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Executive Summary
POWER’s aim was to develop and pilot an open source Digital Social Platform (DSP) for innovation
and growth, by engaging on a large scale with stakeholders in the co-creation and delivery of digital
products and services to citizens involving awareness-raising, new policy initiatives and deployment.
The successful exploitation of POWER is dependent on the continued use of those assets which
support the aims of POWER: the DSP, the Gamification feature, the Best Practice Repository (BPR).
However, while several digital social platforms have achieved commercial exploitation, the features
of the POWER DSP substantially limit a purely commercial exploitation approach.
Recognising that the successful exploitation of POWER requires identifying new sources of funding
and management, an analysis and definition of business models was performed on the basis of:
a. The cost of POWER DSP setup (servers, software, human resources) and operation (software
licensing, maintenance, gamification, translation etc.);
b. The potential fee structures (a one-time registration fee to fund setup plus annual
subscription fees to cover operational expenses);
c. The willingness of POWER community entities to pay for post-project use of the DSP;
d. The potential exploitation partners.
The result, presented in this document, are two potential non-commercial exploitation models:
1) The DSP is transferred to and managed by a not-for-profit entity. This is the preferred model
for retaining the full functionalities of POWER, and Climate Alliance is – in the opinion of the
consortium – the preferred exploitation entity.
2) DSP functionalities are absorbed and managed independently by municipalities, as part of
their internet services. This model has received limited interest (only CASSA has voiced
interest in this model) and, while relatively simple to implement, puts the burden of
transferring and managing the DSP on the single municipalities.
Both models allow the DSP to continue beyond the end of the POWER project, thus fulfilling one of
the main objectives of the project, i.e. transferring the platform and scaling up the involvement of
organisations and communities.
As of late October 2019, the POWER DSP and BPR (Best Practice Repository) have been migrated to
the Climate Alliance (CA) server, and CA has agreed to keep the server running. While all realise that
there will be some cost to the KDCs and other subscribing entities, for ongoing maintenance after
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the end of the project, the cost has yet to be decided, with CA intending to invoice the entities
interested in using the DSP after 30th November 2019.
This document therefore analyses various cost/revenue scenarios to help CA defining a viable
“commercial” strategy. Our financial analysis shows the sustainability of this model, even if
beginning with a subscription base of 10 municipalities (5 existing and 5 added in the first year) with
a break-even point achievable in few years.
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1. Introduction
In the course of the POWER project, the POWER consortium succeeded in populating the POWER
DSP with helpful data and best practices regarding water environmental challenges, and establishing
the POWER DSP as a virtual meeting place for a wide variety of stakeholders connected to urban
centres throughout the world. In addition to the original consortium members, the POWER
community has grown to include 21 Follower Entities with some 80 cities present in the Best Practice
Repository.
While commercial exploitation of digital social platforms has become a widely practiced process
with examples such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Instagram achieving enormous commercial value, the
characteristics of the POWER DSP as defined by consortium members and, more generally, by the
numerous CAPSSI1 projects, substantially limit the commercial exploitation potential of POWER.
The POWER platform is envisaged as a collective awareness platform, or platform for social good,
whose features include: being an open source platform, free accessibility to all end-users, and
continuing to serve as a repository of best practices related to water issues.
As discussed in Deliverable D5.6, the majority of purely commercial platforms, which are all closedsource, relies on a very large user base (from hundreds of thousands to billions of users) to sell
services and/or targeted advertising. Several business models allow to sustain this kind of platforms
(see e.g. Annex 1 in D5.6). However, none of these aspects characterise the POWER DSP, at least in
its present form, and therefore different business models must be devised.
The successful exploitation of POWER must relate to the reality that sustainable operation of the
platform requires funding and management, as even open source software requires maintenance,
updates, and in our case also customizations (e.g. gamification is tailored to the theme and issues
of each municipality), all of which must be funded.
The resulting exploitation plans focus on the municipalities (or related entities) as the source of the
limited funding needs of the POWER DSP, with the understanding that municipalities are the focal
point of most/all relevant stakeholders (residents and business on one hand, regulators and
government on the other hand) and providing access to POWER is in line with municipalities’ mission
statement of providing services to residents.

1

Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustainability and Social Innovation (CAPSSI): https://capssi.eu/.
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The two exploitation plans presented here are the result of surveying the POWER KDCs and follower
entities regarding their interest in continuing to use POWER, their willingness to fund (subscribe to)
POWER and their preferences regarding POWER management.

