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1. AGENDA 

1. Opening 
2. Review of major changes  
3. Comments and proposals by participants 
4. Next steps 

2. MINUTES 

2.1. Opening 

The SEMIC team opened the webinar, the participants were welcomed, and the 
agenda was presented. The meeting took place in the context of the SEMIC action 
with a three objectives (1) interact with the SEMIC community, (2) share and discuss 
concerns, expectations and expertise, and (3) align on upcoming solutions regarding 
the SHACL template files by taking into account all comments received. The specific 
topics discussed during the webinar refer directly to the issues identified and the 
comments coming from the community, notably via Github, as listed below: 

• Issue 117/125/116/115: background knowledge 
• Issue 118: expected messages for constraints  
• Issue 119: MS extensions use alternative codelists 
• Issue 55: dct:LinguisticSystem and skos:Concept, proposal that NAL 

instances are not instances of dct:LinguisticSystem 
• Issue 121: request for examples 

Moreover, expressions of concerns to deliver correct/compliant data catalogues 
were taken into account, especially from Germany towards the European Data 
Portal. 

The presentation was divided into four main parts and led by the expert Bert van 
Nuffellen from the SEMIC team. Short Q&A sessions took place at the end of each 
main section, in order to discuss the identified issue and the proposed solutions. 
 

2.2. Topics discussed 

2.2.1. Importance of providing background knowledge with SHACL 
template for validation  

Presentation of issues 
 
Background knowledge is key, particularly for RDF subclasses. The subclass 
relationship must be provided and only then will the SHACL validation take this into 
account. A small demonstration was presented via the SHACL validator. Presence or 
absence of background knowledge has a serious impact in the validation process. 
Including background vocabularies require decisions on: 

• Only the rdfs:subClassOf relationships 
• The whole vocabulary files  
• The dependencies of the imported vocabularies (transitive imports) 
• Version management of the dependencies 

 

Proposed solutions 
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• DCAT-AP specification SHACL files published without background knowledge 
included; 

• A dependency import list is created capturing the subclass relationships that 
are considered to be acceptable for usage within DCAT-AP context; 

• The DCAT-AP SHACL validator will include an option including the dependency 
imports. 

 

Discussion 

A participant initiated the discussion with the following general comment regarding 
the purpose of shedding clarity on such validators. Currently there are two validators 
(at DCAT-AP and EDP), and there are some issues when files go through one 
validator, but not through the other one. It was insisted on making sure that 
internally the European Commission services should be aligned, and the various 
validators should be well explained for outside audiences. Hence the importance of 
such webinars. 
  
Another participant provided another comment, stating that including background 
data is somewhat against the spirit of RDF and the idea of not repeating the 
background information. This is a large task and it is hard to expect the users to 
provide this background information.  
  
A participant followed-up on this comment and agreed with the extra work which will 
needed to be provided. The same person asked if in SHACL, there is a mechanism to 
differentiate between individuals and organisations and, if yes, why such a 
mechanism was not considered. From a practical perspective, this could cover around 
90% of the issues. 
 
Another attendee noted that a differentiation should be made between validation for 
DCAT-AP and validation for DCAT-AP of the EDP. For the latter case, it is indeed 
possible to be more explicit on what is allowed and requested from the data providers. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Following the comments and exchanges, the SEMIC Team proposed to publish the 
SHACL without background knowledge, while at the same time creating a dependency 
import list for the background knowledge already known. Therefore, two options will 
be provided: to validate with or without the background knowledge. The audience 
agreed on the proposed solution. 
 
 

2.2.2. Expressing the rules and constraints in the DCAT-AP specification 
in SHACL 

Presentation of issues 
 
The differences between implementation and specification was explained to the 
audience.   

For the implementation: 

• requires a URL which is considered to be the URI of the licence 
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• does not provide explicit evidence that the URI is an instance of class 
dct:LicenseDocument 

• assumes / interprets this as an instance of the class dct:LicenseDocument  

The issue appears as errors are reported for values that are not explicitly annotated 
as a dct:LicenseDocument. 

Proposed solutions 

Two scenarios were presented to the audience, namely when validation checks for 
class membership are put in place or not. After a brief description of these scenarios, 
the SEMIC Team proposed two sets of solutions. 

• For the DCAT-AP specification: to create SHACL constraints for class 
membership in a separate file and create options in the DCAT-AP validator 
with/without class-membership; 

• For the implementation part: the implementation could publish its 
constraints and assumptions against which it validates the input. This can be 
done by an aggregated SHACL file based on the DCAT-AP SHACL files.  

