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Keep the evidence attached to its date
The seven chapters reproduce l0g’s documentary investigations in full, including their references and limitations. The introduction and conclusion provide an editorial synthesis; factual examples refer to the identified chapters and their sources. The documentary cut-off for this edition is 9 October 2026. Historical cases receive no implied update.

Regulators’ findings, government replies, accounts by programme managers, suppliers’ terms and guidance are identified by their evidential role. A published rule establishes a requirement; observing its implementation is a separate task. Forecasts and illustrative scenarios remain distinct from reported achievements.

The fifteen figures explain documented data or mechanisms, retaining the units, periods and limitations needed to read them. The investigation includes a static inspection of the public program described in chapter four, without executing it. l0g conducted no system audit, original interview or migration test.
All seven articles are reproduced in full, including their dates, references and qualifications. Explanatory boxes are expanded. Chapter links and note references work offline. External sources and the glossary require a connection.
Each of the fifteen infographics retains both original compositions. The reader may display the wide or vertical version depending on available width; both remain available through links. SVG geometry and text are preserved. Enlargement depends on the reading application.
Introduction
A public service must survive a change of hands
[image: Conceptual illustration of dependencies and the transition between digital environments.]Conceptual illustration created with AI assistance. It depicts no actual facility, network or measured flow.A member of staff opens a case, checks a document and sends a decision. To the person waiting for an answer, the software behind that work is usually a secondary concern. For the public body, keeping the task possible as its technology changes is a lasting responsibility. This investigation starts with ordinary administrative work and follows a political question: how can an institution choose its tools and pass the means of making that choice to the people who come after it?

Microsoft provides the thread connecting the chapters. The records examined reveal relationships between office software, email, accounts, applications and hosting. Chapter one follows a roads agency application in Schleswig-Holstein that still calls Excel during a move to another office suite. That small connection takes the investigation behind the desktop. A digital case depends on its contents, the people permitted to access it and the operations they need to perform.

Those relationships have a history. Chapter two goes back to purchasing and standardisation. Combining orders or aligning configurations can make an IT estate easier to run. The resulting environment then shapes how later services are built. A buyer preparing a renewal inherits that organisation of work. Understanding the original reasons for a choice helps distinguish continuing benefits from constraints that a new decision could reduce.

Chapter three follows usage rights into the cloud. Moving an application requires both a working destination and the licences needed to run it there. The conditions vary with products, versions and commercial programmes. Chapter four returns to the employee’s desk, where a budget template or a consultation automation can embed administrative rules in software. Recovering those rules is part of taking over the service, alongside retrieving its documents and data.

Funding introduces several timelines. An avoided renewal, an investment in transition and an expected annual saving measure different things. Chapter five examines those distinctions in German public records. It also follows periods of parallel operation and time spent helping colleagues. Assessing a programme requires knowing which services the money covers, over what period, and which resources will still be needed once the switch is complete.

Chapter six looks beyond the launch. A fix needs testing alongside neighbouring applications; a team must be able to install the next release and resolve incidents. The cases provide examples of that organisation, within the limits of the accounts available. The final chapter follows its handover through contracts, assigned responsibilities and exit exercises. An option can endure when the next team can understand and exercise the rights its predecessors secured.

This perspective gives digital sovereignty a practical meaning: capabilities that can be described for each service, alongside the dependencies accepted and the means of reviewing them. Hosting location, security, software rights and staff expertise address connected questions. Bringing them together requires judgement. The chapters retain suppliers’ arguments and the benefits of integrated services where these help explain the choices available to a public buyer.

This edition contains all seven investigations, their references and fifteen infographics, with an original introduction and conclusion. Its documentary cut-off is 9 October 2026. Historical cases retain their dates; announcements remain attributed to their authors and forecasts retain their status. The book offers a way to read public decisions and hold institutions to account for what follows, from the initial contract through to maintaining an alternative that another team can continue to use.
The mechanisms and references behind this overview are developed in the seven chapters.
Chapter 1
Leaving Microsoft, 1/7: the dependencies a migration uncovers
From Schleswig-Holstein to the CNRS, an investigation into the applications, identities and skills a public administration must rebuild to leave Microsoft.
8 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 1 : Public service dependencies]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.Schleswig-Holstein was removing Microsoft Office. At its roads agency, an application still called Excel. Five additional licences had to be bought.

The episode occupies a few lines in the Schleswig-Holstein government's reply to its parliament, dated 5 January 2026. The application was SIB-Bauwerke; the agency was the LBV. Its direct call to Excel came to light during the migration. It is a small detail with a large bearing on digital sovereignty: replacing an office suite also means dealing with software that staff open to do an entirely different job. [1]

This series begins with a practical question: what must a public administration be able to do elsewhere before it can leave Microsoft? Migrations already under way offer the first answers, through both their achievements and their setbacks. Public records from Schleswig-Holstein, the experience reported by France's CNRS research organisation and Microsoft's own technical guides let us examine the work in detail.

This opening instalment looks at the capacity to leave. Later parts will trace contracts, licensing, business applications and costs, then compare migrations and the ways organisations can preserve their choices. The common concern is keeping a public service running when its supplier, commercial terms or political environment changes.

Five licences at the edge of a large migration

Schleswig-Holstein has made a substantial change. On 4 December 2025, its government reported that almost 80% of administrative workstations, excluding the tax administration, had moved to LibreOffice. It also reported that almost 44,000 of its mailboxes had moved to Open-Xchange. These are the regional government's figures, tied to a specific date and scope. [2]

The parliamentary reply exposes some of the connections that a progress announcement can miss. Alongside the roads agency case, it describes reinstalls of Access and Word to meet needs identified during the transition. The government explains that it asked ministries for information to answer the parliamentary questions; it did not maintain a continuously updated central register of these reinstalls. The document records identified cases while making that coverage limit explicit. [1]

A member of staff sees a form, a table or an export button. Behind it, an application may expect a particular Office component. That connection is where the dependency sits. Another suite may be able to open the finished file while the software producing it still needs adaptation. SIB-Bauwerke's call to Excel makes the distinction tangible.

On 7 July 2026, the state announced a further stage: the gradual replacement of more than a hundred business applications built on Access. Some were due to be replaced during 2026. The announcement also presented the programme as preparation for a future introduction of Linux on workstations. Office, the business applications and the operating system each have a migration timetable of their own. [3]

This suggests a more useful measure of progress than the number of programs uninstalled: which tasks can now be completed from beginning to end in the new environment?

The relationships that travel with a document

Consider a hypothetical public service processing an application for financial assistance. Its case file includes supporting documents, access permissions, an assigned officer, an approval and a notification. Copying the documents moves the information. Rebuilding the procedure requires the right people to be connected to the right actions.

Microsoft's documentation makes this distinction visible within its own ecosystem. Its guide to moving SharePoint sites between customer environments, known as tenants, requires users and groups to be prepared at the destination. Permissions can be preserved if the identities have been correctly mapped. Applications must be republished and sometimes modified; Power Apps and automated tasks must be recreated and reconnected. [4]

A file has a destination. Its use depends on several other things: an account, an authorised group, an application and the steps that application triggers. Portability means, in this context, the ability to transfer data to another environment. Reversibility, as French public technology policy uses the term, extends the question to taking over the service itself, with the resources needed to operate it.

[image: Educational SharePoint-to-SharePoint migration diagram. Content is transferred, identities mapped, access is retained if identities are mapped, apps republished and automation recreated and reconnected at the destination. Solid arrows show content; dashed arrows show relationships to address. This Microsoft-to-Microsoft scope does not measure a move to another provider.]
[image: Educational SharePoint-to-SharePoint migration diagram. Content is transferred, identities mapped, access is retained if identities are mapped, apps republished and automation recreated and reconnected at the destination. Solid arrows show content; dashed arrows show relationships to address. This Microsoft-to-Microsoft scope does not measure a move to another provider.]
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FIG. 01 A migration must reconnect content, identities, permissions and the applications that use them. [4] How to read this diagram
A functional diagram based on Microsoft's guide to moving SharePoint sites between tenants. It describes a transfer between two Microsoft environments: permissions can be preserved when identities are mapped correctly, while applications and automations require further work. The arrows show functional dependencies, without assigning any costs. This case illustrates the work involved beyond copying files; it provides no cost estimate for moving to another vendor. [4]


The documentation also provides evidence in Microsoft's favour. The company supplies migration mechanisms, link redirection and conditional preservation of access. The remaining work depends on each use case. This example concerns a move within Microsoft; leaving for other software requires a separate assessment of compatibility with that software. [4]

For a public buyer, the distinction changes how a contract should be prepared. A buyer can specify an export format, then check whether an exported case file retains the information needed to continue processing it. Interoperability, the ability of different systems to work together, can then be assessed through a completed action: opening a record, understanding it, authorising access and handling the case.

The workstations that remain have their own timetable

Schleswig-Holstein has published a schedule for the exceptions that still require Microsoft Office, excluding the tax administration. An October 2025 count recorded 5,042 exceptions. Ministries expected 2,944 to remain at the end of 2028, followed by 101 at the end of 2029. The numbers appear in the January 2026 parliamentary reply. The future values are ministry forecasts. [1]

[image: Schleswig-Holstein workstations still requiring Microsoft Office, excluding the tax administration. Reported position: 5,042 in October 2025. Forecasts published on 5 January 2026: 4,107 at end-2026, 3,320 at end-2027, 2,944 at end-2028 and 101 at end-2029. All connections to targets are dashed. Vertical axis runs from zero to six thousand. No assessment of 2026 delivery is shown.]
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FIG. 02 Microsoft Office exceptions: an October 2025 count, followed by the path ministries forecast through the end of 2029. [1] Scope and method
Source: parliamentary reply 20/3911, question 4, page 5, dated 5 January 2026. The tax administration is excluded. Values: 5,042 exceptions counted in October 2025; forecasts of 4,107, 3,320, 2,944 and 101 at the ends of 2026, 2027, 2028 and 2029 respectively. The vertical scale starts at zero. The chart separates the count from the forecasts; future milestones are not presented as outcomes achieved by 8 October 2026. [1]


The chart reveals a second phase of migration. After deployment across most of the organisation comes the adaptation of applications needed for a remaining set of tasks. The source explicitly connects its forecasts to when those applications will allow Office to be uninstalled. Whether the timetable will be met, and how difficult each case will prove, remain open questions. [1]

A practical implication follows: progress needs to be assessed from two directions. One tracks the workstations and users that have changed tools. The other tracks the functions still attached to the old environment. A single application can sustain a need for support, specialist skills or licences long after most staff have moved. The published schedule makes this period of coexistence visible in a way that a headline migration rate cannot.

One sorted column, 790 accounts affected

The German migration provides another, more sensitive lesson. Overnight on 6–7 August 2025, an operation in the second phase of the email migration assigned messages more than seven days old to the wrong accounts. The final report by Dataport, the public IT provider responsible for the work, records 790 affected accounts. It was published as an annex to a parliamentary reply on 7 October 2025. [5]

The report describes a preparation error. A list paired account names with directory identifiers. When several batches were combined, the column containing the names was sorted without the associated columns moving with it. The rows still appeared complete, but the pairings had changed. The second-person check required by the procedure had not been performed. [5]

The mistake is easy to picture. Sort the names in an address book while leaving the telephone numbers in place, and each row can become misleading. In an email migration, that relationship determines which account receives the messages.

[image: Teaching example with fictional data: C maps to ID 03, A to ID 01 and B to ID 02. Sorting only the address column yields A with ID 03, B with ID 01 and C with ID 02. Comparing against the original pairs and performing a second check verifies A–01, B–02 and C–03. Separately, Dataport’s report of 15 August 2025 documents 790 accounts affected by a mapping error during the 6–7 August migration. The three fictional rows do not reproduce those accounts.]
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FIG. 03 A migration depends on preserving the relationship between an account and its identifier. Sorting a single column can break that relationship. [5] An explanatory example, separate from the incident data
The rows in this diagram are fictional and serve only to illustrate the error Dataport describes. The figure of 790 accounts comes from its final report dated 15 August 2025, annexed to parliamentary reply 20/3628. Sections 4 and 6 describe the cause and corrective measures, including automated matching checks and checks by more than one person. The document concerns the migration of old emails; it does not establish how many messages were actually read by unauthorised people. [5]


Dataport says it blocked the affected mailboxes, suspended subsequent migrations and restored the previous Exchange operation. The report then describes additional checks on the mappings and stronger human oversight. It attributes the incident to an error in migration preparation. The documented explanation concerns that operation, its controls and the way the work was organised. [5]

For a public administration, the freedom to change supplier therefore includes a specific competence: moving the relationships between people, data and permissions correctly. This connects with the questions examined in our investigation of digital identity under contract. Safeguards become effective through the people and operations that implement them.

In our assessment, a reversibility exercise should follow a case through to processing at the destination, verify access and test a return to the previous system. That temporary return is part of controlling the transition. It gives teams time to correct a fault without extending an interruption.

At the CNRS, email is the first stage of a wider change

The CNRS offers another perspective. In an account published on 7 July 2026, its IT department says it left Exchange as its server solution in April, moving to Zimbra operated by Renater. It acknowledges a worse user experience during the transition, difficulties with the Outlook client and stability problems that it said had since been resolved. The account distinguishes the replaced server from the software on the user's workstation. [6]

The next horizon is broader. The CNRS plans to leave SharePoint by the end of 2029, a change involving 2,000 collaboration spaces and business applications. Its IT department stresses the variety of functions that must be carried over and is considering several tools. The schedule and assessment come from the organisation itself. Their value lies in showing how a sovereignty decision becomes a set of architectural choices and a reconstruction effort. [6]

Email carries exchanges. A collaboration space may also organise documents, access and procedures. Replacing a server is an identifiable step; taking over a collection of uses requires decisions about which functions to retain, simplify or distribute across several tools.

Those choices involve people. Preserving familiar ways of working can ease a transition. Redesigning a procedure may reduce future dependencies while requiring staff to learn something new today. The CNRS account makes that cost tangible: staff also bear the disruption of the changeover. [6]

Sovereignty also rests on the contract and the team

Data location, applicable law, the ability to operate a service and the ability to change its software answer different questions. France's SecNumCloud qualification assesses a defined service against security requirements, including protection from extraterritorial laws. ANSSI, the French cybersecurity agency, explains that an application hosted on qualified infrastructure does not automatically inherit the qualification. The exact service boundary matters. [11]

Microsoft has made European continuity commitments of its own. Annex D of its Data Protection Addendum, checked in the May 2026 version, commits it to challenging suspension orders affecting the government customers covered by its terms. The contract provides for legal proceedings and, where necessary, applications for interim or final relief to maintain service during litigation. Its scope includes national, federal and regional governments in the listed countries, as well as the European Commission. [10]

The company has also announced continuity arrangements with European partners. The contractual duty to pursue legal remedies, whose outcome rests with the courts, is distinct from the announced technical arrangements for continued operation. We have observed no exercise that would allow us to assess these arrangements under an imposed suspension, and they do not establish an automatic technical handover. [9] [10]

These arrangements aim to keep a service based on Microsoft technology running. An exit strategy prepares the transfer of its functions to another environment. Both approaches can serve the same organisation: maintaining today's service while retaining an alternative.