2. Challenges to exploitation
The POWER DSP was established2 for the purpose of providing broad-based innovation to overcome
resistance to new approaches regarding urban water issues and thus eliminate barriers to active
multi-stakeholder participation in the transition towards improving the sustainability of water
management in cities and regions. The POWER platform aims at supporting this vital engagement
by:


Facilitating the sharing of progress, knowledge, opinions and best practices in open
consultation via a new Water Community implementation.



Setting up a direct participatory process by gathering evidence from stakeholders and
integrating it in new ICT tools.



Mobilising social actions to respond to climate change with local strategies.

In order to achieve the desired functionalities3, POWER assets were developed. As the POWER
project comes to a close, the sustained exploitation of POWER is dependent on the continued use
of those assets (Table 1) which support the aims of POWER: the DSP, the Gamification feature, and
the BPR.
Table 1: POWER Exploitable Assets
Type of Asset

Asset

New technologies,
products

POWER DSP HUB, PUB, MOB

New services

POWER DSP services for example showing location
of floods, providing access to community gardening
or connecting school children

Ownership share
Whilst software is open source,
Baseform, as its developers, have
technological
advantage
for
exploitation.
KDCs

2

https://www.power-h2020.eu/overview/objectives/
POWER enables; (a) Development of more effective local policies and climate change governance, (b) Citizens to selfregulate and make informed decisions as consumers, (c) Local communities of citizens to learn new practices, create
new capacities and develop local strategies in response to climate mitigation and adaptation, (d) Environmental
knowledge to be collectively adopted, (e) Social innovation by the ‘network effect’ that the POWER model generates.
(https://www.power-h2020.eu/overview/objectives/)
3
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New services

New decision support tool including the Governance
Capacity Framework

KWR/UU

New services

Guidance for employing the ConCensus approach

EURECAT

New knowledge /
contents

Design Jam methodology for collaborative idea
development workshops that allows for rapid idea
creation, prototype development and first
evaluation feedback

EIPCM

New services

Gamification and knowledge visualisation model

EIPCM

New knowledge /
contents

EU guidelines and white papers, national and local
integrative plans on water and waste and climate
change

POWER members in accordance to
content developed by each member

New knowledge /
contents

Urban “Best Practice”

KDCs
and
organisations/entities

contributing

Commercial exploitation of digital social platforms has become a widely practiced process with such
companies as Facebook, LinkedIn, Google+ in use by a wide population of individuals and entities
(commercial, governmental, non-profit, etc). The benefits provided to customers, the value
provided to companies and the variety of business models relevant for commercial digital social
platforms were described in detail in Deliverable D5.6 (sections 3 and 6).
Those business models are not relevant for the exploitation of POWER, as the POWER consortium
and grant agreement defined a set of non-commercial characteristics for the POWER DSP. These
characteristics include: being an open source platform, free accessibility to all end-users and
continuing to serve as a repository of best practices related to water issues.
On the other hand, successful exploitation of POWER must relate to the reality that sustainable
continued operation of POWER requires identifying new sources of funding and management – as
the funding that “fuelled” POWER until now ceases with the end of the POWER project. This funding
maintained Baseform’s software development and support activities, the translations and
gamification adaptions performed throughout the project, and the participation of the KDCs in
piloting the POWER approach. It is now clear that after the cessation of EC funding, alternative
sources of funding are required: to cover the costs of the infrastructure (servers), to provide
remuneration to service providers maintaining the open source software, to perform translations
and gamification adaptations for new and even existing installations.
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In addition to the funding issue, continued operation of the POWER DSP with all of the exploitable
assets requires addressing the identity of DSP management. As the BPR is not ascribed to any single
municipality, a BPR manager must be identified and empowered.
Error! Reference source not found.The following Figure 1 summarizes the issues that must be
addressed in order to achieve exploitation of POWER.






