have arisen from the digital
transformation and that have to be addressed in the future.

Between November 2019 and January 2020, the Commission held a targeted consultation
of Member States’ authorities with questions covering all five of the evaluation criteria.
The Commission received 20 responses that fed into the evaluation study.

Between 22 June and 14 September 2020, the Commission held a twelve week open
public consultation, focusing on the importance of digitisation and digital transformation
in the field and how such processes can be supported, as well as on the Recommendation’s
impact on the cultural heritage sector. The consultation gathered 565 responses. No
significant limitations were encountered. More details are provided in the synopsis report
in Annex 2.

An additional main source of information for the study and the evaluation were the
national implementation reports by the Member States, which were consolidated in the
Commission’s progress report (2018) on the Recommendation’s implementation (see
Section 2 above).

3. Data analysis:

This implied assessing and compiling the results of research, surveys and consultations,
evaluating and assessing findings and discussing them progressively at expert workshops.
This involved the contractor, as well as the Commission (which included the ISG).

4. Synthesis and conclusions:
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This implied drawing conclusions from the findings of the evaluation study, considering
other inputs from stakeholders, and drawing conclusions on each evaluation criterion. This
was mainly carried out by the Commission.

The final steps of this phase mainly consist of:

e assessing the outcomes of the evaluation study, of the consultation activities and
of the implementation reports and then

e concluding on Recommendation’s impact in the cultural heritage sector across the
EU and more particularly on its effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance
and EU added-value.

A more detailed description is provided in Annex 3.
4.2. Deviations from the evaluation roadmap

The evaluation roadmap published in July 2019 indicated that the evaluation would be
completed during the third quarter of 2020. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic and
related priorities, the Commission opted to extend the evaluation timeframe until the end
0f 2020 to allow sufficient time to process and analyse the results.

4.3. Limitations and robustness of findings

Quantifying the costs and benefits of the intervention raised significant challenges. This
was due, on the one hand, to the diffuse and intangible nature of the benefits of cultural
heritage, and on the other, to the lack of available or updated data on costs in Member
States. The lack of available or relevant data made it difficult to provide a monetarised
analysis of the cost-benefits of the Recommendation and its impacts. For example, for cost
data, the most recent figures on the costs of digitisation, date back to 2017. Moreover, the
reports do not always provide relevant or consistent data, making it difficult to establish
causal links and to draw proper conclusions. However, where quantitative data are
missing, alternative proxy data were used and explicitly mentioned in the analysis.

The evaluation is considered robust and thorough.

5. ANALYSIS AND ANSWERS TO THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The main findings of the evaluation, based on the five evaluation criteria, i.e.
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, EU added value, are summarised below
and a list of the evaluation questions is provided in Annex 4.

5.1 EFFECTIVENESS

The assessment of effectiveness considers how successful EU action has been in achieving
or making progress towards achieving its objectives. It looks particularly at: a) the extent
to which Member States have implemented the Recommendation’s provisions, b) the
extent to which the Recommendation’s objectives have been achieved and the
achievements can be attributed to the EU intervention; what are the factors preventing
these objectives from being achieved or that are helping them be achieved.
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Key points on the baseline situation

v The level of digitisation across the Member States was low and CHIs and a vast
majority of cultural objects worth digitising were not digitised.

v' Despite an increasing trend, many Member States contributed rather little to the
content through Europeana.

v PPPs were not a widespread tool for financing digitisation.

Key findings on the current situation:

v' The Recommendation’s implementation by the Member States varies to a large
extent.

v' The Recommendation led to i) an overall improvement in digitisation, online
access and digital preservation, which was the result for instance of the adoption
of national strategies and/or funding programmes for digitisation and domain-
specific initiatives; ii) an increased number of PPPs; iii) more visibility and
exchanges, leading to increased support and funding for cultural heritage; iv)
practical measures to optimise the use of digitisation capacity, with positive trends
since 2011, which can be attributed to the Recommendation.

v The volume of digitised cultural heritage resources has increased, with the target
levels in Europeana being exceeded ahead of schedule.