Regulatory proceedings also need to be followed through to their outcome. In March 2024, the European Data Protection Supervisor found infringements in the European Commission's use of Microsoft 365. In July 2025, it announced that the Commission had remedied the infringements concerned and closed the proceedings. This case addresses a specific use and specific obligations. Any account of the original finding needs to include the subsequent outcome. [14] [15]

The economic evidence requires the same precision. In its UK cloud investigation, the Competition and Markets Authority concluded in July 2025 that certain Microsoft licensing practices weakened AWS's and Google's ability to compete with Azure for the software concerned. That finding has a defined market and scope. In March 2026, the authority noted steps taken or announced on egress fees and interoperability, with their effectiveness in improving customer choice still to be assessed. It had identified no material progress on licensing. Its investigation, opened in May 2026, into a possible strategic market status designation for Microsoft's business software ecosystem remains ongoing as of 8 October. [12] [16] [13]

These issues meet at the negotiating table. An administration with a usable export, a replacement operator and a trained team has more options when a contract comes up for renewal. That is an assessment of its room to act, separate from any calculation of savings. The documents examined do not allow that room to be quantified across governments as a whole.

Plan the departure when the service arrives

France's “cloud at the centre” policy already sets out this requirement. A circular dated 31 May 2023 requires projects to plan the human, technical and financial resources for reversibility from the outset. It also calls for avoiding dependencies that significantly hinder portability and for maintaining a range of suppliers, including in office software and collaboration. The means of leaving become part of service design and funding. [7]

The EU Data Act adds obligations intended to make it easier to switch providers of data processing services. Applicable since 12 September 2025, it provides, among other things, for the removal of switching charges for covered services from 12 January 2027. The rules vary with the service: functional equivalence provisions for certain infrastructure services do not impose a general duty to reproduce every function of a software suite. Training people or rewriting an application remains work that somebody must fund. [8]

Free and open-source software gives rights to study, modify and redistribute code under the terms of its licence. Turning those rights into operational autonomy requires people who can maintain and run the system. Schleswig-Holstein's account of service contracts for its new tools illustrates this too. Dependence may move towards services whose providers are easier to replace; the replacement still has to be organised. [1]

The cases examined suggest a demanding but understandable test. An administration gains autonomy when it can take over a function, preserve the right access and maintain the service with resources it controls. Testing can begin on a small scale, with a representative procedure, before committing an entire organisation.

In Schleswig-Holstein, one call to Excel was enough to bring five licences back into the programme. At the CNRS, departure from the email server leaves several years of work ahead on SharePoint. Between those two scales lies the practical work of sovereignty: finding out what holds a service together, then gaining the ability to put it together elsewhere.

Continue with part two: how one contract shapes the next.

Sources and limits of this investigation

This instalment draws on public documents consulted on 8 October 2026: parliamentary replies and an incident report, statements by the organisations concerned, technical documentation, legislation and decisions by the relevant authorities. Migration figures are attributed to the organisations reporting them. Forecasts retain their publication dates. We have not audited the systems, interviewed the teams or run a migration test; this is a documentary investigation. The three infographics distinguish an explanatory mechanism, recorded data, a forecast timetable and a fictional example. The cover illustration is a conceptual creation.

	Schleswig-Holstein Parliament, reply 20/3911, 5 January 2026. Question 4, p. 5: Office exceptions and forecasts excluding the tax administration; question 5, p. 6: reinstalls, SIB-Bauwerke and the information-gathering method; question 6: contracts for the new services.
	Schleswig-Holstein government, LibreOffice and email migration update, 4 December 2025. Statements by the regional government; workstation figures exclude the tax administration.
	Schleswig-Holstein government, replacement of Access applications, 7 July 2026. Announced programme and its relationship to a future introduction of Linux.
	Microsoft Learn, Cross-tenant SharePoint migration, updated 7 May 2026. Sections on destination users and groups, permissions, applications and Power Apps/Power Automate. Migration within Microsoft 365.
	Schleswig-Holstein Parliament, reply 20/3628 and Dataport final report, 7 October 2025; report dated 15 August 2025. Annex, sections 1 and 4: scope and cause; sections 3, 5 and 6: incident response, restoration and corrective measures.
	CNRS, Le CNRS accélère sa transition vers la souveraineté numérique, 7 July 2026. The IT department's account of Exchange/Zimbra and the SharePoint programme; statements by the organisation.
	French Prime Minister, circular 6404/SG, “cloud at the centre”, 31 May 2023. Rules R4, R10 and R15: resources for reversibility, dependencies and supplier diversity.
	Regulation (EU) 2023/2854, Data Act. Chapter VI, particularly Articles 23, 25 and 29–31, and Article 50 on application. Service-specific obligations, the timetable for switching charges, limitations and exemptions. Link to the French text.
	Microsoft, European digital commitments, 30 April 2025. The supplier's announced commitments on continuity and European partners.
	Microsoft Products and Services Data Protection Addendum, May 2026, Annex D. Contractual commitment concerning legal challenges to suspension orders affecting the national, federal or regional governments covered by its terms; scope and legal remedies. Word document.
	ANSSI, SecNumCloud qualification FAQ, consulted 8 October 2026. Scope of qualification and protection from extraterritorial laws.
	CMA, Cloud services market investigation, final report, 31 July 2025. Executive summary, particularly paragraphs 23–36: switching barriers and Microsoft licensing; the UK cloud services market.
	CMA, Microsoft's business software ecosystem investigation, opened 14 May 2026; status consulted 8 October 2026. Examination of a potential strategic market status designation; proceedings ongoing.
	EDPS, decision on the European Commission's use of Microsoft 365, 8 March 2024, case 2021-0518. Read alongside the outcome of the proceedings in source 15.
	EDPS, announcement of compliance and closure, 28 July 2025. Remedial measures addressing the infringements covered by these proceedings.
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Chapter 2
Leaving Microsoft, 2/7: contracts that shape the next choice
From Croydon to the French defence ministry, an investigation into the procurement, licensing and settings that give Microsoft a lasting place in public services.
8 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 2 : One contract shapes the next]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.Croydon received four bids. Each answered the same request: to supply Microsoft Enterprise licences and Azure services. The London borough chose Bytes Software Services for a contract running from 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028. The public notice describes a competition among suppliers on a national framework agreement. The software environment had already been specified in the contract's title. [1]

That is where this second instalment begins. In part one, migrations exposed the connections that keep public services running. We now trace the decisions that establish those connections: defining a requirement, negotiating the scope of an agreement with the vendor, then setting the rules applied to staff accounts.

The documents reveal a gradual process. An administration simplifies its procurement and its IT. Staff learn to work in that environment, organise access within it and build services around it. When the contract comes up for renewal, keeping those services running becomes a requirement of the next purchase. The freedom to choose then depends on work done during the previous contract. These cases illuminate decisions taken at different stages, in different administrations.

Four bids within a boundary already drawn

At Croydon, price accounted for 70% of the evaluation, technical quality for 20% and social value for 10%. The published contract value was £5,754,292.88 excluding VAT. It covers the package described in the notice, comprising Enterprise licences and Azure services. It is neither a record of payments made nor a price for office software alone. [1]

Competition among resellers serves a purpose: suppliers compete on commercial terms and associated services within the scope set by the buyer. The notice records that competition and its outcome. It gives no detailed scores for the four bids and no comparison between Microsoft and other software environments. The architectural choice precedes the selection of a supplier.

[image: Croydon specified a Microsoft Enterprise Licensing Agreement and Azure requirement. Four bids were received. Award criteria were weighted 70% price, 20% technical and 10% social value, totalling 100%. These percentages are criterion weights, not bidders’ scores. The contract was awarded to Bytes Software Services Limited for 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028. Notice published 11 July 2025.]
[image: Croydon specified a Microsoft Enterprise Licensing Agreement and Azure requirement. Four bids were received. Award criteria were weighted 70% price, 20% technical and 10% social value, totalling 100%. These percentages are criterion weights, not bidders’ scores. The contract was awarded to Bytes Software Services Limited for 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028. Notice published 11 July 2025.]
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FIG. 01 Croydon's four bids were assessed against a requirement for Microsoft and Azure defined before the competition began. [1] Scope and interpretation of the figures
Notice 2025/S 000-039343, published on 11 July 2025. The contract was concluded on 24 June and runs from 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028. The four bids are shown without identifying the bidders: the notice names only the winner, Bytes Software Services. The 70/20/10 proportions are the criteria's percentage weights in the evaluation. They represent neither the scores awarded nor a breakdown of expenditure. The diagram describes the scope of this competition; it does not reconstruct Croydon's original choice of Microsoft. [1]


The distinction also matters for large purchasing agreements. In October 2024, the UK's Crown Commercial Service presented SPA24, a five-year agreement with Microsoft giving public bodies access to collectively negotiated terms. It also announced aggregated competitions among resellers and reminded public bodies of their obligation to follow a compliant procurement process. Microsoft highlighted the commercial terms, training and certifications available to staff. These are benefits announced by the parties; their statements do not measure the savings actually achieved. [2] [3]

Pooling demand can strengthen a buyer's bargaining position. The next question is what that demand covers. Securing better terms for an existing environment and reconsidering the environment itself are separate decisions, with their own criteria and timetables.

France's defence ministry started with an installed base

The French record shows how these decisions accumulate. In a reply to the Senate dated 24 April 2014, the Ministry of Defence described an existing Microsoft installed base and almost 3,000 purchases a year. It said it had centralised procurement to reduce differences between configurations and make them easier to manage. The ministry dated the first framework agreement to 2009 and presented its renewal in 2013 as an extension of that approach across its departments. [4]

Different versions, scattered purchases and several ways of configuring the same tools multiply maintenance tasks. The ministry's reply defended a single contractual arrangement, savings and better continuity. It considered a rapid move to an entirely different environment unrealistic in the circumstances of the time. This is the buyer's account; the reply provides no independent audit of the claimed savings. [4]

A preparatory note for the ministry's information and communications systems council in February 2013, published by the free software advocacy organisation April, allows a closer look. The ministry document explains that Intradef, its network for shared services, relies on Microsoft technology. It presents standardisation as a way to simplify administration and remove software layers used to connect different solutions. It then links the financial terms to the offer's comprehensive scope: reducing or splitting the package would put those terms in question. [5]

Read together, these passages clarify what was being decided. The intended savings also concerned the way the system was organised. Maintaining a compatibility layer between two applications takes work. Removing it can make day-to-day operations easier. Connecting a different application later requires checking whether the available interfaces are suitable or whether a new connection must be developed. The work depends on the chosen solution; the note puts no figure on any future cost.

The same note preserves room for other vendors and free software, and envisages studies to inform subsequent choices. The documents therefore describe a dominant environment within a varied installed base. A further ministerial reply, issued in January 2020, makes clear that usage rights remain subject to quantitative and financial ceilings. It justifies the negotiated procedure by reference to Microsoft's exclusive position in supplying the services requested within the comprehensive offer selected. [5] [6]

The label open bar, often used in the French debate to suggest an unlimited arrangement, obscures these choices. The records examined show contractual limits, an effort to rationalise procurement and a bundled scope. They leave a question open: how much of the immediate benefit came from organising purchases better, and how much depended on continuing with the same environment? The published material cannot separate those effects into reliable monetary amounts.

A contract makes expansion easier

Microsoft's current guides describe the general commercial model, without disclosing the particular terms negotiated by each administration. The March 2025 Enterprise Agreement guide describes a three-year commitment. For the selected products in the Enterprise Products category, coverage extends across the organisation as defined in the agreement. Those products can be ordered individually or as a package. Microsoft links this commitment to pricing terms, simpler management and a choice of on-premises, cloud or mixed deployments. [7]

The practical benefit for the buyer is a framework within which its IT estate can grow. Microsoft describes the true-up as an annual inventory and reconciliation of additions made during the year. Additional quantities can be used under the applicable terms; online services involve a licence reservation process. The guide distinguishes this arrangement from repeated individual orders and states that the signed agreement takes precedence over its general explanation. [10]

This flexibility reduces the steps needed to expand an agreed use. It also calls for oversight. The annual reconciliation establishes how much the organisation uses. Service design requires another decision: what the organisation wants to bring into that environment. For a public buyer, contractual flexibility still operates within the applicable procurement procedures, as the Crown Commercial Service's SPA24 announcement makes clear. [2]

The initial definition of scope matters for that reason. Software already available, familiar to staff and covered by an agreement offers a practical route to meeting the next requirement. An alternative needs a place in the design process before settings and procedures have been built around the chosen tool. This is our analysis of the incentives these arrangements create. It does not measure a uniform pattern of behaviour across public buyers.

A staff group becomes an access rule

After signature comes a less visible operation: assigning entitlements to users. The documentation for Microsoft Entra, its identity management infrastructure, describes a useful example. A product licence can be assigned to a group. New members inherit the associated licences; that assignment is removed when they leave the group. An administrator can also disable particular services included in the product, described in the documentation as service plans. [8]

Consider a hypothetical group corresponding to a department in a public administration. Joining the group can give a member of staff the access intended for that department. The initial choice of what the group includes then applies to subsequent arrivals. This avoids repeating each assignment manually and makes the rules easier to administer.

[image: Educational Entra mechanism: an account belonging to a group inherits the product licence assigned to that group. The administrator can enable or disable the product’s service plans. Joining the group triggers assignment; leaving removes this assignment. Other groups or direct assignments can retain the same licence. This diagram concerns access rights; software installation is a separate step.]
[image: Educational Entra mechanism: an account belonging to a group inherits the product licence assigned to that group. The administrator can enable or disable the product’s service plans. Joining the group triggers assignment; leaving removes this assignment. Other groups or direct assignments can retain the same licence. This diagram concerns access rights; software installation is a separate step.]
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FIG. 02 The licences assigned to a group determine the services its members receive. The administrator can choose which services to enable. [8] [9] What the mechanism shows
An explanatory diagram based on Microsoft Learn, consulted on 8 October 2026. Group-based licensing assigns product licences to members, with service plans enabled or disabled by the administrator. It requires available licences and can encounter errors, including conflicts between services. A user may receive entitlements through several groups or directly, so removing one assignment must be considered alongside those other entitlements. The diagram concerns access assignments. Software installation and actual use are separate operations. [8] [9]


Procurement, identity and access meet in this setting. Teams may then use the available services to hold documents or run procedures. Turning access into use remains a step to organise and observe. An assigned licence tells us neither that an application is installed nor that a service is being used.

Microsoft's guide offers a concrete illustration of how these pieces fit together. When moving a user between two groups that provide licences, it recommends first adding the user to the destination group, checking that the new licence has been applied, then removing the user from the original group. Reversing the order can temporarily interrupt access while the change is processed. Processing times depend on the environment and workload. [9]

The documentation pinpoints where decisions are made: in the groups, their rules and the services they make available. To prepare for future change, an administration needs to understand these choices and the uses that depend on them. That knowledge must remain usable by the teams that later take over the system.

