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TO:
Directorate-General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology (DG CNET)
European Commission

Consultation / Fake news and online disinformation / CNECT PLAN/2017/1783
Ref. Ares(2017)5489364 - 10/11/2017

First of all, a lot of thanks to Directorate-General for Communications Networks, Content and 
Technology (DG CNET) for organising this important consultation.

This opinion represents an opinion of an individual citizen, not any legal entity.

This opinion does not contain:
– any business secrets
– any trade secrets
– any confidential information.

This opinion is public.
PDF file of this opinion can be added to a relevant web page.

Annex 1 holds information about previous consultations on the European Union level.
Annex 2 holds information about disclaimers and copyright.

Best Regards,

Jukka S. Rannila
citizen of Finland

signed electronically
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Two previous consultations highlighted

Here we can note two previous consultations – meaning opinions 40 and 86.

EN: Opinion 40: Media Freedom and Pluralism / Audiovisual Regulatory Bodies
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_40

EN: Opinion 86: 2016 Annual Colloquium on fundamental rights
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_86

Repetition of some issues

Parts of previous opinions can be highlighted again based on current consultation (fake news and 
online disinformation). Naturally there will some new issues mentioned related to this consultation.

One simplification

Based on previous opinions I have constructed following figure.

PUBLICATION

IDEA

NEW IDEA

STORY

FOLLOW-UP

CORRECTION

Journalist

SOURCES

??????

Mis-
information

One clear problem is misinformation. Also correcting different misinformed claims should be 
handled efficiently. Problem of misinformation is accelerated since electronic networks can spread 
misinformation very efficiently.
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The general aim: pursuit for the truth / truth-seeking

The truth is, that misinformation can spread nowadays instantly around the Internet. Therefore, the 
truth-seeking endeavours are facing yet another problem, i.e. distortion by the general 
misinformation.

There are some interesting examples of truth-seeking endeavours organised outside the European 
Union:

* PolitiFact 1

* PolitiFact Australia 2

* FactCheck.org 3

* The Fact Checker 4.

It can be said, that PolitiFact has a reputational brand, and the brand is now expanded to Australia. 
All these four examples are organised differently. (e.g. a foundation, a private company). Also, there
a some (non-profit) institutions supporting investigative journalism. Naturally, there are different 
site for leaking different classified material to the public, e.g. 5 Wikileaks.

The aim is the same with different organising modes: serious truth-seeking.

In this opinion, I will not give a qualitative analysis for the examples; the general note is, that some 
of those services can be very controversial depending on the situation.

More and more identifiers (ID)

In the previous consultations there has been discussion about different identifiers (ID) in the 
different systems. It can be noted from the previous opinions, that there will be several and different
identifiers (ID) for different levels. On the European Union level there can be several identifiers 
(ID), e.g. following: 

* global identifiers (ID)
* EU-wide identifiers (ID)
* general member state identifiers (ID)
* several identifiers (ID) in member states.

Proposal: There could be a systematic review of different identifiers (ID).

It can be noted, that some member states (EU) are federations, and different federal states can have 
their own identifiers (ID).

Examples of these identifiers are following:

1 http://www.politifact.com/about/  , About PolitiFact
2 http://www.politifact.com.au/  , PolitiFact Australia
3 http://www.factcheck.org/  , FachCheck.org
4 http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/fact-checker  , The Fact Checker / Washington Post
5 http://wikileaks.org/About.html  , About WikiLeaks
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1) Facebook ID for an individual person
2) Facebook ID for the individual up-dates of individuals
3) Data Universal Numbering System (D-U-N-S)
4) Reuters instruments codes (RICs)
5) Social security code for individual citizens in the European Union member states
6) Business identity code for a company in an European Union member state
7) Value added tax code for a company in an European Union member state.

The examples of private IDs (Facebook IDs, Data Universal Numbering System (D-U-N-S), 
Reuters Instrumens Codes (RICs)) show, that persons and/or communities can use or even demand 
of using IDs from privately owned information systems.