Even though open source, the POWER DSP requires infrastructure (servers) and
maintenance (software and personnel).
Customizations, translations and gamification adaption might be necessary for new (or even
existing) installations.
The Best Practice Repository (BPR) is not ascribed to any single municipality.
Baseform will not continue to support/maintain POWER after M48.
Figure 1. Challenges of POWER exploitation

Finally, before progressing with any exploitation strategy, the willingness of POWER community
members to pay for continued use of POWER – whether funding POWER functionalities on their
own websites or paying subscription fee to POWER exploitation entity – must also be established.
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3. Research on preferred fee structure
In order to establish the costs of the maintaining POWER after cessation of EC funding, the following
questions must be answered:
a. How much does operating POWER cost?
b. Which members of the POWER community are willing to pay for use of POWER?
During the course of the project, and particularly in the last year, an analysis was performed in order
to assess the costs of operating POWER, including the marketing and communication activities to
promote the DSP, and understanding the consent of POWER and future subscribers to pay for using
the service.
3.1. Cost assessment
A series of discussions and correspondence were made with staff from Baseform and subsequently
from Climate Alliance and the other Consortium partners. The result of this analysis is that the cost
of POWER DSP management can be split into a one-time expenditure (CAPEX i.e. Capital
Expenditure) and annual operating expenses (OPEX). The former can be ascribed to setting up and
customising new DSP instances, whereas the latter covers the ordinary maintenance of the
infrastructure, software maintenance and development, support to municipalities for content
editing, marketing and promotion activities (see Deliverable D5.6 for a more detailed description of
all cost elements). It is worth noting that, as explained later, all DSP instances are assumed to sit on
the same server and managed by a single organisation.
The following table reports an estimate, in terms of human resources, to carry out the various
operations related to running the DSP and BRP. Full Time Equivalent (FTE) is computed on the basis
of 1720 working hours per year.

Table 2: POWER Exploitation – CAPEX and OPEX Analysis
Equipment/Service Needed for Operating POWER

Resource / cost / FTE

CAPEX
Server

Rent or purchase

Adapting the open-source code: HUB+PUB minimal adaptation

2-3 days

Adapting the open-source code: MOB minimal adaptation

1-2 days

Installing production versions: HUB+PUB

2 days
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Deploying MOB versions

2-3 days

Translation and adaptation for gamification

2-4 days
Annual OPEX

Hosting: PUB(s) + HUB

€ 1,000 – 10,000

Support and maintain running applications

0.10 – 0.25 FTE

Content support and marketing

0.2 – 0.4 FTE

Gamification support

5% of time needed to create new
challenge

With reference to the CA use case, we can convert the resources and FTEs to actual costs. This is
done by assuming an annual salary of the human resources of € 55,0004.
Table 3 reports the CAPEX and OPEX costs that we can expect for the future operation and

management of the DSP (and BPR). These numbers have been determined on the basis of the
experience in setting up an instance of the DSP for the municipality of Hanau. Some values have also
been aligned to further indications provided by CA on the available budget for the initial exploitation
phase.

Table 3: DSP CAPEX and OPEX costs
Equipment/Service Needed for Operating POWER

Cost

CAPEX
Server

0 (reused existing servers)

Adapting the open-source code: HUB+PUB minimal adaptation

€ 640

Adapting the open-source code: MOB minimal adaptation

€ 384

Installing production versions: HUB+PUB

€ 384

Deploying MOB versions

€ 640

Translation and adaptation for gamification

€ 640

TOTAL CAPEX

€ 2,688

4

This is the average salary of an experienced programmer for the German market. See for example:
https://stackoverflow.com/jobs/salary/java-developer-salary-in-germany
https://www.payscale.com/research/DE/Job=Software_Engineer_%2F_Developer_%2F_Programmer/Salary
https://www.daxx.com/blog/development-trends/it-salaries-software-developer-trends-2019
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Annual OPEX

