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1 Executive summary 

This report is a synthesis of the findings of interviews carried out with end user organisations in 

the following countries: Albania, FYROM, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, Turkey, Greece, Morocco, 

Tunisia, Egypt, Israel, UAE and Saudi Arabia. 

While the interview reports received from the various countries varies in quality and quantity, 

certain emerging patterns allow for the conclusion (to be further refined) that all end users 

across the analysed region need geo-information about the built and natural environment and 

natural resources. We deduct from the interviews that for geo-information services to be 

relevant to end users, they need to include non geo-data (e.g. demographics, information on 

land available for sale etc).  

End users need the information to be accessible, shared and shareable, precise, open and free. 

This is seldom the case. Such geo-information is the basis on which the public bodies take 

decisions and carry out their managing duties. These include delivering permits for industrial 

and construction activities, planning urbanisation or the use of natural resources, handing out 

subsidies for agriculture and so on. Such geo-information is also the basis for interactions 

between the public and the private sector. 

Indeed, the private sector is often under the obligation to provide proofs, reports, and 

assessments of their activities to public organisations. It also needs geo-information internally 

to help the organisation assess opportunities to maximise income while spending less. Unlike 

some public sector organisations, the private sector seldom has access to public data sources, 

and when they do, they are charged. When this is the case, they prefer to circumvent the 

problem by accessing free, international data sources (which paradoxically are often simply the 

data that national public bodies report in the first place). This interface between the public and 

private sector, and the needs they have in common, is an opportunity when it comes to 

conceiving of a tool (a regional data hub), which can serve both. 

Across countries we note common, recurrent constraints such as data inaccessibility, even to 

that produced by institutions with a public mandate to do so. On a sub-national level, and to 

compensate for that inaccessibility, more advanced end users often cater for their own needs, 

thanks to aerial remote sensing, in situ sensors and field visits.  

Another recurrent constraint is the fact that many of the surveyed end users count on punctual 

project funding to obtain geo-information, or to test geo-information services. This indicates a 

lack of sustainable, repeatable, consistent and operational services in these regions. 
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We conclude that a data hub would be useful in these regions, with a few caveats: the data 

must be free and open, explicitly described and catalogued, if possible containing indications as 

to its applications (i.e. in relation to the GEO-CRADLE thematic areas). It should be 

complementary to other sources of data, many of which are already quoted by the end users in 

the interviews. The hierarchy of the level of the processing of the data (from raw to geo-

information products (maps) should also be made clear, since most end users will need to rely 

on a service provider to be able to benefit from such a data hub. Finally, it should be recognised 

as a standard, legitimate source of data by users. 

2 Objective, scope and structure of this document 

This document is an overview of the needs expressed by end users in the interviews carried out 

as part of the work package 2.4 of the GEO-CRADLE project. Its objective is to provide some 

insights into the market segment situated at the end of the data value added chain. It thus aims 

to inform the analysis of the value-added chain itself, and to offer some recommendations as to 

a potential focus of the pilot activities (case-studies) envisaged in the GEO-CRADLE project. 

This document is set to evolve during the lifetime of the project, by being completed and 

amended into the end deliverable of the work package 2.4. 

2.1 Structure of the document/methodology 

The analysis was focused on groups of two or more countries, for three reasons: 

1. in order to add value to the interviews (not simply reproduce the text in the interviews) 

2. to outline regional patterns in needs, in line with the objectives of GEO-CRADLE to serve 

regional (rather than simply national) objectives 

3. to have workable samples for this and the subsequent work packages 

Without being a dogmatically fixed segmentation, the choice of the groups of countries chosen 

for the analysis was oriented by: 

- the patterns emerging from interviews 

- some similarities in socio-economic and political situation (including for instance 

whether or not the countries belonged to the EU, or were in the process of adhering to 

it), geographic proximity, similarities in climate 
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On this basis, in each group of countries the following aspects were investigated: 

- general observations on the use of geo-information in the region, especially in terms of 

patterns in the needs of the interviewees, and how these connect to those in the pairing 

countries 

- information needs: list of geo-information and data needs as quoted by the interviewed 

end users 

- data sources: list of data sources quoted by the end users; where available, 

specifications as to the format of the data used (format specifications are limited in the 

report). However, should partners need to investigate further, it was a way to underline 

that the information exists, in some cases). 

