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Abstract

Currently, the government's public data quality control is carried out by the Ministry of Public Administration and
Security. An important goal of the public data quality management evaluation conducted by the government is to
evaluate whether the agencies subject to evaluation are performing appropriate quality management activities on their
own for public data that are created, acquired, and managed by public institutions. The purpose is to establish a
public data quality management system and establish a virtuous cycle system leading to creation, opening, and
utilization of high-quality public data by conducting public data quality management evaluation by the government. In
this paper, we analyzed whether there are any problems with the current public data quality evaluation method, which
is being evaluated by the government, and the reasons why open data is not trusted by the private sector even
though it received an excellent grade as a result of the evaluation. As a result, it was identified that there was a
problem in the reliability of public data, and a new evaluation model was proposed as an improvement measure.
Through the simulation of the proposed model, it was confirmed that the reliability of public data quality evaluation

was secured.
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Table 1. Public data quality management evaluation model
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Table 2. Public data quality management evaluation total
score rating criteria
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Table 3. Data quality management plan establishment
evaluation criteria
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Table 4. Rating criteria for each data quality error rate
evaluation score
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Table 5. Public data quality management evaluation results
(2021)
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Fig. 1. Public data quality management level evaluation result
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Table 7. New public data evaluation model
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Table 9. Quality control evaluation results of organization(2021)
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Table 8. New dimensions by error data class
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Table 10. Rating of proposed public data quality
evaluation model
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