Examples of identifiers (ID) based on scientific communication

Here we can mention following identifiers:

DOI 6

ORCID 7

ResearcherID 8

Scopus Author ID 9

ISNI 10

DOI is identifier (ID) for scientific articles. ORCID, ResearcherID and Scopus Author ID are 
identifiers (ID) for scientists. ISNI is identifier (ID) for contributors to creative works generally.

What we can learn from these identifiers (DOI, ORCID, ResearcherID, Scopus Author ID, ISNI)?

Here we can note following issues:

1) specific (scientific) articles can be pinpointed clearly
2) different scientist can be pinpointed clearly
3) there can be non-profit organisations for developing different identifiers
4) there can be commercial organisations for developing different identifiers.
5) there can be different identifiers for the same issue, e.g. global and national
6) there can be some redundancy of different identifiers.

Here we can note one Finnish example:

1) Juuli portal of the research publications produced at Finnish organizations 11

6 http://www.doi.org  
7 https://orcid.org  
8 http://www.researcherid.com  
9 https://www.scopus.com/freelookup/form/author.uri  
10 http://www.isni.org  
11 http://www.juuli.fi  
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Naturally different countries can have their own research publications databases, which collect 
information about research publications of a specific country.

Proposal for identifiers (ID) for media solutions

Based on the previous ideas of identifiers (ID) there could be following issues when creating 
different identifiers (ID) for media solutions:

• identifiers (ID) for media organisations (e.g. newspaper or television channel)
• identifiers (ID) for journalists
• identifiers (ID) for stories provided by media organisations
• identifiers (ID) for corrections of different stories.

Proposal: A serious assessment of different identifiers (ID) for media solutions could be
done on the European Union level.

Naturally following identifiers (ID) could be assessed:

• global identifiers (ID)
• EU-wide identifiers (ID)
• general member state (EU) identifiers (ID)
• several identifiers (ID) in members states (EU).

Based on examples of identifiers (ID) of scientific publications there could be similar efforts.

National level?

It can be concluded, that a specific story in the national in a member state is actually distributed in 
several systems in a member state. Different member state systems (MSS) are then integrated in 
different layers. In other words, the original is distributed totally and partially to several systems.

Like said before, one (or more) of the systems can be a special system for correcting the 
misinformation distributed in different stories.

In the national level (member state) there is is a need at least for the following information:

• clear identifier for an original story
• original story without modifications
• modification(s) added later to the original story
• originator(s) of a story
• factual references of a story
• original distributor of a story
• members (persons / communities) in a story
• references to previous story / stories

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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On the other hand, the misinformation can spread also, and there could be the following 
information:

• clear identifier for the found misinformation
• original (misinformation) story without modifications
• modification(s) added later to the original (misinformation) story
• originator(s) of a (misinformation) story
• factual references of a (misinformation) story
• non-factual references of a (misinformation) story
• original distributor of a (misinformation) story
• members (persons / communities) in a (misinformation)story.

Naturally, there has to be identifier for person / community, who / which has made a evaluation of a 
story and the amount of misinformation in a story. Therefore some more additions:

• person / community responsible for evaluating the amount of misinformation 
in a story.

It can be said, that depending on the situation in a specific member state, misinformation 
distributing efforts are covered rather fast. E.g. in Finland different media actors are quite eager to 
point mistakes in stories provided by other media actors.

Why there is so much text about a simple issue?

The current reality is, that there will be more and more IDs, since digitalisation of different areas 
will result new IDs and/or combination of new and old IDs.

The creation YET another public ID is not always organised by the European Union, and in some 
cases the European Union (and member states) just have to accept the reality of some of those 
public IDs – in some cases even private IDs are the norm. The Reuters Instrumens Codes (RICs) is 
an example of a near monopoly situation, and some of current private IDs might constitute (near) 
monopoly situations. Naturally, (near) monopolies can be assessed by the Competition Directorate-
General, and it will be interesting to see possible new cases related to private IDs.

Problem of layered information systems

[Continues on the next page]
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Naturally there can be a central system (CS) on some occasions. A central system (CS) could handle
the problem of several identifiers (ID) on different levels. In reality there can be several layers for 
different systems. Then there can be several formats (e.g. F1-F6, FA-FD) which can be based on 
standardisation efforts.