- constraints: specifically, non technical constraints in accessing the information, 

procuring it, but also any type of constraints and objectives beyond the strict use of geo-

data e.g. lack of policies on climate change, insufficient implementation of rules and 

regulations, red tape, lack of financing and so on 

- awareness of GEO/COPERNICUS 

- funding schemes: when listed as having enabled the end user to procure geo-

information 

- potential benefits from a data hub 

The observations related to the aspects listed above provided the content and arguments on 

which the conclusions and recommendations in this report were based. In some cases, open 

questions and notes were left in the text deliberately as a way to flag up areas for future 

investigation, ahead of the final deliverable. 

The authors have deliberately abstained of going any further in their analysis at this point, since 

it is deemed that more information, desktop research (and time) are needed to accomplish 

that. 

3 Main activities carried out in the reporting period 

Eurisy coordinated an interview-based qualitative research from February to June 2016. After 

defining the target group (end users of geo-information data), partners were asked to submit 

eight interviews from their countries. This threshold is consistent with (and even goes beyond) 

the key performance indicators as set out in the project description. 
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The profiles of the interviewees could cover local, national or regional stakeholders, and the 

four thematic areas of the project: climate change, access to raw materials, energy and food 

security. We expected 152 interviews to be carried out by all partners with the exception of 

CIMA, EARSC, Eurisy, and PMOD. We received 100 interviews, out of which 70 were deemed 

valid for a meaningful analysis as per the criteria set out in the beginning of the process.  

Eurisy provided project partners with guidelines and an extensive list of examples of interview 

questions. Following the common guidelines, partners were asked to submit a report of 

maximum 2,500 words for each interviewee. The objective of the guidelines and of the 

interviews was to outline the context and challenges facing end users, in order for GEO-CRADLE 

partners to capture the potential of the geo-information market, locally.  

Using common guidelines allowed project partners to be completely autonomous in identifying 

and carrying out the interviews, with the task leader coordinating the overall process and 

intervening only were necessary. This improved the workflow, cut through language and 

cultural barriers, and led to a tailored approach to the interviewees. Indeed, partners were 

advised to use their knowledge of the local environment and adjust the interviews according to 

their needs.  

During the first round of interviews, from February to March, 42 reports were received from 17 

organisations from 11 countries in the region. Thus despite the targeted number of interviews 

being achieved —i.e. 40 interviews in the first round— only 30 of them were eligible for this 

task. Research organisations, GIS and raw data providers were excluded from the analysis. In 

addition, Bulgaria, Turkey and Cyprus did not submit any interview reports by the first deadline. 

The first round of interviews revealed a set of challenges. Difficulties in targeting and reaching 

end users were registered across the region. This led partners to have to intensively enrich 

interviews with desktop research. Although desktop research is not to be excluded, it cannot be 

a substitute for one-to-one interviews.  



    GEO-CRADLE H2020 SC5-18b-2015, GA No. 690133 

D2.5 User Need Analysis Report (I)  10 | P a g e  

 

During the second round, the challenge was to determine and support partners in reaching 

eligible end users. Particular focus was given to the countries from which few or no submissions 

were received (Bulgaria, Turkey and Cyprus). Based on the stakeholder entries supplied by 

partners, Eurisy provided the above mentioned partners with shortlists of eligible interviewees 

to complete the panorama of end users. In addition, Eurisy, the task leader, lent its support by 

directly contacting some of them. 

Finally, a very well attended and particularly useful session dedicated to end users, was held 

during the GEO-CRADLE workshop organised in Novi Sad. The workshop has been an 

opportunity to further enrich the picture on geo-information needs in the Balkans.  

  

http://www.eurisy.org/event-geocradle-novi-sad-project-workshop-meeting/programme
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3.1 Interview reports received 

See here a link to all interview reports. 

 

 

Note: For Bulgaria, even though no interview reports were received, a representative of the Executive 

Forest Agency gave a presentation during the user session at the Belgrade workshop. 
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Between February and July 2016, following two rounds of interviews a total of 100 reports from 

12 countries were received. Following their analysis a total 70 interviews were retained as 

being valid. Drawing on the validated reports, 64% 

of the interviewed organisations were identified as 

end users while the remaining 36% consisted of in-

house GIS providers. Those reports which did not 

target end users as per the definition agreed on 

were invalidated. A total of 30 reports were 

invalidated throughout the two rounds. In some 

cases, the replies of research organisations were 

taken into account when they gave an indirect 

feedback on the local context, even though they 

were not considered valid for the purposes of this 

graph. 

