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Executive Summary

The Canadian Geospatial Data Policy Sudy was commissioned in order to provide
empirical information on the impact of current geospatial data policies on al three levels
of government (federal, provincial, municipal) and the users and distributors of the data
in the business sector and in the community at large. Based on the findings, the project
was to make recommendations on how Canadian government geospatial data
dissemination policies and practices could be modified to facilitate business devel opment
and the improved competitiveness of the Canadian geomatics industry while till
ensuring adequate funding for infrastructure.

The study was an in-depth and extensive project lead by the Policy Advisory Node of
GeoConnections Canada, with the field work conducted by the Ottawa office of KPMG
Consulting Inc. and a group of expert associates.

GeoConnections is a national collaborative program to develop the Canadian Geospatia
Data Infrastructure (CGDI). Its goa is to make Canada's geographic information
accessible on the Internet. As a national collaboration, GeoConnections has involved
broad participation of federal, provincial and territorial agencies, and the private and
academic sectors. GeoConnections is being implemented through a number of advisory
committees or "nodes’, of which the GeoConnections Policy Node, is responsible for:
developing and promoting policies that facilitate access to, and use of, geospatial data
from any level of government and other sectors; identifying and resolving licensing and
data distribution issues and other issues that might hinder the effective distribution and
use of digital geospatial data; promoting and facilitating data sharing; expanding
partnerships; and simplifying access to, and lowering the cost of, geospatial data.

KPMG Consulting, Inc. is one of the world's largest consulting companies with more than
$2 billion in annual revenues. Our more than 9,100 professionals provide business and
technology strategy, systems design and architecture, applications implementation,
network and systems integration, and related services that enable clients to leverage
technology for stronger return on investment, and real, sustainable competitive
advantage. We serve more than 2,500 clients, including global companies, Fortune 1000
companies, small and medium-sized businesses, government agencies and other
organizations, through six industry-focused lines of business, including: financial
services, consumer and industrial markets, high tech, communications and content, public
services and health care.
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A. Methodology

The Canadian Geospatial Data Policy Study was completed using concurrent, multiple
lines of evidence involving primary and secondary data collection through a variety of
methods. These included:

. Review of central agency policies and guidelines.
. Interviews with key Canadian data agencies.
. Survey of Canadian data users and clients.

. International comparisons through interviews with sample of Australian and
US data agencies, and survey of international (Australian and US) data users.

. Review of other relevant documents, literature and international trends.

The study examined the Canadian geospatial policy context by focusing on a review of
various guiding policy frameworks, including the federal Treasury Board Secretariat, as
well as a number of provincial central agency policies. This component involved a
document review, Internet search and interviews with various central agency officials at
the provincial and federal levels.

The study also carried out a magor review of Canada's geospatial data producing
government agencies at the federal, provincial and municipa levels. Information was
collected on mandate, major policies and practices, budget and revenue figures, and other
relevant issues. It is believed that the sample of 33 responding agencies provides a
representative picture of the current geospatial data environment in Canada. Exhibit 1
provides a summary of the participating agencies. Either an in-person or telephone
interview was conducted with each of the respondents, in conjunction with an interview
guide which was sent prior to the interview. The agencies were aso asked to provide a
client names for further contact.

The KPMG team sent a survey to over 60 Canadian clients and users of geospatial datain
Canada, with the 31 respondents representative of various industries; the private, public
and academic/non-profit sectors; and diverse sizes. The survey aimed to collect
information on the use and purpose of geospatia data, the client’s perception of current
policies and practices, their sensitivity to the price of data, and proposed changes.
Follow-up telephone and e-mail contacts were attempted to improve the response rate,
but a number of the sample firms cited survey-fatigue as an issue for not participating.

