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	Response form for ‘A Consultation on Data Policy for a Public Data Corporation’

	Name:
	Keith Dugmore


	Organisation:
	Demographics User Group
http://www.demographicsusergroup.co.uk/ 
The Demographics User Group (DUG) has the objective “To work with government on behalf of commercial users to ensure that the right data is made available, in the right way, at the right time”, and represents the views of 15 major commercial companies – Barclays, Boots, Camelot, Co-operative Group, E.ON, Everything Everywhere, GlaxoSmithKline, John Lewis, Marks & Spencer, Nationwide, Sainsbury’s, Serco, Tesco, The Children’s Mutual, and Whitbread.
We would emphasise that these are the tip of the iceberg of 2.3 million companies in the UK which can benefit from using information gathered by government in carrying out its public tasks. All too often discussion of Public Sector Information and “the private sector” focuses on private sector resellers, not the much larger number of potential users.
The wider context of our views as users of government data is given in our response to “Making Open Data Real: A Public Consultation”

	Email address (optional):
	dugmore@demographic.co.uk 
8 Hugh Street, London SW1V 1RP

TelNo: 020 7834 0966

	Category of operation for organisation(:
(Please choose one of the following categories:
	Business representative organisation/trade body X

	Size of business (if applicable): 

Please indicate the size that best suits your business
(The member companies are all Large)
	Individual




 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Micro (1-9 staff)



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Small (10-49 staff)



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Medium (50-250 staff)



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Large (250 + staff)



X


	Chapter 4 – Charging for PDC information

	1.  How do you think Government should best balance its objectives around increasing access to data and providing more freely available data for re-use year on year within the constraints of affordability? Please provide evidence to support your answer where possible.

	When considering the boundary between free data, and that which is currently charged, we believe that the focus should be on:
· The value to UK PLC of better data through increasing business efficiency. For example, marginal improvements in consumer targeting, or the reliability of home deliveries, can translate into a large sum of money for retailers
· The potential for growing value-added reseller / developer businesses, which will employ staff and pay taxes

· The scope for cutting costs of existing suppliers (trading funds, agencies) by market testing and outsourcing

Our thoughts about a more radical vision for a PDC are outlined in Section 5 below.



	2.  Are there particular datasets or information that you believe would create particular economic or social benefits if they were available free for use and re-use? Who would these benefit and how? Please provide evidence to support your answer where possible. 

	In our response to the Open Data consultation, we identified the member companies’ priorities for further access to government data, which would increase the efficiency of targeting local areas and consumer segments. This is pasted below as an Appendix. Most of the Statistical datasets would be expected to be free. The Geographical datasets, and Lists, however, are currently subject to charging, or not easily accessible, or both.


	3.  What do you think the impacts of the three options would be for you and/or other groups outlined above? Please provide evidence to support your answer where possible. 

	1. Status quo plus commitment to free.
This option is far too conservative, and would miss major opportunities.
2. Harmonisation and Simplification.

A single fee regardless of use would be a step forward, but the idea of public sector bodies also providing services beyond their public tasks is bound to damage the development of value-added services by private sector resellers.

3. Freemium.

Such a model can work in the private sector, to lure customers in, but is utterly inappropriate for publicly-funded bodies which have monopolies over key datasets.
The option of setting the Free / Charged boundaries on the basis of raw data being free, with charging for some value-added products, needs to be considered too (see 5 below).

	4.  A further variation of any of the options could be to encourage PDC and its constituent parts to make better use of the flexibility to develop commercial data products and services outside of their public task. What do you think the impacts of this might be?

	(Please see our response to Freemium above)


	5.  Are there any alternative options that might balance Government’s objectives which are not covered here? Please provide details and evidence to support your response where possible.

	Here is a statement of the Group’s views:
1. Background: The government’s aims

We welcome as the starting point the minister’s statement that “The best way to tap into the UK‟s tradition of creativity and invention is to give that data away”.

We note the PDC’s aims of:

· providing a more consistent approach towards access to and accessibility of public sector information, balancing the desire for more data free at the point of use whilst ensuring affordability and value for taxpayers;

· creating a centre of excellence driving further efficiencies in the public sector;

· creating a vehicle that can attract private investment.

We return to the need for and operation of a PDC below.

2. What needs to be done by a PDC

2.1 Scope? Focus on the information / datasets currently collected and held by the major public bodies which charge for data

The challenge is to minimise the need for government continuing to charge for those datasets that are created by trading funds and other publicly owned organisations. We recommend focussing on the public infrastructure / core reference data produced by Land Registry, Ordnance Survey, Valuation Office Agency, and Royal Mail’s Address Management Unit. (We see the Met Office data as being in a separate category).

2.2 Existing charges? Weigh Open Data’s benefits of increased business efficiency and increasing tax revenues against revenues lost from cutting charges

Documents such as the Cambridge study of Trading Funds, and McKinsey’s recent report on Big Data, have highlighted both the potential increases in efficiency by companies (savings through having a reliable address list being one current example), and also the growth of businesses providing value-added services (and the consequent tax revenue). It is significant that making the 2001 Census statistics free at the point of use led to a great growth in use by businesses for targeting local markets and consumer segments, whilst value-added resellers of Census statistics have flourished too.

In addition to the options outlined in the consultation paper, that of setting the Free / Charged boundaries on the basis of raw data being free, (to encourage use by end-users, and by developers / resellers), with charging for some value-added products which are within the public task, needs to be considered too.
2.3 Focus on the government’s needs for information (the public task), not the interests of the existing supplier organisations

There is a great risk that defining the public task of current data suppliers will divert attention from consideration of transforming the supply of data for government.