Institutional end users were predominant. They 

are easier to access by the interviewers, and also a significant part of the market.  
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4 Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria 

4.1 Interviewees (validated) 

Reports on the following organisations were received and validated: 

Organisation Name Department Country Type 

National Environment 
Agency 

Local Agency for 
Environmental 
Protection 

Romania institutional 

DaKia Association for 
Sustainable 
Development  

 Romania commercial 

Magurele City Hall  Romania institutional 

Tractebel Engineering SA 
GDF SUEZ 

 Romania commercial 

R.A.ROMATSA 
(Romanian Air Traffic 
Services Administration) 

Operational 
Department 

Romania institutional 

S.C. Agro DECVRM SRL, 
Romania 

 Romania commercial 

CEZ TRADE  Romania commercial 

Government of the 
Autonomous Province of 
Vojvodina 

Secretariat for 
Agriculture, Forestry 
and Water  

Serbia  institutional 

Public Company 
VojvodinaSume (Forest 
Company) 

 Serbia  institutional 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Environmental 
Protection 

Group of Viticulture 
and Wine Production 

Serbia  institutional 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Environmental 
Protection 

Climate Change Unit 
(CCU)  

Serbia  institutional 

Ministry of Mining and Sector for Geological Serbia  institutional 
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Energy Research and Mining 

City of Belgrade Secretariat for 
Environmental 
Protection, City 
Administration 

Serbia  institutional 

Institute for Field and 
Vegetable Crops  

 Serbia  commercial 

SrbijaSume  Serbia  institutional 

Urban and Spatial 
Planning Institute of 
Vojvodina 

 Serbia  institutional 

Public Water 
Management Company 
VodeVojvodine 

 Serbia  institutional 

Mountain Rescue 
Service  

 Serbia  institutional 

Generali Osiguranje 
Serbia 

Product Development 
Technical Department  

Serbia  commercial 

Galenika Fitofarmacija  Serbia  commercial 

Ministry of Interior Sector for Emergency 
Management 

Serbia  institutional 

4.2 Overall observations 

When it comes to energy and the environment, private and public stakeholders use a lot of the 

same kind of information on the natural and built environment.  

We have observed two mechanisms that bind the public and private sectors in this interaction, 

as follows: regulation compliance in energy projects, and subsidy control in agriculture. 

4.2.1 Regulation compliance in energy projects 

Public authorities deliver building permits, report on environmental parameters and risks, 

manage public assets (forests, waterworks etc.). They are also bound to report regularly to EU 

institutions (almost all public end users interviewed).  
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These responsibilities link them up with the private sector. For instance, public authorities 

require environment impact assessments in all energy projects. In Serbia, the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Environment gives approvals for the exploitation of mineral and water 

resources based on impact assessments carried out by candidate companies.  

Furthermore, private organisations must obtain permits issued by Institute for Nature 

Conservation of Serbia and Institute for the Protection of Cultural Heritage of Serbia.  

Tractebel Romania —an energy company — reports similar regulation constraints, as well as 

CEZ Trade Romania —an electricity trading company, which must report on any intentions of 

extending energy distribution networks. 

Companies report that compliance and reporting involve extra cost, at a time when price 

pressure during public calls for tender is particularly strong. Both the public and private sector 

respondents point to building authorisations causing unnecessary delays and obstacles. 

4.2.2 Subsidy control and agriculture 

The Secretariat for Agriculture, Forestry and Water of the Government of the Autonomous 

Province of Vojvodina in Serbia has reported subsidy control activities. Even though in Romania 

and Bulgaria no farms have been interviewed so far, both countries are part of the EU, and EU 

subsidy control is compulsory under the Common Agricultural Policy. Still, in Romania, SC Agro 

DECVRM SRL—a farming land trading company—could benefit from information on the subsidy 

eligibility of the land, since the information could influence its value. 

The objective of subsidy control is to prevent misreporting. For example, a farmer can declare 

he will sow 2ha of maize in springtime and receive subsidies for it, while he in fact sowed only 

1ha. Crop control is also important. In Vojvodina, lease agreements have provisions to maintain 

soil quality by restricting monocrops on the same plot of land in successive years. It is costly to 

enforce these provisions with field visits. In this case, using EO makes sense. Farmers plant 

high-value crops on leased land to push profit. They have no incentive to upkeep soil quality of 





https://www.usgs.gov/


http://www.geosrbija.rs/




http://213.198.241.143:85/sume
http://geoliss.mre.gov.rs/
http://geoliss.mre.gov.rs/beware/


https://gisbiotopa.beograd.gov.rs/
http://www.beoland.com/
https://gisbiotopa.beograd.gov.rs/




https://ic.fsc.org/en/certification


http://www.klimatskepromene.rs/
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4.7 Funding schemes that have allowed users to obtain geo-

information 

Research and other kinds of institutional funding support projects on a case by case basis. The 

sustainability of such projects — and therefore of the provision of geo-information services to 

final users —is not clear: for instance, a crop monitoring project in Vojvodina, carried out from 

2013 to 2015 by the Biosense Institute, is not sure to be continued. However, another project 

for using EO in forestry was successful; it led to the user organisation hiring the staff.  