An in-depth international comparative analysis component utilized similar interview
guides and surveys to collect information from Australian and US data agencies and
clients. The 18 responding US agencies provided their information using a web-based
format, while the nine Australian data agencies were contacted by phone or in-person
interviews. Information similar to the Canadian agencies was collected to provide a
comparative benchmark regarding data policies and practices. As well, key policy
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documents were examined. In addition to the agency interviews, a small sample of about
nine clients from the two countries agreed to complete a survey to provide information on
their use and purpose of geospatial data, perception of current policies and practices,
sensitivity to the price of data, and experiences with Canadian geospatial data sources.
While small, these clients provided qualitative corroboration of the various data policy
approaches in play within their countries.

In addition, numerous articles, studies, reports, and other literature were collected and
studied as part of the Canadian Geospatial Data Policy Studly.

The following sections of this Executive Summary represent an overview of the study’s
more relevant findings and recommendations. For further detailed analysis, please refer
to the complete Canadian Geospatial Data Policy Sudy final report.

B. Costrecovery issue

Of key concern to the issue of digital geospatial data policies and practices is the pricing
of data based on the notion of cost recovery, as in most cases, data collected by
government agencies in the conduct of their mandate is now being charged out to
Canadian data users. The study found that central agencies (i.e., Treasury Boards or like
organizations), specifically at the federal and provincial levels, influence the pricing and
therefore accessibility of digital geospatia datain Canada.

1. Federal cost recovery policy

The federal Treasury Board Secretariat’s (TBS) Cost Recovery and Charging
Policy is far ranging, covering such issues as. when fees are appropriate; the types
of fees alowed; and general guidance on the relationship of fees to costs. The
policy, however, does not go into detail on the actual approach to proper
implementation an agency is to take in applying cost recovery once the agency has
determined its products/services are applicable.

The federal cost recovery policy can be summarized as a means of transferring
some or al of the costs of a government activity from the general taxpayer to those
who more directly receive persona benefit from a product or service. While the
cost recovery policy resulted from the 1993 Program Review exercise, the policy is
not meant to be “used simply as a means of generating revenue to meet the funding
requirements of a department or agency”, in the wake of budget cutbacks.1 In fact,
it isintended to result in improvements to the provision of government services and
more equitably utilized public resources. Cost recovery attempts to achieve these
objectives by:

1 cost Recovery and Charging Policy, Treasury Board Secretariat
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. Promoting an equitable approach to financing government services by
fairly charging clients who benefit from services.

. Promoting more efficient use of government services by reducing
frivolous demand often associated with free services.

. Facilitating possible improvements in the delivery of services by
introducing more business-like and client-oriented practices.

There is a requirement in the policy for departments to...“conduct periodic reviews
to ensure user charge policy requirements are being met”. Such reviews should also
address “whether fees should be increased or decreased where... the mix of public
and private benefits has changed...”.

2. Challenges arising from the policies

A principal challenge facing many geospatial data agencies and their departmentsis
a lack of clarity in implementing key cost recovery practices. Inconsistencies in
cost recovery practicesis not unique to geospatial data. Recently, the federal Office
of the Auditor General (OAG) noted that some programs did not have a structured
framework or clear criteria for defining public and private benefits or other cost
recovery terms.2 Even as early as 1997, the OAG “found that government
accounting systems are typically not designed to provide costing information
needed to justify the levels of user fees charged.”3

In addition, deciding upon which activities to charge for and how to set the feesis
partly dependent upon the thorny concept of defining public versus private goods
and benefits. For example, “disease control” is cited as an example of a
government activity close to the “public” end of the range. A passport could
likewise be placed nearer the private goods pole of this spectrum.

According to a report commissioned by the federa TBS and prepared by Bird and
Tsiopoulos, there are six distinct characteristics that are relevant in placing products
along this public-private goods spectrum: rivalness; excludability; economies of
scale; lumpiness and sunkenness of costs;, externalities; and social and political
objectives.4 Data agencies face the difficult challenge of applying these sometimes
objective macro-principles to their data products to determine the price.

