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1 Executive summary 

The public sector collects, creates, produces and disseminates a wide variety 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 re-used by third parties in added-value information 
products and services. 

This Pricing of PSI Study (POPSIS) has assessed different models of supply and charging for 
PSI and their effects through the analysis of 21 case studies. The cases cover a wide range of 
public sector bodies (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 full cost-recovery regimes. As laid out in the chart 
below, the case study analysis focuses on the effects of PSI charging models on the 
downstream market, PSI re-users and end-users and impacts on the PSB itself. 

 

Figure 1: Upstream and downstream effects of PSI charging models 

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

(a) Main findings from the PSI charging case studies 

The case studies show a clear trend towards lowering charges and/or facilitating re-use (16 
out of the 21 cases). Some PSBs only charge for commercial re-use and allow non-
commercial re-use either against reduced fees (seven out of 21 cases) or for free (nine out 
of 21 cases). In almost all cases, PSBs allow free access to their PSI (i.e., viewing without 
copying). In some cases, free access has been the forerunner of a more flexible re-use 
regime. 

In those case studies where cost-recovery regimes are applied, the calculation basis for 
determining PSI re-use charges appears to 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 
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rather than being geared to the cost-oriented tariff-setting required under the PSI Directive 
2003/98/EC. 

In all the case studies, the PSI re-use revenues of PSBs range from relatively small to 
extremely small when compared to the total budget of the PSB concerned. In half of the 
caseǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ м҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ t{.ǎΩ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ 

Based on their own raw data, the number of PSBs that exploit added-value products is 
limited (seven out of 21 cases) and appears to be decreasing over time. 

(b) Downstream effects of lowered charges 

In those cases where PSBs moved to marginal and zero cost charging or cost-recovery that is 
limited to re-use facilitation costs only, the number of re-users increased by between 
1,000% and 10,000%. 

Lowering charges may attract new types of re-users, in particular SMEs. This also applies to 
cases where the price cuts have been less significant (or even absent), but where special 
pricing schemes for SMEs were introduced. 

(c) Upstream effects of lowered charges 

All case studies where PSBs have lowered their prices demonstrate that demand volumes 
expand strongly (there have been increases of up to 7,000%). In some cases, PSI sales 
revenues can remain stable or even increase after drastic price cuts due to the growing 
demand. Of course, once charges are zero, revenues are also zero. 

Costs appear to increase very little: in fact, they may eventually decrease if the volumes of 
re-use grow significantly. Once re-use facilitation processes are properly organized, they 
become sub-routines within the PSB. To a large extent, they become embedded in the PSB's 
public task-funded activities at no extra cost. 

Zero cost pricing has the additional advantage that transaction costs decrease significantly. 
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 that intensified ties with re-users may lead to improved data 
quality and process efficiency since 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. 

(d) Obstacles to change 

A large majority of PSBs interviewed do not seem to have fundamental objections to 
lowering charges. Yet, PSBs that rely on sales revenues from PSI and their own value-added 
products appear to be stuck in a situation of deadlock: although they are sympathetic to 
lowering charges and allowing more data re-use, their dependency on sales revenues 
compels them to protect their current revenue streams when there is no other sustainable 
alternative income stream available. 
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Such an alternative income stream can often only be provided by the Treasury, since the 
benefits from lowered charges are often concentrated in the form of increased tax gains. 
Thus, the power to enable change does not necessarily lie with the Ministry willing to 
support the move, let alone with the PSB concerned. 

Further barriers to change relate to statutory provisions imposing cost-recovery schemes, 
the legacy of old re-use regimes, and the sheer difficulty of changing existing practices. 

In addition, in several cases, incumbent re-users 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 re-users are reported as lobbying actively and sometimes 
even litigating to prevent PSBs from adopting lower charges. 

(e) Enablers of change 

Change appears to be brought about both bottom-up and top-down. 

In the cases of bottom-up change, PSBs that moved towards lower charges were often 
driven by the notion that making data available and serving re-users is part of their core 
public task. In many cases, the 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 was bottom-up, the business case was made upfront to justify 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 
ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ΨƭŜŀǇ ƻŦ ŦŀƛǘƘΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ƭŜŀǇ ǿŀǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ 
harnessed after two aspects of potential efficiency and effectiveness were made clear: the 
fractional contribution of the re-use revenues and the gains to be achieved. 

