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1 Executive summary

The public sector collects, creates, produces and disseminateédeavariety of information
ranging from legal and administrative information, business and economic data, to
geographic and meteorological information. Public sector information (PSI) constitutes a
valuable raw material which can be-vsed by third pargs in addedvalue information
products and services.

ThisPricing of PSI Study (POP3has assessed differentodels of supply and charging for
PSland their effects through the analysis of 21 case studies. The cases cover a wide range of
public sector bdies (PSBs) and different PSI sectors (meteorological data, geographical
data, business registries and others) across Europe.

The study examined the charging practices of 21 PSBs. These practices range from zero and
marginal cost models to partial and fudbstrecovery regimes. As laid out in the chart
below, the case study analysis focuses on the effects of PSI charging models on the
downstream market, PSlHgsers and endisers and impacts on the PSB itself.

Upstream impact - PSB data Downstreamimpact - market data

(a) Awvailability of PSI (@) Number of re-users

(b) Quality of PSI (b) FTEs employed

(c) FTEs employed (c) New products, like apps

(d) New products, like apps (d) sales (revenues and quantity)
(e) Costsand returns

= PSB impact assessment - Marketimpact assessment

Figurel: Upstreamand downstream effects of PSI charging models

The study also identifies the main obstacles and enablers to effect change in PSI charging.

The case studies showceear trend towards lowering charges and/oatilitating re-use (16

out of the 21 cases)Some PSBs only charge for commercialise and allow non
commercial reuse either against reduced fees (seven out of 21 cases) or for free (nine out
of 21 cases). In almost all cases, PSBs allow free acctssirt®SI (i.e., viewing without
copying). In some cases, free access has been the forerunner of a more flexilde re
regime.

In those case studies where castovery regimes are appliedhe calculation basis for
determining PSI raise charges appear® be weak In discussions with interviewees, the
PSBs' concerned were mostly unable to explain the basis for their PSI cost allocation. In
some cases, the setting of charges seems to be oriented towards filling budgetary gaps



rather than being geared tdhe costoriented tariffsetting required under the PSI Directive
2003/98/EC.

In all the case studies, theS| reuse revenues of PSBange fromrelatively small to
extremely smallwhen compared to the total budget of the PSB concerned. In half of the
casél Z UKS&aS NB@SydzSa O2yadAaddziS fSaa OGKIy m:

Based on their own raw data, the number B65Bs that exploit addetalue products is
limited (seven out of 21 cases)id appears to belecreasing over time

In those cases where PSBs movedarginal and zero cost charging costrecovery that is
limited to reuse facilitation costs on)ythe number of reusers increased by between
1,000% and 10,000%

Lowering charges magitract new types of reusers, in particular SMEsThis also applies to
cases where the price cuts have been less significant (or even absent), but syleeial
pricing schemes for SMbgere introduced.

All case studies where PSBs have lowerar thrices demonstrate that demand volumes
expand strongly (there have been increases of up to 7,000%). In some Pasesales
revenuescanremain stableor even increaseafter drastic price cutdue to the growing
demand. Of course, once charges areozeevenues are also zero.

Costs appear to increase very littlén fact, they may eventually decrease if the volumes of
re-use grow significantly. Once -tese facilitation processes are properly organized, they
become sukroutines within the PSB. To ad@r extent, they become embedded in the PSB's
public taskfunded activities at no extra cost.

Zero cost pricindhas the additional advantage thatinsaction costs decreassignificantly.
This decrease applies not only to administrative costs, such as invoicing, but also to costs
related to the monitoring of compliance with license arrangements.

Several PSBs have reported thatnsified ties with reusersmay lead toimproved data
guality and process efficiencgince any deficiencies in the data are promptly flagged up
and reported back to the PSB. Hence, when the interest in data quality is shared, quality
control is partly outsourced.

A large majorityof PSBs interviewed do not seem to have fundamental objections to
lowering charges. YeBSBs that rely on sales revenues from afd their own valueadded
products appear to be stuck instuation ofdeadlock although they are sympathetic to
lowering targes and allowing more data -use, their dependency on sales revenues
compels them to protect their current revenue streams when there is no other sustainable
alternative income stream available.