The court also examines the years between contracts

A case involving IBM shows how far an initial choice can reach. In June 1992, the Czech Ministry of Finance commissioned an information system for its tax administration. In 2016, a maintenance contract was awarded to IBM on grounds of technical continuity and exclusive rights to the source code arising from the original contract. The dispute reached the Court of Justice of the European Union, which delivered its judgment on 9 January 2025. [12]

The Court requires an examination of how the exclusive position was created and how it was maintained. It says the buyer must do what can reasonably be expected of it to allow a more open procedure. Whether real and economically reasonable means existed to end that situation forms part of the assessment. The mere fact of signing the original contract before EU law applied is insufficient to attribute the exclusivity to the buyer. The Court leaves the national court to establish the facts, taking account in particular of the opportunities to act after the Czech Republic joined the Union. [12]

The judgment interprets the older directive applicable to that Czech procurement. It concerns IBM and a specific procedure; it rules on none of the Microsoft contracts examined here. Its contribution to this investigation is the attention it gives to the intervening years: the origin of a dependency and the opportunities to reduce it during the contractual relationship must be considered together.

The UK's National Audit Office offers a related organisational perspective. Its January 2025 report on suppliers to major digital programmes describes technical experts being brought into procurement too late. Maintenance or interoperability requirements can be removed as supposed savings, while teams underestimate the complexity of existing systems. These findings extend beyond Microsoft and do not constitute an audit of Croydon. They show why the people who will operate a service need to help define its contract. [11]

Making room for the next choice

These cases suggest a practical requirement: specify at the purchasing stage what another team will need to take over. For an administrative procedure, that may mean understanding the interfaces, having the documentation, holding the necessary maintenance rights and checking that an exchange works with a different tool. The European Commission's 2013 guide to standards-based ICT procurement already emphasised usage rights and conformity testing. Naming a standard is more useful when accompanied by a way to assess its implementation. [15]

The Commission returned to this issue in its strategy for open digital ecosystems, presented on 3 June 2026. It announced an intention to embed openness, interoperability and sovereignty in project design and procurement. This is a published policy direction. Its effects will depend on the contracts, teams and implementations that follow. [14]

The limits of the explanation also matter. In its 2025 cloud investigation, the UK's Competition and Markets Authority concluded that the positions of Microsoft and AWS in the public sector were likely driven by the barriers to entry, expansion, switching and multicloud use examined elsewhere in its report, rather than by public procurement practices alone. A framework agreement, a discount or a reseller contract cannot by itself explain a dominant position. [13]

In Croydon, four bids answered a requirement already defined in terms of Microsoft licences and Azure services. In the French defence documents, standardisation accompanied the negotiation of a comprehensive offer. In Entra, a group rule can apply the same entitlements to each new member of staff. The continuity that makes these arrangements useful also helps them last.

Preserving choice means maintaining the means to reconsider the scope throughout that period: skills, documented interfaces, suitable rights and reversibility that can be exercised in practice. Preparations for the next contract begin long before renewal is due.

Continue with Leaving Microsoft, 3/7: how licences shape cloud choices.

Sources and limits of the investigation

This investigation draws on public documents consulted on 8 October 2026. The British, French and Czech cases have different scopes and legal frameworks. The defence archives illuminate historical decisions; they do not describe the ministry's entire IT estate in 2026. The ministry note from 2013 is available through April, an organisation that advocates for free software. Its arguments remain attributed to the institutional author. Microsoft's guides describe general mechanisms and cannot substitute for the signed contracts. We conducted no interviews with the parties, system audits or quantitative comparisons of alternative bids. The infographics distinguish published evaluation criteria from an illustrative technical mechanism. The cover is a conceptual illustration.

	London Borough of Croydon, Microsoft Enterprise Licensing Agreement & Azure Cloud Services, notice 2025/S 000-039343, 11 July 2025. Sections II.1.4, II.1.7, II.2.4–5, IV.1.1 and V.2: scope, duration, value, criteria, further competition, bids received and winning supplier.
	Crown Commercial Service, SPA24 announcement, 21 October 2024, now hosted on the Government Commercial Agency website. Duration, collective terms, competitions among resellers and compliance with procurement procedures.
	Microsoft, announcement of its agreement with the UK government, 21 October 2024. The supplier's account, including training and certification programmes.
	French Senate, written question 10694 and Ministry of Defence reply, reply of 24 April 2014, Official Journal p. 985. Existing installed base, dispersed purchases, chronology as presented by the ministry, standardisation and justification for renewal.
	Ministry of Defence, Projet de contrat cadre avec la société Microsoft, note for the information and communications systems council meeting of 1 February 2013, version dated 25 January 2013, copy published by April. Pp. 1–2: Intradef, standardisation and diversity; pp. 3–4: future options and the offer's comprehensive scope. A preparatory document, with no audited assessment of savings.
	French Senate, written question 12547 and Ministry for the Armed Forces reply, reply of 9 January 2020, Official Journal p. 138. Ceilings, an integrated comprehensive offer and the ministry's justification for the procedure.
	Microsoft, Enterprise Agreement Program Guide, March 2025. Basic terms and The Enterprise Enrollment: duration, selected products, organisational coverage and deployment options. An informational guide subject to the applicable agreement.
	Microsoft Learn, What is group-based licensing?, consulted on 8 October 2026. Overview and Features: group licences, configurable service plans, cumulative entitlements and assignment errors.
	Microsoft Learn, Assign or unassign licenses to a group, consulted on 8 October 2026. Service selection and the sequence of operations when changing groups.
	Microsoft, Optimizing your licensing position with the True-up process, March 2025. Additions, online service reservations, annual inventory and reconciliation, and the signed agreement's precedence.
	National Audit Office, Government’s approach to technology suppliers: addressing the challenges, 16 January 2025. Summary, paragraphs 17–19; main report, 3.3–3.12: technical expertise, requirements and the complexity of existing environments.
	CJEU, judgment in case C-578/23, 9 January 2025. Paragraphs 8–17: the IBM contract and Czech dispute; 21–23: applicable directive; 30–39: creation, continuation and attribution of exclusivity, reasonable means of ending it and the national court's role.
	CMA, Cloud services market investigation, Appendix K: Public sector procurement, final report of 31 July 2025. K.25–28: collective agreements; K.34–38: procedures and switching; K.58: conclusion on the reasons for the leading suppliers' positions.
	European Commission, strategy for open digital ecosystems in public administrations, 3 June 2026. Announced policy direction for public procurement and project design.
	European Commission, Guide for the procurement of standards-based ICT, SWD(2013) 224 final, 25 June 2013. Sections on implementing standards, conformity testing and intellectual property rights. Historical guidance on good practice, separate from current procurement rules.
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Chapter 3
Leaving Microsoft, 3/7: licences shape the cloud choice
Windows Server, SQL Server and Azure: how software rights influence the choice of cloud, and what the licensing changes of 2026 have actually opened up.
9 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 3 : Licences shape cloud choices]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.To examine competition in the cloud, British investigators posed an unusual question: what would Microsoft have to pay for the software its Azure customers use if it faced the same terms it sets for Amazon or Google? They took observed usage, applied the prices in the competitors' contracts, then compared that hypothetical cost with Azure customers' spending on software licences. The calculation appears in the Competition and Markets Authority's final report of 31 July 2025. [1] [8]

The exercise exposes Microsoft's distinctive position. It sells software needed for certain cloud services and operates its own cloud, Azure. Amazon and Google can therefore be its competitors for hosting an application and its customers for the rights to the software that runs it. The CMA concluded that Microsoft's licensing practices weaken their ability to compete for these workloads. Microsoft disputes that conclusion. [1] [14]

For a public administration, this dual role has a practical consequence. Software selected years earlier can still influence the choice of a hosting provider. After examining operational dependencies and the contracts that establish them, this third instalment follows usage rights into the data centre. Changes made during 2026 are part of the story: several options have opened up, each within a defined scope.

Software travels with conditions attached

Consider a hypothetical application used to administer a public service. It relies on a SQL Server database installed on a Windows Server virtual machine. SQL Server organises the data; Windows Server is the operating system on which it runs in this example. The virtual machine provides a computer defined in software, hosted on a physical server. The CMA examines precisely this combination in its licensing analysis. [8]

The IT team wants to move the application. It must check that the service can work at the destination, with its data, access permissions and connections. It must also establish the right to run each piece of software there. Microsoft's universal terms make the customer responsible for compliance with its licence agreement wherever the hardware is located. They set specific conditions for using machines managed by a third party. [2]

Bring Your Own Licence, or BYOL, means using licences the customer already holds with a hosting provider. Several mechanisms fall under that description, with eligibility depending on the product and the coverage purchased. Software Assurance adds new-version rights and other benefits to a licence for the duration of the coverage. Certain subscriptions provide equivalent rights. A perpetual licence may continue to permit its underlying use after that coverage ends, while benefits requiring active coverage expire under their respective terms. [4] [6]

This explains why saying “we have already bought the software” still leaves work for the buyer. The team needs to identify the version, licence type and rights that remain active, then check them against the proposed service. The money already spent and the ability to deploy elsewhere answer different parts of the question.

Three destinations for the same application

On Azure, Azure Hybrid Benefit lets customers make use of eligible Windows Server or SQL Server licences with active subscriptions or Software Assurance. For Windows Server on an Azure virtual machine, Microsoft describes a benefit covering the Windows licensing component; compute resources remain chargeable. The terms and required quantities depend on the product and service. Existing entitlements can therefore make Azure financially attractive to a customer already using Microsoft's software. [7]

Another route is available through an Authorized Outsourcer, a category defined in Microsoft's terms. Since October 2022, Flexible Virtualization Benefit has allowed eligible software to be used on these providers' dedicated or shared servers, with active subscriptions or Software Assurance. Windows Server is included. The product's licensing obligations continue to apply, including requirements governing the resources covered and access rights. [2] [4]

The definition of the hosting provider matters. An Authorized Outsourcer must fall outside the Listed Providers category and must not use one of those providers as a data centre provider for the service. Microsoft's published list comprises Alibaba, Amazon, Google and Microsoft itself. A European intermediary hosting the service on one of these companies' infrastructures therefore gains no eligibility under this mechanism simply by having a European address. Azure has its own entitlements, including Azure Hybrid Benefit. [3] [7]

For AWS or Google, the two software layers in our example need to be considered separately. SQL Server may qualify for License Mobility through Software Assurance, which permits deployment with an eligible partner under the product's conditions and subject to licence verification. Microsoft's documentation explicitly excludes the Windows Server operating system from this mechanism: the chosen partner must provide it. In this shared-hardware example, a customer can therefore bring an eligible SQL licence while purchasing a service that includes Windows from the hosting provider. [5] [8]

[image: Service comprising SQL Server and Windows Server on shared infrastructure, with eligible licences and active Software Assurance or subscription. Azure allows eligible licences to be reused through Azure Hybrid Benefit. An Authorized Outsourcer outside Listed Providers and their infrastructure permits Flexible Virtualization Benefit for both products. With AWS or Google as a qualified Mobility Partner, SQL Server can use License Mobility and Windows Server is supplied by the host. Historical rights and dedicated hardware fall outside this simplified diagram.]
[image: Service comprising SQL Server and Windows Server on shared infrastructure, with eligible licences and active Software Assurance or subscription. Azure allows eligible licences to be reused through Azure Hybrid Benefit. An Authorized Outsourcer outside Listed Providers and their infrastructure permits Flexible Virtualization Benefit for both products. With AWS or Google as a qualified Mobility Partner, SQL Server can use License Mobility and Windows Server is supplied by the host. Historical rights and dedicated hardware fall outside this simplified diagram.]
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FIG. 01 The application keeps its two software layers, but the licensing rights used change with the destination. The arrows trace licences without comparing prices. [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] Scope of the diagram
An explanatory example on shared infrastructure, based on terms consulted on 9 October 2026. The routes shown require eligible licences and active coverage as specified by each mechanism. Azure Hybrid Benefit, Flexible Virtualization Benefit and License Mobility have their own conditions; quantities, access rights and verification requirements must be checked for each product. AWS and Google are considered here as eligible partners for application server licence mobility. Historical rights on dedicated hardware, individual agreements and fully managed database services fall outside the diagram. [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7]


The acquisition date matters too. Changes announced in 2019 preserved certain options on Listed Providers’ dedicated hardware for licences acquired before 1 October 2019 and versions already available at that point. Upgrading to a version released on or after 1 October 2019 brings the new terms into play. That exception calls for an examination of the contract and licensing history. Extending it to newer versions would give an inaccurate picture of the available options. [18]

An April 2026 announcement requires similar care. Microsoft extended Software Assurance-equivalent rights to Windows Server and SQL Server subscriptions purchased through the CSP channel under the Microsoft Customer Agreement. Perpetual licences purchased through that channel remain unchanged. The word “mobility”, however, covers several rights. The Product Terms distinguish reassignment between servers in the same server farm from deploying applications with a partner. In the Windows Server table, the License Mobility entry still applies only to the External Connector, an access entitlement separate from the operating system licence. The mobility guide continues to exclude the operating system. The April announcement must therefore be read alongside each product's specific terms. [9] [6] [5]

A rival buys part of its offering from Microsoft

Return to the British calculation. A hosting provider that includes Windows Server in its service obtains the necessary rights from Microsoft, including through a SPLA, or Services Provider License Agreement. That licence becomes a cost of supplying the service. Microsoft thus sets the terms for a component used by a competitor while selling an Azure offering that uses the same component to the end customer. [1] [8]

To examine this relationship, the CMA used data from UK Azure customers in 2024. Usage is measured in virtual core-hours, combining running time with the number of virtual processor cores. It calculated the licensing costs their consumption would incur under AWS's and Google's SPLA terms, adjusting the data for differences in billing and utilisation. In its comparison with Azure licensing expenditure, it included Windows Server usage covered by Azure Hybrid Benefit and SQL Server usage paid for on a consumption basis. SQL licences brought by customers follow a different route, which explains their exclusion from the latter category. Fully managed SQL services also fall outside this calculation. [8]

[image: CMA comparison methodology using Azure UK data for 2024. Usage in vcore-hours, adjusted for utilisation, is valued at Microsoft’s SPLA prices to AWS or Google to reconstruct a hypothetical supplier input cost. This is compared with the Azure customer’s licence spend for the same usage, net of discounts. The difference concerns upstream and customer-facing prices, not two final customer bills or Microsoft’s actual internal cost. Scope: Windows Server under Azure Hybrid Benefit, SQL Server PAYG IaaS, customers spending at least 10,000 dollars annually on Azure. Detailed amounts are not public.]
[image: CMA comparison methodology using Azure UK data for 2024. Usage in vcore-hours, adjusted for utilisation, is valued at Microsoft’s SPLA prices to AWS or Google to reconstruct a hypothetical supplier input cost. This is compared with the Azure customer’s licence spend for the same usage, net of discounts. The difference concerns upstream and customer-facing prices, not two final customer bills or Microsoft’s actual internal cost. Scope: Windows Server under Azure Hybrid Benefit, SQL Server PAYG IaaS, customers spending at least 10,000 dollars annually on Azure. Detailed amounts are not public.]
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FIG. 02 The CMA applies competitors' terms to usage observed on Azure. It compares a hypothetical provider cost with customer licensing expenditure for the same volume of use. [1] [8] Method and limitations
Final report of 31 July 2025, Appendix T, paragraphs T.5–16, T.25, T.55–65 and T.72. UK Azure data for 2024; customers spending less than $10,000 a year are excluded from the cost and price analyses. For Windows Server, observations with positive AHB usage but zero recorded licensing expenditure are removed. The method adjusts for utilisation and, for SQL, the mix of editions. The comparison covers Windows Server AHB and SQL Server PAYG, excluding SQL PaaS. Spending data were supplied by Microsoft, which raised concerns about the AHB measure; the CMA defends its use after exclusions. Customer prices are net of discounts. The method does not observe Microsoft's actual internal costs, and detailed price differences are redacted from the public report. The diagram explains the calculation without inventing prices or bills. [1] [8]