Hosting: PUB(s) + HUB

€ 500 – 1,000

Support and maintain running applications

€ 4,000 – 8,000

Content and gamification support, marketing

€ 10,000 – 15,000

TOTAL OPEX

€ 14,500 – 24,000

In particular, the CAPEX costs are based on the actual deployment of a new DSP instance, and
therefore they represent a reliable estimate of costs for future additions to the POWER DSP. These
costs can however be reduced if features are not requested (for example if no MOB is deployed) or
in case the translation is not necessary.
3.2. Data collected from municipalities
Questionnaires were distributed to the four KDCs (Annex 0) and to 15 Follower Entities (Annex 0) to
obtain an initial estimate of how many organisations were willing to continue using the DSP and to
pay fees for running it. Of the six entities that responded, three – Milton Keynes, Koom Consulting,
representing the National Government of Bermuda, and the Business Development Group on behalf
of Bucharest municipality – reported their willingness to pay a reasonable annual subscription fee
of €500 - €1,000. Two of the KDCs (Hagihon and Leicester City Council - LCC) are not willing to incur
any future cost regarding the operation or usage of the POWER DSP. In the case of LCC, though
recognising that the DSP has brought benefits to the Flood Rosk Department, administrative, legal,
and financial constraints make it impractical to approve a subscription to the future DSP service.
Finally, CASSA prefers to absorb POWER functionalities into its existing municipal internet site / IT
system (see Table 4 below).
In addition to these questionnaires, the POWER consortium has also received informal interest in
setting up a DSP instance, in some cases with willingness to pay subscription fees, from further
municipalities and entities (for example Figueres (Spain), Nicosia (Cyprus), Amman (Jordan), Istanbul
(Turkey) – see Deliverable D4.4 for more information).
Hanau has already created its own DSP instance, showing the interest in running it, but has yet to
report willingness to pay an annual subscription fee. CA is currently hosting their pilot DSP.
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Table 4: POWER Community - responses to questionnaires

3.3. Background on subscription fees
While annual subscription fees of €1,000 are acceptable to the three responding entities, it is
clear that such a model can provide the necessary OPEX only if a minimum number of
municipalities / entities do subscribe. It is also obvious that the size of a subscription fee depends
on the number of POWER subscribers, as dividing the above costs by a larger number of
subscribers results in a lower cost per paying entity.
The relevance of this subscription fee structure is supported by that employed by The Water
Supply and Sanitation Technology Platform, presented in our survey of other non-profit
community collaborative platforms (Deliverable 5.6, Section 4 - Table 3, reproduced here as
Table 5);

Table 5: WssTP Subscription Model
Platform
The Water
Supply and
Sanitation
Technology
Platform
(WssTP) 5

5

Purpose
To develop and
disseminate
innovative
technologies, as well
as to be a worldwide
reference for the
water industry,
enhancing

# Subscription
172 members
and a network
of at
approximately
7000 people
including
academics,

Business Model
Subscription Model
 Multinational Corporations:
€30,000/year
 Research and Technology
Developers:
o Regular: €3,000/year
o Reduced: €1,050/year

http://wsstp.eu/
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communication
between
public/private entities
and citizens.

policy makers,
and water users

 Utilities:
o Regular: €3,000/year
o Reduced: €1.050/year
 Large Water Users:
o Regular: €3,000/year
o Reduced: €1.050/year
 SME’s (annual):
o €500/€250
o €1,500/€750
o €3,000/€1,500

A search of non-profit municipality oriented organizations as potential POWER Exploitation
managers (Annex 0), highlighted the relevance of Climate Alliance for this role. It is noteworthy that
not only is Climate Alliance a member of the POWER Consortium, but its own subscription model is
tailored for municipalities of differing size6:
“Our fees are moderate and structured so that they are feasible even for the most economically
strained of municipalities. Local authorities pay just €0.0073 per resident per year. Annual fees are
capped at a maximum of €15,000 and a minimum of €220 per member municipality or district.
Eastern European municipalities and administrative districts receive a 50 percent reduction on the
standard fees listed above. This reduction is valid until 2023”.

4. Business models for continued operation of POWER DSP
Returning to the potential business models (Error! Reference source not found.) for the exploitation
of the POWER DSP, the commercial one, as already written and discussed in Deliverable D5.6, is not
relevant due to the project mission statement and the lack of commercially relevant user base.
We therefore present and discuss two non-commercial options.

6

www.climatealliance.org
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Table 6: POWER Exploitation Models