Such amalternative income streamcan often only be proded by the Treasury, since the
benefits from lowered charges are often concentrated in the form of increased tax gains.
Thus, thepower to enable changeadoesnot necessarilylie with the Ministry willing to
support the move let alone with the PSB concerhe

Further barriers to change relate tatutory provisions imposing costecovery schemes
the legacy of old reuse regimesand the sheedifficulty of changing existing practices

In addition, in several cases)cumbent reusers with considerable interests in the
preservation of the status quo are trying to prevent PSBs from lowering charges in order to
keep barriers to entry high. Some-vosers are reported asbbying activelyand sometimes
evenlitigating to prevent PSBs fromdopting lower charges

Change appears to be brought about both bottaim and topdown.

In the cases obottom-up changg PSBs that moved towards lower charges were often

driven by the notion thatmaking data available and serving 4esers is part of theircore

public task In many caseghe momentum was driven by inspired leaders in the PSBs who

took action within the limitations of the existing framework. In most cases, where the
movement wasbottom-up, the business case was made upfrontjdetify the reason for

change The costs, the benefits and the financing of the transition process had to be shown
clearly. Quite often, interviewees acknowledged that, ultimately, there was often a
AAIYATAQEYUFIRIOKIQW 1 26SPOSNE GKS NI A2yl ES F
harnessed after two aspects of potentiiiciency and effectiveneswere made clear: the

fractional contribution of the rause revenues and the gains to be achieved.

In other cases, thaeed for change was imposedp-down either through a clear political

decision or occasionally by a policy move made by another PSB that possessed the same
RFiGFe Ly G4KSasS OFraSaszx GKS t{.Qa yS3z2GAl GAy13
managedo obtain a form ofcompensation for its drop in incomethis was particularly the

case where the revenues from its own exploitation were of some significance and entailed a
reorganization process.

The case study analysis indicates that tligential benefits of lowered charges for PSl-re
usecan behigh. Lowered charges can lead to more economic activity, market dynamism,
innovation and employment. They may also entail efficiency gains for the PSBs.

The potential costsof lowering PSI chargespear to below. Unless zero cost pricing is
applied, the price mechanism may actually increase the revenues rather than lowering
them. The costs of a transition to lower PSI charges appear to be relatively low. This is
because, to a large extent, the kmledge and infrastructure needed by the PSBs already
exist. The main effort lies in an adjustment of processes and mindsets to serveluR8ige
most effectively.



2 Introduction

This chapter explains the way in which the report idl laut and the backgrouh to the
study.

2.1 Contours ofstudy objectives ABC

This document is the final report of the POPSIS study objectives ABC on different models of
supply and charging for Public Sector Information (PSI) and their-scormmic effects.
The table below provides brief overview of the POPSIS study objectives ABC.

Tablel: Overview of the study objectives ABC

Objective  Details

A An analysis of PSBs in the EU that havengedtheir charging policy
visa-vis PSI. The purpose is to assess the impact of that chan
policy on information producers and-esers.

B An analysis of PSBs in three EU Member States that implecosht
recovery policies The purpose is to assess the impacts of th
policies on information producers and-users.

C An expansion of the case studies to researelsessand draw
conclusionsased on six specific domains of information:
Costbenefit analysis;

Changes to data quality and availability;

Future costs;

Degree of competition in the market;

Expected levels of innovation;

Wider global experience of these trends.

= =4 -4 8 -8 9

This report is structured as follows:

Firstly, the introduction in chapter 2 sets out the approach and the background policy
information relevant tahe POPSIS study.

Secondly, chapter 3 details all the different tools that were included in the POPSIS study
methodology.

Thirdly, chapter 4 lays out the analysis of the objectives ABC, including the analysis of the 21
case studies, main conclusions d@nehds observed.

Fourthly, the annexonsisting ofthapters 5 to 9 includes a number of relevant materials
including:

1 The 21 validated case studies;

1 An overview of the quantitative case study findings;



1 Bibliography;
9 Case study protocol;
1 List of intervievees.

2.2 Backgroundo the study

This study is based on a number of general developments that are taking place currently in
the field of PSI reise in Europe. PSI is increasingly acknowledged to be a driving European
resource for new information products arsgrvices. The question of which charging model

is applied by PSBs is key, and it remains politically sensitive due to its potential budgetary
impact on the PSB concerned. More evidence with regard to the effects of the different
charging models applied isought by the PSBs, polioyakers, and the European
Commission. Tik study will feed into this debate by providing facts and figures to
stakeholders to supply evidence on the various advantages and disadvantages of different
PSI charging regimes. This reps based on evidence gathered from 21depth case
studies of PSBs across Europe.

