PAF (08) 4th Meeting Minutes 





ADVISORY BOARD
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Stuart Johnston
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DHL

Also in attendance:
Steven Brandwood 

IdEA – item 3

Jennie Longden


AMU – Items 5-7
Scott Childes


AMU – Items 5-7

Ian Evans


AMU – Items 5-7

1. The minutes of PAF (08)3rd meeting were accepted.  
2. Matters arising

The Board placed on record its thanks to Jonathan Hulford- Fuller who would be stepping down and who would be replaced by Stuart Johnston.
The Board web site was operational and could now be accessed fully at www.pafboard.org.uk.

In view of the extent of the likely discussion on the 2009 licence project it was agreed to defer discussion of the Advisory Board performance until later in the year.

3. Presentation on the NLPG
Steven Brandwood of IdEA gave a presentation about the origins, objectives and state of play on the National Land and Property Gazette for England and Wales.  (See PAF (08)13 – to be circulated).  In discussion, local government representatives emphasised the potential for the NLPG to be updated daily subject to the frequency with which local gazettes were updated by individual local authorities.   In their view use of the NLPG to update PAF® could reduce costs and improve timeliness of revisions.  AMU was shortly going to send payment to local authorities (as recommended in the Postcomm report) for the data they supplied on street names and addresses.  Local government was understood to be hopeful that an agreement would be reached with AMU whereby this payment would largely offset local government PAF licensing fees.  In England and Wales IdEA were looking also to have local government intellectual property rights (IPR) recognised wherever PAF was used.  (The position in Scotland and Northern Ireland was different in that authorities appeared willing to forego a continuing interest in IPR if an agreed payment for information they provided to AMU for updating PAF could be reached.) 
It was believed that some local authorities paid more than once for identical PAF licences because of the fragmentation of their purchasing arrangements.

On the other hand, it was argued that if the balance between a reduction to AMU in the costs of maintaining PAF and the licence fees paid by local authorities were to change AMU might seek to recover a shortfall in PAF income from other users through higher prices.  
THE CHAIRMAN, in summing up, thanked IdEA for presenting stimulating thoughts for the future of PAF.  He drew attention to three aspects of the discussion: 

1. The Board would be keen to reduce costs where this was possible without material damage to the quality of the PAF database.  

2. In instances where local authorities were paying more than once for identical PAF licences there was obvious scope for those authorities to organise in such a way to reduce costs but the initiative lay with the individual authority to do this.  
3. The differing approach to IPR between England and Wales, on the one hand, and Scotland and Northern Ireland could mean that negotiations with AMU would proceed separately in the three cases and at differing speeds.
The Board took note, with approval, of the Chairman’s summing up. 
4. Chairman’s report 
The Chairman reported that at the latest AMU Executive meeting he had given notice that the Board would want to return to the issue of cost reduction after the first set of ring-fenced PAF accounts had been published (due on 31 July 2008).

The Chairman had visited Ordnance Survey Northern Ireland, IdEA, BPH and had attended a Locus parliamentary reception about the NLPG.  He reported that the visit to BPH had highlighted the situation of Solutions Providers who sold very small area data in relation to the minimum size of part-PAF.  One possible development for the future might be provision of PAF data on a “point-radius” basis (ie in an area of a radius of x from a given geographic point defined by its co-ordinates). 
5.  Government competition to encourage innovation in the use of data 
Jennie Longden reported that Royal Mail were supporting a central government initiative to increase the use of public information and to promote innovation (details to be found at the web site showusabetterway.com) To the end of September, competitors would be given free access for up to 3 months to a sample PAF CD based on the data available for evaluation and demonstration.  So far there had been 30 enquiries about PAF during the 3 days of the competition.  In answer to a question, Royal Mail confirmed that provision of PAF data was without prejudice to normal licensing conditions after expiry of the free period and that the Minister in charge of the competition (Tom Watson of the Cabinet Office) had accepted that normal payment rules for PAF would apply subsequent to the competition.