In other cases, the need for change was imposed top-down either through a clear political 
decision or occasionally by a policy move made by another PSB that possessed the same 
ŘŀǘŀΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ t{.Ωǎ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΦ hŦǘŜƴΣ ǘƘŜ t{. 
managed to obtain a form of compensation for its drop in income: this was particularly the 
case where the revenues from its own exploitation were of some significance and entailed a 
reorganization process. 

(f) Conclusions 

The case study analysis indicates that the potential benefits of lowered charges for PSI re-
use can be high. Lowered charges can lead to more economic activity, market dynamism, 
innovation and employment. They may also entail efficiency gains for the PSBs. 

The potential costs of lowering PSI charges appear to be low. 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 knowledge and infrastructure needed by the PSBs already 
exist. The main effort lies in an adjustment of processes and mindsets to serve PSI re-users 
most effectively. 



8 

2 Introduction 

This chapter explains the way in which the report is laid out and the background to the 
study. 
 

2.1 Contours of study 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 socio-economic effects. 
The table below provides a brief overview of the POPSIS study objectives ABC. 
 

Table 1: Overview of the study objectives ABC 

Objective Details 

A An analysis of PSBs in the EU that have changed their charging policy 
vis-à-vis PSI. The purpose is to assess the impact of that change of 
policy on information producers and re-users. 
 

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

C An expansion of the case studies to research, assess and draw 
conclusions based on six specific domains of information: 

¶ Cost-benefit 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. 
 

 
This report is structured as follows: 
 
Firstly, the introduction in chapter 2 sets out the approach and the background policy 
information relevant to the 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 and trends observed. 
 
Fourthly, the annex consisting of chapters 5 to 9 includes a number of relevant materials 
including: 

¶ The 21 validated case studies; 

¶ An overview of the quantitative case study findings; 
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¶ Bibliography; 

¶ Case study protocol; 

¶ List of interviewees. 
 

2.2 Background to the study 

This study is based on a number of general developments that are taking place currently in 
the field of PSI re-use in Europe. PSI is increasingly acknowledged to be a driving European 
resource for new information products and services. 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 is sought by the PSBs, policy-makers, and the European 
Commission. This 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 report is based on evidence gathered from 21 in-depth 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 variety of information: 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 players in the knowledge-based 
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 added-value information products and services.1 
 
Over the last years there is an increased positive engagement in PSI on the part of policy-
makers and a willingness to make PSI more widely available and re-usable in Europe. For 
example, the United Kingdom (UK)'s initiative on opening up government data ς 
www.data.gov.uk ς was a first important milestone. It has been followed 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 supported by the Visby2 and Malmö Ministerial Declarations3 
and the Digital Agenda for Europe4. These documents clearly recognize the economic 
potential of PSI re-use, notably with regard to the development of content markets, and call 
on Member States to make data freely accessible in open machine-readable formats in 
order to benefit entrepreneurship, research and transparency. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                        
1 Cf. European Commission (2009): Re-use of Public Sector Information ς Review of Directive 2003/98/EC, COM(2009) 212 
final and SEC(2009) 597. 
2 Creating impact for an eUnion 2015 ς The Visby Declaration, 10 November 2009. 
3 Ministerial Declaration on eGovernment, 18 November 2009. 
4 European Commission (2010): A Digital Agenda for Europe, COM(2010) 245 final/2. 
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Charging for PSI by PSBs is key, but politically sensitive due to its potential budgetary 
impact 
Even before the adoption of the PSI Directive,5 there was a lengthy debate between re-
users, PSBs, policy-makers and academia, about what model of supply and charging for PSI 
would facilitate its greatest re-use and maximize its social and economic value. This 
discussion was sparked by the landmark studies of Peter Weiss6. In 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), Pollock (2009), Uhlir (2009) and Pénin (2011)). Most of these reports 
conclude that either zero cost charging or a marginal cost regime for certain sets of PSI 
result in social and economic benefits which may outweigh the immediate short-term 
financial benefits attained by cost-recovery strategies.7 
 
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 cost-recovery policies and to use PSI as an income-generating 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 by cost-recovery 
strategies. Others question 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).8 
 
The sensitivity of the issue of charging for re-use is also reflected in the European 
Commission 2010 public consultation on the PSI Directive9 which produced a considerable 
number of responses (n=585). The public consultation results acknowledge that a majority 
of respondents disagrees with cost-recovery policies and strongly agrees with the free 
provision of PSI for non-commercial re-use. 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 consultation on the PSI Directive with regard to charging. 
 