PSI is increasingly acknowledged as a driving European resource for new information
products and services

PSBs collect, create, produce and disseminate a wide varietyfaymation: this ranges

from legal and administrative information, business and economic data, to cadastral and
meteorological information. The advent of new information and communication
technologies (ICTs) enables governments to act as key playehse iknbwledgebased
society as a result of their wide diffusion of PSI. PSI is a valuable ‘raw material' which can be
re-used by third parties in addegalue information products and servicés.

Over the last years there is an increased positive engagemeR8! on the part of poliey
makers and a willingness to make PSI more widely available anshlde in Europe. For
example, the United Kingdom (UK)'s initiative on opening up government data
www.data.gov.uk; was a first important milestone. It has bedéollowed by a succession of
other initiatives at European Union (EU), national, regional and sectoral levels. For instance,
at municipal level, the cities of Berlin, London and Rennes have decided to open up their PSI
to developers. This move was suppertby theVisby and Malmé Ministerial Declaratiorfs

and the Digital Agenda for Eurofe These documents clearly recognize the economic
potential of PSI reise, notably with regard to the development of content markets, and call
on Member States to make tha freely accessible in open machireadable formats in
order to benefit entrepreneurship, research and transparency.

Lt European Commission (200REuse ofPublic Sector Informatiog Review of Directive 2003/98/ECOM(2009) 212
final andSEC(2009) 597.

2 Creating impact for an eUnion 20£5 he Visby Declaration, 10 November 2009.

3 Ministerial Declaration on eGovernment, 18 November 2009.

4 European Commsson (2010)A Digital Agenda for Europ€OM(2010) 245 final/2.



Charging for PSI by PSBs is key, but politically sensitive due tpotsntial budgetary
impact

Even before the adoption of the PBIrective’ there was a lengthylebate between re
users, PSBs, policyakers and academia, about what model of supply and charging for PSI
would facilitate its greatest raise and maximize its social and economic valughis
discussion was sparked by tedmark studies of Peter Wefsdn the latter half of the last
decade, the debate was intensified considerably by the publication of a large number of
studies and reports (most prominently: Nilsen (2007), OECD (2008), Newbery (2008),
Pettifer (2008), Pdbck (2009), Uhlir (2009) and Pénin (2011)). Most of these reports
conclude that eitherzero costcharging or a marginal cost regime for certain sets of PSI
result in social and economic benefits which may outweigh the immediate -shont
financial benefs attained by costecovery strategis.’

There is still an ongoing and controversial debate regarding the manner in which PSBs
should make their information publicly available. It includes whether it is appropriate to
implement costrecovery policies ando use PSI as an incorgenerating source. Some
writers argue that charging either no or marginal costs for PSI has the result of social and
economic benefits that far exceed the immediate financial benefits gained byeostery
strategies. Others quéisn the permanent sustainability of a scheme providing PSI at no or
marginal prices when the costs of creating and maintaining quality PSI can be substantial
(and thus require additional public funding).

The sensitivity of the issue of charging foruse is also reflected in the European
Commission 2010 public consultation on the PSI Direciivech produced a considerable
number of responses (n=585). The public consultation results acknowledge that a majority
of respondents disagrees with cestcovel policies and strongly agrees with the free
provision of PSI for neoommercial reuse. However, there is no clear preference of the
respondents for a single form of charging model. The figure below indicates the responses
to the 2010 public consultatioan the PSI Directive with regard to charging.

® Directive 2003/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 November 2003 omusleeofepublic sector
information, OJ L 345, pp. 9®.

® Weiss (2002)Borders inCyberspace: Conflicting Public Sector Information PglldieS. Department of Commerce and
their Economic Impacts NOAA,National Weather Service

" Cf. inter aliaWeiss (2002)Borders in Cyberspace: ®ating Public Sector Information Policiélsen(2007) Economic
theory as it applies to statistics Canada: a review of literat@E&CD (2008Recommendation of the Council for Enhanced
Access and More Effective Use of Public Sector Informdmmbery et. al. (2008Models of Public Sector Infornma
Provision via Trading FundPaul F. Uhlir (2009)The Socioeconomic Effects of Public Sector Information on Digital
Networks Pettifer (2009)PSI in European Meteorologyan unfulfilled potentigl Pollock (2009)The Economics of Public
Sectorinformatiort Pénin et.al (2011) a valorisation des informations du secteur public (ISP): un modéle économique de
tarification optimal

8 Cf. European Commission (200®euse of Public Sector InformatigrReview of Directive 2003/98/ECStaff working
paper, SEC(2009) 597, p. 19.
cf. European Commission (201Rgsults of the online consultation of stakeholders "Review of the PSI Dire&Tiyg.

