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1
THE 2009 LICENCE REVISION 

The meeting began with an informal discussion over lunch to review the presentation provided by AMU, approximately 5 hours prior to the meeting. Tim Drye and Mike arrived later on in the discussions. The AMU presentation is not available for public distribution.

Out of the discussion 7 areas of interest where identified for AMU to clarify during their presentation. 

The areas for discussion where as follows:

1. Could AMU presentations be provided at least 48 hours prior to scheduled meeting times?

2. The board on the whole felt that the proposals provided where very cautious and appeared to have done little to reduce the level of complexity in the licence.

3. The Scenarios presented show mostly winners, i.e. Those who would benefit from a cost reduction in their use of PAF. Clearly if the process was overall revenue neutral could AMU help identify the losers? In the scenario's the only group paying more than before where the users of internal transaction pricing.

4. The presentation introduced a new classification of “extended user group” could the AMU clarify who these where and how they would be defined.

5. There was no discussion of Bureau or Postzon licence terms, when will these arrive and how will they fit within the consultation period.

6. Could the situation regarding ring-fencing of the public sector be clarified and how this will protect the competitive framework.

7. Could AMU clarify how the Postcode Area Plus product will work in transactional terms?

With AMU in attendance, each of these items was addressed using an additional presentation by AMU , not available for circulation outside the board. The items where discussed  as follows:

1. Presentations: AMU agreed to provide presentations to board members 48 hours prior to a scheduled meeting.

2. Licence development and complexity: The caution noted by the board was felt to reflect the difficult balance between the desired aims of both simplification of the license terms and a lack of market disruption. Later in the meeting it was confirmed that the new licence was slightly shorter than the current one as long as the appendices are not included.

3. Identifying losers:

i. Internal Transaction Pricing: It was clarified that the proposal would allow for an unlimited number of blocks of 500 transactions to be purchased by organisations for internal use; this provided an increase in the scope for flexible internal use. The price had been chosen in comparison to the user licence fee so that the cross-over point occurred once there was an average of 750 lookups per user. Currently this represented a high differential between internal and external per click prices and the definition of the difference between the two would have to be clear. It was acknowledged that there might be some resistance to this price point. AMU agreed to rethink the aging of the 500 record blocks, it was suggested that each block should have a life of one year, rather than the current proposal where all existing blocks expired on the licence anniversary. It was confirmed that there was no post-pay option on transaction purchasing and currently no  carry over of un-used per-click blocks, this would be re-considered. Bulk purchase of  transactions would be possible by SPs but AMU reiterated that reporting on end-user  transactions would still be required.

ii. It was confirmed by AMU that they had dropped proposals to adopt application pricing or any other method of reducing the competitive advantage currently held by incumbent VARs when a new application is under consideration. This will be reviewed at a later date. 

iii. High volume users: The business model consisted of two elements, block purchase of 300 users, with an add-on incremental rate for the first 55 additional users beyond each block. A number of members of the board found this model strange and somewhat different to other models present in the market place. The lack of any cap on fees indicated that there was the potential for a few very large losers, to balance out the high volume of low value winners. It was suggested that as corporate licences were being maintained these could be used as a potential cap, although there was some reservation about the support of these by the VARs themselves.

iv. Impact of pricing models: A lot of concern was expressed at the vulnerability of AMU to  the changes in behaviour as a result of the pricing models and inaccuracies due to lack of relevant data. Re-assurance about contingencies was sought as there was concern about what would happen if revenue went outside the stated fluctuation of +/- 5% on the previous receipts. It was confirmed that if revenues dropped significantly then pricing could not be adjusted upwards without 12 months notice, if revenues rose too high above the projections then pricing could be adjusted immediately. There was a request for consideration of transitional arrangements particularly for those who are hard hit by the new licence. AMU agreed to consider this. However, AMU thought it unlikely that there would be an opportunity for early adoption of the new licence where this is advantageous

4. Extended user groups: These were identified as groupings of similar organisations within an identifiable business sector provided with information by an identifiable intermediary. Whilst some work was still to be finalised on the exact definition of these groups, the principle would be that the pricing of these groups would assume that the group constituted a single organisation, with user and internal transaction models.

5. Bureau and Postzon: 

i. Bureau:  It was indicated that the Bureau licencing and pricing will be available  in time for the board open meeting, November 27. The consultation period would then cover December and January so that it could be included along with the full licence release in April. Some clarification of the definition of a bureau was required; this would include the “deliberate” selling and advertising of an address cleansing service and would exclude the inadvertant /adhoc updating of records by human intervention. It was recommended that the classification of a bureau should include the process of receipt and return of cleansed records on behalf of a third party and exclude processing that was part of a supplier’s internal services. Under this definition a mailing house who received a client’s file and processed it against the PAF file to append a barcode/dps, for example, but did not return data to the client would not  require a bureau licence; whereas a database integrator who, as part of the transfer of data between a legacy and new system, cleansed and reformated the data for the client would require a bureau licence if PAF had been used in the process. AMU indicated that generic use of PAF consituted approximately 85% of the activity in their models.

ii. Postzon:  AMU indicated that whilst Postzon was outside the consultation remit every effort would be made to include its licencing both within a suitable consultation period and in the appendices that form part of the new licence.

Iain McKay   left the meeting at this stage.

6. Public Sector Licencing: AMU indicated that a significant amount of work had been done to identify where the needs of government could be codified so that administration of licences could be simplified, without making any alterations to overall revenue. The process had recently slowed and it would not be allowed if agreement was not reached by the end of November, otherwise it would impact on timing of the other licence arrangements. Some members of the board expressed concern about possible cross-subsidy and the negotiating impact of consolidating the needs of such a large user.

7. Postcode Sector Plus: This product had been extended to allow for organisations that required access to a small number of delivery points. Currently this was based purely on fixed postcode areas, the new licence would allow for batches of 200k delivery points to be defined across up to 4 contiguous postcode areas.

After the AMU representatives left the meeting there was a brief review of reactions to the presentation.

It was felt that the real test of complexitiy reduction would come when the licence had to be explained to users, The detail would be important to review once the licence document was released. A working party to review the detail of the licence would be set up, under the chairmanship of Terry Hiles and including Ian Paterson, Maria McConchie and Tim Drye. 

It was agreed to draw up a template for a pricing structure presentation and to ask AMU to complete the information in the format provided. (Action: Mike Tamlin). Currently the model appeared clumsy and there was some concern that the development around scenarios might miss significant areas.

Concern was reiterated at the late provision of the presentation from AMU, along with an additional presentation that appeared only at the meeting. There was concern that this indicated that the licence was being developed “on the hoof” and this might mean important areas where missed at this late stage. 

2
REGISTER OF INTERESTS

The chairman requested that members would complete a Register of their interests on the template he would provide.

3
SECRETARY

The situation regarding a secretary for the board was clarified. Postcomm had been approached but had indicated that they thought that to provide a secretary for the support of the board would compromise their arm’s length relationship to it. Money was available but identification of a suitable  individual (independent but able to become familiar with a complex situation quickly) wasdifficult.  It was suggested that organisations hosting meetings  might provide a minute secretary.

4 
NEXT MEETING 

As the open meeting would take up the planned November board date, the next meeting would  be in early December. Members were requested to indicate their availablity

[END]