The significant finding concerns where the difference arises. For some products and customers, the CMA found that the price competitors are charged for the software can exceed the licensing price charged to Azure customers. It concluded that rivals pass through at least some of these costs and that Microsoft's practices reduce competition in UK cloud markets. [1]

The report also contains an important qualification for buyers. For the pay-as-you-go instances selected by Microsoft, AWS's list prices were equal to or lower than Azure's. The CMA relates this comparison to customers without pre-existing licences eligible for Azure Hybrid Benefit. The licences a customer already holds can change the result of the comparison. Offers therefore need to be assessed against the same requirement and the same starting position. [1]

Microsoft put forward a different interpretation in its response of 4 June 2026. It pointed to its competitors' growth, the changes brought by AI and what it considered the small share of their businesses accounted for by its licensing fees. It defended prices that vary with the breadth of rights granted and disputed whether regulatory intervention would improve outcomes for customers. These are the supplier's arguments, submitted to the new British investigation. [14]

Detailed SPLA terms and precise price differences are redacted in the public record. Calculating a premium for an individual customer therefore requires that customer's offers and existing licences. The report explains why two providers with capable infrastructures can make different offers to a customer seeking to keep the same software. Some of the commercial terms are set by their common supplier. [8]

The CISPE agreement expands rights for eligible hosts

The position has changed since the early complaints. On 18 July 2025, CISPE, an association of cloud infrastructure providers, announced an agreement enabling qualifying members to offer products including Windows Server and SQL Server on a pay-as-you-go basis through the CSP-Hoster programme. The association described pricing terms comparable to Azure's and the ability to host these workloads without disclosing customer contact details to Microsoft. These benefits supplement Flexible Virtualization Benefit. [10]

The announced scope covered existing members and eligible European providers joining CISPE in the following months. Listed Providers were excluded. The statement provided for a review after the first year, with a possible extension of access. The documents examined do not establish that the arrangement became automatically available to every hosting provider in 2026. [10]

In September 2026, the European Cloud Competition Observatory's fourth report kept Microsoft at green status in its monitoring. ECCO reported cooperation on implementing the commitments finalised in July 2025 and welcomed a change to Extended Security Updates pricing. The observatory brings together CISPE members, with customer organisations participating as observers, under the association's auspices. Its assessment records progress against their agreement. It is separate from a competition authority's decision. [11]

This development matters for European sovereignty. Better terms for supplying software their customers already use give the providers concerned a route to hosting those applications on their own infrastructure. A relationship with the software vendor remains: the available products, rights and programmes are still defined through Microsoft agreements. Greater choice of infrastructure and continued dependence on the software need to be assessed together.

Security updates move to a different pricing model

Extended Security Updates, or ESU, prolong access to certain security updates after a product's support ends. Their commercial terms could provide an additional reason to consider Azure. For SQL Server 2014, for example, Microsoft notes that customers running Azure virtual machines received these updates at no additional cost, while those running the software on premises or in other clouds paid for them. [9]

On 27 March 2026, Microsoft announced the same list price across deployment locations and purchasing channels for new ESU offers launched from 1 April 2026. The announcement explicitly excluded existing offers, including Windows Server 2012, Windows 10 version 22H2 and SQL Server 2014. The April announcement for SQL Server 2016 confirms that Azure pricing is aligned with other environments. [12] [9]

This changes a specific part of the decision. For the new offers covered, this element of the list price ceases to vary with the destination. Infrastructure costs, negotiated discounts and deployment rights retain their own rules. A migration budget therefore needs dated assumptions and clearly identified versions. Reusing an older comparison that consistently presents free ESU on Azure as an advantage would misrepresent the new offers.

Two regulatory proceedings remain open

On 31 March 2026, the CMA distinguished measures taken or announced on data egress and interoperability from licensing, where it said it had found no material progress. The measures' effectiveness in improving customer choice still needed to be assessed. That assessment preceded the investigation into Microsoft's business software ecosystem, opened on 14 May. The investigation will determine whether Microsoft should be designated as having strategic market status, or SMS, for that ecosystem. On 9 October 2026, the official case page still showed an open investigation. Its timetable envisages a proposed decision in October, followed by a final decision no later than 13 February 2027. The timetable itself does not establish that a decision has been published. [13] [15]

In the European Union, the Commission announced its preliminary position on 25 June 2026 that Amazon and Microsoft should be designated as gatekeepers under the Digital Markets Act for their AWS and Azure services. It referred, among other things, to switching costs and the effects of their ecosystems. This stage concerns the role of the cloud platforms and is distinct from a ruling on any particular licensing clause. [16]

These proceedings also illuminate the difference between competition and sovereignty. Making it easier to move from Azure to AWS or Google can strengthen competition among those providers. Developing European services capable of hosting the same software adds another dimension to the choice. Maintaining or replacing the software itself requires further capabilities. Any discussion of an “exit” therefore needs to identify the intended destination.

Choosing who can run the service tomorrow

For a public administration, procurement is more useful when it describes a concrete route: this service, with these versions and licences, must be able to run with that other provider. Teams can then request the applicable terms, identify the rights they must maintain and compare offers they can actually use. The exercise brings lawyers, buyers and technical staff together around the same scenario.

Hosting security requires its own assessment. France's cybersecurity agency, ANSSI, explains that SecNumCloud evaluates factors including operational autonomy and protection from laws outside Europe. Its requirements are designed without prescribing the underlying technologies. The agency also makes clear that qualifying a cloud offering does not establish the security level of a digital service a customer hosts on it. The qualified scope and the rights to any software brought to the platform therefore need to be established separately. [17]

This third instalment reveals a dependency between the software and the building that houses it. An application may be technically transferable while its destination changes the licences required. Conversely, broader deployment rights can open up hosting options while leaving the migration work to the team.

Planning reversibility means connecting these two realities. An alternative becomes usable when the organisation can both make it work and exercise the rights needed to use it. That connection gives a public buyer's claim to sovereign choice practical meaning.

Read next: Leaving Microsoft, 4/7: workflows choose the software.

Sources and limits of the investigation

This investigation draws on public sources consulted on 8 and 9 October 2026. The CMA's 2025 report concerns UK markets and uses, among other evidence, data from 2024. It is not a quotation for a French customer in 2026. Redacted contractual prices prevent full replication of its calculations. Microsoft's general terms must be read alongside the agreement, product, version and programme applicable to each customer. Announcements by Microsoft and CISPE are attributed to their authors. We conducted no interviews, audits of public administrations, migration tests or customer-specific commercial comparisons. The diagrams explain documented mechanisms. The cover is a conceptual illustration.

	CMA, Cloud services market investigation, Final decision report, 31 July 2025. Summary, paragraphs 30–36: licensing findings; chapter 7, particularly 7.565–567: Microsoft's PAYG comparison and the distinction from AHB-eligible customers.
	Microsoft Product Terms, For all Software, consulted on 9 October 2026. Universal License Terms, Outsourcing Software Management and Software Assurance: third-party use, dedicated or shared hardware, customer responsibility and duration of additional rights.
	Microsoft Product Terms, Glossary and Listed Providers, consulted on 9 October 2026. Definitions of Authorized Outsourcer and Listed Provider, and the list of entities covered.
	Microsoft, Flexible Virtualization Benefit Licensing Guidance, consulted on 9 October 2026. Scope of the benefit introduced in October 2022, Software Assurance and subscriptions, shared hardware, Windows Server and continuing requirements.
	Microsoft, License Mobility through Software Assurance, Application server coverage section, and License Mobility guidance, consulted on 9 October 2026. Conditional SQL Server eligibility, exclusion of the Windows Server operating system, eligible partners and licence verification.
	Microsoft Product Terms, Windows Server, MCA programme and SQL Server, MCA programme, consulted on 9 October 2026. Software Assurance tables, equivalent subscription rights and licence reassignment. For Windows, the License Mobility entry covers only the External Connector.
	Microsoft Product Terms, Microsoft Azure Services, EA/EAS programme, Microsoft Azure Hybrid Benefit section, and Microsoft Learn, Azure Hybrid Benefit for Windows Server, consulted on 9 October 2026. Eligible licences, active coverage and the distinction between the licensing benefit and compute charges.
	CMA, Appendix T: Licensing analysis, 31 July 2025. T.5–16: data and adjustments; T.23–25: products and exclusions; T.34: the SQL/Windows combination; T.55–65 and T.72: comparison between hypothetical provider costs and Azure licensing expenditure, with AHB and PAYG scopes.
	Microsoft Learn, April 2026 announcements. Announcement of 1 April on Windows Server and SQL Server subscriptions under MCA/CSP, distinguished from perpetual licences; announcement of 22 April on SQL Server 2016 ESU and the previous SQL Server 2014 arrangement.
	CISPE, licensing reform agreement with Microsoft, 18 July 2025. The association's account of CSP-Hoster benefits, qualifying members, the exclusion of Listed Providers and the planned review.
	European Cloud Competition Observatory, Fourth Report, September 2026. Introduction: Microsoft's continued green status, implementation of the agreement and ESU changes; description of the observatory's membership and institutional affiliation.
	Microsoft, Services: Pricing Consistency Update, 27 March 2026. A common list price for new ESU offers from 1 April 2026; explicit exclusions for existing offers.
	CMA, Actions on cloud and business software through the UK digital markets competition regime, 31 March 2026, paragraphs 33–36. Distinction between egress and interoperability measures, effects still to be assessed, and licensing concerns.
	Microsoft, response to the invitation to comment on the business software investigation, 4 June 2026, section 6. The company's position on the CMA's findings, market developments and prices reflecting different rights.
	CMA, Microsoft’s business software ecosystem, investigation opened on 14 May 2026, page consulted on 9 October 2026. Status, indicative timetable and statutory deadline for the SMS investigation.
	European Commission, preliminary position on AWS and Azure under the DMA, 25 June 2026. Services concerned, stated reasons and the preliminary nature of the published position.
	ANSSI, FAQ on preparing for SecNumCloud qualification, consulted on 9 October 2026. Technological neutrality, operational autonomy, legal protection and the scope of qualification.
	Microsoft, Updated licensing rights for dedicated cloud services, 1 August 2019. FAQ: rights preserved for certain licences and versions predating 1 October 2019, and treatment of new versions.
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Chapter 4
Leaving Microsoft, 4/7: workflows choose the software
A care provider’s budget, a planning consultation and a shared mailbox: how public service procedures become bound to Microsoft, and what an export leaves behind.
9 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 4 : Workflows choose the software]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.An administrator at a French care institution is preparing its budget. They download the required template, enter the institutions it covers and click a small “+” sign. New sheets appear in the workbook. This is one of the steps described in the February 2025 EPRD instructions issued by the Caisse nationale de solidarité pour l’autonomie, or CNSA. A few pages earlier, the instructions settle the choice of software: Microsoft Excel is required. [1]

The EPRD, or état des prévisions de recettes et de dépenses, is a statement of projected income and expenditure. Here, the file used to submit the figures also contains the program that builds the tables. Macros, instructions executed inside the office application, have to run to generate the expected sheets. The CNSA's instructions state that its templates and platforms are incompatible with LibreOffice and OpenOffice. [1]

This dependence arises from the reporting procedure. An institution that wants to change its office suite still has to work with the software specified for preparing its submission. After procurement contracts and licences that influence the choice of cloud, this fourth instalment examines business applications: the software, large or small, through which a public service gets its work done. Questions of sovereignty reach into the everyday tasks of submitting a budget or processing an email.

The form does some of the administration

The CNSA guidance reveals how the process works. The cover sheet identifies institutions by their FINESS number, an identifier in France's health and social care directory. As each institution is added, the button generates its corresponding tabs. The file retains a structure and version number recognised by the ImportEPRD platform. Inconsistencies between the workbook and the submission created on the platform, or incorrectly generated sheets, can jeopardise submission and data integration. [1]

To the person filling it in, the result looks like a spreadsheet. The receiving system expects a structured object: fields in particular positions, matching institutions, calculations and sheets that follow the template. Changing the application used to open the file therefore calls for checking a whole sequence of behaviours. Dependence extends to how the submission is assembled, as well as how it is read.

The date matters. In February 2025, the CNSA required the .xls format and warned that ImportEPRD would reject .xlsm files. The ministry page examined for this investigation, updated on 18 September 2026, now offers XLSM versions of several templates. These publications establish that the distributed files have changed. Compatibility of each current template with another office suite remains to be checked: the 2025 technical instructions describe a specific historical position. [1] [2]

A related reporting system uses a different design. For healthcare institutions, the hospital information agency ATIH's EPRD-PGFP 2026 guide, which also covers the multi-year financing plan known as PGFP, provides an Excel workbook whose macro generates a CSV file. This text file carries the values to the ANCRE platform. The same guide also allows users to enter data directly in a browser or import data prepared by third-party financial management software. [3]

Third-party software must produce a file that matches the published exchange specification, including the institution identifier, financial year, and codes for tables, rows and columns. ANCRE checks these elements on import. By placing part of the requirement on the structure of the data it receives, the agency allows several ways of preparing it. The guide still requires users to generate and check an Excel report on which the regional health agency will base its validation. The additional choice concerns preparation and collection; an Excel-format report remains part of the later stages. [3]

[image: Two preparation and collection workflows for different sectors and reporting years. CNSA guidance for the 2025 social care EPRD campaign requires Excel: macros generate worksheets, data is entered and the xls workbook is submitted to ImportEPRD. In the 2026 hospital ATIH EPRD-PGFP campaign, the Excel xlsm macro produces a CSV; finance software may also produce conforming structured text, with the export developed by its vendor. Files undergo import checks in ANCRE. Direct web entry is also available. The guide includes an Excel statement for reviewing collected data. This is not a comparison of performance or migration rates.]
[image: Two preparation and collection workflows for different sectors and reporting years. CNSA guidance for the 2025 social care EPRD campaign requires Excel: macros generate worksheets, data is entered and the xls workbook is submitted to ImportEPRD. In the 2026 hospital ATIH EPRD-PGFP campaign, the Excel xlsm macro produces a CSV; finance software may also produce conforming structured text, with the export developed by its vendor. Files undergo import checks in ANCRE. Direct web entry is also available. The guide includes an Excel statement for reviewing collected data. This is not a comparison of performance or migration rates.]
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FIG. 01 The receiving system influences which tools can prepare a submission. These two procedures, covering different institutions and dates, show where the technical requirement falls. [1] [2] [3] How to read this figure
CNSA: EPRD templates for care and support institutions, February 2025 instructions, pages 3, 5 and 8–10. ATIH: healthcare institutions, EPRD-PGFP 2026 guide, sections 3.4–3.6, 3.8 and 3.12. The diagram depicts documented procedures; it does not measure their use or relative quality. The ministry's distribution of XLSM versions in 2026 means the rejection of XLSM described in 2025 cannot be extended to that year. The ATIH guide uses both TXT and CSV extensions for third-party exchange; the figure follows its definition of a structured text file. An Excel report remains part of the final check. l0g has tested neither procedure. [1] [2] [3]


This comparison brings out a form of influence often absent from debates about office software: the body collecting data can widen or narrow the software choices available to those who produce it. The institutions, budget rules and platforms differ, and this investigation establishes no link between the two collection systems. What they illustrate is a design decision that can connect an administrative obligation to a particular preparation tool.