10
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Figure2: Responses to the European Commission public consultation on the PSI Directive
(2010)

Current EU rules allow for cosecovery, but favour marginal cost pricing

The Ellevel regulatory framework; the PSI Directive 2003/98/ECfosters marginal cost
pricing regimes for PSI although it also allows PSBs to fully recover their costs (including
making a reasonable return on investment (ROI)). Indeed, recital 14 oP#ieDirective
encourages Member States to stimulate their PSBs to make documents available at charges
that do not exceed the marginal costs for reproduction and dissemination of the
documents. However, article 6 gives PSBs the right to charge for thgirtiegeby
generating an income that should not exceed tlest of collection, production,
reproduction and dissemination, together with a reasonable .RTOie more general
competition law framework under the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU) appears not to limit this position further (with the exception that a PSB's charging
conduct could be regarded as a clear abuse of a position of dominance).

Increasing numbers of open data portal initiatives, popularity of apps contests and
exponential growth of apps market

The Open Data Movement and the increasing number of initiatives of data.gov portals
illustrate the public interest in PSI-tese. The apps market (including the-B&ted apps) is
growing exponentially (it is expected teach 35 billion US dollars in 2015). The success of
apps contests (in terms of the numbers of entries and votes) indicate both the market and
social benefits of free data fese. In addition, the opening up of data stocks that are
currently not availabled re-users may further increase the existing benefits.

11



More evidence on impact of charging is sought by the European Commission

After the first review of the PSI Directive, undertaken in 2009, the European Commission
concluded that more evidence on thepact, effects and application of the Directive was to

be gathered (including the effects of charging). A second review of the Directive is to take
place in 2012. There is an enhanced interest in this matter which is driven by increasingly
active reusers,the widely emerging Open Data movement, the growth in data.gov portals
and the political acknowledgement of the so@oonomic potential of PSI. In order to
obtain more evidence on the impact of the various models of supply and charging for PSI,
the Eurogan Commission commissioned the present study.

POPSISupports the debate through the provision of evidence

This study aims to support the general debate and to provide evidence that can add to
possible further European and national policy measures orcli8ing models. It reports

on 21 indepth PSBbased case studies across Europe. The case studies were undertaken by
looking at the different charging models operated by PSBs with the intention of associating
the models with their effects on the value géhaThe models range from zero cost and
partial costrecovery to market pricing.

Typically, the value chain effects relate to both downstream and upstream indicators. The
downstream indicators include the number of -users, intensity of usage, level of
innovation, sectoral turnover, employment and tax returns. The impacts of changes to the
charging models also affect the PSBs providing the data. These changes include data quality,
data availability, the development of internal cost structures and finrapaonodels.

The study's focus was on those sectors where PSI is an essential element or a substantial
proportion of the value proposition. The cases explored include PSBs in the meteorological
sector, the geographic information sector and the businesgimébion sector. The decision

was made not to attempt to investigate cases that covered the entirety of the European
territory. Rather, emphasis was placed on examining PSBs in those Member States which
have potentially substantial rase markets, and PSB#ere policy changes on PStuge

have taken place in recent times. The data produced by the case study evidence is both
guantitative and qualitative.

12



3 Methodology

This sectionexplairs the methodologicabpproachused to investigate the POP®l3ectives
ABC It also outlines how the five different study objectiv@8BCDIE are interrelated.

The approach to undertake tretudy objectiveABC consisted of four steps:

1. Set the conceptual framework governing the study

2. Select the case studies (POR&lf@ctives A and B)

3. Conduct case studiemnd draft case study reports (POP&b§ctives A and B)
4. Analye findings case studies and draft final rep&tOPSI8bjective C)

Step 1:

Step 3:

Conduct case studies

Conceptual framework

Figure3: Study approach

These four steps are deribed in detaiin the subsections below.

3.1 Step 1: bafting the conceptual framework

First of all, to create a common basis for the various POPSIS objectives a conceptual
framework was drafted that served to guide all the activities undertaken througtice
study.

This framework is based on the notion that in essence the study has five interrelated
objectives. Each are based on an inputput relationship: what are the patterns in the
value chain and what is the impact if a change in one of the detengn factors takes place.

This relates, in particular, to the prices that PSBs are chargingusers (POPSIS objectives
AB), and how they enhance the availability and accessibility through centralised portals
(POPSIS objective E). These patterns arglithpact are measured on the basis of value
chain indicators (POPSIS objective C) that are both downstream and upstream. The
downstream indicators include various apps (POPSIS objective D).