4.1. Non-Commercial #1
This business model seems to be the most promising in preserving the exploitable assets of POWER,
including the Best Practice Repository. As detailed above, our search of potential exploitation
entities pointed to Climate Alliance (CA) as the most relevant. CA is a not-for-profit organization that
provides various services (e.g. tools and methods to support climate action, campaigns for engaging
the population, involvement in projects at different scales) to numerous member municipalities in
exchange for an annual subscription fee. The DSP could be therefore configured as an additional
paid service. Furthermore, CA is already part of the POWER consortium, which facilitated the
transition of the DSP from Baseform to CA. The main downside is the lack of technical expertise that
CA has in managing software projects.
In our vision, the service CA would offer is related to the creation and customisation of new DSP
instances, with the subsequent support operations, both in terms of further customisations and
content editing. It should be noted that customisation and support might actually be very different,
in terms of activities and effort, from city to city. In our analysis we assume a level similar to what
has been carried out for the municipality of Hanau. Obviously, CA is free to negotiate these aspects,
and the related setup and annual fees, with each municipality.
It should be noted that transferring the BPR to a third institution (e.g. KWR and Water Europe) was
also explored, but deemed not relevant because it is not aligned with their typical operations.
The major challenges remain the substantial setup costs (CAPEX) and the non-familiarity of CA with
the software presently used for the DSP. While the former can be addressed through an economical
and financial analysis, as described in this document, the latter gap will be filled by CA over the time,
by hiring or contracting suitable staff and/or training internal personnel.
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In all cases, no matter the identity of the exploitation entity, the details of the revenue model must
provide adequate support for the cash-flow requirements stemming from CAPEX per new user in
the range €2,000 - €3,000 and annual total OPEX of about €15,000 - €25,000 (
Table 3).

The exploitation path of the POWER DSP can thus be split into the following stages:
a. The entire set of software corresponding to the existing DSPs is migrated to a server provided
by CA, utilising the available project funds. This transition has indeed been carried out, tested,
and validated to full compliance by the end of M47, with minimal service disruption (the full DSP
service was resumed in about one hour).
b. After the software migration to CA and until the end of project, the existing DSPs – though
located at CA – were still managed and supported by Baseform.
c. After the end of the project, the POWER DSP is managed autonomously by CA.
Employing this exploitation model by CA will prove sustainable, dependent on the pace of adding
new subscribers and the actual setup costs and operational expenses.
For reasons of simplicity, our scenario analysis relates to registration and annual subscription fees
of €500 (low), €1,000 (moderate) and €1,500 / €2,000 (high). We consider that initial fees may be
higher to cover in full or in part the DSP setup costs. Similarly, we analyse the cases of low and high
CAPEX and OPEX costs (respectively €2,000 / €3,000 and €15,000 / €24,000).
Assuming an initial number of 10 subscribers (5 existing subscribers and additional 5 subscribers
added in Year 1), an annual growth rate of 33% in the number of subscribers, it is possible to show
that this non-commercial business model, based on subscription fees, supports several revenue and
cost scenarios. In detail:


The low cost – high fee scenario is the most optimistic, and assumes a setup cost of
€2,000 per new DSP instance user, annual operational cost of €15,000 and high
registration and subscription fees (i.e. €1,500 paid in first year of joining, followed by
€1,500 in following years). In this scenario we can achieve operational breakeven at Year
3 and positive return on investment (ROI of €16,128) by Year 5 (Table 7 - Scenario 1A).
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Table 7: Scenario 1A: Low Cost, High Fees



The low cost – moderate fee scenario presents again low costs, while the fees are lower
than before, with the exception of the first year, when the subscription is raised to
€2,000. Operational breakeven is reached at Year 4 and positive ROI in Year 6 (Table 8 scenario 1B).
Table 8: Scenario 1B: Low Costs, Moderate Fees



Under the low cost – low fees scenario (1C), the registration fee is assumed to be €1,000
paid by all in first year of joining, followed by an annual subscription fee of €500 in
following years). As shown in Error! Reference source not found., this scenario needs a
very long time to achieve operational breakeven (in year 10) end even longer to reach
positive ROI.
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Table 9: Scenario 1C: Low Costs, Low Fees



The high cost – high fee scenario (2A) presents high capital and operational costs, i.e.
setup cost of €3,000 per new DSP instance and annual maintenance costs of €25,000.
Asking for high fees to the subscribers allows to achieve operational breakeven at year 6
and positive ROI by year 9.
Table 10: Scenario 2A: High Costs, high fees



The high cost – moderate fee scenario (2B) performs similarly to the previous one, where
the setup cost is €3,000 per new DSP instance and the annual operational cost is €25,000.
In this case break-even is reached in year 7 and ROI in year 10.
Table 11: Scenario 2B: High Costs, moderate fees
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Finally, the high cost – low fee scenario (2C) does not allow to reach break even, as the
revenues are never sufficient to cover the costs. Clearly, in this scenario it is not possible
to sustain the DSP operations with the sole revenue of low subscription fees. Lowering
the fees might become an option when the number of subscribers grows significantly, or
when additional sources of funding are used to cover the costs in excess. However,
exploring these options, goes beyond the scope of this document, because these are
strategies that should be assessed internally by CA (or any other exploitation entity).
From our point of view, we therefore suggest to employ one of the revenue scheme
presented above, given that the proposed annual fees (€1,000 - €1,500) might still be
acceptable to the municipalities.
Table 12: Scenario 2C: High Costs, low fees