The Climate Change Unit (CCU), Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection in Serbia 

quote the use of grants from GEF (Global Environmental Facility) or the EU grants or the United 

Nations Development Programme support.  

Funds provided for projects related to the EU strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region and 

the EU strategy for the Danubian Region are used by the Public Company Vojvodina Sume. This 

company also mentions financing from the Norwegian Forestry Group. 

A donation from the government of Japan made it possible to map 27 municipalities affected by 

floods thanks to experts from the Sector for Geological Research and Mining of the Ministry of 

Mining and Energy, the University of Belgrade and Geological Survey of Serbia. However, the 

end user notes, this type of map of hazards and risks should be made for the whole territory of 

Serbia. It is unclear whether the data exists, but is not aggregated, or if simply does not.  

EU IPA (Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance) funding has covered mining waste-related 

projects. NB. The same instrument is available for Montenegro, FYROM and Turkey. 

4.8 Awareness of Copernicus and GEO 

Only one end user (VojvodinaSume) seemed to be fairly acquainted with the two, as they are 

more advanced in EO exploitation (plans to introduce use of Sentinel data on a regular basis). 
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4.9 How the region may benefit from a free and open data hub 

The interviewed organisations have wide-ranging networks which may profit directly or 

indirectly by the additional data the former may access. For instance, private companies often 

serve a wider geographic pool of clients than national and sub-national authorities. Tractebel —

an electricity company— covers Romania, Bulgaria, Moldavia, Ukraine and Serbia. In Serbia, NS 

SEME, the commercial branch of the Institute for Field and Vegetable Crops is active not only in 

Serbia, but throughout the Balkans, China, EU, Ukraine, Russia, Argentina, India etc. 

Private companies often complain that they encounter obstacles in accessing public geo-

information: from weather data to cadastre to socio-economic indicators. When they can get 

some access, they are systematically charged for the data (unlike some public organisations, 

which are not). Open Data policies are very gradually introduced in EU countries, but the full set 

up has yet to take place. However, private companies are less constrained by an obligation to 

certify the geo-information they use, if they use it for their own purposes. Even if the data 

source is not certified, a geo-information service proves its worth (or not) through hands-on 

use. 

This introduces complexity in the kind of (geo-)information these companies need, but it is also 

an opportunity for regional (supra-national) data hubs to be useful. In particular, it may make 

company and other users less reliant on government data sources, in cases when they are able 

to process the data themselves. 

In the case of public authorities, introducing new sources of geo-information (like a data hub) is 

made more difficult by the fact that these organisations already have formal processes in place 

to produce or procure data. In some cases only data obtained through formal sources is valid 

for compliance reporting. For instance in Serbia, the Government of the Autonomous Province 

of Vojvodina— Secretariat for Agriculture, Forestry and Water— can only use official data and 

information for its work and in its reports. The only source of official geo-data is the 

Geographical Institute of Serbia (RGZ), which asks high prices for their data services. 
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So complementing, or changing the data sources these organisations use would involve 

reshaping public data procurement processes, or making a data hub formally recognised as a 

valid source for public organisations. 
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5 FYROM and Albania 

5.1 Interviewees (validated) 

Organisation Name Department (if 
applicable) 

Country Type 

National Food Authority   Albania institutional 

Ministry of Environment, 
Sector of Climate Change 

 Albania institutional 

National Agency of 
Natural Resources 

 Albania institutional 

National Environment 
Agency of Albania  

Statistical and 
Information 
Directorate/GIS Section 

Albania institutional 

General Directory of Civil 
Emergencies 

 Albania institutional 

Ministry of Environment   Albania institutional 

Ministry of Agriculture, 
forestry and water 
economy  

Land Policy Unit, Dept 
for Land Parcel 
Identification system 

FYROM institutional 

Spatial Planning Agency   FYROM institutional 

5.2 Overall observations 

The interviews provided for FYROM gave a sufficient level of detail, though further information 

on the end user needs may be useful in the future. In the case of Albania, the information 

received was very scarce, and so the market needs in the country could be only inferred. The 

interviews should be enriched with additional information in the future. 