2.4 Investigate the extent to which existing supply costs can be cut

The PDC should probe costs as well as revenues. What would be the most efficient solutions if starting afresh? This might lead to the idea of merging existing suppliers which have apparent commonalities (e.g. Land Registry, Valuation Office, and Ordnance Survey). There is a need for market testing, and to consider outsourcing to alternative suppliers. It was striking how Ordnance Survey’s resistance to change was transformed once users had the alternative of Google Maps.

2.5 Continue incremental improvements

Charging, and charging policies. These can create major barriers. For example, charges for the new National Address Gazetteer for any organisation or person outside the public sector range from £24,000 p.a. for one user to £189,000 p.a. for a big organisation. We have no doubt that much lower charges would attract many more customers.

Complex license agreements. These deter many potential users, who simply walk away, rather face the prospect of a long dialogue with company lawyers about the potential types and extent of use of datasets. Government initiatives aimed at simplification, such as the Open Government Licence are very welcome.

3. A PDC – what kind of organisation?

Referring to the government’s stated aims above, we welcome the idea of a new central body providing a more consistent approach towards access to and accessibility of public sector information, and creating a centre of excellence driving further efficiencies in the public sector. But it will need to have real power in order to drive through radical change. We can think of no obvious models or precedents to follow, although some elements of the operation of the UK Statistics Authority, and of the Registry Trust may be worth considering.

Turning to the idea of creating a vehicle that can attract private investment, we cannot see any virtue in this. In order to generate a profit for investors, the PDC would either have to extract monopoly rent from particular datasets, or go beyond the public task to compete with value-added resellers (who should be encouraged), or both. This may well be even worse than the painful experiences with the trading funds over the years.

Rather, we believe that the PDC should focus on the potential benefits of outsourcing supply to private companies – but it is essential that the government retains the intellectual property rights of its data.




	Chapter 5 - Licensing

	6.  To what extent do you agree that there should be greater consistency, clarity and simplicity in the licensing regime adopted by a PDC?

	We agree wholeheartedly – complex licences have proven to create great barriers to increasing use of data, and hence the value created.

	7.  To what extent do you think each of the options set out would address those issues (or any others)? Please provide evidence to support your comments where possible. 

	1. Use-based model.

Other than for very simple transactions (such as a member of the public buying a record of Title from the Land Registry), use-based models have proven to lead to great complexity, and frustration amongst users and potential users. They have long been the focus of criticism of Ordnance Survey, and recent efforts to “simplify” the Postcode Address File have led to widespread confusion, and another long licence.

2. PDC-wide single “overarching” agreement.

This option is well worth developing further.
3. PDC-wide model.

The mention of greater length and irrelevant clauses suggests that this is a non-runner.


	8.  What do you think the advantages and disadvantages of each of the options would be? Please provide evidence to support your comments

	(Please see 7 above)


	9.  Will the benefits of changing the models from those in use across Government outweigh the impacts of taking out new or replacement licences?

	We have absolutely no doubt that the benefits of increasing access to government data will create benefits of greater efficiency, and business growth, and that will greatly outweigh the revenues lost by reduced charging.



	Chapter 6 – Regulatory oversight

	10.  To what extent is the current regulatory environment appropriate to deliver the vision for a PDC?

	This needs to be reviewed and strengthened. Hitherto, dissatisfaction by users and resellers  with government bodies that charge for data has rarely found a satisfactory outlet: few have the resources or resolution to push their case.


	11.  Are there any additional oversight activities needed to deliver the vision for a PDC and if so what are they?

	The creation of a PDC will need to be accompanied by the creation of a separate regulator (which need not be expensive). The UK Statistics authority model of having both supplier and regulator within the same organisation must not be repeated.


	12.  What would be an appropriate timescale for reviewing a PDC or its constituent parts public task(s)?

	A swift review every 2 years, given the speed with which the data landscape is changing.



Annex: DUG’s priorities for further access to government data:

	Category
	Datasets / Topics
	Source

	Statistics

Current Neighbourhood Statistics to be recreated at Output Area level (c.f. the current higher / less valuable Super OA level)

New statistics at small area level, using administrative databases.
Government’s existing sample surveys (e.g. those held at the University of Essex Data Archive)
	The existing wide range of Neighbourhood Statistics

Start with the topics identified by the Beyond 2011 project

The Living Costs and Food Survey is of particular interest to commercial companies


	· ONS and government departments

· ONS and government departments

· ONS / ESRC

	Geographical data

	· All the mapping needed by government, and provided for in the recent Public Services Mapping Agreement
· Infrastructure developments & plans
· National Statistics Postcode Directory – omitted fields, e.g. delivery points

· Flood maps
	· Ordnance Survey

· LAs / CLG / OS

· ONS

· Environment Agency

	Lists – individual records
	· The new National Address Gazetteer

· Council Tax bands for domestic properties

· House sales & their prices

· House building completions

· Planning applications – domestic and business properties

· Valuation lists for business properties

· Company information
· County Court Judgments for debt – personal & corporate

· Electoral register (if not opted out)
	· Geoplace

· VOA

· Land Registry

· LAs / CLG

· LAs / CLG

· VOA

· Companies House

· MoJ & Registry Trust

· LAs 


Please return this form to:

Transparency Team

Cabinet Office

4/W2

1 Horse Guards Road

London SW1A 2AS
Email: pdcconsultation@cabinet-office.gsi.gov.uk
PDC-consultation-response-form DUG views – Final. 8 October 2011
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