Through the analysis of these scenarios, we can see that it is indeed possible to find a trade-off
between costs and revenues that permit the sustainability of the continued operation of the DSP
after the end of the project. Especially in the case that CA is able to reduce the costs for the human
resources, these simulations show that the financial exposure can be quite limited even when asking
moderate fees to the subscribers (see scenarios 1A and 1B).
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4.2. Non-Commercial #2
As the survey of the POWER KDCS and follower entities reveals, some municipalities – including
KDC’s – are not willing / able to commit to funding future subscription fees. On the other hand,
some of these entities, for example CASSA and Hagihon/Jerusalem, are interested in continuing
to provide their stakeholders some of the POWER DSP’s functionalities. To facilitate this
transition, a different business model might be necessary.
At the base of this business model, the relevant municipality will have to take responsibility for
its PUB and HUB and other functionalities that it wants (e.g. MOB). Being the DSP code open,
municipalities have the possibility to deeply customise the adoption, integration, evolution,
usage and maintenance costs of the DSP.
Subsequently, the ramifications of this model are dependent on the preferences and capabilities
of each individual municipality, and each entity becomes responsible for assessing the financial
and technical viability of this solution based on its resources and budget.
The KDCs or Follower Cities interested to implement this model, should therefore undergo some
steps similar to those described in the previous section, but tailored by each entity to its own
needs. In detail, we can describe the following stages:
a. Each exploitation entity builds its own work-plan and defines the budget for establishing an
individual POWER DSP on their internet site.
b. Software and data are transferred from Baseform or CA servers to the municipality owned
IT infrastructure. Operation and management of the DSP will be done by the municipality,
with consulting support from Baseform (available within the context of the POWER project
until M48).
c. Post project exploitation (from December 2019 onward): individual DSPs are managed
autonomously by the exploiting municipalities/entities.
For the activities related to this exploitation model and described in steps a and b, the entities
could have used the budget available from the POWER project, if performed within the time
boundaries of the project itself, thus incentivising the entities to perform HUB and PUB transfer
and setup of individual POWER DSP during this period.
However, at the date of closing this deliverable, no entity has so far communicated any progress
beyond the first step. Therefore, transfer of existing DSPs or creation of new DSP instances will
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be managed in the future directly and autonomously by each entity. Support by Baseform might
still be available, subject however to specific commercial agreements between the parties.
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5. Risk Analysis
The two non-commercial POWER exploitation models, as exploitation of any digital platform, may
be detrimentally affected by risks – which in turn must be mitigated by the exploiting entity. Error!
Reference source not found. presents the salient risks and suggested mitigating activities.
Table 13: POWER Exploitation Risk Analysis
Risk
Less new
subscriptions
than expected

Higher
maintenance
cost than
expected

Relevant Exploitation
Model
Non-Commercial #1

Non-Commercial #1
Non-Commercial #2

Impact

Mitigating Activities

Lower income from
subscriptions might not
allow to reach break-even
in reasonable times



Increased marketing activities
that highlights POWER benefits
to municipalities



Activities to lower fees
(increase efficiencies, provide
low-cost packages)

Not possible to cover all
costs with revenues from
subscriptions



Activities to lower costs
(increase efficiencies, provide
low-cost packages, re-negotiate
terms with service providers)



Activities to find additional
sources of funding (e.g.
freemium model)
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6. Protection of personal data
The privacy of personal data of DSP users is of critical importance. Compliance with legislation such
as the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) as well as national legislation of the DSP host and
DSP own municipalities/entities (such as the KDCs) must be ensured. The current DSP deployment,
hosted by Climate Alliance, is compliant.
Any entity interested in subscribing to the POWER DSP service, or in setting up an entirely
independent DSP HUB and related PUBs and MOBs, should consider the following privacy and
security issues:


Personal data must be kept secure. Access to data must be restricted to authorised
personnel, and it must be ensured that owner representatives (municipality or entity) of one
DSP are not able to access the details on any other DSP. The DSP HUB has functionality to
ensure that access permissions can be managed to achieve this.