On the basis of the interviews received, analysis for the two countries could be oriented to 

climate change and the agriculture sector, especially to the extent to which they are related 

(agriculture generates water pressure, food production can suffer from the effects of increased 

natural hazards as a consequence of climate change, and so on).  
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Aligning both countries’ policies with those of the European Union plays an important role in 

driving the Ministries’ activities and long term policy planning. Compliance obligations, such as 

the INSPIRE Directive, have played a positive role in networking and harmonizing national 

datasets both in Albania and FYROM.  

In Albania climate change is only an emerging theme. According to interviews, efforts are only 

now beginning to include the notion of climate change in national policies and regulations. 

Since the notion has yet to be transposed into policy, it can be assumed that procedures and 

processes for obtaining climate change data are not yet in place. This means that the country 

may benefit immediately from additional sources of climate change data —so potentially from 

the GEO-CRADLE Data Hub. 

In FYROM on the other hand, climate change seems to have a slightly higher profile (at least 

according to interviews), since geo-information on climate change is already used by the Spatial 

Planning Agency in connection with energy, access to raw materials and agriculture. Going back 

to the connection between climate change and agriculture, the FYROM Ministry of Agriculture, 

Forestry and Water Economy delivers data products used as input for the quantification of 

pressures arousing from/on agriculture (water scarcity, natural phenomena and so on). 

In FYROM a good system for agriculture seems to be in place. The Department of Land Parcel 

Identification System of the Ministry of Agriculture is permanently tasked to provide the Paying 

Agency with information on the identity of producers, types of crops, identification of land use, 

agricultural practices. It performs periodical controls of land use of agricultural area on a parcel 

level, by the means of RS data (orthophotos). All data are used to check subsidy eligibility. This 

is common with Serbia. It would be worth exploring the synergies for the two countries in this 

direction. 







http://gis.katastar.gov.mk/arec/
http://www.maksoil.edu.mk/
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/prag/document.do?locale=en
http://www.aku.gov.al/
http://geoportal.asig.gov.al/en/Default.aspx
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Data gaps and limited formats: Both countries have underlined the low quality of existing 

national data sets and the lack of standardization procedures in data collection between public 

institutions. The Spatial Planning Agency of FYROM reports that less than 40% of the data it 

needs from other public institutions is received in an appropriate format. A lot of the public 

data is still available only in an analogue format.  

Burdensome public tendering procedures: entities in FYROM highlighted that the long tender 

procedures affect the timeliness of their activities and the quality of the prepared data. 

5.7 Funding schemes that have allowed users to obtain geo-

information 

No funding schemes were mentioned by the interviewees in both Albania and FYROM. The 

Albanian Ministry of Environment declared to have received data through different projects, 

however no details were given with regards to the financing structure.  

Between 2012 and 2013, the General Directory of Civil Emergencies mentioned taking part in 

the project “Increasing resilience using earth observation”. The project took place under the 

7th Framework Programme, European Commission’s Work Programme 2012, Cooperation, 

Theme 9, Space, Support to emergency response management (SPA.2012.1.1-04), Collaborative 

project Grant agreement no.: 312461, Coordinator: Dr. Marc Mueller (Astrium GEO-Information 

Services [SISA]). 

Name Institution 

Florence Beroud EC/REA 

Consortium SISA, geomer, ITD, MF, GeoVille, ROSA, ITC, NIMH & UNESCO 

Users Albanian Ministry of Interior, Civil Protection Veneto region, DGSCGC, 

SCHAPI, VKKI, MDRT and WFP 

Associated 

partners 

CIMA, BGR, Allianz, BBK and ECMWF 
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6 Greece, Cyprus and Turkey1 

6.1 Interviewees (validated) 

 

Organisation Name Department (if 
applicable) 

Country Type 

Atlantis Consulting Ltd.  Cyprus commercial 

AC Nestos (Farming 
cooperative) 

 Greece  commercial 

AC Nespar (Farming 
cooperative) 

 Greece  commercial 

Croop Xanthi (Farming 
cooperative) 

 Greece  commercial 

Aeiforiki S.A  Greece  commercial 

Aneth S.A (Development 
Agency of Thessaloniki) 

 Greece  institutional 

AKKT S.A   Greece  commercial 

Directorate of Agricultural 
Affairs of East Macedonia-
Thrace 

 Greece  institutional 

Bank of Greece  Climate Change 
Impacts Study 
Committee 

Greece  institutional 

Centre for Renewable Energy 
Sources and Savings (CRES) 

 Greece  institutional 

Independent Power 
Transmission Operator (IPTO 
or ADMIE)  

 Greece  institutional 

Draxis Environmental SA  Greece  commercial 

LDK S.A. Environment 
Department  

Greece  commercial 

                                                      
1
 Turkey to be filled in when interviews are carried out 
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Municipality of Thessaloniki Environment 
Department 

Greece  institutional 

Public Power Corporation 
S.A. 