Macros connect the workbook to other applications

Software documentation explains why file converters cannot resolve every dependency. Microsoft gives an example in which an Excel macro creates Word documents from rows in a spreadsheet. The program opens Word, then instructs it to add and save the documents. It uses commands specific to Word, known to developers as its object model. The workbook therefore depends on the behaviour of another application installed on the computer. [4]

LibreOffice, for its part, documents partial support for VBA, the language used by many Microsoft Office macros. Common uses are supported; others require adaptation. Successfully opening a file tells us about the ability to read the document. Establishing whether its button produces the expected letter requires examining and testing the program behind it. Teams need to identify the operation that must keep working, the inputs it needs and the output it should produce. [4]

Access offers another example. Microsoft allows the data tables to be separated from the application containing queries, forms, reports and code. A copy distributed in ACCDE format can retain the compiled program, ready to run, while containing none of its VBA source code. LibreOffice's documentation also explains that connecting to an Access database does not provide access to its forms and reports. Reading the tables is one stage of taking over the application. Its data-entry screens, rules and generated documents need their own assessment. [11] [12]

Maintenance becomes a concrete question. Who holds the editable version? Who understands the rule that calculates a deadline or rejects an entry? The file format says nothing about the customer's contractual rights. It does help establish what the customer actually possesses and what else will be needed to change the service.

A planning consultation enters the office suite

Automation often meets a practical need. The City of London Corporation tested a tool for planning consultations with the British housing ministry's Digital Planning programme. An account published by the ministry on 27 February 2025 reports 2,000 comments from almost 300 people during consultation on the City Plan 2040. An officer said the tool had saved her hours of re-entering information. This is feedback published by the project's promoters, with no measurement of the cost of leaving the system. [5]

The service performs a modest but useful task: it turns emails arriving in a shared mailbox into records that staff can consult. Government guidance describes daily processing of unread messages, retaining their text, date, sender, attachments and a link to the message. An acknowledgement can be sent. The tool is optional and intended for councils already using Microsoft 365. [6]

To examine its dependencies, we downloaded the software package linked directly from that guidance. We inspected version 1.0.0.13, held in the public Digital Land repository at the specific revision identified in the sources. We read its definition without installing or running it. The package describes a Power Automate flow: a program whose steps execute on Microsoft's platform, using connectors to communicate with other services. [7]

The flow links Office 365 email to SharePoint, the storage and collaboration service, and uses a component that converts HTML content to text. It prepares a list, saves the message in a document library, creates an entry with the initial status “New”, then adds the attachments. After the acknowledgement branch, which runs according to the configuration, it marks the email as read. The message's read status is therefore part of the collection process: the automation itself changes it. [7]

[image: Documented MHCLG workflow for local plan consultations in England. Each day, Power Automate reads unread messages in a shared Microsoft 365 mailbox, archives the emails in a SharePoint document library, converts the HTML body to text and creates a response-list row with New status. Attachments are added to that row. An optional acknowledgement is sent to the participant, then the email is marked as read. The Excel export contains list fields, a link to the saved email and the number of attachments; the files remain in SharePoint. Access requires connections and permissions. Successful processing path, without claims about deployed volumes.]
[image: Documented MHCLG workflow for local plan consultations in England. Each day, Power Automate reads unread messages in a shared Microsoft 365 mailbox, archives the emails in a SharePoint document library, converts the HTML body to text and creates a response-list row with New status. Attachments are added to that row. An optional acknowledgement is sent to the participant, then the email is marked as read. The Excel export contains list fields, a link to the saved email and the number of attachments; the files remain in SharePoint. Access requires connections and permissions. Successful processing path, without claims about deployed volumes.]
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FIG. 02 An email becomes a record through a sequence of operations. Exporting the table carries a view of the data; the messages, attachments and automation have their own locations. [6] [7] [8] What the flow represents
A simplified reconstruction from the public Planning consultation email processing 1.0.0.13 package and GOV.UK guidance dated 27 February 2025. The daily loop selects unread messages, saves each message, creates its SharePoint entry, adds attachments, handles the optional acknowledgement, then marks the message as read. Setup and technical branches are omitted for clarity. The export guidance explains that the Excel table includes the message's location and the number of attachments, without carrying their contents. Arrows describe functions, rather than measured traffic or an observed execution. [6] [7] [8]


The repository publishes this work under the MIT licence, which permits reuse and modification subject to its conditions. That openness has immediate value: the steps can be inspected and provide a starting point for adapting the process. Execution still depends on the services called by the flow definition. Running a version elsewhere would require connecting email, storage and an execution engine capable of carrying out the same operations, then checking the results. This is an inference from reading the package; we have not carried out such a migration. [7]

An exported file can retain dependencies

The guidance for planning teams offers an export to Excel and explains its scope. Users receive most of the information about each message, including its SharePoint location, but only a count of its attachments. The workbook can subsequently refresh its data from the source. A copy of the table therefore preserves links and values. Recovering the complete record also requires retrieving the messages and attachments to which they refer. [8]

The guidance exposes a quieter dependency. If an officer manually opens an email before collection, they are instructed to mark it unread again so it will be processed. The service combines software with a working convention. A team changing tools needs to decide how to preserve that selection rule, prevent omissions and handle retries. These decisions affect the reliability of the consultation process alongside the contents of an exported table. [8]

Microsoft provides tools for moving applications within its own environment. A solution groups application components; a connection reference links those components to an authenticated connection. On import, connections and permissions must be appropriate for the destination environment. A flow can restart automatically when the requirements are met. Microsoft's documentation therefore provides deployment mechanisms with defined scopes and prerequisites. [9]

Power Platform pipelines automate some of this work, checking connections, variables and dependencies in advance. Microsoft nevertheless specifies that solutions do not contain the data held in Dataverse tables, its application data service. Other transfer operations can handle that data. This limitation concerns Dataverse; the planning tool examined here stores its records in SharePoint. In each case, teams need to identify separately how the application definition travels and how its data travels. [10] [7]

Portability takes several operational forms here. A table can be copied, files retrieved, and a program redeployed using the available tools. The service becomes useful again when those elements work together and the right people are authorised to use them. An export promise becomes more precise when it specifies which of these results it guarantees.

Working habits become processing rules

Schleswig-Holstein offers an instructive account of this human element. In its report to the state parliament on 19 March 2026, the government said that, while preparing its email migration, it had found users assigning categories to messages to represent stages of work, particularly in shared functional mailboxes. It planned a dedicated function in Open-Xchange to meet that need and improve tracking. [13]

A coloured category can organise collective work. Alongside preserving message text and attachments during a migration, the team needs a way to track how far each item has progressed. The German report describes a requirement discovered in actual working practices. It sets out a programme of adaptations, with dependencies and uncertainty in its timetable. We treat it as a record of the project in March, without assuming that work was complete by October. [13]

Keeping a service running can also require adaptation within the same supplier's products. In its comparison updated on 23 September 2026, Microsoft states that the new Outlook for Windows supports neither VBA macros, COM add-ins nor the Outlook object model available in the classic version. It documents other approaches to automation, including Power Automate and Microsoft Graph, an interface to several Microsoft services. Their suitability depends on the task. Automations built for the classic client consequently need to be reassessed when making this change. [14]

Software choices have consequences over time. An integration can make a team substantially more effective today, then require adaptation as the product or the team's needs change. British government guidance on technical cloud lock-in recognises this trade-off: integrated services can speed up delivery, simplify operations and provide security capabilities. It calls for weighing those benefits against the time, skills and costs involved in changing supplier. [15]

Taking responsibility for the whole process

These cases suggest a way to assess an exit through the submission or case that the administration must process to completion. For a budget, the sequence runs from entering data to an accepted submission and review. For a consultation, it runs from receiving a message to retaining, classifying and handling it. This is our interpretation of the documented mechanisms, taking account of their different scopes.

A practical assessment could start with a set of fictional records prepared with staff who know the procedure. It would vary the situations that matter: a missing attachment, a wrongly identified institution, a message already opened, a change of responsible officer. Teams could then compare expected results in the old and new environments, including rejections, access rights and opportunities to correct errors. This proposed method has not been carried out. It would locate the necessary adaptations in observable operations.

It could also clarify responsibilities. A local team can change its tools, while the collecting body decides which data structure it accepts. A supplier may deliver an executable application, while another party retains the sources and the knowledge to maintain it. Choice becomes more practical when these connections are documented, business rules remain understandable and a team has the resources to change them. The British guidance specifically recommends replaceable components and maintaining skills, while assessing both the benefits and costs of those choices. [15]

The “+” sign in the care institution's workbook and the unread status in the planning mailbox show how office tools take on part of a public procedure. Replacing them means recovering what those actions accomplished for staff and for the people or bodies receiving their work. Reversibility, the ability to leave and restore a working service elsewhere, becomes tangible when that knowledge can be put to use.

Read part five: funding the transition years, including licences, running systems in parallel, training and the lasting capacity to maintain them.

Sources and limits of the investigation

Documentary investigation conducted on 9 October 2026. The CNSA requirements cited concern the 2025 reporting cycle; distributed formats changed in 2026. The ministry's current ZIP download returned an anti-bot check and its contents were not inspected. The CNSA and ATIH systems cover different institutions. The British flow definition was read statically in the public package linked by GOV.UK, at the revision specified below. This describes a published program, without establishing its current configuration at the City of London or its reliability in production. We conducted no interviews, internal audit, platform tests or migration tests. Savings reported by the actors are not used as an independent measure. The diagrams explain documented mechanisms; the cover is a conceptual illustration.
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Chapter 5
Leaving Microsoft, 5/7: funding the transition years
Avoided licences, systems running in parallel and staff time: public documents reveal what leaving Microsoft costs, and when the savings might arrive.
9 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 5 : Funding the transition years]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.On 4 December 2025, Schleswig-Holstein's government announced a milestone in its move away from Microsoft. Almost 80% of workstations outside the tax administration were now using LibreOffice, it said. Its statement put two figures alongside each other: more than €15 million saved on licences, and €9 million of one-off investment planned for 2026 in migration and open source development. Together, they presented an encouraging picture. Understanding what they measure requires opening the budget documents. [1]

Those documents describe a transition extending over several years. The €15 million concerns a renewal that was avoided. The €9 million funds a stage of the work. A separate parliamentary answer puts expected recurring savings at more than €5 million a year, starting no later than 2030. In the intervening years, staff must keep processing cases while IT teams rebuild services and, where necessary, run several environments together. [2] [4]

After contracts, cloud licences and business applications, this fifth instalment follows the money and work required to leave. Funding the transition matters as much as the eventual operating budget. A government's commitment to digital sovereignty has to survive several budget cycles before its intended benefits can be assessed.

Fifteen million: defining the period

The budget response of 3 December 2025 explains the first figure. The state estimates that it avoided around €15 million by declining to renew Microsoft Office and Outlook licences with Software Assurance, the accompanying contractual coverage, for approximately 80% of workstations outside the tax administration. It estimates a full renewal for the workstations covered by that scenario at roughly €18 million. The passage does not specify the period the licences would have covered. The following day's statement repeats the licensing saving without describing it as annual. [2] [1]

Avoided expenditure depends on a comparison: what the government estimates it would have bought had it continued with its existing environment. Checking that estimate requires the products, workstation count, renewal terms and period covered. Establishing a net annual saving requires a further comparison with the alternative's recurring costs. The announced figure alone cannot supply all of that information. The distinction follows the British Treasury's Green Book approach to the baseline scenario, investment costs and operating costs. [5]

The €9 million covers something different. In the same December 2025 documents, it represents one-off expenditure and investment planned for 2026 in migrating and developing central services and their infrastructure. The text also discusses consolidating teachers' and schools' accounts, already hosted in an Open-Xchange instance, onto the state's infrastructure. The planned funding covers a defined stage of the programme, with a narrower scope than replacing Microsoft entirely. [2]

The annual outlook appears elsewhere. On 21 October 2025, the government had set out an efficiency assumption comparing licensing and operating costs in the old environment with those of the sovereign workplace. It expected recurring savings of more than €5 million a year, starting no later than 2030, with some benefits possible earlier. This estimate covers more than the Office renewal alone. At the date of this investigation, it remains a forecast. [4]

The documents therefore provide three useful indications: a purchase the state decided against, funding to continue the transition and a target for future operations. A break-even date would require putting them on a common timeline and completing the costs of each scenario.

Transition spending extends across several budget years

A response to questions on the draft 2027 budget, submitted on 21 September 2026, gives a more detailed picture. For 2024 and 2025 combined, the government reports €2.495 million in LibreOffice costs, covering development, training, change management and migration. Project services, development, migration and training for the Open-Xchange email platform account for €15.5766 million across the same two years. [3]

The response also reports costs incurred in 2026 to that point: €253,000 for LibreOffice, mainly development, and €1,674,700 for Open-Xchange project services and development. This second period is incomplete. The document states that operating savings from the former Exchange platform will come later. Licensing savings involving Windows, Active Directory and SharePoint are also described as future benefits. [3]

[image: Spending reported for LibreOffice and Open-Xchange in the Schleswig-Holstein government response of 21 September 2026, page 3. Combined 2024–2025: €2.495m and €15.5766m. In 2026, to the response date: €0.253m and €1.6747m. All four bars use the same linear scale from zero to €18m. The periods differ and 2026 is partial. Scope is limited to these two projects, without an estimate of total exit cost or return on investment.]
[image: Spending reported for LibreOffice and Open-Xchange in the Schleswig-Holstein government response of 21 September 2026, page 3. Combined 2024–2025: €2.495m and €15.5766m. In 2026, to the response date: €0.253m and €1.6747m. All four bars use the same linear scale from zero to €18m. The periods differ and 2026 is partial. Scope is limited to these two projects, without an estimate of total exit cost or return on investment.]
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FIG. 01 Expenditure on two projects, with the periods kept distinct. These amounts cover part of the programme reported by Schleswig-Holstein's government. [3] Figures, calculation and limits
Source: budget response 20/7214 of 21 September 2026, page 3. Original values converted from thousands to millions of euros: LibreOffice, €2.495m in 2024–2025 and €0.253m in 2026 up to the response date; Open-Xchange, €15.5766m and €1.6747m. The bars use these exact values on a common linear scale; labels are rounded to two decimal places. Two complete years combined and one partial year appear in separate groups. The scope covers the items described in the response for these two projects. It provides neither the full cost of leaving Microsoft nor a measure of net savings. [3]


These costs make the replacement work tangible: an email service has to be installed, adapted, migrated and made usable. Their scale warrants following the programme's funding over several years. Comparing them with the €15 million in avoided licences would first require matching the dates and services covered. The documents reviewed leave that task incomplete. Adding the published costs would describe this subset of the work; it would establish neither the programme's net saving nor its net loss.