                                        
5 Directive 2003/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 November 2003 on the re-use of public sector 

information, OJ L 345, pp. 90-96. 
6 Weiss (2002): Borders in Cyberspace: Conflicting Public Sector Information Policies, U. S. Department of Commerce and 
their Economic Impacts NOAA,National Weather Service. 
7 Cf. inter alia: Weiss (2002): Borders in Cyberspace: Conƅicting Public Sector Information Policies; Nilsen (2007): Economic 
theory as it applies to statistics Canada: a review of literature; OECD (2008): Recommendation of the Council for Enhanced 
Access and More Effective Use of Public Sector Information; Newbery et. al. (2008): Models of Public Sector Information 
Provision via Trading Funds; Paul F. Uhlir (2009): The Socioeconomic Effects of Public Sector Information on Digital 
Networks; Pettifer (2009): PSI in European Meteorology ς an unfulfilled potential; Pollock (2009): The Economics of Public 
Sector Information; Pénin et.al (2011): La valorisation des informations du secteur public (ISP): un modèle économique de 
tarification optimal. 

8 Cf. European Commission (2009): Re-use of Public Sector Information ς Review of Directive 2003/98/EC ς Staff working 
paper, SEC(2009) 597, p. 19. 
9 Cf. European Commission (2011): Results of the online consultation of stakeholders "Review of the PSI Directive", 67 pp. 
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Figure 2: Responses to the European Commission public consultation on the PSI Directive 

(2010) 

Current EU rules allow for cost-recovery, but favour marginal cost pricing 
The EU-level regulatory framework ς the PSI Directive 2003/98/EC ς fosters 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 of the PSI Directive 
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 their PSI, thereby 
generating an income that should not exceed the cost of collection, production, 
reproduction and dissemination, together with a reasonable ROI. The 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 re-use. The apps market (including the PSI-based apps) is 
growing exponentially (it is expected to reach 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 re-use. In addition, the opening up of data stocks that are 
currently not available to re-users may further increase the existing benefits. 
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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 the impact, 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 re-users, the widely emerging Open Data movement, the growth in data.gov portals 
and the political acknowledgement of the socio-economic potential of PSI. In order to 
obtain more evidence on the impact of the various models of supply and charging for PSI, 
the European Commission commissioned the present study. 
 
POPSIS supports 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 on PSI charging models. It reports 
on 21 in-depth PSB-based 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 chain. The models range from zero cost and 
partial cost-recovery to market pricing. 
 

Typically, the value chain effects relate to both downstream and upstream indicators. The 
downstream indicators include the number of re-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 financing models. 
 

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 business information 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 re-use markets, and PSBs where policy changes on PSI re-use 
have taken place in recent times. The data produced by the case study evidence is both 
quantitative and qualitative. 
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3 Methodology 

This section explains the methodological approach used to investigate the POPSIS objectives 
ABC. It also outlines how the five different study objectives ς ABCDE ς are interrelated. 
 
The approach to undertake the study objectives ABC consisted of four steps: 

1. Set the conceptual framework governing the study; 
2. Select the case studies (POPSIS objectives A and B); 
3. Conduct case studies and draft case study reports (POPSIS objectives A and B); 
4. Analyze findings case studies and draft final report (POPSIS objective C). 
 

 

Figure 3: Study approach 

These four steps are described in detail in the sub-sections below. 