The figure below illustrates this inpoutput relationship. Theyreen oval reflects the input
(charging and availability) and the blue arrows and boxes show the output (upstream and
downstream effects}’ The information gathered in each case study allows for comparisons
to be made across countries and PSI sectors.

10 Inspiration for the listing of these indicatorgas obtainedfrom the work done by the lEopean Commissiorin the
FNIFYSE2N] 2F GKS 22NJAy3 DNEPdzZ) Wihelardup electe@iofcatdusrior sgediif 9 O2y 2 Y
sectors (Address Information, Cadastral Information, Meteorological Information) which des@ibedin Part 1 of the

Re NI Wt dzofAO {SO0G2NI LYF2NNIGA2Y 902y2YAO LYRAOFIGZ2NA g9 902
Corbin (21 August 2010, INFSO/E4 JP(2009)D/141680

13



Upstream impact - PSB data Downstreamimpact - market data
(a) Awvailability of PSI (a) Number of re-users

(b) Quality of PSI (b) FTEs employed

{c) FTEs employed {c) New products, like apps (D)

(d) New products, like apps (D) (d) Sales (revenues and quantity)
(e) Costs and returns

—> PSB impact assessment - Market impact assessment

Figure4: The five POPSIS objectives (ABCDE) displayed in the broader context of the study

The conceptual framework also defines the concept of a case study. Case studies form the
core and basis of the study's Interim and FinaldtepA case study provides solid evidence

on the socieeconomic impact of a pricing policy by a PSB both downstream and upstream.
It is based on preand postinterview desk research and interviews with stakeholders, in
particular (a) the PSB applying thmicing policy (b) raisers of that PSI and, where
necessary and possible, (c) poliogkers of influence to that PSB and (d) others. All case
studies are described according to the structure of a designated template.

Each case study has been selectedsiedrout and quality controlled by using a POPSIS case
study protocol. This protocol is included as an annex to this report. This quality control
mechanism has ensured a harmonized approach to the reporting which is handled using a
uniform structure. Thiss:

Key messge;

Key economic indicators;

Introduction;

Organization, governmental structure, tasks, PSI portal;
Budget, costs, revenues;

Reuse policy and pricing;

Impacts of the reuse policy;

Final observations;

Key sources.

©o~NoOO~wNPE

Distinction between A and Bases

The study's terms of reference distinguished between case studies on PSBs that have
changed their charging policy towards marginal or zero costing and those that are
implementing costecovery policies. The first type essentially charges zero @rstsly

those costs incurred that are equal to the marginal costs for supplying the information to re
users. The second type charges prices tosers equal to average lowgn costs. The text

box below describes the various charging regimes that hava described in the academic
literature and which were therefore used in the study.
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Charging models applied in this study
The 2009 Cambridge studywas based on three charging regimes. The POPSIS study
adopted these definitions. However, it addedfuNIi K SNJ & dzo O S 3 2-n¢
facilitation costNE 02 GS NE Q @

Profit-maximization
G{SGadAY3a I LINAOS (2 YFEAYAT S LINRBTFTAOG 3AA
being supplied does not face competition then this will naturally resulimonopoly
LINA OA Yy 3 D¢

Costrecovery
G{SGdAay3a I LINRA OS -rus lgades includilg, for @&iNpled 8l fixed? of
NBfFGSR G2 RIFEGF LINPRAZOGAZ2Y 0 Dé

The charging policy whereby only the costs related to the facilitation -ofseeare charge
Or&lusefacilitation costNB O 2 YAsSphBofithe costecovery model, but is at the very lo
end of the spectrum. It only includes costs that can truly be allocated to thesees, for
instance, the salary costs of the help desk. Thus, this approach doeapigtthat any costs
areincurred in the framework of the public task or ownuse activities by the PSB itself.

Marginal costs and zero costs

G{SGGAY3T | LINAROS Sldzrf G2 GKS &aK2NI NI
supplying datad an extra user. When considering digital data, this cost is essentially
and marginal cost and zero cost pricing are identical.

It became quickly apparent to the POPSIS study team that, if the definitions laid down by
the Cambridge study were to Wellowed literally, very few PSBs in Europe have actually
shifted to a genuine marginal or zero cost pricing regime. Indgade a number of PSBs
that havemoved towards a much more liberal charging regime still charge costs equal to
those incurred for lhe facilitation of reuse. According to the Cambridge study definitions
such PSBs would not qualify as applying a marginal cost (or zero cost) model.