Proposal: A serious assessment of layered information systems could be done on the 
European Union level.

EU-wide level?

However, the news cycle (factual and non-factual) does not follow neatly or easily the national 
borders between member states. A story revealed is global by nature in our globalised world.

I have noted several times that different member state systems (MSS) can interlinked in many ways.
This means that co-operation with European Union systems means a lot of work. This leads to the 
question of a European Contact Point (EUCP) for different member state systems (MSS).

Naturally there could be direct contacts between different member state systems (MSS) and 
European Union Contact Point (EUCP). This option (MSS ↔ EUCP) could mean very large 
number of different member state system. Based on 28 member state systems there could be 
hundreds of connections:

28 x 10 = 280 MSS ↔ 1 EUCP
28 x 20 = 560 MSS ↔ 1 EUCP
28 x 30 = 840 MSS ↔ 1 EUCP

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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Here we can note that there can be hierarchy between different system (EU ↔ member states) and 
there can be member state contact points (MCP). Then there can be some hierarchy between 
different systems. (EU ↔ EUCP ↔ MSCP ↔ MSS ↔ Member state). There are unique situations 
with member state systems in member states. Therefore member state contact points (MCP) can 
reduce the complexity with European Union contact point (EUCP)

Based on those large numbers connecting (MSS ↔ EUCP) member state system I have to conclude 
that there should be member state contact points (EUCP ↔ MSCP ↔ MSS).

EUCP

MSS

MSS

MSS

MSS MSS

MSS

MSS

MSS

2

MSS = Member State System
EUCP = European Contact Point

In the current situation, European Union member states (and some co-operation states) have their 
own internal IDs for several information systems. Also, the members states organised as a 
federation have their own internal problems with state-level IDs.

Based on those calculations there could be a lot of direct connections to the European contact point.
Number of those connections can be overwhelming. The situation between member states can vary
in many ways. So there can different and unique systems between member states.

On the other hand, there are some working examples of joined or federated EU-wide registers. 
However, the amount of administration and needed legally binding agreements is considerable.

Proposal : There could be one information system (member state contact point, MSCP)
on member state level.

[Continues on the next page]
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EUCP
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MSS MSS MSS MSS MSS

MSS

MSS

MSS

MSS = Member State System
MSCP = Member State Contact Point, EUCP = European Contact Point

The solution can be, that member states have own Member State Contact Points (MSCP) and 
different state level systems are combined gradually. Then the member state system IDs can be used
in the European Contact Point (EUCP).

Based on those large numbers connecting (MSS ↔ EUCP) member state system I have to conclude 
that there should be member state contact points (EUCP ↔ MSCP ↔ MSS).

Here we can note that there can be hierarchy between different system (EU ↔ member states) and 
there can be member state contact points (MCP). Then there can be some hierarchy between 
different systems. (EU ↔ EUCP ↔ MSCP ↔ MSS ↔ Member state). There are unique situations 
with member state systems in member states. Therefore member state contact points (MCP) can 
reduce the complexity with European Union contact point (EUCP).

Proposal: Different member state systems could be consolidated based on limited 
number system-to-system connections.

Proposal: There could be some time frames for consolidating different member state 
systems (MSS) with member state contact points (MSCP).

Proposal: There could be some time frames for consolidating member state contact 
points (MSCP) with the European Union contact point (EUCP).

Proposal: One information system (member state contact point, MSCP) on member 
state level could handle system-to-system connections with the European Union level 
(European contact point).

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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Possible global connections

Here we can note that there can be global contact point for different issues.

Proposal: There could be assessments about global contact points for different issues.

Proposal: There could be assessments about cooperation between global contact 
point(s) and European contact point(s).

In reality there are several information systems related to global security issues. Consolidating with 
different global systems means some practical efforts on the European Union level.

About different standards

I have proposed several times to use open horizontal standards when developing different 
information system.

Favouring open standards / Favouring horizontal standards
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There are differences between horizontal and vertical standards. A simple example is naturally 
email solutions. There are several vertical standards when creating technically email solutions. Then
there are horizontal standards which enable sending messages between technically different email 
solutions.