The hours absorbed by government departments

One of the most revealing passages in the German documents concerns what was not measured. Asked about migration costs in October 2025, the government acknowledged additional work in ministries and their subordinate bodies. It could not quantify that work because it had not been recorded during the transition. The same answer noted that a move to Office 2024 would also have required staff training. Learning takes time under several possible paths, and its extent needs to be assessed for each. [4]

Consider an illustrative case: an experienced employee helps colleagues adapt their letter templates. Their salary was already in the budget, but days devoted to the migration use a resource that could have gone towards other work. This is an opportunity cost, the value of the use that has been forgone. Paying for cover or overtime adds a budgetary outlay. The Green Book distinguishes effects on payments from the economic use of resources. Both views help explain the transition; adding them carelessly would count some costs twice. [5]

Toulouse's experience shows how this work reaches individual teams. In a study published by the European Open Source Observatory, OSOR, in July 2014, former digital affairs councillor Erwane Monthubert reported office software licensing costs of €1.8 million every three years, against approximately €800,000 spent on migration. She claimed a €1 million saving over the first three years. That is the calculation reported by a person responsible for the project. The document also states that the IT department carried out the migration internally, without providing a quantified breakdown. [6]

The same study describes volunteers trained within departments who then helped colleagues. Some staff kept Word alongside LibreOffice for several years because of macros or complex documents. This flexibility helped work continue while extending the period in which both suites remained in use. The historical account raises questions that remain relevant: who supports users, for how long, and how is that responsibility accommodated within their ordinary work? It supplies no price that can simply be transferred to a government organisation in 2026. [6]

The last bill depends on the last use

At the start of a migration, an organisation funds its new solution while the old one continues to deliver the service. Access, backups, support and connections to applications awaiting their own adaptation may still be needed. The British Cabinet Office's guidance on legacy IT explicitly requires the business case to account for parallel running and the time needed to retire the old system, including partial retirement. [7]

A recent French finding illustrates this overlap. In its report published in 2025 on the sovereignty of government information systems, the Cour des comptes records the education ministry's choice of Collabora Online for collaborative office work and hosting in an interministerial data centre. During the gradual rollout, the ministry continued using Microsoft software and services. The Court defines the programme's scope: collaborative tools, excluding business applications among other categories. Funding an alternative leaves a further question about the uses and contracts that remain in the previous environment. [8]

[image: Generic teaching diagram without a time or cost scale. The existing service remains funded during preparation, adaptation, training and validated migration waves. Ending the corresponding costs depends on closing the old service and adjusting its contract. Partial waves may prolong coexistence. The new service continues to require support, maintenance and development.]
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FIG. 02 Technical migration and lower spending follow different steps. Remaining uses and contractual terms determine which services can be retired or reduced. [5] [7] [9] How to read the mechanism
An explanatory l0g diagram based on the Green Book 2026, the Cabinet Office's March 2022 guidance and Munich's 2018 office migration documents. The stages represent building the alternative, validation, gradual migration and retirement of the existing system; their widths measure neither time nor cost. Reducing a contract depends on which licensed rights are no longer needed and on the applicable terms. A partial migration may leave part of the old service running. The figure describes an organisational mechanism, rather than an observed Schleswig-Holstein timetable. [5] [7] [9]


The practical question is which use has to end before a cost can actually stop? A document template awaiting revision, a business application still connected to Outlook or a contractual deadline can move that date. A high share of migrated workstations indicates technical progress. Savings that release money from the budget also depend on what the organisation can retire, reduce or stop renewing. An exit plan needs to connect those two timelines. [7]

Speed requires judgement too. In the documents prepared in 2018 for Munich's move from LibreOffice to Microsoft Office, KPMG assesses several migration speeds. Its recommended gradual scenario keeps both environments running for longer. The consultancy nevertheless considers that it better accommodates dependencies between departments, allows lessons from the first waves to be applied and limits disruption. The direction of travel is the reverse of Schleswig-Holstein's. The economic mechanism remains instructive: shortening the overlap can require more resources immediately and increase the risks of the switch. [9]

The report also sets out the limits of its assessment. Its delivery timetable was shortened, data collection was interrupted and some checks were only partial. KPMG states that these constraints affect the quality of its estimates. The document explains assumptions behind a decision in 2018; it does not measure what was ultimately spent. Its disclosure shows why the precision of a financial result must be assessed against the quality of the data behind it. [9]

Staying has a trajectory too

Assessing a departure requires describing what would happen to the service if the government retained its supplier. The 2026 Green Book calls this reference point the business-as-usual scenario. It has its own costs, benefits and risks. The guidance also warns that inflating its costs would artificially favour the proposed change. [5]

In its March 2023 report on digital transformation, Britain's National Audit Office documented costs that can be scattered around legacy systems: manual workarounds, additional interfaces and support services. Its findings concern the British public sector systems studied, regardless of supplier. They encourage organisations to identify what they already spend to keep a service functioning. A fair comparison must also assign the alternative the costs it will create and the functions it must maintain. [10]

In the German case, the government expects that remaining in the Microsoft environment would entail substantial expenditure on migration and adaptation to the cloud, which was not yet included in its October 2025 efficiency calculation. That expectation belongs to its technological scenario. The cited documents establish no general requirement for every public body to follow the same route. The licensing rights and architectures examined earlier in this series need to be checked for each organisation. [4]

The decision concerns future spending. Amounts already paid and no longer recoverable, known as sunk costs, belong in the historical account. The Green Book recommends excluding them from the forward-looking decision while assessing resources that remain usable. Equipment that can be sold, a licence that still serves a purpose or a team capable of managing the transition may retain value for that decision. [5]

With that baseline established, sensitivity testing makes the budget more informative. Teams can examine what happens if adapting an application takes longer, the existing contract has to be extended or the new service needs more support than expected. These questions need figures from the project under consideration. The Green Book specifically recommends identifying assumptions whose variation could change the decision. [5]

The Data Act sets limits on switching charges

The EU Data Act addresses one part of the cost. For the data processing services it covers, Article 29 provides for switching charges to end from 12 January 2027. The definition distinguishes those charges from normal service fees and early termination penalties. The regulation also provides special rules for certain services, including some developed to order and unavailable in the catalogue. [11]

This rule acts on what a provider can charge for switching. Training, application adaptation and operation of the destination service still require work and funding. Article 30 also specifies that providers are not required to develop new technologies or services. A transition budget therefore needs to distinguish the charges addressed by the law from the resources required to restore a working service elsewhere. [11]

The budget needs to leave a team in place

The work continues after the final switch. The German response of September 2026 still envisages LibreOffice development spending in subsequent years. Control over code, operations or interfaces requires people who can fix, update and improve the service. The British legacy IT guidance recommends setting aside time and money for maintenance and considering reinvestment of some savings in future modernisation. [3] [7]

In an account of the French Gendarmerie's experience presented in September 2014, Colonel Xavier Guimard framed this as a capability: outsourced maintenance had to be capable of being brought back in-house. His presentation linked that aim to limiting technological diversity. Retaining the option calls for skills, usable documentation and the ability to take over the work. The document is a programme manager's account, rather than an audit of the full cost. [12]

The evidence suggests two requirements for an exit budget. It should make the cost of maintaining the service through transition visible, including internal work and periods of parallel operation. It should also explain what the administration will be able to maintain and develop afterwards. Funding that capability gives practical substance to the sovereignty it is seeking.

Taxpayers can then assess a trajectory: spending incurred, renewals avoided, savings actually recorded and resources retained to operate the alternative. As these figures become comparable, the administration can adjust its timetable and account for its choices. That continuing assessment is what can turn a savings promise into a verifiable result.

Continue the investigation: what makes a migration last, from testing applications together to maintaining the software over time.

Sources and limits of the investigation

Documentary investigation with a cut-off date of 9 October 2026. We compared government announcements with parliamentary and budget responses, read the original tables and distinguished reported costs, avoided expenditure and forecasts. The Schleswig-Holstein documents cover different scopes and do not provide an audited total cost. The September 2026 source covers a year still in progress; it cannot, by itself, update every earlier assumption. Toulouse, Munich and the Gendarmerie are historical cases used to examine mechanisms. We calculate no break-even date or extrapolated migration cost. The overlap diagram explains a process without simulating expenditure.

	Schleswig-Holstein, LibreOffice ersetzt Microsoft, statement of 4 December 2025. Workstations outside the tax administration, announced licensing savings and one-off investment planned for 2026. Government source; the statement does not annualise the €15m.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Umdruck 20/5672, 3 December 2025, pages 4–5. Office/Outlook renewal with Software Assurance, scope of the roughly €15m avoided, €18m full-renewal scenario and planned investment for 2026. Amounts in the table are budget planning figures.
	Schleswig-Holstein, answers on the draft 2027 budget, Umdruck 20/7214, 21 September 2026, pages 3–4. Reported LibreOffice and Open-Xchange costs for 2024–2025 and 2026 to date; development expenditure and future savings. The document expresses amounts in thousands of euros.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Drucksache 20/3678, 21 October 2025, pages 3 and 5. Additional work unquantified because it was not recorded; training also required under Office 2024; projected recurring savings above €5m a year starting no later than 2030; the government's scenario for remaining in the Microsoft environment.
	HM Treasury, The Green Book 2026, updated on 5 February 2026. Baseline scenario, paragraphs 4.14–4.19; appraisal period, 6.9–6.13; costs and maintenance, 6.29–6.32; financial analysis, 6.86–6.88; sensitivity, 6.102–6.105. British methodological guidance used here to explain comparisons.
	Cyrille Chausson, OSOR, Toulouse saves 1 million euro with LibreOffice, 23 July 2014, updated on 15 October 2017, archived document. Interviews with Erwane Monthubert and Bertrand Serp; section on licences, internal migration, training of departmental volunteers and exemptions. Savings are those claimed by the officials interviewed.
	Cabinet Office, Commercial and supplier management approach to mitigating and preventing legacy IT, March 2022, pages 6–7, 10 and 17. Parallel operation, lifecycle, partial or complete retirement, maintenance and funding for future modernisation.
	Cour des comptes, Les enjeux de souveraineté des systèmes d’information civils de l’État, findings adopted on 11 September 2025, published in October 2025, printed pages 47–49. ETNA programme, selection of Collabora Online and interministerial hosting; continued Microsoft use during deployment.
	KPMG, Analyse und wirtschaftliche Bewertung der Umstiegsszenarien von LibreOffice auf Microsoft Office, 6 September 2018, public version marked “Entwurf” (draft), pages 4–6 and 27–31; City of Munich, dossier 14-20/V12537, meeting of 17 October 2018, pages 12–17. Migration scenarios, parallel operation, learning and stated limitations of estimates. Forward-looking studies from 2018.
	National Audit Office, Digital transformation in government: addressing the barriers to efficiency, 10 March 2023, summary, pages 5–6. Dispersed costs around legacy systems and process transformation; findings concern the British public sector examined.
	Regulation (EU) 2023/2854, Data Act, 13 December 2023, Articles 2(36), 29, 30(6) and 31. Definition and removal of switching charges, distinction from normal service fees and termination penalties, technical limits and special rules. Text accessed on 9 October 2026.
	Colonel Xavier Guimard, Logiciels libres : retour d’expérience sur une migration à grande échelle dans la Gendarmerie nationale française, 17 September 2014, pages 5–6. Signed presentation hosted by Libricks: ability to bring outsourced maintenance back in-house and technological diversity.
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Chapter 6
Leaving Microsoft, 6/7: making a migration last
Filing an email, testing an update, training a team: public sector migrations reveal the work that keeps an alternative running long after the switch.
9 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 6 : Making a migration last]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.Drag an email and its attachment into the relevant case file. In autumn 2025, this routine task becomes the subject of a parliamentary question in Schleswig-Holstein. Following the change of email system, a format error is disrupting transfers to eJuVa, the administrative records application used in the justice system. A fix is available. It still has to be checked alongside the other records application installed on the same computer. [1]

The document captures the point at which a technical solution has to become part of everyday work again. Transferring the email involves the people responsible for the email system, the receiving application, the workstation and user support. For the employee, it is one operation. A migration becomes sustainable when that whole chain works again and a team can keep it working through the next update.

After the cost of the transition years, this sixth instalment examines continuity. German public documents, accounts from France's Gendarmerie nationale and the town of Échirolles, and the experiences of Aarhus and Munich reveal different parts of the work. Together, they help explain what a public body needs to learn if it is to sustain its own technology choices.

Getting the fix onto the workstation

The Schleswig-Holstein government's answer is dated 7 October 2025. It distinguishes the browser route, which still has limitations, from the route through Thunderbird, the email client installed on the computer. For Thunderbird, version 6.4 of eJuVa, supplied by PDV, corrects the format problem and has been tested on its own. The next issue is compatibility with VIS-Justiz, the application for judicial records. Both need to work on the same workstation. [1]

Qualification here means checking that a software version is suitable for the environment in which it will run. Testing on the eJuVa side is complete; the corresponding checks on the VIS-Justiz side are still under way when the answer is issued. Teams are also preparing the local rollout. The sequence explains the work between having a fix and being able to deliver it to staff. [1]

The next report, dated 4 November, states that local IT administrators made the function available in October in certain specific electronic records installations, including those used in the justice system. It reports a working function without identifying the software version ultimately delivered. A further report in March 2026 confirms that the Thunderbird route is available and separately describes development of the route through Open-Xchange's web interface. [2] [3]

[image: Schleswig-Holstein. On 7 October 2025, eJuVa 6.4, supplied by PDV, corrects the format of email and attachments transferred from Thunderbird to eJuVa. Its isolated test passed. Joint qualification with VIS-Justiz on the same workstation is still required: the eJuVa test is complete and mirror tests in VIS-Justiz are ongoing. The 4 November report records delivery of the feature in October to some installations, including justice, without identifying the delivered version. On 19 March 2026, the Thunderbird route is available and the web route is under separate development.]
[image: Schleswig-Holstein. On 7 October 2025, eJuVa 6.4, supplied by PDV, corrects the format of email and attachments transferred from Thunderbird to eJuVa. Its isolated test passed. Joint qualification with VIS-Justiz on the same workstation is still required: the eJuVa test is complete and mirror tests in VIS-Justiz are ongoing. The 4 November report records delivery of the feature in October to some installations, including justice, without identifying the delivered version. On 19 March 2026, the Thunderbird route is available and the web route is under separate development.]
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FIG. 01 A fix passes through several checks before reaching the employee's workstation. The documents record successive stages of that process. [1] [2] [3] How to read the evidence
The diagram draws on parliamentary responses dated 7 October and 4 November 2025 and the report of 19 March 2026. At the first point recorded, eJuVa version 6.4 has been tested on its own and joint qualification with VIS-Justiz is continuing. The November document reports delivery of the function in October in certain installations, without specifying the version. The dotted arrow connects these observations; it supplies neither a final approval date nor evidence of a complete rollout. The March report treats the web route separately. The size of each block conveys no measure of time. [1] [2] [3]


This case suggests a way to read migration reports: follow a task through to its destination. The fourth instalment examined dependencies between applications. Here, the documents reveal the work of addressing them: reproducing the error, fixing it, checking interactions and distributing the chosen version. A function available in a product can still need to complete this journey before a particular department can use it.