Nevertheless, the POPSIS study team has included such PSBs as A cases. This has been done
because the sitdy team considers that this kind of cost model represents the marginal
costing model advocated under the Directive and thus supports the intention of the PSI
Directive.

3.2 Step 2: Blecting theappropriatecase studies

The next step in the study concerndtle selection of the case studies. A selection
framework was drafted and interviews with sectoral experts and the European Commission
were conducted.

" pollock (2009)The Economics of Public Sector Information
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3.2.1 The selection framework

The selection framework consists of a set of framework conditions and two resultop
out criteria.

First and foremost, some framework conditions were observed.

a. Under the terms of reference the study was to focus on those PSI domains that have
by far the largest economic impact (based on findings from the MEPSIR (2006) and
the MICUS (2009) studies): meteorological information, business registers
information, geographical information and legal information. This set of PSI domains
was extended to include some specifically interesting cases.

b. Since the characteristics of PSI domains #rel markets differ so fundamentally,
selecting cases in different countries but in the same domain was intended to allow
for comparisons to be made between countries.

Two-drop out criteria were applied in the selection process:

a. Whether the case studies havalue as a specific illustratiddnder POPSIS objective
A, PSB cases were selected thatve changed their charging policy on PSI in the
direction of marginal or zero cost pricingor objective B of the study, cases were
selected that were clearly repsentative of costecovery or market pricing models.

b. Availability of reliable and relevant data, at both a primary and secondary lavel.
case study was to be selected only if the appropriate persons, in the PSB and among
the re-users concerned, were willg to participate in an interview. This availability of
interviewees was seen as enabling tROPSIS study team to really deiw® the
case in depth and to gather additional and reliable data. The resulting data would
allow for the crosgesting and appopriate quality control of findings.

The figure below provides an overview of the case study selection framework.
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Exemplary value?

Data available?

Comparability only within PSI sectors

Focus on PSI sectors with largest

economic impact

Connection between objective A and

objective B cases

Figure5: POPSIS case study selection framework for objectives A and B

3.2.2 Interviews with sectoral experts and support from the EC

Bearing this selection framework in mind, a series of interviews was held with sectoral

experts who had a crodsorder overview and a crodsorder network. As a result, the
POPSIS study team was provided with a number of leads to paflgninteresting case

studies.

Table2: Sectoral experts interviewed to select the case studies

PSI stakeholders contacted in the inception phase of the study

General 1

T

1
T

Séverin Naudet France (Director Etatlab)

Danielle Bourlange France (Deputy Chief Executive
APIE)

Kristof de Meulder, France (Project Manager APIE)
Daniel Dietriclky Germany (Director Open Data Networl
Deutschland e.V.)

Martin Fornefeldg Germany (CEO MICUS Managemer
Consulting)

Kees KeuzenkanmpNetherlands (Degpty director
Innovation and Information policy of the public sector,
Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom relations)

Rolf Nordgvist Sweden (Director at Bisnode AS and
chair PSI Alliance)

Paul Uhlirg US (Director NAS)
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Meteorological PSI 9 Ton Donkecr, the Netherlands (former head of liceimg
department KNMI)

Harry Otteng the Netherlands (CEO MeteoConsult)

Anton Eliassen Norway (chair of the ECOMET Counci
and Director of the Norwegian meteorological institute

1 Richard Pettife; UK (former secretary PRET)

Business register PSI 9 Nikolaus Futter Austria (Director Compaséerlag
GmbH)

1 Gerard Knoog the Netherlands (former CEO of the
Dutch Association of Chambers of Commerce)
Peter A. Heckeg Germany (Director Geokomm)
Derek Earnshaw UK (EuroGeographics)
Sallie White; UK (EuroGeographics)
Michael Nicholsong UK (CEO Intelligent Addressing)
Jean Cherbonniar France (Director NAVX)
Denis Berthault, France (vice president GFIl, LexisNex

= =4

Geographic PSI

Other PSI

= =4 |4 4 -8 A

Study team membergparticipated in several key PSI community events in order to meet
relevant stakeholders and to present the study (its objectives, approachupseind

L I yYyAy3dod ¢KS S@Syida GdSYRSR AyOf dzZRSRY 0wl
for everyone? @portunities and challenges in the-tgd S 2 F LJdzof A O a4 SO0 2 NJ
Berlin, Germany (17 and 18 February 2011), (2) the LAPSI conference in Minster, Germany
OHT YR HYy WIFydzaZ NE HaAaMMO YR 600 (GKS WhLISYy ¢
of Economic Affairs in the Hague, the Netherlands (11 April 2011). At these three events,
further suggestions were received with regard to the kinds of potential case studies to be
covered by the study.