Proposal: There could be assessment of vertical and horizontal standards.
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Proposal: Using horizontal standards could be favoured when creating different 
information systems on the European Union level.

Horizontal standards enables technological solutions which can work together. Horizontal standards
hides different complexities in information systems.

Opinion: The number of redundant standardisation efforts should be minimal.

Proposal: There could be separation of horizontal standards and vertical standards.

Proposal: There could be different standardisation efforts to horizontal standards and 
vertical standards.

Personally I have advocated using different horizontal standards. For example email standards 
(horizontal) are implemented with very different technologies (vertical).

Here we can note some problems:

• some systems are based on de-facto standards
• some systems are based on de-jure standards
• there can be confrontations between de-facto and de-jure standards
• there can be a monopoly situation in some domain
• some standards may inhibit possible actions of some stakeholders
• there can be a standard war on some domains
• standards have different life-cycles
• systems have different life-cycles
• there can be mismatches between different life-cycles
• there can be failed standards
• there can be deprecated standards.

It is quite normal situation in the information technology field that there are competing standards 
for some application field. Therefore there are all the time ongoing “standards wars” or “format 
wars”. The information technology standards tend to be interrelated and one “standards war” or 
“format war” can lead to another similar situation.

I have advocated open standards even though in some cases open standards are not de facto 
standards. In practice public sector has very important role, when some standards are competing in 
the market place. Because public sector has a considerable power when buying/developing 
information systems and therefore public sector can sometimes direct markets to certain standards. 
Therefore there should be serious vigilance when assessing different standards and “standards” in 
some application fields.

What could be done on the European Union level?

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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The main issues addressed in this ppinion are:

1) The challenge of real-time misinformation
2) Mitigating the real-time misinformation with different IDs for (inter alia) 

stories, actor, factual information, misinformation
3) The problem of layered IDs nationally, EU-wide and globally
4) Some solutions for layered IDs.

It can be said, that there will be several formats / standards, which can be free and public, 2) private 
and commercial, 3) not standardised, 4) standardised, 5) national, 6) international, 7) official, 8) 
non-official, 9) obsolete. And naturally there are several combinations (1 to 9).

Proposal: Therefore European Commission could do following:

1) Follow the standards / formats landscape in the media landscape
2) Encourage usage of public and free standards in the media landscape
3) Possible fund and advise the development of public and free standards in

the media landscape
4) Assess the situation with private and commercial identifiers (ID) in the 

media landscape
5) Possibly enforce some opening the usage of interfaces private and 

commercial identifiers (ID) in the media landscape (cf. RICs case)
6) Active cooperation with global partners which provide different IDs in 

the media landscape.

An example of possible activity for the European Commission

Previously, there was is a simple conception of a journalistic publication: from an idea to another 
idea, and in the middle there is the publication of a story. In the following figure, there is simple 
process model from beginning to ending.

[Continues on the next page]
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Generally speaking, informations system need in some points highly detailed information, and in 
some cases this information is given by people using displays.

The European Commission could work with global and regional partners for creating standardised 
user interfaces (SPEX) for different stakeholders. These standardised user interfaces (SPEX) could 
then be implemented by different information systems.

An example for this kind of standardised user interfaces (SPEX) could be “a citizen interface” for 
reporting inaccuracies in a published story, i.e. the “a citizen interface” for reporting inaccuracies in 
story would be the same or almost the same in different systems regardless of the technological 
measures. These standardised user interfaces (SPEX) could be developed in different consultations. 

An example of possible activity for the European Commission

Since the European Union is a multi-lingual community, the question of language is important.

The European Commission could work with global and regional partners for publishing linguistic 
versions of some important texts in different information systems. Generally speaking, just English 
versions of texts in some information systems might not be feasible. The developers some 
information systems could be very interested to have linguistic versions for their information 
services, but they dont have resources to do that.

One option is, that the European Commission funds the translation work of some important 
information systems, and then collects the funded amount of money is collected gradually back, e.g.
yearly basis. Naturally, there has to be serious assessment of this approach, but in some cases an 
important information systems can be developed with minimal resources, even though the usage of 
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that system can be global.