v The overall impact of Europeana has been positive and acknowledged by those
consulted for this evaluation and for the evaluation of the Europeana initiative the
Commission carried out in September 20182,

v" However, the quantity of digitised cultural heritage should not be dissociated from
quality; PPPs were concentrated in several countries, with smaller Member Sates
experiencing more obstacles;

v Important challenges related to copyright are expected to be addressed by the
transposition and implementation of the Directive on copyright and related rights
in the Digital Single Market* (2019/790/EU)

v" The Recommendation needs to be revised in order to address also the factors
hindering the achievement of its objectives (e.g. lack of common standards and
approaches, insufficient digital literacy and skills, insufficient funding) and to
enhance its effectiveness.

The Recommendation has been effective overall. However, after 10 years, it has reached a
‘plateau’ in terms of its effectiveness and would benefit from a revision to increase its
effectiveness. This is supported by the feedback from the online public consultation,
where 41% of the respondents? considered that the Recommendation’s provisions have
been implemented effectively and have achieved their objective to improve conditions in
the areas addressed.

24 Report on the evaluation of Europeana and the way forward, 6 September 2018, COM(2018) 612 final

2 Directive (EU) 2019/790 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 April 2019 on copyright
and related rights in the Digital Single Market and amending Directives 96/9/EC and 2001/29/EC, OJ L
130, 17.5.2019, p. 92—-125

26 Moreover, 17% of respondents were not in agreement with the statement, while 35% of respondents
neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement, 8% did not know.
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As shown in Section 3 above, the extent to which the various provisions of the
Recommendation have been implemented?’” varies according to the Member State. This is
the case for instance for the planning and monitoring of digitisation. In this respect, there
has been a clear overall improvement resulting from 1) the adoption of national strategies
and/or funding programmes for digitisation, i1) domain-specific initiatives led by

ministries, the use of regional schemes, and iv) quantitative targets at national, regional,
institutional or programme level. For example, between 2011 and 2013, only 9 Member
States reported using national strategies or funding programmes to digitise cultural
heritage material®®, whereas between 2015 and 2017, 23 Member States reporting doing
so®. This increase can be attributed to the Recommendation. In particular, as
acknowledged also during the meeting of the DCHE of November 20193, the
Recommendation stimulated discussions on digital for cultural heritage. It also raised
awareness at all levels and across various sectors (e.g. finance), increasing the visibility of
the domain, its needs and challenges, which led to more concrete support at national level
(e.g. for digitisation projects).

During the DCHE meeting of November 2019, participants highlighted the effectiveness
of the list of indicative targets for minimum content for each Member State’s contribution
to Europeana, as laid down in Annex II to the Recommendation. The list represented an
important incentive for the CHIs and Member States in their work to increase the quantity
of digitised assets. However, stakeholders’' also pointed out the fact that the
Recommendation’s current provisions focus rather on increasing the quantity of the digital
cultural material, and this might have triggered unexpected negative consequences for the
quality. Achieving a high volume of digitised assets while ensuring high quality remains a
challenge that needs to be addressed.

A key factor in supporting high-quality digitised cultural material is capacity building,
with current capacity not responding sufficiently to the needs and challenges of the sector
(see details below).

For the private investment through PPPs, the Commission’s consolidated progress report
(2018) shows that the number of partnerships and institutions involved in PPPs has been
gradually increasing across the EU, with technology companies such as Google and
Proquest (for libraries), Family Search International (for archives) and Telefonica (for
libraries and museums) continuing to be the main private partners for large-scale

27 The extent to which the objectives have been achieved and the achievements attributed to the
Recommendation is assessed across the whole section.

2 European Commission (2014). Cultural heritage: digitisation, online accessibility and digital
preservation. Consolidated progress report on the implementation of Commission Recommendation, 2011-
2013.

2 Commission’s consolidated progress report (2018)

30 European Commission (2019) Workshop Report - DCHE workshop on the future of the Commission
Recommendation of 27 October 2011 on the digitisation and online accessibility of cultural material and
digital preservation (2011/711/EU), 5 November 2019 and targeted consultation

31 Workshop Brussels (January 2020), workshop Lisbo