Discussion 

A participant provided a comment stating that the main question is which triples 
should be checked. In this regard, two types of properties should be distinguished: 
(1) relationship between instances of the main DCAT-AP resources (dataset, data 
service, distribution etc.), where a requirement should state that these are explicitly 
provided, and (2) URIs which are used across many different catalogues, in which 
there is no need to provide this information again. The same participant who posed 
the question was in favour of not having this as part of the SHACL constraints for a 
specific set of properties, which point to resources which are reused (for instance 
licence). This however will require these properties to be mapped.  

Another participant agreed with the last comment and remarked that there are 
similarities with the ways of thinking around background knowledge, as certain 
background knowledge is implicit and does not need to be included again. 

After the exchange, a participant summarised that the best way forward is to create 
a list of classes that should be in DCAT-AP, for which class membership validation 
should be mandatory, and optional for external ones. 
 
A participated pointed out that another option would be to provide additional 
background information for known licences. It would work for most cases, however 
every participant would have to have their own external knowledge. An attendee 
pointed out that this approach would not solve the problems with lists and other 
domains which cannot be controlled. The first participant agreed with the remark. 
 
Conclusion 
 
To sum up, the SEMIC Team proposed to come up with a coherent proposal for the 
classification, in which will be used as a basis to initiate this differentiation between 
mandatory and optional class membership validations. It was further proposed that 
every implementation publishes its constraints and assumptions against which it 
validates its input. The audience agreed to this proposal. 
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2.2.3. Optimising the organisation of the SHACL template files for 
enhancing their reusability 

In this section, several issues were discussed, as presented in the subsections below. 

• Error messages information 

Presentation of issues 

This section tackled the theme of how to express other sentences in SHACL shapes. 
One of the tools that the test bed has is a SHACL shape validator, which led to two 
errors/typos being found. Besides this aspect, the feedback received raised the 
question of creating some design guidelines. In this regard, currently SHACL shapes 
combine many statements/constraints and if any of these are not valid, a violation is 
created. This leads to a situation in which generic error messages are sent. The first 
question is therefore if there a need to make more human-readable error messages, 
in order to allow catalogue publishers to address the issues. 
 

Discussion 

A participant proposed the idea to include the usage note information to the error 
message so that everything is gathered in one place. Another participant noted that 
the usage note might not give the relevant information regarding the error. Building 
on this, the second participant proposed to have a more explicit error message, by 
tweaking the SHACL validator to give a more detailed explanation for the rule/shape 
failing. The human-readable feedback could be generated as part of the validator. 
 
Another participant questioned if the error message is generally more detailed than 
the one presented during the webinar. After clarification from the SEMIC Team, the 
answering participant mentioned that for DCAT-AP DE, tailored messages are sent, 
but these are not a priority now. The priority should be on working rules for the 
moment and error messages should be left for later. 
 
A participant offered their insight of what is currently being done in Sweden who have 
separated the validation step from how the end-user is presented. Whatever the 
validator provides is always an error log which is detailed enough to generate a more 
human-friendly message. For this to work, a data structure should be implemented 
which would indicate: the resource, the property, the shape, the property within the 
shape, whether this is regarded as a violation, and the path. From there the rules 
can be combined, to present something human-friendly. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The SEMIC Team took note of the discussion and feedback provided by the attendees. 
For the moment, this issue is not a priority. The error message information provided 
now should be enough for data specialists/architects. The focus should be on this 
group first and secondly for data providers.  
 

• Expressing usage levels in SHACL 
 
Presentation of issues 

Currently, there are three usage levels for both classes and properties: mandatory, 
recommended and optional. This was explained by the SEMIC Team following the 
table below. 
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Class Properties 

Mandatory class: a receiver of data 
must be able to process information 
about instances of the class; a sender 
of data must provide information about 
instances of the class. 
 

Mandatory property: a receiver must 
be able to process the information for 
that property; a sender must provide 
information for that property. 
 

Recommended class: a sender of 
data should provide information about 
instances of the class; a sender of data 
must provide information about 
instances of the class, if such 
information is available; a receiver of 
data must be able to process 
information about instances of the 
class.  
 

Recommended property: a receiver 
must be able to process the information 
for that property; a sender should 
provide the information for that property 
if it is available.  
 

Optional class: a receiver must be 
able to process information about 
instances of the class; a sender may 
provide the information but is not 
obliged to do so.  
 

Optional property: a receiver must be 
able to process information for that 
property; a sender may provide the 
information for that property but is not 
obliged to do so.  
 