Hydroelectric 
Generation 
Department 

Greece  institutional 

Ministry of Environment, 
Energy and Climate Change 
(YPEKA)  

Special Secretariat for 
Water 

Greece  institutional 

Ministry of Environment, 
Energy and Climate Change 
(YPEKA)  

 Greece  institutional 

 

6.2 Overall observations 

Greek interviews focused on two main themes: energy and agriculture. By comparison to their 

Balkan neighbours the geo-information and satellite technology market seems more mature, 

with several service providers available on the market.  

However, there is a need for a better understanding of the market needs and potential 

exploitation of environmental data in particular.  

Although the legislative background in terms of rules and regulations is quite solid, 

interviewees have on several occasions mentioned the lack of control and implementation 

mechanisms.  

In addition, the financial crisis coupled with tight austerity measures has considerably affected 

the purchasing power of EO products by public institutions.  

Shrinking budgets, although a threat to private companies, could also represent an opportunity 

to shift behaviour towards the use of open data sources. Most interviewees feel that the state 

should strengthen the dissemination and availability of EO data to potential end users by 

establishing a transparent and user friendly interface with key contact points for different 

market sectors.  







https://www.openstreetmap.org/
https://asterweb.jpl.nasa.gov/gdem.asp
http://195.251.42.2/cgi-bin/nisehist.sh
http://geodata.gov.gr/
http://www.protectedplanet.net/
https://www.eionet.europa.eu/
http://www.thessaloniki.gr/opendata
http://www.envdimosthes.gr/
http://www.ypeka.gr/Default.aspx?tabid=252&language=el-GR
http://maps.ypeka.gr/flexviewers/gis/
http://floods.ypeka.gr/
http://floods.ypeka.gr/
http://www.ktimatologio.gr/sites/en/Pages/Default.aspx
http://ndbhmi.chi.civil.ntua.gr/en/index.html
http://www.hydroscope.gr/




http://maps.ypeka.gr/flexviewers/gis/
http://maps.ypeka.gr/flexviewers/gis/
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7 Morocco, Tunisia, Egypt, Israel 

7.1 Interviewees (validated) 

Organisation Name Department (if 
applicable) 

Country Type 

Water river basin 
agency for the 
Bouregreg and the 
Chaouia 

 Morocco institutional 

Settat Urban Agency, 
Province of Settat - 
Province of Khouribga 

 Morocco institutional 

Ministry of Town and 
Land Planning 

Land Planning 
Directorate 

Morocco institutional 

Office for Agriculture 
Promotion of the 
Gharb (ORMVAG) 

 Morocco institutional 

Water Basin Agency of 
the Oum and the Rabia 

 Morocco institutional 

National Water Public 
Company (SONEDE) 

GIS Unit  Tunisia institutional 

Tunisian Electricity and 
Gas Company 

 Tunisia institutional 

National Rural 
Engineering Research 
Institute (INGREF) 

 Tunisia institutional 

Ministry of Agriculture 
and Water 

General 
Directorate of 
Farmland 
Planning and 
Protection (DG 
ACTA)  

Tunisia institutional 

Agency for Protection 
and Coastal Planning 
(APAL) 

 Tunisia Institutional 





    GEO-CRADLE H2020 SC5-18b-2015, GA No. 690133 

 

 

Water Basin Agency of the 
Bouregreg and the Chaouia

National Drinking Water Office

The Settat Urban Agency, Province 
of Settat - Province of Khouribga

Mineral extracting companies

National Water Public Company 
(SONEDE)

Office for Agriculture Promotion of 
the Gharb (ORMVAG)

National Electricity and Water 
Office

Electricity and water distributors

Ministry of Town and Land PlanningCRTS CNCT

�*�'�$�����)�D�U�P�H�U�V�¶���D�V�V�R�F�L�D�W�L�R�Q��

National Rural Engineering 
Research Institute ( INGREF)

Ministry of Agriculture water

Agency for Protection and Coastal 
planning (APAL)

Littoral Observatory

General Directorate of Farmland 
Planning and Protection (DG ACTA)