The following case studies were finally selected. Théethblow orders the cases according

to the type of PSB involved: whether it is, for example, a business register, or it deals with
geographic information or meteorological information or handles other kinds of information
such as fuel prices or legal omasstical information. The list starts with business registers
and ends with statistical information. The case study acronyms introduced in this table are
used to identify all the case studies in this POPSIS ABC findings report.

Table3: Case studies overview

Country Public sector body (PSB) Acronym Sector

IT Italian Chambers of Commerce  |nfocamere Business register

NL Kamer van Koophandel KvK Business register
UK Companies House Companies

UK House Business register
Bundesamt fur Eich und

AT Vermessungswesen BEV Geographic information
Bundesamt fir Kartographie un Geographic information

DE Geodasie BKG
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Senatverwaltung far Geographic information
DE Stadtentwicklung Berlin SenStadt

Danish Enterprise ani Geographic information
DK ConstructionAuthority DECA
ES IGNCENIG IGNCENIG Geographic information

Oficina del catastro Spanish Geographic information
ES Cadastre

DGFiP French Geographic information
FR Cadastre

Italian Cadastre Agency Italian Geographignformation
IT Cadastre

Dutch Cadastre Dutch Geographic information
NL Cadastre

UK Ordnance Survey Ordnance
UK Survey Geographic information
DE Deutscher Wetterdienst DWD Meteorological information
NL Roy_al Dutch Meteorological KNMI Meteorologicalinformation

Institute
NO Norwegian Met Office Met.no Meteorological information
S| Slovenian Met Office ARSO Meteorological information
ES CENDOJ CENDOJ Legal information
FR DILA DILA Legal information
FR SIRCOM / APIE SIRCOM Fuel prices information
DE Statistisches Bundesamt DeStatis Statistical information

The following table presents the 21 case studies undertaken according to their POPSIS study

objectiveq whether this is objective A or objective B.

The distinction between the A and B cases is not always clear cut. For instance, several PSBs
that have modified their pricing policy towards marginal or zero cost pricing still apply a
partial costrecovery regime for certain groups of-users (e.g. ARSBGEV, DECA, DILA, iGN
CNIG, French Cadastre, KNMI and Ordnance Survey). Furthermore, some PSBs that are
categorized under POPSIS objective B are making efforts to improve the conditions for re

use gradually, including the free provision of certain datagetg. CENDOJ and DWD).
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Table4: Case study overview by POPSIS study objective

POPSIS objective A: POPSIS objective B:
Changed charging policy Costrecovery policy
Business registers 1 IT: Infocamere
 NL: KvK
1 UK: Companies House
Geographic 1 AT:BEV i DE: SenStadt
information 1 DK:DECA 1 DE: BKG
1 ES:IGMKCNIG 9 IT: ltalian @dastre
1 ES: Spanisha@astre 1 NL: Dutch @dastre
1 FR: Frenchd&astre
I UK: Ordnance Survey
Meteorological 1 NL:KNMI 1 DE: DWD
information 1 NO:Met.no
1 SI: ARSO
Other PSHomains  DE: DeStatis 1 FR:SIRCOM
1 FR:DILA 1 ES: CENDOJ

3.3 Step3: Wnductng thecase studies

Performing the case studies entailed threteps:

1. Drafting and applying the case study protqcol
2. Conducting the interviews and carrying out desk research
3. Reporting validatingand performing quality control

3.3.1 Drafting and applying the case study protocol

Having selected the case studies, a case study protocol was drafted and applied. The
protocol provided aolid methodological tool and ensured that there was a harmonized and
coordinated approach to carrying out the case studies. The case study protocol is attached
in the annex to this report.

3.3.2 Conducting the interviews and carrying out desk research

Based a the case study protocol, the stakeholders involved in the selected case study were
contacted. Typically, these stakeholders were representatives of the PSBs (in particular
those involved in the facilitation of rase activities), representatives of-teers of the PSI

of that PSB (typically sales directors and product developers) and where appropriate and/or
needed policymakers related with the PSB concerned. Talking to these various stakeholders
allowed the study team to crossheck data. A list of inteiewees is presented in the annex

to this report

In order to allow for proper preparation for the interview on the part of the interviewees,
an information package was sent out which was an excerpt from the study protocol. In
particular an introductorynote, which referred to the tailored questionnaire, enabled the
persons approached to make sure that the appropriate people were available for the
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interview. It also served as a checklist for the study team members carrying out the
interviews to ensure athe necessary topics were covered.