6.  Proposed consultations around the 2009 revision of the PAF licence and the AMU response to the proposed draft Heads of Agreement for the licence (PAF (08)12).
Ian Evans of AMU presented plans for the development of the licence, the stages of consultation and the transitional arrangements proposed for moving over to the new arrangement (PAF(08)14 – to be circulated) 

In discussion a number of concerns were voiced by Advisory Board members:

(a) It was unclear just what level of detail would be available for the September consultation on commercial principle with Solutions Providers.  Whilst experience with the 2007 licence revision had indicated the difficulty in discussing revisions unless there was a common understanding of the aims behind them, it would be difficult to assess those commercial aims without an understanding of the implications for licence conditions and pricing.

(b) The formal consultation period (November and early December) ought to be around a document that had draft legal clauses and firm pricing options.  Not the least because Solutions Providers would want to build the implications of new pricing into their budgetary processes.  Broad price ranges would be unlikely to meet this request.
(c) The timetable was tight and the risk of slippage after the formal consultation period was significant.  Solutions providers, in particular, would need adequate time to adjust their internal processes and their external offerings in the light of the changes to the 2009 licence.  Hence slippage beyond the April 2009 deadline for the final licence formulation would require a commensurate slippage in the dates of implementation.

(d) Visual presentation of the transitional arrangements in the form demonstrated in the presentation was particularly helpful and was commended as part of the consultation process.  It would be simpler if the option to sell a licence on the new basis or (for a maximum of 12 months) on the old basis were the same whether the sale were renewal of an existing contract or a new agreement.
(e) Solutions Providers registered disappointment that AMU had not accepted the proposal to share risk in the case of defaulting end customers.   Though sizeable amounts were not believed to have been involved in the past, it was felt that these were one-sided terms and were different to the terms that Solutions Providers had with their other suppliers.  A fairer disposition would be to move to a “payment on receipt” arrangement whereby the VAR would remit fees to the AMU on receipt of those fees from the end customer.  A particular issue arose when an end user activated PAF later than envisaged in the contract.
(f) “Per click” transactional fees might move to payment in arrears, or a wider range introduced for the “blocks” of enquiries that could be purchased.  AMU reported that it lacked data to model such changes.  Representatives of the solutions providers were divided on whether it would be advisable to experiment with a wider range of “blocks’” in advance of the 2009 licence.  On the one hand it was reported that there was a promising market, currently untapped, which liberalization could open.  On the other there could be internal disruption where a solutions provider opted to offer the new arrangement and had to amend its processes to cope with the reporting requirements of the licence.
The CHAIRMAN, in summing up the discussion, said that the concerns raised by the Board pointed to a close joint monitoring of progress with the AMU.  With that in mind he proposed that:
1. The Board should invite the AMU to share its risk register for the 2009 licence project at the earliest opportunity.  

2. The Board should invite the AMU to present its pricing proposals in as firm a manner as possible for the September meeting as part of the consultation on commercial strategy.

3. The Board should invite the AMU to share the early results of the formal consultation exercise during November and to confirm early in January whether there had been any significant further issues raised during consultation. 

4. The Board should invite the AMU to share its project plans for translation of the Heads of agreement into firm proposals and, in addition to the items mutually agreed as the aims of the revision of the licence, should keep under review the arrangements for risk sharing in the case of defaulters.
5. The Board should compile a consolidated list of outstanding issues with the 2009 licence proposals as known for transmission to AMU.
The Board took note, with approval, of the Chairman’s summing up.
7. Open meeting 
In view of the timetable for the availability of information about the new licence and for formal consultation it was agreed that the Advisory Board open meeting provisionally envisaged for September should be put back until November.  
8.  Working methods 

It was suggested that discussion would be improved if the AMU update presentation were, in future, to be circulated at least one working day in advance.

The Board invited the Chairman to purse this suggestion with AMU.

[END]