N
a

tio
na

l
S

ub
-n

a
tio

na
l

Forest and Water Directorate

Land Planning Directorate

Water Basin Agency of the  the 
Oum and the Rabia

Lo
ca

l

Tunisian Electricity and Gaz 
Company

Farmers
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• mapping of public water resources and water users, with their rights 

• mapping of extraction sites 

• mapping of irrigation sites 

• mapping of water spring drilling sites 

• river basin erosion, topography 

• identifying industrial discharges 

• flood risk monitoring, damage monitoring 

• salty water penetration in coastal areas 

• water quality, quantity, speed of water courses 

• pollution 

• environment impact assessment  

• dams  

• water evaporation and humidity evapotranspiration  

• snow coverage  

• coastal area monitoring 

• water resources  

• bathymetry  

• protected sites 

• forest coverage 

In Tunisia, the following were quoted: 

• geographic distribution of gas and gas pipes 

• renewables potential (esp. Solar) 

• environmental impact of pipe networks 

• natural resources (water) 

• water pumping stations 

• coast and coastal monitoring data: seashore, beaches, dunes, sand, island, cliffs, 

wetlands, estuaries, 

• soil and water quality 

• land degradation and priority areas for mitigating it 

7.4 Current data sources and data access 

In Morocco, the interviews were carried out by the CRTS (Royal Remote Sensing Centre) – a key 

actor in Morocco with a formal mandate to procure satellite data for the country, to provide 
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National Rural Engineering Research 
Institute (INGREF), Tunisia 

NA NA 

General Directorate of Farmland 
Planning and Protection (DG ACTA), 
Tunisia 

NA NA 

Agency of Protection and Coastal 
Planning (APAL), Tunisia 

NA NA 

General Authority for Fisheries , Egypt Yes No 

Egyptian Environmental Affairs Agency Yes Yes 

Ministry of Agriculture, Egypt Yes Yes 

EMATIC Consulting Company, Egypt No No 

Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation, 
Egypt 

No No 

General Authority for Fisheries, Egypt  No No 

7.9 How the region may benefit from a free and open regional 

data hub 

In Morocco and Tunisia, CRTS (Royal Remote Sensing Centre) and CNCT (The National Mapping 

and Remote Sensing Centre of Tunisia) respectively, have a state mandate to provide geo-

information to users in both countries. This also means that they procure data for such users. 

Thus, the two are key entry points to final users, can federate their needs (including around 

water) and get them involved in communicating their needs. 

If the data hub gave access to relevant additional data (from the point of view of the temporal 

and spatial resolution, of the thematic focus and so on) it would be useful to the whole chain of 
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users. The hub could potentially be a platform where users that have common stakes (water 

managers for instance) can mutualise the use of some data that may be relevant for both 

countries. 

Furthermore, in Tunisia, some users deplore that being dependent on the CNCT creates red 

tape and therefore delays in receiving their data. It can be envisaged that some users might 

benefit accessing additional data directly. Depending on the processing status of the data 

available on the hub, they may or may not require training (including from the CNCT).  

In Egypt the situation is more difficult, where in some cases research centers can even lack a 

basic internet connection. Furthermore, Egyptian interviewees report on the poor quality of 

existing data sets (outdated data, wrong formats and wrong corrections on geographical 

locations). Thus, Egypt would greatly benefit from using open data sources provided in a free 

and open data hub. 
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8 Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates 

8.1 Interviewees (validated)  

Organisation Name Department (if applicable) Country Type  

Abu Dhabi Urban Planning 
Council 

GIS Section UAE Institutional 

Abu Dhabi Environment 
Agency 

Environmental information, 
Science and Outreach 
management section 

UAE Institutional 

Dubai Municipality GIS Department UAE Institutional 

Department of Municipal 
Affairs and Transport  

Geographic Information Systems 
Office  

UAE Institutional 

Government of Dubai - 
Road and Transport 
Authority 

Corporate Technical Support 
Services Sector 

UAE Institutional 

Government of Abu Dhabi, 
Abu Dhabi Systems and 
Information Centre (ADSIC) 

 Abu Dhabi Spatial Data 
Infrastructure (AD-SDI)  

UAE Institutional 

Saudi Arabian Oil Company 
(ARAMCO)  

 Saudi 
Arabia 

Commercial 

The National Water 
Company (NWC) 

 Saudi 
Arabia 

Institutional 

8.2 Overall observations 

While only one major oil company was included in the interviews —the Saudi Arabian Oil 

Company — it is difficult to ignore that access to raw materials and resources is a major stake 

in this region. Transport and other infrastructure, as well as environmental sustainability —

topics the other respondents work on—can be related to access to raw materials too.  