In anticipation of the interviews, desk research was carried out. The main sources for this
deskbased research were:
1 Annual reports;
Explanations concerning the PSI charging regime;
Experiences concerning changes ia BSI charging regime;
PSI licensing agreements;
PSI price lists;
9 Available applications and service offerings based on PSI.

1
il
il
1

Furthermore, information was extracted from research already done in the field of PSI
charging regimes and PSB case studigsaiticular, the studies were:
 PIRAR00®)/ 2 YYSNDALE SELX 2AGEFGAZ2Y 2F 9dzNRLISQA
HELM et al. (200&) MEPSIR
OECD (200&)Digital Broadband Content: Public Sector Information and Content
OFT (20069 The commercial use of publigformation (CUPI)
Corbin (2007¥, Public Sector Informatiog Financial impact of the PSI Directive:
Pricing and Charging
1 MICUS (2008) Chancen fur Geschaftsmodelle deutscher Unternehmen im
europdaischen und globalen Geoinformationsmarkt
1 Newbery et al(2008)¢ Models of Public Sector Informatidtrovision via Trading
Funds
COM(2009) 212 final and the corresponding staff working paper
MICUS (2009) Assessment of the Rese of Public Sector Information (PSI) in the
Geographical Information, Meteorologidaformation and Legal Information Sectors
Pollock (2009) The Economics of Public Sector Information
Corbin (2010¥ Public Sector Information: Economic Indicators & Economic case
study on charging models
1 MICUS (201Q) Die Européaische Gesetzgebunghstor fir das deutsche Geo
Business
RSO (201@) eGovernment Pilots
BETA (2011 The reuse of P8IAn economic optimal pricing model
EC public consultation on the reiais of the PSI Directive (2011)
Material on the EPSI Platform.

1
1
il
T

= =

= =

= =4 -4 -4

The complete POPSIS lmigraphy in the annex contains an overview of relevant
publications used.

3.3.3 Reporting and performing quality control

As a result of the information gathered through the interviews and the desk research, a
draft case study was drawn up based on the caseystathplate (it is Annex 2 of the case
study protocol). The draft case study was returned to the interviewees to allow for quality
control. Following eventual feedback, the case study was amended, validated by the PSB
and finalized.
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The topic list ancklaborated checklist allowed the POPSIS study leader to perform various
guality control measures. Where necessary, the draft case studies were passed back to the
individual team member to carry out additional research. This process ultimately resulted in
21 case study reports.

3.4 Step 4. Analyngthe findingsof case studies and draifig thefinal report

Based on the 21 case study reports, a draft final report was drafted. In order to validate
both the study findings and methodology, a meeting was held whidught together a
number of key experts. The meeting enabled the experts to offer their input on the draft
final report findings. As a result of this meeting, written feedback and other feedback from
the European Commission, the study's final report Vuaalized.

3.5 Developing a common vocabulary

From the outset, ensuring that the study team members used a shared vocabulary was
considered to be a crucial element of the study. The study team produced a basic glossary
of terms and their generally accepted meanings (e.g. based on definitions extracted from
the PSI Directive). These terms were applied throughout the duration of the study. They
formed part of the study protocol and were included as an annex to all the invitation letters
sent out to interviewees.

The terms used in the study glossary are listebbb.

Table5: POPSI§lossary

Public sectorbody a@! {GFGSY NBIA2YylFf 2N t20FF |

(PSB) and associations formed by one or several such authorities or or
several such bodies governed lpyblic lawé¢ 6! NIi @ H
2003/98/EC)

Public sector "[EJxisting documents (holding content, whatever its medium ¢

information (PSI) any part of such content) held by PSBs of the EU Member Stz
(Art. 1(1) jo 2(3) Directive 2003/98/EC)

Public task Setting the scope of the public task (aitsl financing) is a politica
decision taken at national level (and nat European level)ln
determining the public taskthe study teamappies the following
independentcriteria:

PSI is producednder the public task if:

a. Legal regimeg the PSI is the result of the legal regimader
whichthe PSB works. Example: all Constitutions assign the ta
producing court decisions to nationeburts, hence their case la\
is produced under the public tasknd falls under the P<
Directive

b. Core businesg the production/processing/distribution of the P:
falls under the core responsibility of the PSB. Example: the
reasonfor setting up the DutchChamber of Commerce was t
maintain the Dutch business rgisters, hence those registers a
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