 

3.1 Step 1: Drafting 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 throughout the 
study. 
 
This framework is based on the notion that in essence the study has five interrelated 
objectives. Each are based on an input-output relationship: what are the patterns in the 
value chain and what is the impact if a change in one of the determining factors takes place. 
This relates, in particular, to the prices that PSBs are charging to re-users (POPSIS objectives 
AB), and how they enhance the availability and accessibility through centralised portals 
(POPSIS objective E). These patterns and this impact 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 input-output relationship. The green oval reflects the input 
(charging and availability) and the blue arrows and boxes show the output (upstream and 
downstream effects).10 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 indicators was obtained from the work done by the European Commission in the 
ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ΨtǳōƭƛŎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΩ. The group selected indicators for specific 
sectors (Address Information, Cadastral Information, Meteorological Information) which were described in Part 1 of the 
RepƻǊǘ ΨtǳōƭƛŎ {ŜŎǘƻǊ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ϧ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻƴ ŎƘŀǊƎƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΩΣ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜŘ ōȅ /ƘǊƛǎ 
Corbin (21 August 2010, INFSO/E4 JP(2009)D/141680). 
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Figure 4: 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 Final Report. A case study provides solid evidence 
on the socio-economic impact of a pricing policy by a PSB both downstream and upstream. 
It is based on pre- and post-interview desk research and interviews with stakeholders, in 
particular (a) the PSB applying the pricing policy (b) re-users of that PSI and, where 
necessary and possible, (c) policy-makers 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 selected, carried out 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. This is: 

1. Key message; 
2. Key economic indicators; 
3. Introduction; 
4. Organization, governmental structure, tasks, PSI portal; 
5. Budget, costs, revenues; 
6. Re-use policy and pricing; 
7. Impacts of the re-use policy; 
8. Final observations; 
9. Key sources. 

 
Distinction between A and B cases 
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 cost-recovery policies. The first type essentially charges zero costs or only 
those costs incurred that are equal to the marginal costs for supplying the information to re-
users. The second type charges prices to re-users equal to average long-run costs. The text 
box below describes the various charging regimes that have been 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 study11 was based on three charging regimes. The POPSIS study team 
adopted these definitions. However, it added a fuǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǳōŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΥ ΨǊŜ-use 
facilitation cost-ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅΩΦ 
 
Profit-maximization 
ά{ŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ ǇǊƻŦƛǘ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ t{.Φ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ 
being supplied does not face competition then this will naturally result in monopoly 
ǇǊƛŎƛƴƎΦέ 
 
Cost-recovery 
ά{ŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƭƻƴƎ-run costs (including, for example, all fixed costs 
ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴύΦέ 
 
The charging policy whereby only the costs related to the facilitation of re-use are charged 
όΨre-use facilitation cost-ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅΩ) is part of the cost-recovery model, but is at the very low 
end of the spectrum. It only includes costs that can truly be allocated to the re-users, for 
instance, the salary costs of the help desk. Thus, this approach does not imply that any costs 
are incurred in the framework of the public task or own re-use activities by the PSB itself. 
 
Marginal costs and zero costs 
ά{ŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ Ǌǳƴ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀέΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ 
supplying data to an extra user. When considering digital data, this cost is essentially zero 
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 be followed literally, very few PSBs in Europe have actually 
shifted to a genuine marginal or zero cost pricing regime. Indeed, quite a number of PSBs 
that have moved towards a much more liberal charging regime still charge costs equal to 
those incurred for the facilitation of re-use. 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 study 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: Selecting the appropriate case studies 

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

                                        
11 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 resulting drop-
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 and the 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 have value as a specific illustration. Under POPSIS objective 
A, PSB cases were selected that have changed their charging policy on PSI in the 
direction of marginal or zero cost pricing. For objective B of the study, cases were 
selected that were clearly representative of cost-recovery or market pricing models. 

b. Availability of reliable and relevant data, at both a primary and secondary level. A 
case study was to be selected only if the appropriate persons, in the PSB and among 
the re-users concerned, were willing to participate in an interview. This availability of 
interviewees was seen as enabling the POPSIS study team to really delve into the 
case in depth and to gather additional and reliable data. The resulting data would 
allow for the cross-testing and appropriate quality control of findings. 

The figure below provides an overview of the case study selection framework. 
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Figure 5: 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 cross-border overview and a cross-border network. As a result, the 
POPSIS study team was provided with a number of leads to potentially interesting case 
studies. 

Table 2: Sectoral experts interviewed to select the case studies 

PSI stakeholders contacted in the inception phase of the study 

General ¶ Séverin Naudet ς France (Director Etatlab) 

¶ Danielle Bourlange ς France (Deputy Chief Executive 
APIE) 

¶ Kristof de Meulder ς France (Project Manager APIE) 
¶ Daniel Dietrich ς Germany (Director Open Data Network 

Deutschland e.V.) 