2 Auditor General of Canada, 1999 Report of the Auditor General, Chapter 11

3 Auditor General of Canada, 1997 Report of the Auditor General, “ Matters of Special Importance”

4 Treasury Board Secretariat, "User Charging in the Federal Government: A Background Document,” by

Richard M. Bird and Thomas Tsiopoulos, June 1996
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3. Responses to the federal cost recovery policies

In response to the ambiguity in implementing cost recovery, the Canadian
Manufacturers and Exporters (CME) organization commissioned the Blair Report,
which contends that cost recovery is having the opposite effect to its stated goals.®
It found the consequences for businesses are higher costs, lower research and
development investments and threatened marginal products. The results for
consumers are negative: higher prices and reduced products and services. The
overall economic consequences, according to this report, are fewer jobs (23,000),
reduced economic output by almost $2.6 billion and a lower gross domestic product
(GDP) by nearly $1.4 billion.

In support, the federal Inter-Agency Committee on Geomatics reports that cost
recovery “...is in conflict with encouraging the broad use of spatialy referenced
data...” and proposes that to ensure data capture continues, “users should pay a fee
that recovers the cost of distribution for data collected by government for
government use”.6 The Committee suggests that data clients should “ pay a fee for
service for any specialized data collection or manipulation”.

In addition, a recent report from the federal Standing Committee on Finance
regarding cost recovery noted “growing concerns surrounding the government’s
cost-recovery program and the manner in which it is being followed”.” Among
other proposals, the report recommends more centralized guidance, stricter
guidelines and uniform standards in user fee implementation, as well as information
regarding user charge formulas, revenues and performance measures be made
readily available.

4. Summary of federal cost recovery policy

What is clear regarding the federal Treasury Board Policy? The existence of private
benefits is the basis for user charges. Where there are both public and private
benefits from a service, fees should be less than the full cost of delivering the
services. For example, some geospatial data producing agencies provide their data
products at a nominal charge (primarily to reduce nuisance use), at a COFUR (cost
of fulfilling user request—usually cost of media and reproduction) fee, or at some
level of recovering the costs for distribution, reproduction, marketing and support.

S The Blair Consulti ng Group & Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters, Where Does the Buck Stop?,
(Quebec), January 1999.

6 Inter-Agency Committee on Geomatics (IACG), Working Group on Coordination and Cooperation
Report, January 1996.

7 Parliamentary Standing Committee on Finance, Challenge for Change—A Study of Cost Recovery, June
2000.
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What is not so clear? Within a complex policy environment, there is considerable
variation in the setting of prices and other conditions at the department level.
Applying cost recovery is driven by the mandate of the agency and the purpose of
its data collection—whether it is a central data agency distributing data for others,
or aline agency which consumes the data it produces. In fact, it is possible within
federal geospatia data producing departments, that individual agencies can interpret
and apply the cost recovery policy in such as way that one agency may recover 20%
of its budget while another may give its geospatial data away for free and not
recover any costs at all. This genera and varied application of the policies are a
cause of many of the frustrations of Canadian geospatial data clients.

5. Provincial cost recovery policies
The situation on the provincia level is similar to the federal level. Each province
has implemented its own policies and approaches, ranging from free data sharing

amongst provincia departments in BC and Manitoba, to nearly a full distribution
cost recovery approach in Saskatchewan.

C. Canadian geospatial data agencies

The 33 data agencies in the study sample have been classified according to their level of
government and main type of data activity, as shown in Exhibit 1.
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Exhibit 1
Summary of Canadian data agencies