 
 
The issues appear for the “recommended” class, where there is no difference made 
between situations where information cannot legitimately be provided, and situations 
where information has not been provided on purpose.  

Discussion 

A participant remarked that currently, at the EDP, the SHACL validation assumes that 
if a warning is issued, it is seen as a non-compliance. In the past they faced a lot of 
violations, and it was clear it was not compliant. Lately, they have been receiving 
warnings which indicate non-compliance. Another participant proposed, that an 
agreement is needed from the DCAT-AP team that a warning is considered compliant. 
The SEMIC Team took note of the comment and noted that this should be followed-
up as a warning should be considered an attention point rather than a non-
compliance. Regarding the expression of the usage level in SHACL, the presented 
premise was agreed on by the attendees. 
 
The SEMIC Team continued by providing illustrations in regards to a mandatory class 
Dataset (dcat:Dataset). In cases where the exchange happens with explicit types 
expressing class membership, it is considered valid. Otherwise, if none are explicit, 
the exchanges are considered invalid. In the current validation rules, if one data set 
is explicitly typed as dcat:Dataset, it is considered valid. The participants were asked 
if this should be the case. 
 
A participant pointed out two aspects: firstly, all ranges of DCAT-AP dataset should 
be checked if they are written with a capital D, and secondly, that the requirement 
to have exactly one dataset will eventually be gone. 
 
Another participant added that this problem will be solved by the decision made 
earlier regarding which class membership has to be tested. In addition, the 
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requirement for having a minimum number of datasets per catalogue seemed unclear 
from the start. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The SEMIC Team concluded that since this is a key class, this will explicitly be checked 
and should be traced with an error message. This was agreed by the attendees. 
 
On a side note, a participant mentioned a use-case for datasets without distributions, 
as these are used in Sweden in case an organisation does not have distributions but 
still wants to inform that there is a dataset existing. The SEMIC Team took note of 
the provided use-case. 
 
 

• License type 
 
Presentation of issues 

The SEMIC Team continued the presentation by discussing the necessity for all 
License Documents to have a licence type. If there is no verification for range class 
membership, then no Licence Documents are enforced and the SHACL rules on 
Licence Documents will never activate. The SEMIC Team then opened the floor to the 
participants, asking in which way this should be best tackled or if it is out of scope. 
 
Discussion 

A participant indicated that they are opposed to this license type, as there is no 
interest in repeating the same information, especially for well-known licences. 
Therefore, this should not be checked. Several other attendees agreed with this 
approach. Several participants entered discussion about how the current rule works. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on the input provided in this session, the SEMIC Team concluded that 
additional properties of supporting objects are not core to DCAT-AP validation. 
 
 

• Severity level of the message 
 
Presentation of issues 

 The SEMIC Team described via two examples, the severity levels of the messages, 
by comparing the current and a variation in this regard, as described below: 
 

Current Property is 
mandatory/recommended 

Sh:Violation Sh:Violation 

Sh:Violation Sh: Warning 

Sh:Violation Sh:Violation 

Sh:Violation Sh: Warning 

 
 
Proposal/Conclusion 
 

 

 • ex:catalogue1 dct:description 
“2020-04-01”^^xsd:date. 

• ex:catalogue1 dct:license 
ex:licence1. 

• ex:catalogue1 dct:description 
ex:description1. 

• ex:catalogue1 dct:license “This 
licence allows free reuse of the 
data”. 
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The proposed way forward by the SEMIC Team is to continue using the current 
severity level of the message, as the variation version (Property is 
mandatory/recommended) would lead to a situation in which the resulting data 
structure is incorrect. A participant asked for a clarification, which the SEMIC Team 
and another participant responded to. 
 

2.2.4. DCAT-AP as a specification in an implementation context 

During this section, several issues were discussed, as presented in the subsections 
below. 

 
• SHACL and codelist integration 

 
Presentation of issues 

The SEMIC Team explained via a short demonstration the situation in which a 
validation without the corporate bodies included generate a warning, and in which a 
validation with the corporate bodies included is considered as valid. They explained 
that the information provided by the catalogue owner and codelist publisher is 
checked, which is the current case for corporate bodies. Currently, the life-cycle is 
not taken into account, however a question was posed as to whether this should be 
part of the validation in the future. 
 
Discussion 

A participant indicated that the pointing of some publishers and not others is 
something currently ignored in Sweden, as not all municipalities are in the codelist. 
Moreover, it is something hard to explain and hard to build good user interfaces. A 
second participant added that it is currently the same for Belgium. Currently on the 
EDP portal, if a check on the metadata quality is performed, thousands of violations 
will be spotted, as numerous publishers are not on the list. For other codelists it 
works very well, however for corporate bodies, this is very troublesome. 
 