An example for cooperation: Web feeds (RSS and Atom)

I have advocated usage of web feeds 12 on several previous opinion documents. Actually there are 
two standards for web feeds: RSS 13 14 and Atom 15 16 17.

Proposal: Web feeds (RSS and/or Atom) could be advocated when developing different 
informations systems (EU / Member states).

Proposal: Web feeds (RSS and/or Atom) should be used extensively for providing (real-
time) information for different stakeholder(s) (communities).

Proposal: There can be different web feeds (RSS and/or Atom) for different 
stakeholder(s) – having just one web feed (RSS and/or Atom) may not be a feasible 
solution.

Proposal: Several web feeds (RSS and/or Atom) can be based on different viewpoints.

It can be easier to create web feeds in different information systems since web feeds enable 
connections without direct system-to-system connections.

It can be noted, that different back-office systems (with a wide variety of different technologies) can
implement RSS standards, and these RSS feeds can be used in the front-office systems. With this 
kind solutions front-office systems dont need direct system-to-system communications with back-
office systems.

More technical consultations?

Based on answers (consultation generally) there could be more technically oriented consultations. 
Previously mentioned issues (this opinion) could be detailed for new technically oriented 
consultations.

Proposal: More technically oriented consultations could be organised after this 
consultation.

12 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Web_feed  
13 http://www.rssboard.org/rss-specification  , RSS 2.0 Specification 
14 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RSS  , Wikipedia / RSS
15 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atom_(standard), Wikipedia / Atom (standard)
16 https://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc4287  , The Atom Syndication Format
17 https://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5023  , The Atom Publishing Protocol

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.

451
452
453
454

455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487

http://www.jukkarannila.fi/
https://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc5023
https://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc4287
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RSS
http://www.rssboard.org/rss-specification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Web_feed


Jukka S. Rannila OPINION 15 (22)

www.jukkarannila.fi 1 December 2017 Public / WWW

From the consultation document / Funding development of different information systems

The consultation document mentions following issues:

In particular, the planned multi-stakeholders dialogue should enable the identification of 
enhanced flagging and content verification systems to ensure a prompt identification of fake 
news online, including through advanced automatic tools; advanced methods for tracking 
dissemination patterns of fake news online, removal of fake news originators and 
disseminators, including impostor websites and social bots; mechanisms to facilitate the 
exposure of relevant alternative news sources (e.g. traditional media) on users' social feeds; 
and requirements for more transparency and accountability in the use of algorithms that rank
or organise the presentation of online news content.

All these issues can be supported. However actually implementing different proposals means using 
some money for implementation of different systems.

Question: Who could support financially development implementation of proposed 
systems (mentioned on the consultation document)?

Like mentioned there could be one European contact point (EUCP) for cooperation between 
different systems. The problem is naturally funding European contact point (EUCP).

Question: Who could support financially development implementation of 
proposed European contact point (EUCP)?

Question: Who could support financially development of global contact 
point(s)?

I have proposed several times creation of non-profit foundation for handling different technological 
issues.

Proposal: Could there be a non-profit foundation which could develop different 
technical solutions for handling fake news?

We already have the 18 International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) which is organised by 19 the 
Poynter Institute. Cooperation with International Fact-Checking Network could be assessed 
carefully.

Question: Is there already a non-profit organisation(s) for handling fake news?

Proposal: Cooperation with current non-profit organisation(s) could be assessed 
carefully.

18 https://www.poynter.org/channels/fact-checking  , International Fact-Checking Network
19 https://www.poynter.org/  , Poynter Institute

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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I have concluded that creation of a non-profit foundation is a good solution since all stakeholders 
can be equal. A non-profit foundation guarantees good operation without commercial interests. 
Naturally different commercial entities can be members of a non-profit foundation.

From the consultation document / No legislative efforts?

The extensive stakeholder consultation process described below will help the Commission to
assess the effectiveness of actions undertaken so far by market players and other 
stakeholders and to identify where existing activities need to be scaled up or where new 
actions need to be undertaken in order to address different types of fake news. The 
Communication aims to offer a set of principles addressed to all the stakeholders concerned, 
for implementation through self-regulation by social media platforms in cooperation with 
news providers and civil society.