Activities Clients Pricing Policy
=1 - o | § 4
X5 2|, 2 A8 | 2 2 :% g & 8
oS58/ 8|8 58|83t €285 8|k
SNEIRARAR= 5l g 833 elgealg| 8|y
FIlEIE|2|2|E|QE|3F9THos 2|2
Lo g|F[0]|2|8|=E gl g|5|e8
5 (o] a 8§93
>
Agriculture Canada F >[N K x| O x| W
Canada Post-GIS F * | »* (O] * O]
Elections Canada-Electoral Geography F * | * [ON O}
NRCan CCRS Geo Access, National Atlas of Canada F | * ©| ¥ ¥ © * »*
NRCan Centre for Topographic Information F | * * ¥ O O *|O O * ®
NRCan Earth Observation Satellite F | »* ORI JNORNONIE 3 NO} »* O]
NRCan Geodetic Survey F | * © ¥ ¥ O (O O *»
NRCan Geophysical Information Branch F LIE K SRCHAEORNONE ®
NRCan Legal Survey F *| ¥ ¥ O O 0|0 * ©
Statistics Canada-Geography Division F *|¥*| ¥ © 0|06 * | * 0]
Alberta Environment-Land Administration Div P | * »* »* * O
Altalis P | * LAR »* | * O] »* *
BC-Crown Lands P »* k| K X * | O
BC-Geographic Data P | * *| M| ¥ O|* O % O * oo
Manitoba-Dept of Conservation, LID (Info Utility) P | * »* M|k ¥* O O * | O ®
Newfoundland-Surveys and Mapping Division, P | * * | * * O O 0| *%|0|06
Service Nova Scotia and Municipal Affairs-LIS P | * * K| ¥ O O O0(»*® © ©
Nunavut, Department of Sustainable Development P | * LR AR SRORNONNONIE 3
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources P | * *| O © * O * »* ©  *
Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines P * | * LR © | *
PEI, Provincial Taxation and Property Records P | * * K| ¥ ¥ O O O|* O
Quebec Natural Resources-Photocartothéque québécoisg P | % *|%*| % © 00O (O] O]
Saskatchewan LIS Corp P | * * | ¥ »* [ON OREONIE 3 »*
Service New Brunswick-Topographical Mapping (1U) P | * * | * * 0|0 |0 * | ©
Teranet P | * *  * * ¥ * © *
Yukon Geology P *|¥*| ¥ ©| 00|06
Cape Breton Regional Municipality M| * *| 0|06 [ONO)
City of London M| * »* L A ECRNOCRNON RORNO)
City of Montreal M| * »* * © © 0|o0|06
City of Toronto M| % | * »* »* (Ol ORI} ®
Halifax Regional Municipality M| * »* * © O 6 * O ®
Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton M| * »* * 0 0|6 o ®
Simcoe County M | * »* * O O O|% © © ®

% =Primary or main focus/activity
®=Secondary focus/activity

The sampled agencies tended to have a strong focus on either framework-type data sets or
thematic data. In addition, numerous provinces have developed transactional-based data
organizations to distribute and manage various data sets. Academics are included under
the individual client group, but do not represent a main target group for any agency.

1. Dataagency budgets and expenses
The data agencies varied greatly in terms of size and scope of their budgets.

Exhibit 2 provides a distribution of expenses for typical agencies at the three levels
of government. On the federal level, a typical federal framework data agency has
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an annual operating budget of just over $8M. A typical federa thematic data
agency has a budget ranging from just $500K and $2M up to some agencies with
$7M in expenses (with an average budget of $4M). Disregarding the purpose and
type of data collected, the overall average budget for federal data agencies is about
$6M, based on the sample.

On the provincial level, data agencies have a wide range of annual budgets. A few
of the smaller provincia data agencies had budgets of a couple hundred thousand,
while the larger provincia agencies ranged from around $2-3M up to well over
$10M in annual expenses. Overadl, the average agency, based on the sample, had
an annual budget of $5.6M. As would be expected due to their purpose and scope,
transactional agencies had annual budgets ranging from around $2.5M up to $18M
(with an average of $8M—the same size as a typical federal framework data

agency).

In general, municipal agencies are the smallest geospatial data agencies with about
$1.7M in expenses (the expenditures for the municipal organizations that supplied
data vary significantly from $120K to $3 million). Overall, the sampled municipal
agencies had an average budget of $1.8M.