Sustainability appears to drive the majority of Saudi Arabia’s and UAE’s public policies, whether 

they cover environmental, water, energy or access to raw materials. This can be explained 

through their strong economic dependence on natural resources and also the need to supply 

their growing population with water and agricultural products. 





http://geoportal.abudhabi.ae/geoportal
http://www.upc.gov.ae/guidelines/manuals-and-guidelines.aspx?lang=en-US
http://enviroportal.ead.ae/geoportal/catalog/main/home.page
https://portal.dm.gov.ae/SCWebUI/Sections.aspx?DeptId=16
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8.8 Awareness of Copernicus and GEO 

In the case of the United Arab Emirates there is little to no knowledge reported on the Sentinels 

programme. None of the interviewed public authorities uses any Sentinel data.  

The UAE have recently become a GEO member, which could result in future awareness raising 

campaigns.  

The interviews received from Saudi Arabia are not very conclusive as to whether there is an 

awareness and/ or use of Copernicus and Sentinel Data & GEO resources.  

8.9 How the region may benefit from a free and open data hub 

Both Saudi Arabia and UAE state having equipped their public authorities and companies with 

the latest technical equipment and software solutions. This would enable them to be able to 

benefit from new geo-information sources. 

In that context, the region may benefit from a dedicated workshop to investigate this topic 

further. 
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9 Conclusions 

The choice of the interviewed organisations has clearly influenced the focus of this survey. This 

is not a problem, since its objective was not to do an exhaustive analysis of end user needs, but 

to identify examples which could help the consortium understand the context in which the 

project can be relevant and useful. 

The conclusions below are a synthesis of the chapters above in terms of general observations, 

information needs, data sources, and usefulness of a data hub. 

9.1 General observations and constraints 

The political and economic context, the geographic location and landscape of the countries, 

determine (relative) cohesion areas of uniform needs and contexts.  

Serbia, FYROM Macedonia, Albania are all candidates to the EU, so in the process of 

implementing the EU acquis communautaire, as mentioned in most interviews. This generates 

common environmental monitoring needs which are therefore easier to understand and relate 

to GEO-CRADLE topics. They apply to both the private and public sector: public authorities 

verify compliance of private institutions, the latter report to public institutions. This common 

link helps define common information needs.  

The acquis —in addition to geographic proximity— link up these countries with Romania, 

Bulgaria, Greece and Cyprus, which as EU members all apply already EU Directives. These EU 

regulations and directives create a common reporting framework, which makes it easy to go 

more in-depth in understanding the geo-information needs of the reporting organisations. 

Agriculture and forestry are very prominent themes in all these countries, not only because a 

lot of the interviewed organisations work in these areas, but because they are important 

sources of economic revenue there. These themes have wide-ranging implications in terms of 

climate change and food security. 







https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B_XWK9TG9xY2WVI4eDhFaUI2ZEk/view?usp=sharing
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In the case of private companies— i.e. end user companies, not only service providers— they 

could choose to use such databases for their operational purposes, and verify their quality as 

they go along. Since data cost and accessibility is particularly a problem for companies, it could 

be envisaged that removing that obstacle for them would stimulate companies and their 

activities. 

9.4 Recommendation for further exploration of end-user needs 

The recommendations are made both on the basis of thematic needs of the surveyed countries, 

and the potential for cooperation in these countries to the pilot activities, based on their 

degree of involvement so far. See here a link to all interview reports. 

These recommendations outline the general contours of potential groups of users and their 

needs that could constitute the object of further investigations.  

They are grouped according to the topics of the anticipated pilot activities, but with the 

understanding that they simply provide some indications to be validated (or not) in the 

subsequent stages of the project. 

For instance, the next work packages in the project may investigate if there currently exist 

services which can satisfy the information needs of the identified users, or not. If not, it would 

be interesting to further explore if the data components of such services exist. If they do, the 

future pilot activities may investigate the feasibility of setting up such services by combining the 

available datasets. 

Starting from grassroots examples of service needs would allow for a prioritisation of data 

needs on the basis of the service needs of the end-users. This would meaningfully anchor data 

provision (through a regional Data Hub) into the regional needs. 

One limitation of the current version of the user needs analysis is that the format and the 

process of the interviews meant that sometimes we received feedback on data needs, rather 

than information needs. It is hoped that over the next stages of the project, including through 

https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=0B_XWK9TG9xY2RUVLNlZ2ZTZjbDg&usp=sharing