Every effort must be made to ensure that the DSP is protected from cyber attacks that could
attempt to obtain personal data. The CA server where the current POWER DSP is deployed
implements the state of the art in terms of protection against cyber attacks.



The DSP registration process has been designed to collect the minimum amount of personal
data. Each DSP instance makes the “terms of use” and “privacy policy” accessible to users by
links from the registration window and displayed at the bottom of the DSP pages. The four
pilot cities have adopted the same terms of use and privacy policy, which has been
developed with legal advice and in compliance with relevant legislation. The owners of new
DSPs are able to publish their own terms of use and privacy policy, which they should ensure
is compliant with European and their own national legislation and that of the DSP host (or
any other applicable regulation).



The user-generated DSP content is moderated by the DSP owner before it becomes visible
to other users. It is the duty of the moderator to ensure that such content is suitable for
publishing, and this includes ensuring that the privacy of individuals is not compromised.
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7. Conclusions
In the present document we have drafted a scenario for the future sustainability and exploitation
of POWER main technological assets, i.e. the DSP and BPR, and assessed its financial viability. Our
analysis shows that the road forward for POWER exploitation presents two potential paths which
can be employed in parallel, with one having the strongest potential of achieving the long-term
goals of POWER. We assessed and proved the feasibility of Non-Commercial Model #1, i.e. the DSP
being transferred to and managed by a not-for-profit entity, with the costs covered by a subscription
model. Depending on the actual cost structure and requested fees, with a reasonable annual growth
of 33% it is possible to achieve break-even and ROI in a few years with limited financial exposure.
This model seems to meet the expectations of the municipalities that would like to continue using
the DSP features, but incurring low operational costs.
Limited interest has been seen in the DSP being absorbed and managed independently by
municipalities, as part of their own organisation’s internet site. Though this model does not probably
allow to reach the maximum exploitation potential of POWER, it nevertheless allows to achieve
political and social awareness in the single municipalities.
Both non-commercial models, therefore, will contribute to realise the aims of the POWER project,
by allowing the uptake one of its major outputs, the DSP (and BPR), by either a not-for-profit
organisation, that has been identified in Climate Alliance, or the individual municipalities, and
progressively expanding its reach to further entities.
Of the non-for-profit entities relevant to municipal water issues, to date only Climate Alliance has
voiced interest in exploiting POWER and acted in this direction. We support this option, especially
as Climate Alliance is a member of the POWER consortium and has proven ability to add additional
municipalities to the POWER community.
The described non-commercial business model has already moved its first implementation steps,
with the transferral, in M47, of the POWER DSP and BPR from Baseform to CA servers. CA has also
agreed to keep the service running in the future and intends to invoice subscribers interested in
using the DSP beyond 30th November 2019.
As such, it is our hope that the following months will be utilized by CA to proceed with the
continuous exploitation of the POWER DSP and BPR. Indeed, the recent creation of a new DSP
instance for the Hanau municipality and the interest of other entities for setting up their own DSP
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is an additional verification of the value municipalities find in this innovative platform. This fact
opens for the concrete possibility of additional “customers” of the POWER DSP, thus encouraging
positive prospects for the sustainability of POWER’s legacy.
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Annex A - Questionnaire to Key Demonstration Cities
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Annex B - Questionnaire to Follower Entities
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Annex C - Municipally Oriented non-profit organizations
Partner Name
1. IMRO-DDKK
(Hungary)

Nonprofit

Description / contact info
Ltd.

Founded in 2009 with the aim of providing effective support to
local environment-friendly policies and initiatives through
carrying out informal, outdoor training. SME

2. Climate Alliance

With
over
1,700
members
spread
across
26 European countries, Climate Alliance is the world's largest
city network dedicated to climate action

3. ANBI Toscana (Italy)

Government company to manage rivers

4. Ass. Micropobles de Catalunya Association of cities
(Spain)
5. Eurocities

Not POWER follower

6. EnergyCities (covenant of Mayors Not POWER follower
for Climate & Energy)
Not POWER follower
7. Council of European Municipalities CEMR represents the interests of Europe's local and regional
governments and their associations in more than 40 countries.
and Regions (CEMR)
It promotes citizenship and exchange between elected
representatives.
8. German Federation of Towns and Association
Municipalities (Germany)
9. The Xarxa de Ciutats i Pobles Cap a Association
la Sostenibilitat (Spain)
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