Exhibit 2
Distribution of operating budgets of data agencies
Federal Federal | Provincial Provincial | Municipal

Framework | Thematic Transactional8
Aver age budget size $8M $4M $5.6M $8M $1.8M
Budget allocation (%):
Data collection & research 44 35 23 17 9
Data production & processing 7 27 24 33 25
Data maintenance 6 14 11 15 28
Data storage 14 10 4 4 8
M arketing/promotion 4 3 2 4 3
Data distribution 7 5 17* 5 8
Fee collection & sales support 2 2 2 5 4
Genera overhead 12 7 13 17 10
Other 5 0 3 0 7

* The large overal distribution percentage is due to a few provincial agencies which primarily
function as distributors of data to various industries, and so have un-proportionately high data
distribution costs compared to other budget allocations.

8 Provincial transactional data agencies are a sub-set of the provincial agency survey population. They
have been shown separately due to their activities and unique characteristics.
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2. Data agency revenues from digital data

Revenues for data producing agencies occur primarily when an agency sells the
data it has collected or manipulated to a re-seller/application provider or end-users,
which could include government agencies or private sector entities. The approach
to data pricing that was encountered within the data agencies ranged from free data
provided over the web to recovery of the costs of production and dissemination.

On the federal level, the responding agencies annual average sales revenue
amounted to $800K, with individual agencies revenues ranging from under $100K
to over $2M. Government departments are the largest client group. Federal
framework data agencies received approximately 75% of their data revenues from
the sale of topographic data. Appropriately, federa thematic agencies received
93% of their revenues from the sale of non-framework data.

Provincially, agencies had average data revenues of $500K per agency. Data sales
ranged from about $20-40K for half the respondents, up to well over a million
dollars for a quarter of the agencies. The largest client base of the data sales is the
private sector. Approximately 43% of the revenues came from topographic data
sales followed by nearly 30% from cadastral digital data products.

On the municipal level, the agencies contacted reported an average of only $36K
per city. Revenues ranged from afew hundred dollars to one agency with $100K in
sales. Government organizations are the largest client group for municipal data.
The largest source of data revenues for municipalities is road network data.

It should be noted that much of the current cost recovery practices are adversely
affecting other government departments. Based on our sample, over $4.3M (40%)
of the $11M generated in revenues from the sale of digital geospatial data is
between government departments. Exhibit 3 provides a summary of the major
client groups, by level of agency supplying the data.
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Exhibit 3

Summary of percent of data supplied to client groups

Federal agency | Provincia agency Municipal
suppliers suppliers suppliers

Average annual revenues: $800K $500K $36K
Percent of data supplied to
each client group (%):
Government 45 31 43
Private sector 415 55 41
General Public 6 9 5
Academic 4 4 5
Non-Profit 15 2 3
Other 1 0 2

Exhibit 4 provides a comparison of the cost of disseminating geospatial data
(including media reproduction, marketing, sales support, fee collection and a
relevant portion of overhead) versus the actual fees generated from the different
types of typical federal data agencies, aswell as provincial and municipal agencies.

Exhibit 4
Cost of data dissemination versus fees collected for data agencies
Cost of data Fees Net Fee

Percent of budget (%) dissemination® generated10 impact on budget
Federal Framework 14.5 13 -1.5
Federal Thematic 10 7.5 -2.5
Overall Federal (average) 10.5 10.5 0
Provincial Transactional* 12 7 -5
Provincial (average) 23.5 14 -9.5
Municipal 16 5 -11

* One provincia agency with 95% cost recovery acted as an outlier and was removed to present a
more representative figure.

As shown in Exhibit 4, in general the cost of distributing the data and fulfilling user
requests for the typical data agency exceeds the value assigned to geospatial data
sales. Applying the broader dissemination cost level (rather than just the smaller
percentage of the agency’s budget for distribution/reproduction costs), this would
imply that the sale of geospatial data covers some of the selling and distribution

9 Cogt of data dissemination includes costs related to data distribution (media and reproduction),
marketing, fee collection, sales support, and a portion of overhead expenses.