The day after the project closes

On 31 January 2026, Schleswig-Holstein closes its project to build the infrastructure, migrate to Open-Xchange and bring it into operation. The next day, a project begins to develop, adapt and integrate the service. Both dates appear in the government's March report. They give substance to what follows a migration: changes to the new tool now need an organisation of their own. [3]

The report also sets out changes to user support. Ministries' IT contacts are to receive information and training materials first, with demonstrations for major changes. Staff are then to receive documentation before the changes go live, together with presentations and help on site. This is the arrangement announced in March. The document alone cannot establish how it was applied to each subsequent release. [3]

A separate answer, dated 24 March 2026, describes stable operation and support requests normally resolved within three days, excluding requests for enhancements. The government provides neither the number of requests nor a distribution of resolution times in that passage. It also acknowledges that use of the training materials is not measured precisely. These statements describe the service as reported by the government, while leaving the experience of the wider workforce partly unmeasured. [4]

That distinction matters when assessing the results. A transferred mailbox can be counted. The ease of finding a shared calendar, the speed of a support response and the time spent working around a problem require other observations. To assess continuity, we propose following complete tasks and recording their incident frequency and time to recovery. This would extend the technical migration report, with measures developed alongside the departments concerned.

The switch of operating system provides another milestone. On 19 September 2026, the state chancellery announces that more than two hundred of its staff are now working on Linux. It mentions around twenty workstations still excluded for technical reasons, including business application dependencies. These are different units: people on one side, workstations on the other. They cannot be used to calculate a migration rate. The statement concerns the chancellery; planning for deployment across the other ministries is under way. [5]

Training, videos, forums and on-site help accompany this stage. Linux support is covered by a contract with Gonicus, working with Dataport. The public body's ability to change its environment therefore also rests on identified providers and an organised support service. The exceptions point to technical dependencies that still need to be addressed. [5]

The next version is part of the journey

France's Gendarmerie nationale offers a longer perspective. In a presentation in September 2013, Major Stéphane Dumond describes a sequence that began with applications: OpenOffice and OpenDocument in 2004, Firefox and Thunderbird in 2006, then the first Ubuntu deployments in 2008. The order matters because it separates learning to use the desktop applications from replacing the operating system beneath them. This is the chronology presented by a manager responsible for the programme. [6]

The same presentation describes an operation less conspicuous than the initial departure from Windows. Between March and June 2013, the Gendarmerie upgrades its GendBuntu environment from Ubuntu 10.04 to 12.04, over the network, using Canonical's standard tool. The organisation thus moves to a new version within its chosen alternative. The slides also describe central management of workstation lifecycles and commercial support from Canonical. [6]

Arnaud Le Grignou's account at a conference in October 2020 explains the work between these milestones. New versions go through a test environment and then qualification with groups of users. Teams have to reconcile the need for current security patches with the development cycles of business applications. Introducing any software, open source or proprietary, requires checks on how it fits into the environment. [7]

The browser has an important role in this account: many of the business applications described are web-based. Some tasks still require Windows, including work involving other ministries and forensic laboratory applications. These are the boundaries of the environment presented in 2020. We keep them attached to that date, as the public information reviewed is insufficiently precise to establish the state of the fleet in 2026. [7]

This longer view changes how success can be assessed. The first Linux workstation is a starting point; subsequent updates show the ability to renew the environment. A public body needs to repeat its tests, distribute releases and accommodate exceptions. Accumulated competence gives practical meaning to sovereignty: knowing how to change a tool while retaining control over the service it delivers.

Échirolles learns to run a different environment

At municipal level, the choice also starts with the people who will sustain it. In an account published in October 2024, Nicolas Vivant, responsible for digital strategy at Échirolles, describes a team initially trained on Windows. Its technicians spent several months trying Linux distributions on municipal hardware. They assessed usability, peripherals and integration with the existing infrastructure before selecting Zorin OS. [8]

Familiar ways of working formed part of the criteria. The account discusses keyboard shortcuts and integration with Active Directory, the Microsoft directory already used for accounts. A computer could change operating system while retaining its place in an existing access arrangement. This describes an intermediate stage of the migration, with some dependencies preserved. The choice needs to be understood within the municipal setting described by its manager. [8]

Before widening the rollout, the team prepared its hardware inventory, remote assistance and repeatable workstation installation tools. These functions would help it support staff and restore computers to service. The account dates the start of deployment to volunteers to September 2024, following a pilot. Preparing the team and its administration tools came before expanding use. [8]

A municipal vacancy shows how this direction translates into responsibilities. Advertised for a planned start date of 6 January 2026, the role calls for a systems engineer to lead the desktop computing team. Its remit includes migration to Linux, service quality, updates coordinated with the infrastructure team and the organisation of user support. The advert documents the role the town sought to fill; it provides no evidence of the recruitment outcome. [9]

At the ADULLACT congress in June 2026, Aurélien Farge and Nicolas Vivant discuss how jobs and role descriptions have changed. They also highlight a practical constraint: when a new open source tool comes without a licence invoice, the work needed to operate it can become less visible in decisions. The team's capacity must remain part of the assessment. Their account describes maintenance contracts intended, among other things, to support the projects whose software the town uses. [10]

This connects with funding the transition. A public body gains a technical option when it can install and modify software. Turning that option into a lasting service requires assigning the work: monitoring, updating, responding to incidents and preparing changes. The vacancy and the team's accounts show where those responsibilities sit in the organisation.

In Aarhus, operating responsibilities change hands

A Danish case reveals a similar shift in hosting. A digital sovereignty case catalogue prepared by PA Consulting for the Danish authorities describes the transfer of around sixty small web solutions used by Aarhus's Culture and Citizens' Services department from Azure to Hetzner. The work runs from late 2024 to spring 2025. It covers relatively simple services, largely developed and operated by the municipality itself. [11]

According to the account, users see the same interfaces and functions. Behind them, the hosting choice gives the municipal ITK team more responsibility for monitoring, security updates, performance checks, backups and recovery. The catalogue describes the development of internal skills to undertake this work. Its observations concern the service and configuration chosen in this case, rather than every product available from the two hosting providers. [11]

The example makes one question tangible before a switch: who takes over each task performed by the previous service? The answer affects funding, skills and daily interventions. The case covers a limited group of web services; extending its findings to complex applications across the municipality would require further investigation. The catalogue draws on documents and interviews with those responsible for the cases studied. It provides no independent measurement here of availability before and after migration. [11]

Letting fixes travel beyond the organisation

Munich adds a final piece at the level of the shared software project. The city states that it used LibreOffice as the office suite in its LiMux environment until the end of 2023. Its documentation describes how contributions travelled: fixes and new functions first entered LibreOffice's main development branch, where future releases take shape. They passed through The Document Foundation's quality assurance process and, once validated, were backported to the municipal version. [12]

Working upstream means contributing a local change to the project that maintains the software. In the process described by Munich, the city benefited from that project's quality assurance, while municipal contributions also became available in LibreOffice. A fix could therefore serve other organisations too. [12]

[image: Historical contribution process described by Munich, where LibreOffice was used within LiMux through the end of 2023. Municipal fixes and features first entered The Document Foundation LibreOffice main branch, then underwent its quality assurance. After approval, they were ported to the municipal version. The contributions also benefit shared LibreOffice. This diagram does not describe Munich’s current IT estate.]
[image: Historical contribution process described by Munich, where LibreOffice was used within LiMux through the end of 2023. Municipal fixes and features first entered The Document Foundation LibreOffice main branch, then underwent its quality assurance. After approval, they were ported to the municipal version. The contributions also benefit shared LibreOffice. This diagram does not describe Munich’s current IT estate.]
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FIG. 02 Munich's contributions went through the LibreOffice project before returning to the municipal version. The work supported both the city's tools and the shared software. [12] Reading the process and its limits
A reconstruction of the historical process described on the official Munich Open Source website: contributions to The Document Foundation's main development branch, quality assurance, then backporting to the municipal version after validation. The page dates the use of LibreOffice within LiMux to the end of 2023. The diagram represents an organisation of work. It measures neither the number of fixes nor the time they took, and does not describe the city's current computer fleet. [12]


The same page states that WollMux, the document template tool developed in Munich, was entrusted to The Document Foundation and continues as the LibreOffice Template System, or LOTS. Work originating in the municipality has thus left components with a wider project. Their future depends on people and organisations able to maintain them. Publishing the code makes that possible; doing it still requires work. [12]

Munich now has an Open Source Program Office, a team coordinating the use and publication of open source software. Its stated responsibilities include licensing advice, community relationships and resource coordination. Its remit distinguishes support for purchasing from running procurement procedures. The office shows the capability the city is organising; its existence cannot establish that the municipal computer fleet has returned to Linux as a whole. [13]

The lesson extends beyond the direction of any particular migration. A public body funding a fix can arrange for it to become part of the shared project, document its needs and retain the skills required to work with other maintainers. It then contributes to sustaining the alternative on which it relies.

An alternative has to endure

These experiences illuminate successive stages in a service's life. In Schleswig-Holstein, a task becomes workable again across several applications. In the Gendarmerie, the environment has to move through later software versions. In Échirolles and Aarhus, operating responsibilities become part of the teams' work. Munich describes a process connecting local needs with maintenance of a shared project.

Each set of results belongs to its own setting. Government documents report their authors' actions. Conference presentations reveal how those responsible understand their work. Dates and scope make the reported achievements traceable, while the available measurements remain uneven. An investigation of service quality would also need comparable incident data and accounts from staff over time.

For an institution preparing to leave, these cases suggest a demanding criterion: the ability to repeat tomorrow what it managed today. Test a change, restore a task, train a colleague, maintain a contribution. This work makes freedom of choice practicable as software, teams and needs evolve.

The final instalment examines how public decisions, contracts and system architecture can preserve that capability through changes of supplier and political term.

Sources and limits of the investigation

Documentary research completed as of 9 October 2026. The German parliamentary responses were read in chronological order, distinguishing a tested fix, a delivered function, a closed project and developments still planned. The French accounts and Danish case catalogue are attributed to their authors. The historical Gendarmerie and Munich cases do not describe their current computer fleets. We conducted no interviews of our own, system audits or independent measurements of availability or satisfaction. Both infographics depict documented processes and contain no simulated results. The opening illustration is a conceptual composition.

	Schleswig-Holstein, Drucksache 20/3632, 7 October 2025, pages 3–4. Government answer on transferring emails and attachments: eJuVa version 6.4, supplied by PDV, testing in isolation and joint qualification with VIS-Justiz. The reported status is that at the date of the answer.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Umdruck 20/5509, 4 November 2025, pages 2–3. Local delivery in October of the transfer function in certain electronic records installations, including those used in the justice system. The passage does not name the version delivered.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Umdruck 20/6328, 19 March 2026, pages 2, 4 and 5. Initial project closed on 31 January and its successor started on 1 February; separate Thunderbird and web routes; announced arrangements for supporting staff.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Drucksache 20/4245, 24 March 2026, pages 5 and 7. Reported operating status and normal handling of support requests, excluding enhancements; no precise measurement of the intensity of training material use.
	Schleswig-Holstein, Staatskanzlei nutzt Linux – nächster Meilenstein auf dem Weg zur digitalen Unabhängigkeit in Schleswig-Holstein, 19 September 2026. More than two hundred chancellery staff using Linux, with around twenty workstations excluded for technical reasons; training and support from Gonicus with Dataport. Results announced by the government for this institution.
	Major Stéphane Dumond, Linux on desktop: a success story, Lisbon, 26 September 2013, pages 6–8 and 10. Software chronology, workstation lifecycles, GendBuntu upgrade from March to June 2013 and Canonical support. Presentation by a programme manager, hosted on the European Interoperable Europe platform.
	Arnaud Le Grignou, Le logiciel libre dans l’environnement de la Gendarmerie nationale, conference of 15 October 2020, Libre à lire transcription, sections “Situation en 2020” and “Gestion de projet”. Qualification, web applications, patches, Windows exceptions and tool maintenance. Historical testimony; the transcription links to the original video.
	Nicolas Vivant, Pourquoi et comment Échirolles a choisi Zorin OS, 12 October 2024. Personal account by the municipal manager: initial skills, trials, selection criteria, administration tools, pilot and voluntary rollout.
	Town of Échirolles, systems engineer and head of desktop computing vacancy, applications due before 11 November 2025, with a planned start date of 6 January 2026. Migration, support and maintenance duties. The advert does not confirm that recruitment was completed.
	Aurélien Farge and Nicolas Vivant, Passer au libre, c’est changer de monde, ADULLACT congress, Montpellier, 4 June 2026, Libre à lire transcription. Changes to roles, team capacity and maintenance contracts. Accounts by participants in the project at a congress devoted to open source software.
	PA Consulting, Cases på digital suverænitet, January 2026, for Denmark's Ministry of Digital Affairs, its agency, KL and Danish Regions; methodology on page 2, case 11 on pages 34–36. Small web solutions used by Aarhus's Culture and Citizens' Services department, moved from Azure to Hetzner between late 2024 and spring 2025, and responsibilities taken over by ITK. A descriptive catalogue based on documents and interviews with those responsible.
	City of Munich, LibreOffice, official Munich Open Source website, accessed 9 October 2026. Use within LiMux until the end of 2023, contributions to the main development branch, quality assurance at The Document Foundation, backporting to the municipal version after validation and transfer of WollMux, now LOTS.
	City of Munich, Open Source Program Office, official website, accessed 9 October 2026. Coordination, support, licensing and community relationships; scope of purchasing advice.
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Chapter 7
Leaving Microsoft, 7/7: keeping the freedom to choose
A European cloud award, French contract clauses and British exit exercises reveal how public bodies can preserve their ability to choose through future changes.
9 October 2026 · Online article
[image: Conceptual illustration for chapter 7 : Keeping the freedom to choose]Conceptual illustration. The facts and relationships examined are described and sourced in the chapter.Can a service built on Google technology win a European sovereign cloud contract? On 17 April 2026, the European Commission gave a concrete answer. It awarded four contracts with a combined ceiling of €180 million over six years. The successful bids included Proximus with S3NS, Clarence and Mistral, an offering whose Google Cloud technology the Commission describes as operated exclusively by European companies. It received a SEAL 2 rating. The offerings from Post Telecom with OVHcloud and Clever Cloud, STACKIT, and Scaleway reached SEAL 3. The announced amount is a contractual ceiling; actual spending against it remains to be established. [1]

The result invites a closer look at the dependencies behind a supplier's address: which dependencies is the buyer willing to accept, for what service, and with what ability to reduce them? The origin of the technology, the company operating it and the customer's rights are separate layers. This procurement shows how they enter a public decision.

This final instalment follows the work that continues after a migration. It asks how freedom of choice passes to the next contract, the next provider and the people who will inherit the system. European rules, French contract clauses and British operational guidance make that freedom something a public body can examine.