¶ Martin Fornefeld ς Germany (CEO MICUS Management 
Consulting) 

¶ Kees Keuzenkamp ς Netherlands (Deputy director 
Innovation and Information policy of the public sector, 
Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom relations) 

¶ Rolf Nordqvist ς Sweden (Director at Bisnode AS and 
chair PSI Alliance) 

¶ Paul Uhlir ς US (Director NAS) 
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Meteorological PSI ¶ Ton Donker ς the Netherlands (former head of licensing 
department KNMI) 

¶ Harry Otten ς the Netherlands (CEO MeteoConsult) 

¶ Anton Eliassen ς Norway (chair of the ECOMET Council 
and Director of the Norwegian meteorological institute) 

¶ Richard Pettifer ς UK (former secretary PRIMET) 

Business register PSI ¶ Nikolaus Futter - Austria (Director Compass-Verlag 
GmbH) 

¶ Gerard Knoop ς the Netherlands (former CEO of the 
Dutch Association of Chambers of Commerce) 

Geographic PSI ¶ Peter A. Hecker ς Germany (Director Geokomm) 
¶ Derek Earnshaw ς UK (EuroGeographics) 

¶ Sallie White ς UK (EuroGeographics) 
¶ Michael Nicholson  ς UK (CEO Intelligent Addressing) 

Other PSI ¶ Jean Cherbonnier ς France (Director NAVX) 
¶ Denis Berthault ς France (vice president GFII, LexisNexis). 

 

Study team members participated in several key PSI community events in order to meet 
relevant stakeholders and to present the study (its objectives, approach, set-up and 
ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΥ όмύ ǘƘŜ Ŝt{LǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ΨhǇŜƴ ŘŀǘŀΥ ŀǇǇǎ 
for everyone? Opportunities and challenges in the re-ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴ 
Berlin, Germany (17 and 18 February 2011), (2) the LAPSI conference in Münster, Germany 
όнт ŀƴŘ ну WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлммύ ŀƴŘ όоύ ǘƘŜ ΨhǇŜƴ 5ŀǘŀ aŜŜǘ ¦ǇΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ 
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. The table below 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 or statistical 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. 

Table 3: Case studies overview 

Country Public sector body (PSB) Acronym Sector 

IT Italian Chambers of Commerce Infocamere Business register 

NL Kamer van Koophandel KvK Business register 

UK 

UK Companies House Companies 

House Business register 

AT 

Bundesamt für Eich- und 

Vermessungswesen BEV Geographic information 

DE 

Bundesamt für Kartographie und 

Geodäsie BKG 

Geographic information 
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DE 

Senatverwaltung für 

Stadtentwicklung Berlin SenStadt 

Geographic information 

DK 

Danish Enterprise and 

Construction Authority DECA 

Geographic information 

ES IGN-CENIG IGN-CENIG Geographic information 

ES 

Oficina del catastro Spanish 

Cadastre 

Geographic information 

FR 

DGFiP French 

Cadastre 

Geographic information 

IT 

Italian Cadastre Agency Italian 

Cadastre 

Geographic information 

NL 

Dutch Cadastre Dutch 

Cadastre 

Geographic information 

UK 

UK Ordnance Survey Ordnance 

Survey Geographic information 

DE Deutscher Wetterdienst DWD Meteorological information 

NL 
Royal Dutch Meteorological 
Institute KNMI 

Meteorological information 

NO Norwegian Met Office Met.no Meteorological information 

SI 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 
objective ς 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 cost-recovery regime for certain groups of re-users (e.g. ARSO, BEV, 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 datasets (e.g. CENDOJ and DWD). 
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Table 4: Case study overview by POPSIS study objective 

 POPSIS objective A: 

Changed charging policy 

POPSIS objective B: 

Cost-recovery policy 

Business registers  ¶ IT: Infocamere 

¶ NL: KvK 

¶ UK: Companies House 

Geographic 

information 

¶ AT: BEV 

¶ DK: DECA 

¶ ES: IGN-CNIG 

¶ ES: Spanish Cadastre 

¶ FR: French Cadastre 

¶ UK: Ordnance Survey 

¶ DE: SenStadt 

¶ DE: BKG 

¶ IT: Italian Cadastre 

¶ NL: Dutch Cadastre 

Meteorological 

information 

¶ NL: KNMI 

¶ NO: Met.no 

¶ SI: ARSO 

¶ DE: DWD 

Other PSI domains ¶ DE: DeStatis 

¶ FR: DILA 

¶ FR: SIRCOM 

¶ ES: CENDOJ 

 