10 \nile the survey asked for the fees generated from digital geospatial data sales, a small amount of the
revenue reported may be from geospatial data derived from value-added services.
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function, but does not have a large impact on other mandated requirements such as
data collection or maintenance. In fact, most provincial and municipal agencies are
not generating sales levels that come close to the current expenses of providing the

data.

3. Current pricing practices

The assortment of pricing principles from the various central agencies have led
different geospatial data agencies to employ a variety of pricing approaches for
their digital data:

Free—Some agencies distribute their data freely, generally using the
Internet. Based on the study sample of data clients and users, 21% of
their geospatial datais obtained for free.

Cost of Duplication—Some agencies charge only the cost of
duplicating/reproduction and providing the data, which tend to be
minimal, similar to the “nuisance fee” approach.

Nuisance Fees—Some agencies charge modest fees, intended only to
limit demand to users with an actual need or use for the data. According
to the data clients surveyed, 20% of their data is obtained with some
nominal cost of duplication or nuisance charge.

Recovery of Full Distribution/Dissemination Costs—This approach is
generally applied to recover the entire cost of creating the capacity to
distribute data (including file preparation, marketing, infrastructure and
actual duplication and distribution costs). This approach is generally
applied to most of the framework map data prepared by federal
agencies.

Full Cost Recovery—Full cost recovery (including the costs of data
collection and maintenance) is generally limited to circumstances where
data are collected for the express purpose of satisfying a client request.

Value-Added Pricing—A number of agencies will conduct data
manipulation or extraction activities to provide data more suited to a
particular client’s needs, and they charge the client the perceived value
of the “value-added” activities.

Market Price—Relatively little data is distributed based on a “market”
price, but some agencies have adjusted their prices in response to market
influences, generally by lowering the price.

According to the data users surveyed, approximately 59% of their data was acquired
with some form of cost recovery charge.

KPMG Consulting Page 11



While these are guiding principles to pricing practices, some agencies or levels of
government utilize hybrid models—for example in BC and Manitoba, all data
distributed to other intra-provincia public agencies are provided free of cost, while
data provided to any other clients, including other levels of government, are
supplied with partial cost recovery prices.

4. Current licensing and royalty strategies

Licensing requirements, including the requirement for royalty payments by
subsequent users as appropriate are being used with increasing frequency to achieve
arange of goals:

. Revenue Protection—Is a frequent goal, prohibiting the redistribution
of priced products or requiring royalty collection as part of the
redistribution in order to require all users to contribute to the cost
recovery objectives.

. Quality Preservation—Is achieved by licensing restrictions on the
alteration of the data

. Promotion—Some agencies have engaged private sector organizations
to market their data, encouraging broader use of the data, using the
licensing restrictions to protect the revenue of the private sector partner.

. Recognition—Although licensing is a way of ensuring adequate
recognition of an agency contribution to data, this does not appear to be
aprime motivator of licensing initiatives.

D. Economic and social impacts of geospatial data
dissemination

It is quite difficult to concretely attribute and quantify the impact of broader geospatial
data use in an economic or social context. Leading economists in new growth theory
suggest that the ability of firms to identify and secure low-cost information resources is
vital to stimulating economic growth in an information-based economy.11

The world market for geomatics products and services is estimated to be $10 billion. The
market appears to be growing at a rate of 20 percent per year.12 With restrictive data
policies in Canada, US and other countries seem more competitively positioned to

11 Xavier Lopez, “ Dissemination of Spatial Data—A North American-European Comparative Sudy on the
Impact of Government Information Policy” , 1998.

12 Industry Canada, Geomatics Sector Competitiveness Framework, prepared by Smith , Gunther Assoc.
Ltd., 1998.
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capture most of this growth. Numerous survey respondents believe that the lead that
Canadian firms were once considered to enjoy in the provision of geomatics services is
disappearing and, in some areas, the US has already surpassed the Canadian industry.