Question: Who could fund development of some (new) systems?

Like mentioned before funding of different (new?) system(s) may be a problem.

Proposal: Effectiveness of self-regulation should be assessed carefully.

Proposal: Based on assessment of effectiveness of self-regulation there could be some 
proposals for further self-regulation for different stakeholders.

Opinion: Naturally we can organise different issues without legislative texts.

Good luck!!!

This opinion is quite limited. Hopefully there are other constructive ideas presented in other 
opinions. This remains to be seen.

[Continues on the next page]
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ANNEX 1

My opinions to the previous and relevant consultations – there consultations were mostly organised 
by the European Commission. General page to all consultations – both in English and in Finnish: 
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html

My opinions to the previous and relevant consultations – there consultations were mostly organised 
by the European Commission.

EN: Opinion 1: Review of the rules on access to documents
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_1

EN: Opinion 2: Schools for the 21st Century
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_2

EN: Opinion 3: The future of pharmaceuticals for Human use in Europe- making Europe a Hub for 
Safe and Innovative medicines
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_3

EN: Opinion 5: Consumer Scoreboard, Questionnaire for stakeholders
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_5

EN: Opinion 6: Consultation on a Code of Conduct for Interest Representatives
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_6

EN: Opinion 8: European Interoperability Framework, version 2, draft
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_8

EN: Opinion 9: CAMSS: Common Assessment Method for Standards and Specifications, CAMSS 
proposal for comments
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_9

EN: Opinion 15: Collective Redress
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_15

EN: Opinion 17: Opinion to Antitrust Case No. COMP/C-3/39.530
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_17

EN: Opinion 18: Opinion Related to the Public Undertaking by Microsoft
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_18

EN: Opinion 19: Official Acknowledgement by the Commission
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_19
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EN: Opinion 20: SECOND Opinion Related to the Public Undertaking by Microsoft
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_20

EN: Opinion 21: Opinion about the European Interoperability Strategy proposal
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_21

EN: Opinion 23: Public consultation on the review of the European Standardisation System
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_23

EN: Opinion 27: Public Consultation on the Modernisation of EU Public Procurement Policy
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_27

EN: Opinion 28: Consultation on the Europe 2020 Project Bond Initiative
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_28

EN: Opinion 30: Internet Filtering
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_30
NOTE: Organised by the European Committee for Standardization (CEN) 20

EN: Opinion 32: COMP/C-3/39.692/IBM – Maintenance services
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_32

EN: Opinion 34: REMIT Registration Format
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_34
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER) 21

EN: Opinion 35: Exploiting the employment potential of the personal and household services
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_35

EN: Opinion 37: CASE COMP/39.654 - Reuters instrument codes
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_37

EN: Opinion 39: Registry options to facilitate linking of emissions trading systems
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_39

EN: Opinion 40: Media Freedom and Pluralism / audiovisual regulatory bodies
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_40

EN: Opinion 41: AT.39398: observations on the proposed commitments
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_41

EN: Opinion 42: Opening up Education
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_42

20 http://www.cen.eu/   (Accessed 2 July 2012)
21 http://www.acer.europa.eu/   (Accessed 2 July 2012)
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EN: Opinion 43: Publication of extracts of the European register of market participants
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_43
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER)

EN: Opinion 44: Evaluation policy guidelines
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_44

EN: Opinion 45: About ICT standardisation
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_45

EN: Opinion 46: Review of the EU copyright rules
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_46

EN: Opinion 51: European Area of Skills and Qualifications
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_51

EN: Opinion 52: Trusted Cloud Europe Survey
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_52

EN: Opinion 53: Trade Reporting User Manual (TRUM) (Draft)
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_53
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER)

EN: Opinion 55: European Energy Regulation
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_55
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER)

EN: Opinion 59: Green paper on mobile Health
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_59

EN: Opinion 60: Cross-border inheritance tax problems within the EU
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_60

EN: Opinion 61: European Register of Products Containing Nanomaterials
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_61

EN: Opinion 64: Corporate Social Responsibility - European Commission
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_64

EN: Opinion 66: Net Innovation for the Work Programme 2016-2017
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_66