3.3 Step 3: Conducting the case studies 

Performing the case studies entailed three steps: 

1. Drafting and applying the case study protocol; 
2. Conducting the interviews and carrying out desk research; 
3. Reporting, validating and 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 a solid 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 on 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 re-use activities), representatives of re-users of the PSI 
of that PSB (typically sales directors and product developers) and where appropriate and/or 
needed policy-makers related with the PSB concerned. Talking to these various stakeholders 
allowed the study team to cross-check data. A list of interviewees 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 introductory note, 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 all the necessary topics were covered. 
 
In anticipation of the interviews, desk research was carried out. The main sources for this 
desk-based research were: 

¶ Annual reports; 

¶ Explanations concerning the PSI charging regime; 

¶ Experiences concerning changes in the PSI charging regime; 

¶ PSI licensing agreements; 

¶ PSI price lists; 

¶ Available applications and service offerings based on PSI. 

Furthermore, information was extracted from research already done in the field of PSI 
charging regimes and PSB case studies. In particular, the studies were: 

¶ PIRA (2000) ς /ƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŜŎǘƻǊ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

¶ HELM et al. (2006) ς MEPSIR 

¶ OECD (2006) ς Digital Broadband Content: Public Sector Information and Content 

¶ OFT (2006) ς The commercial use of public information (CUPI) 

¶ Corbin (2007) ς Public Sector Information ς Financial impact of the PSI Directive: 
Pricing and Charging 

¶ MICUS (2008) ς Chancen für Geschäftsmodelle deutscher Unternehmen im 
europäischen und globalen Geoinformationsmarkt 

¶ Newbery et al. (2008) ς Models of Public Sector Information Provision via Trading 
Funds 

¶ COM(2009) 212 final and the corresponding staff working paper 

¶ MICUS (2009) ς Assessment of the Re-use of Public Sector Information (PSI) in the 
Geographical Information, Meteorological Information and Legal Information Sectors 

¶ Pollock (2009) ς The Economics of Public Sector Information 

¶ Corbin (2010) ς Public Sector Information: Economic Indicators & Economic case 
study on charging models 

¶ MICUS (2010) ς Die Europäische Gesetzgebung als Motor für das deutsche Geo-
Business 

¶ RSO (2010) ς eGovernment Pilots 

¶ BETA (2011) ς The reuse of PSI ς An economic optimal pricing model 

¶ EC public consultation on the revision of the PSI Directive (2011) 

¶ Material on the EPSI Platform. 

The complete POPSIS bibliography 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 case study template (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 and elaborated checklist allowed the POPSIS study leader to perform various 
quality 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: Analyzing the findings of case studies and drafting the final 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 which brought 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 was finalized. 
 

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 listed below. 

Table 5: POPSIS glossary 

Public sector body 
(PSB) 

ά! {ǘŀǘŜΣ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭŀǿ 
and associations formed by one or several such authorities or one or 
several such bodies governed by public law.έ ό!ǊǘΦ нόмύ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ 
2003/98/EC) 

Public sector 
information (PSI) 

"[E]xisting documents (holding content, whatever its medium and 
any part of such content) held by PSBs of the EU Member States." 
(Art. 1(1) j-o 2(3) Directive 2003/98/EC) 

Public task Setting the scope of the public task (and its financing) is a political 
decision taken at national level (and not at European level). In 
determining the public task, the study team applies the following 
independent criteria:  
 
PSI is produced under the public task if: 
a. Legal regime ς the PSI is the result of the legal regime under 

which the PSB works. Example: all Constitutions assign the task of 
producing court decisions to national courts, hence their case law 
is produced under the public task and falls under the PSI 
Directive. 

b. Core business ς the production/processing/distribution of the PSI 
falls under the core responsibility of the PSB. Example: the sole 
reason for setting up the Dutch Chamber of Commerce was to 
maintain the Dutch business registers, hence those registers are 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































