
EOSC-Nordic project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 857652

Shaping up the Nordics for EOSC
Lene Krøl Andersen, DeiC

EOSC-Nordic Project Manager, NeIC

NeIC2019 Nordic Infrastructure For Open Science
Tivoli Congress Center, Copenhagen, Denmark May 15, 2019

EOSC-Nordic WP4  
FAIR assessments 
& preliminary 
results
Andreas O Jaunsen  
(NeIC, WP4 lead)



By Taller345 - Own work, CC 
BY-SA 4.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia
.org/w/index.php?curid=63
245736

Iceland
• UNIVERSITY 

OF ICELAND

Norway
• NORDFORSK
• UNINETT SIGMA2 AS
• NORWEGIAN CENTER FOR 

RESEARCH DATA

Denmark
• DENMARK TECHNICAL 

UNIVERSITY
• UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN 

DENMARK
• DANISH NATIONAL ARCHIVES
• UNIVERSITY OF COPENHAGEN
• CAPITAL REGION OF DENMARK
• NORDUNET / AS

Finland
• CSC – IT CENTER OF 

SCIENCE
• UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI
• UNIVERSITY OF TAMPERE 
• UNIVERSITY OF EASTERN 

FINLAND
• FINNISH METEOROLOGICAL 

INSTITUTE

Sweden
• UNIVERSITY OF UPPSALA
• SWEDISH RESEARCH 

COUNCIL
• UNIVERSITY OF 

GOTHENBORG

Estonia
• UNIVERSITY OF TARTU 
• NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

CHEMICAL PHYSICS AND 
BIOPHYSICS

Latvia
• RIGA TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY 

Lithuania
• UNIVERSITY OF VILNIUS

Netherlands
GoFair

Germany
DKRZ

24 Participants
10 countries

WP4 members

A S Fink Kjeldgaard (DNA) 
Henrik Jakobsen (DNA) 
Troels Rasmussen (DeiC)

Adil Hasan (Sigma2) 
Trond Kvamme (NSD) 
Andreas Jaunsen (NeIC)

Liisi Lembinen (UTartu) 

Guðbjörg A Jónsdóttir (HI)

Birger Jerlehag (SND) 
Iris Alfredsson (SND) 
Monica Lassi (SNIC/LU)

Heikki Lehväslaiho (CSC) 
Josefine Nordling (CSC) 
Mari Elisa Kuusniemi (UHEL) 
Mari Kleemola (UTA) 
Pauli Assinen (UHEL) 
Tuomas Aleterä (FSD) 

21 participants

Ilmars Slaidins (RTU) 
Janis Kampars (RTU) 
Lauris Cikovskis (RTU)

Bert Meermans (GFF)



It’s all about FAIR…



What is a dataset?



For Humans

For Machines



Schwardmann, U., 2020. Digital Objects – FAIR Digital Objects: Which Services Are Required?. Data Science Journal, 19(1), p.15.  
DOI: http://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2020-015

FAIR Digital Objects

http://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2020-015


(Manually) select N=10 
 datasets per repository 

(~750 unique DOs)

Survey Nordic  
 region for research  

repositories  
(~100 repos in sample)

Evaluate datasets 
using metrics  

that (mostly) explore  
machine-actionable 

metadata 

Our semi-automated FAIR-
assessment approach

Select 
repositories 
with PIDs for 

evaluation 
(75 repos)



N=10 approximation test



Our goal is to guide communities 
based on FAIR assessments of their 
data repository and hope this leads 

them to take action and FAIRify there 
datasets/repository







Expose the 
results to repos/
communities, so 
that they can 
use the 
feedback from 
the tool as a 
guideline to 
improve their 
FAIRness

https://
docs.google.co

m/
spreadsheets/d/
1MBTMXb5SIea
BKiyEzlmgJtQtx
NS1zZTgTvTk9A

2vgdc
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98 repositories (75 evaluated)

Evaluation  
not 

possible

20% 9%No GUID

24%

FAIR uptake

39%

F-UJI
8%



(7) (3)

(4) (9)

Evaluated using F-UJI



Assessment tests

Feb 16           Mar 2              Mar 8           Apr 12          Apr 20

—————— v.1.0.6 ——————-



Misc assessment output

Feb 16           Mar 2              Mar 8           Apr 12          Apr 20

—————— v.1.0.6 ——————-



A look at the temporal 
evolution of the FAIR scores  

(aka FAIR uptake)



FAIR score evolution

v106



Parameters that influence 
the FAIR score

• Software and/or metric changes influence the results


• Individual datasets (DOs) assessments may fluctuate (due 
to intrinsic changes in metadata/repository)


• URL deprecation is a problem (currently; 24 out of 1040 
GUIDs do not resolve – 404 error)



Bins LATEST Epoch 10 Epoch 9 Epoch 8

0.025 0 0 0 0

0.05 2.4186 15.1371 15.0537 15.429

0.075 2.4186 15.1371 15.0537 15.429

0.1 2.4186 17.1363 17.0529 17.4282

0.125 2.4186 17.1363 17.0529 17.4282

0.15 2.4186 20.7613 20.9279 21.3032

0.175 5.2525 32.0969 32.2635 32.4721

0.2 5.2525 32.0969 32.2635 32.4721

0.225 5.2525 35.4297 35.5963 36.0132

0.25 6.0025 35.4297 35.5963 36.0132

0.275 6.0025 45.6797 45.8463 46.2632

0.3 10.0863 67.2655 67.4321 65.2237

0.325 10.0863 67.2655 67.4321 65.2237

0.35 15.4191 85.2637 85.4303 86.5549

0.375 15.7941 85.2637 85.4303 86.5549

0.4 15.7941 93.8887 94.0553 95.1799

0.425 24.1281 106.8064 106.5563 107.2642

0.45 24.1281 106.8064 106.5563 107.2642

0.475 29.6277 122.8469 122.1385 124.6796

0.5 40.1277 122.8469 122.1385 124.6796

0.525 40.1277 139.8469 139.1385 140.1796

0.55 43.9196 184.2663 184.6413 185.6824

0.575 43.9196 184.2663 184.6413 185.6824

0.6 46.8361 201.182 200.3904 200.8482

0.625 48.7111 201.182 200.3904 200.8482

0.65 48.7111 223.057 222.2654 221.4732

0.675 48.7111 256.392 255.6004 254.1415

0.7 48.7111 256.392 255.6004 254.1415

0.725 49.4194 279.0576 278.9743 276.0988

0.75 49.4194 279.0576 278.9743 276.0988

0.775 49.4194 291.8076 291.7243 288.8488

0.8 49.4194 293.391 293.3077 288.8488

0.825 49.4194 293.391 293.3077 288.8488

0.85 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

0.875 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

0.9 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

0.925 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

0.95 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

0.975 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

1 49.4194 294.2243 294.141 289.6821

FAIR score analysis



Highlights
• The majority of repositories are not very FAIR, primarily 

because they do not support machine-actionable metadata


• 24% of the sample cannot be evaluated due to lack of GUID


• The average score of the 75 evaluated repositories is 0.244 
± 0.007


• Repositories running on established platforms score an 
average of 0.42


• Repositories that are certified score an average of 0.31



The End