A number of economic indicators of the impact and importance of geospatial data have
been provided to the project team. Interestingly, most refer to a similar 1:4 ratio of
benefits to investments—for example, for every dollar invested in producing and
distributing spatial information for use by users, four dollars of economic growth is
generated in the economy (through increased resource allocation, profits, taxes, etc).
What the models do indicate is that extra value is added to the economy in the effective
use of data, over and above the initia input costs. This demonstrates some of the social
and political objectives, as well as large economic and environmental externalities that
are characteristics of public goods. In addition, geospatia data generaly have low
marginal costs to supply additional data sets due to their digital nature, and high
lumpiness or sunk costs associated with gathering the data and its analysis.

The study gathered numerous examples of instances where Canadian geospatial data
were not able to be used in an economic, environmental, educational or social context due
to some restriction (i.e., price, accessibility) that was in place. In some cases, Canadian
users have been forced to use either American data in place of the Canadian data, or to
find Canadian data being provided by the federal US agenciesfor free.

Although quantifying the positive economic and social spillover benefits from wide
government geospatial data dissemination is difficult, many arguments can be made for
supporting full and open exchange of geomatics information to support Canada's
economic development goals. Some arguments include; 13

. The free flow of information between government and the public is essentia
to a democratic society. The main goa of Canada's data policies and
approaches should be the growth in use of the data.

. The government collects and develops large databases in the conduct of its
mission and mandate. This valuable natural resource is of interest to other
stakeholders, and should be a commodity in the marketplace.

. Efficient sharing and exchange of government supplied data fosters
excellence in academic and scientific research and the effective use of
nationa research and development funds. Innovation in the GIS industry is
driven, to alarge part, by accessto low-cost public domain datasets.

. Cost recovery and revenue recognition has resulted in price increases coupled
with growing intellectual property restrictions which decrease access. Setting

13 The following arguments are based on inputs from the clients and agencies participating in the
Canadian Geospatial Data Policy Study, and are validated by key assumptions and findings Xavier Lopez
has developed in the research for the publication “ The dissemination of Spatial Data” , 1998.
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prices above media or reproduction costs puts a large part of the Canadian
geospatial information infrastructure out of reach from ordinary citizens,
students, non-profits organizations, environmental groups and researchers.

. Cost recovery and revenue generation are short-term interests—long-term
effects may outweigh the fees charged. The revenue-generation approach
may not recognize the hidden costs associated with forgone economic
opportunities.

. Should cost recovery be removed from Canadian geospatial data, many of the
major governmental data providers would show a decrease in revenue, but the
costs spent managing fee collection and trying to control and monitor use
would be eliminated, and increased tax revenues (business taxes and GST
from the increased supply and sale of data products and services from the
geomatics industry) could effectively pay for the government’s geospatial
activity.

Quite certainly, the high cost of some geospatial datafilesin Canadais limiting academic
research and effective public sector planning, as well as potentially curtailing commercial
development. Success in these areas is not solely contingent upon free or freer data,
however access to quality data at a reasonable price (for the consumer) is a key factor.
However, some incentives, (such as feedback regarding data accuracy and updating, or
the inclusion of government data supply agencies in industry collaboration and data
sharing), that resulted when prices were assigned to the data files, may be lost should data
be free. Alternative incentives need to be built into a free data model through innovative
data sharing and contractual agreements and other tools (such as branding data).

E. Clients comments

The data users that responded to the study’s survey were nearly evenly split between
private sector end-users, government end-users and geospatial industry (i.e., value-added
resellers, application providers). Aswell, there was a'so a nearly even split between small
(under $20K annual data purchases), medium and large volume (over $50K) users. A
summary of the comments provided from the Canadian clients of various federal,
provincial and municipal data agenciesinclude:

. Half of all clients are dissatisfied with their geospatial data use, primarily due
to the price of the data. Of the clients that are satisfied, they have realized
improved internal efficiencies, increased productivity and better decision
m