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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EN: Opinion 68: European Network Code Stakeholder Committees
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_68
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER)

EN: Opinion 71: Common Schema for the Disclosure of Inside Information
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_71
NOTE: Organised by The Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER)

EN: Opinion 74: Enabling the Internet of Things
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_74
NOTE: Organised by Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC) 22

EN: Opinion 80: Mandatory Transparency Register
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_80

EN: Opinion 84: Revision of the European Interoperability Framework
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_84

EN: Opinion 86: 2016 Annual Colloquium on fundamental rights
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_86

EN: Opinion 88: Evaluation and Review of the ePrivacy Directive
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_88

EN: Opinion 89: BEREC Guidelines for net neutrality rules
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_89
NOTE: Organised by Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC)

EN: Opinion 93: Safety of apps and other non-embedded software
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_93

EN: Opinion 95: Targeted consultation on eForms
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_95

EN: Opinion 97: COM(2016) 882 final - 2016/0408 (COD)
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_97

EN: Opinion 98: Opinions related to six (6) co-decision (COD) proposals
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_98

EN: Opinion 99: COM(2016)0863 - European Union Agency for the Cooperation of Energy 
Regulators. Recast
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_99

22 http://www.berec.europa.eu  , Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC)
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EN: Opinion 100: Protection of personal data (EU)
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_100

EN: Opinion 101: Governance of the Energy Union
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_101

EN: Opinion 102: Smart Wearables
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_102

EN: Opinion 106: Review of the European Union Agency for Network and Information Security 
(ENISA)
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_106

EN: Opinion 108: Single Digital Gateway
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_108

EN: Opinion 110: Technical arrangements / Information systems / Union Customs Code
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_110

EN: Opinion 111: Interoperability of information systems for migration and security
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_111

EN: Opinion 113: Transform of health and care
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_113

EN: Opinion 114: Premium content on ECS markets and the effect of devices on the open use of the
Internet
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_114
NOTE: Organised by Body of European Regulators for Electronic Communications (BEREC)

My opinions to the previous and relevant consultations – there consultations were mostly organised 
by the European Commission. General page to all consultations – both in English and in Finnish:
http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html

[Continues on the next page]
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ANNEX 2
DISCLAIMERS

Legal disclaimer:
All opinions in this opinion paper are personal opinions and they do not represent opinions of any legal entity I am 
member either by law or voluntarily. This opinion paper is only intended to trigger thinking and it is not legal advice. 
This opinion paper does not apply to any past, current or future legal entity. This opinion paper will not cover any of the
future changes in this fast-developing area. Any actions made based on this opinion is solely responsibility of respective
actor making those actions.

Political disclaimer:
These opinions do not represent opinions of any political party. These opinions are not advices to certain policy and 
they are only intended to trigger thinking. Any law proposal based on these opinions are sole responsibility of that legal 
entity making law proposals.

These opinions are not meant to be extreme-right, moderate-right, extreme-centre, moderate-centre, extreme-left or 
moderate-left. They are only opinions of an individual whose overall thinking might or might not contain elements of 
different sources. These opinions do not reflect past, current or future political situation in the Finnish, European or 
worldwide politics.

These opinions are not meant to rally for a candidacy in any public election in any level.

Content of web pages:
This text may or may not refer to web pages. The content of those web pages is not responsibility of author of this 
document. They are referenced on the date of this document. If referenced web pages are not found after the date when 
this document is dated, that situation is not responsibility of the author. All changes done in the web pages this 
document refers are sole responsibility of those organisations and individuals maintaining those web pages. All illegal 
content found on the referred web pages is not on the responsibility of the author of this document, and producing that 
kind content is not endorsed by the author of this document.

Use of broken English
This text is in English, but from a person, whose is not a native English-speaking person. Therefore the text may or may
not contain bad, odd and broken English, and can contain awkward linguistic solutions.

COPYRIGHT

This opinion paper is distributed under Creative Commons licence, to be specific the licence is “Attribution-
NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0)”. The text of the licence can be obtained from 
the following web page:

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
The English explanation is on the following web page:

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/legalcode

Copyright, licence and disclaimers: check Annex 2.
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