The SEMIC Team stated that in this case, how this can align with SHACL shapes would 
have to be seen. 
 
A participant noted that having a list of all corporate bodies is troublesome, as this is 
hardly scalable across all of Europe and that this should preferably be removed with 
the next specification. The participant suggested a potential pathway would be to use 
an URI pattern check or a full agent check. 
 
The SEMIC Team confirmed that this is a mandatory rule only for the EDP, while 
optional for the other bodies. A second participant stated that the error is in the 
SHACL shape. For him, the right way to go is to provide background knowledge. A 
third participant noted that the real issue is about corporate bodies, as it seems to 
properly function for all the rest.  
 
Conclusion 

From the provided comments, the SEMIC Team proposed to put the assessment of 
the codelist on the list of actions. For the moment, nothing has to be changed with 
either SHACL rules or providing background knowledge. 

• Codelists and class membership 
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Presentation of issues 

The SEMIC Team presented the issue at stake, based on the description provided 
below: 

• The range for dct:language is dct:LinguisticSystem. 

• Recommended codelist is the language NAL:    
http://publications.europa.eu/resource/authority/language  

• Concepts in the NAL are not declared as instances of dct:LinguisticSystem. 

The core issue in this case is the code list is not explicitly declaring itself as an 
instance of the dct:LinguisticSystem. However, as it was decided in the previous 
session that this would not be checked, the issue was closed in this session. 

Additional comments and questions from the audience: 

A participant stated that in addition to the severity of messages, their use of SHACL 
shapes DE offers additional information and increases the number of messages, 
however it also gives hints as to what should be done. This could be something to 
think about for the DCAT-AP context as well. 

3. NEXT STEPS 

Ways forward 

• The SEMIC Team will provide the presentation materials and the meeting 
minutes on JoinUp and continue the work on GitHub;  

• The SEMIC team will discuss with the community the key concepts that should 
be included in the catalogue feed and, as a consequence of that, some class 
membership will need to be checked. 

• Regarding the timeline, as parallel actions are currently being undertaken, 
such as the involvement in the Single Digital Gateway, the SEMIC Team 
cannot give exact guarantees when the changes will take place. 

The SEMIC team thanked the participants for the useful discussion and announced 
that next week a communication announcing the DCAT-AP 2.0.1 (bug fix) will be 
published.  

4. CLOSING REMARKS AND DISCUSSION 

The SEMIC Team expressed their satisfaction regarding the engagement of 
participants during the process. Seth van Hooland, the new Programme Manager for 
the SEMIC Action, introduced himself and offered some general remarks on the 
follow-up of the ISA2 programme. He reiterated the SEMIC Team’s support for the 
community, notably when concrete ideas exist on how SEMIC can assist. The team 
also invited the participants to join for the next SEMIC 2020 Conference, which will 
take place on 15 October 2020. 

 

 



 
Webinar SHACL shapes in the DCAT-AP context from 26/06/2020 

 
 

 

16/07/2020  Page 13 
 

Annex I. DOCUMENT METADATA 

Property Value 

Basic document metadata 

Name* Webinar SHACL shapes in the DCAT-AP context from 
26/06/2020 

Release date* 16/07/2020 

Status* Completed 

Version* 0.10 

Author Dinu Codreanu 

Reviewed by Pavlina Fragkou 

Approved by 54T54T 

Abstract This document presents the minutes of the SHACL shapes 
in the DCAT-AP context Webinar from 26/06/2020. 

Extended document metadata 

Benefits or value   

CI type* Communication 

Confluence page  

Description*  

Download page  

ID (contractual identifier)*   (Note: structure as follows - [Framework contract] 
SC[Specific contract] D[Task.ID]) 

Language* English 

Previous version* 
0.01 
(Note: This is the version of the document preceding the 
current version. e.g. 0.10 or 1.20).  

Producer  

Purpose  

Target audience   

License*  

*: to be completed if possible 


	1.  Agenda
	2. Minutes
	2.1. Opening
	2.2. Topics discussed
	2.2.1. Importance of providing background knowledge with SHACL template for validation
	2.2.2. Expressing the rules and constraints in the DCAT-AP specification in SHACL
	2.2.3. Optimising the organisation of the SHACL template files for enhancing their reusability
	2.2.4. DCAT-AP as a specification in an implementation context


	3. Next steps
	4. Closing remarks and discussion
	Annex I. Document Metadata