Assessing a sovereign cloud offering

The Commission's framework examines eight objectives. They cover areas including legal control, operations, the supply chain, technology, data and artificial intelligence, security, and environmental sustainability. Sovereignty becomes an assessment of several dependencies within a particular offering. The October 2025 framework sets out a scale from zero to four called SEAL, short for Sovereignty Effectiveness Assurance Levels. [2]

Each objective must meet the required threshold. The implementation guide published in June 2026, explaining the calculation used in the completed procurement, specifies that the overall level is the lowest of the eight individual levels. This procurement required at least SEAL 2. Falling below that threshold on one objective therefore means rejection, even where other dimensions score highly. [2] [3]

A separate calculation then contributes to the quality assessment of eligible bids: a weighted sovereignty score. The supply chain carries a weight of 20%, compared with 5% for environmental sustainability; the other weights appear in the diagram. This calculation helps distinguish the quality of bids under the procurement criteria. It serves a different purpose from the minimum threshold. [2]

[image: European Commission cloud procurement. All eight objectives must reach at least SEAL 2. Failure on any objective leads to rejection. The overall SEAL is the minimum of the eight levels, not their average. Offers meeting the threshold can then be compared through their sovereignty score: each objective score is divided by its maximum and weighted at 15, 10, 10, 15, 20, 15, 10 and 5 percent. The result contributes to the quality score. No candidate scores or weight within the overall tender score are represented.]
[image: European Commission cloud procurement. All eight objectives must reach at least SEAL 2. Failure on any objective leads to rejection. The overall SEAL is the minimum of the eight levels, not their average. Offers meeting the threshold can then be compared through their sovereignty score: each objective score is divided by its maximum and weighted at 15, 10, 10, 15, 20, 15, 10 and 5 percent. The result contributes to the quality score. No candidate scores or weight within the overall tender score are represented.]
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FIG. 01 The lowest level determines whether an offering clears the threshold. The weighted score then contributes to the assessment of eligible bids. [2] [3] Method and scope
European Commission framework, version 1.2.1 of October 2025, and implementation guidance published in June 2026. The overall SEAL level is the lowest level across the eight objectives. The procurement required a minimum of SEAL 2. Percentages are the weights in the complementary score contributing to the quality assessment, rather than market shares or providers' scores. SEAL levels are ordinal. No individual score missing from the documents has been reconstructed. [2] [3]


The method makes the buyer specify an acceptable level of dependence. It also explains how offerings rated SEAL 2 and SEAL 3 can appear in the same award. Those ratings describe an assessment under this procurement's criteria and evidence. The award announcement leaves a further question unanswered: how would each service perform during an actual migration or a disruption in its supply chain? Our sources include no reports of such tests. [1]

For an administration considering a departure from Microsoft, the approach suggests examining the dependencies retained at the destination. A European operator may use technology developed elsewhere; open source software may rely on expertise concentrated in one provider. Decisions become more precise when contracts, architecture and training address those dependencies explicitly.

Protecting data and preparing to move it

In France, guidance from the Direction des affaires juridiques, the legal affairs directorate known as the DAJ, updated on 21 August 2026, explains the application of Article 31 of the SREN law on securing and regulating the digital environment. The regime covers certain particularly sensitive data entrusted to private cloud providers by the state administrations, public bodies and public interest groupings within its scope. It considers both the nature of the data and the potential consequences of a breach. Personal data and sensitive data as defined by this law may overlap: buyers must assess the legal criteria for their own project. [4]

The guidance explains the decree of 14 April 2026 and the order of 12 August approving the SecNumCloud 3.2 requirements. The framework addresses, among other risks, access by authorities of countries outside the EU without a legal basis in Union or member state law. Its requirements, procedures and exemptions apply to the entities and data concerned. A blanket description covering all French public sector cloud use would lose those conditions. [4]

SecNumCloud also contains provisions relevant to an exit. Its contractual requirements cover the recovery of data entrusted to the provider and data generated through the customer's use. The provider must offer files in documented formats usable outside the service, or technical interfaces following a documented and usable schema. These interfaces are points through which software exchanges information. The arrangements belong in the service agreement and give practical content to reversibility: the ability to take a service back or have it taken over elsewhere. [5]

A recovered file still has to become part of a working service. A case file may arrive with its contents while the rules governing who can read it remain tied to the old environment. Access then has to be rebuilt and checked at the destination. The cloud exit guide from NHS England describes this risk: read and write permissions associated with data may be difficult to translate meaningfully between environments, and identity mechanisms differ between providers. [9]

Protection during hosting and the ability to resume work elsewhere complement each other. To assess the latter, buyers need to follow the data through to the task it supports. That connects with the dependencies between workflows and applications examined in the fourth instalment.

A contract must hand over the means to operate

French public procurement already has provisions for this handover. The CCAG-TIC, the general administrative terms for public IT contracts, provides for a reversibility or transfer plan. Within the applicable scope, Article 38.4 lists files in documented formats, configuration information, scripts, documentation and existing training materials. Source code is included where appropriate. Article 42 provides for the access needed by the buyer or incoming contractor, while preserving security and continuity during the transfer. These terms apply to contracts that expressly refer to the CCAG, subject to any departures specified in their own contract documents. [6]

The annex to the DAJ's August 2026 guidance goes further for certain bespoke developments. It proposes giving the buyer rights to code, components and interfaces developed for its cybersecurity or digital sovereignty needs. The provider would progressively deliver the materials needed to operate and develop them, with current documentation, throughout the contract. These are model clauses for incorporation into an agreement. They do not automatically transfer ownership of every product used or rights to pre-existing components: the guidance distinguishes the results of the contract from prior intellectual property. [4]

Consider an interface developed to connect an email tool with a case management system. This is an illustrative example. The next provider needs to understand how to install, configure and fix that interface, and to have the rights to do so. Progressive delivery lets the public body's team check those elements while the outgoing provider is still maintaining them. Late discoveries risk piling up just as the teams are managing the handover.

Broader rights also carry an economic trade-off. The DAJ warns that exclusive ownership can make a solution more expensive, because the provider has fewer opportunities to recover development costs from other customers. Buyers need to select rights appropriate to future use, alongside their cost and the arrangements for maintenance. That decision extends the discussion of funding the transition. [4]

Where the thirty days fit

The EU Data Act offers another mechanism and has applied since 12 September 2025. Its chapter on switching providers covers data processing services within its definition, including cloud services. An application installed on a computer therefore does not automatically fall within this regime. The rules concern providers offering these services to customers in the Union, wherever the provider is established. [7]

Article 25 requires the contract to set out the switching arrangements. The maximum notice period is two months. After that notice period, the transition should normally take no more than thirty calendar days. Customers then have at least thirty calendar days to retrieve their data, starting at the end of the agreed transition period. Erasure follows that retrieval period, or a later agreed date, subject to successful completion of the switch. Each period governs a particular operation. [7]

The same article allows for technical infeasibility of completing the normal transition. Within fourteen working days of the switching request, the provider must notify the customer, give its justification and specify an alternative transition period of no more than seven months. The customer may also extend the transition once, for a period it considers appropriate. These provisions need to be read together. Thirty days is not a universal promise that an entire migration will be complete. [7]

[image: Article 25 of the Data Act for covered services. The request starts a notice period of up to two months, followed by a standard transition of up to thirty calendar days with service continuity. If this is technically unfeasible, the provider must justify and notify it within fourteen working days of the request, with an alternative transition of up to seven months. The customer may extend the transition once for a period it considers appropriate. This diagram calculates no total duration and assigns no starting point to the seven months. Retrieval lasts at least thirty calendar days after the agreed transition ends. Erasure follows that period, or a later agreed date, if switching succeeded. The contract terminates on successful switching and the customer is notified.]
[image: Article 25 of the Data Act for covered services. The request starts a notice period of up to two months, followed by a standard transition of up to thirty calendar days with service continuity. If this is technically unfeasible, the provider must justify and notify it within fourteen working days of the request, with an alternative transition of up to seven months. The customer may extend the transition once for a period it considers appropriate. This diagram calculates no total duration and assigns no starting point to the seven months. Retrieval lasts at least thirty calendar days after the agreed transition ends. Erasure follows that period, or a later agreed date, if switching succeeded. The contract terminates on successful switching and the customer is notified.]
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FIG. 02 The Data Act separates notice, transition and retrieval. The periods have different starting points and leave the project's preparation time unmeasured. [7] [8] Reading the legal timetable
Article 25 of Regulation (EU) 2023/2854. Notice is capped at two months; the normal transition at thirty calendar days after notice; the minimum retrieval period is thirty calendar days from the end of the agreed transition. Erasure depends on successful completion of the switch and may be postponed by agreement. Technical infeasibility must be justified within fourteen working days of the request; the alternative transition is capped at seven months, with no final calendar date calculated here. A single extension requested by the customer is a separate provision. Graphic lengths are not proportional to duration. The FAQ explains the technical scope of the obligations. [7] [8]


The technical scope matters as much as the timetable. The obligation to take reasonable measures to facilitate functional equivalence concerns infrastructure as a service, or IaaS: computing, storage and networking resources. It does not apply in the same way to a complete software application delivered as a service, or SaaS. The Commission's FAQ also explains that the outgoing provider need not rebuild the service in the destination environment. Its duties to assist and provide information about its own environment remain relevant. [7] [8]

The regulation requires, among other information, a description of the categories of exportable data and digital assets, the methods and formats available, and known technical limitations. Exportable data include inputs, outputs and certain metadata generated through use; the definition preserves the intellectual property rights and trade secrets of the provider and third parties. That makes a specific document central to scrutiny: the description of what can leave, what stays behind and what the receiving system will be able to use. [7]

Rehearsing an exit while the service still works

NHS England recommends preparing for an exit when entering the cloud. Its guide provides for a transition in which environments may run alongside each other, with acceptance testing, data quality checks and a rollback option. It recommends at least an initial exercise on paper. This is published guidance for healthcare organisations; it supplies no basis for calculating how widely they follow it. [9]

The exercise needs to cover the whole service. Accounts and permissions, encryption key management, security logs and backups may all have to be organised differently after a change of host. The same guide distinguishes leaving a provider from disaster recovery, which is often designed around another data centre belonging to the incumbent. A restorable backup provides evidence about data recovery. Resuming operations with a different provider requires checking the remaining dependencies too. [9]

Take an illustrative test scenario, with no actual result implied. A team transfers a representative set of case files to an isolated environment, creates the required accounts with minimum necessary permissions, has users complete a workflow, and checks the security logs. It records working time, manual operations and missing elements. The observations can then inform changes to the contract, documentation or architecture. Test data and access must retain safeguards appropriate to their sensitivity.

UK guidance on technical cloud lock-in reports that some organisations periodically rebuild critical components with another provider to reassess the cost of switching. It also recognises the value of integrated services: delegating operational work can bring benefits. The decision involves weighing those benefits against a known dependence that is reviewed over time. Using several cloud providers leaves that question to be answered for each component. [10]

Responsibility beyond the next political term

France's Cour des comptes has examined this organisational problem. In its October 2025 report on the state's civilian information systems, it calls for a costed strategy covering development and operations, with regular audits of implementation. On 8 April 2026, the interministerial digital directorate, DINUM, announced central coordination and asked every ministry, including its public bodies, to formalise a plan to reduce dependencies on non-European suppliers by the autumn. The announcement assigns responsibility and a deadline; our sources do not establish whether all these plans had been delivered and implemented by 9 October. [12] [13]

A UK internal policy shows how such responsibilities can be assigned within an organisation. The Department for Work and Pensions, DWP, requires a documented and tested exit strategy for each critical cloud service. Its policy also allocates responsibilities throughout the service lifecycle: service owners oversee risks and the division of responsibilities, while procurement and legal teams must ensure that contracts carry the appropriate requirements. The rule applies within the department and to the providers covered by the policy. The document establishes the internal requirement; it does not publish the results of every test. [11]

Assigning this work helps a decision survive a change of personnel. The next service owner inherits its known dependencies, dated test results and outstanding problems. After each substantial change, that person can ask whether another departure remains feasible. A political choice then has a technical and contractual record that can be passed on.

The question that opened this investigation ultimately needs an answer at the level of each service. An administration can organise a phased departure from Microsoft. It can also retain certain uses whose constraints it understands. In either case, its room for manoeuvre depends on what it can take over, have maintained and pass to others. The first instalment began with accumulated dependencies. The last arrives at an enduring task: keeping alternatives concrete enough for a new team to exercise them.

The next contract can provide access to the necessary materials. Architecture can make their transfer feasible. Exercises can reveal the work still required. Maintaining that capability allows a state to choose again as its needs, risks or suppliers change.

Sources and limits of the investigation

Documentary investigation closed on 9 October 2026. We compared the European contract award with its assessment framework and calculation guide, then examined exit obligations alongside legal texts and operational guidance. EU rules, French clauses for incorporation into contracts and UK internal policies have different scopes. We conducted no original interviews, supplier audits or migration tests. Illustrative scenarios are identified as such. The two infographics explain documented mechanisms; they reconstruct no bid scores and predict no migration duration. The opening illustration is a conceptual composition.
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Conclusion
Passing on the ability to decide
Across these chapters, an exit becomes a succession of responsibilities. Someone must identify an application’s dependencies, check the available rights, fund parallel operation and help staff facing difficulties. Another team will eventually inherit that work. Freedom of choice therefore has an institutional dimension: the knowledge, records and resources needed to exercise it must remain usable through changes of personnel. The handover matters as much as the initial decision.

The opening chapters show how early that responsibility begins. One procurement helps establish the environment for the next. A licence assignment rule shapes access for new users. A procedure built around a workbook or an email service can extend the dependency to other teams. Preserving options requires the public body to explain those choices and retrieve the materials needed to change them. That knowledge also supports an informed decision to retain an integration whose benefits justify its constraints.

Money requires the same continuity of scrutiny. The records examined in chapter five track some expenditure and expectations while leaving the full cost unresolved. A useful public assessment would place commitments, costs incurred and savings actually available on comparable scopes and periods. It would also make internal work visible. Time spent training or helping a colleague uses organisational capacity even when it produces no additional invoice. That resource has to be considered without counting the same cost twice.

Service continuity offers another way to assess progress. Chapter six follows an email transfer into justice applications, then examines upgrades and maintenance. These accounts direct attention to the tasks staff can complete, the incidents they encounter and the resources available to resolve them. The evidence describes how that work is organised. Comparable observations over time would allow a fuller assessment of the results and of the experience of people using the service.

The final chapter connects daily practice to future decisions. Contracts can arrange for documentation and takeover materials to be delivered throughout the relationship. Architecture can make particular components replaceable. Exercises can identify remaining adaptations and improve the estimate of the work ahead. Each has a distinct role: a right must be exercisable, a function must be tested in its intended environment and an assigned responsibility must come with adequate resources.

The destination deserves the same attention. A different technology or operator opens possibilities and creates new working relationships. A team may take on more operations; several public bodies may contribute to the same software. The book proposes examining these commitments as closely as those attached to the outgoing provider. The ability to change needs continued care after the first successful transfer, as staff, applications and requirements evolve.

Readers can follow the next stages through concrete records: a renewed contract, a retired service, an incident report, a maintained fix or a documented exit exercise. Dates and scope will allow those records to be compared with earlier ambitions. A public institution retains meaningful choice when it leaves its successors enough knowledge, rights and working capacity to make an informed decision of their own. That is a capability worth maintaining across successive contracts and political terms.
The sources for this synthesis remain attached to the corresponding chapters.
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