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Abbreviations and terms 
We recognise with a multiplicity of different readers, there will be many unfamiliar terms and abbreviations. There are 
ŀƭǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎ όŜΦƎΦ ΨŎƭƻǳŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘƛƴƎΩύΦ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ 
terms below particularly for the benefit of the reader of the Extended Executive Summary. Most other terms are 
defined throughout and/or in the Appendices. This is not an exhaustive list.  

 

Country Abbreviations 

AT Austria 

BE Belgium 

BG Bulgaria 

CH Switzerland 

CY Cyprus 

CZ Czech Republic 

DE Germany 

DK Denmark 

EE Estonia 

EL Greece 

ES Spain 

FI Finland 

FR France 

HR Croatia 

HU Hungary  

IE Ireland 

IS Iceland 

IT Italy 

LT Lithuania 

LU Luxembourg 

LV Latvia 

MT Malta 

NL The Netherlands 

NO Norway 

PL Poland 

PT Portugal 

RO Rumania 

SE Sweden 

SI Slovenia 

SK Slovakia 

UK United Kingdom 
 

 

 

 

Term Explanation 

 

EU27+ This term refers to the participating countries, which 
includes all EU Member States (MS) and Croatia, Iceland, 
Norway, and Switzerland. 

20 Basic Services The 12 citizen and 8 business services that have been 
measured since 2001. 

5-stage maturity Model DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
following stages, as used in previous reports: (i) 
information, (ii) one-way interaction, (iii) two-way 
interaction, (iv) transaction, and (v) 
targetisation/automation. 

Sophistication A core benchmark indicator used to assess the 20 basic 
services against the 5-stage maturity model. 

Full Online Availability A core benchmark indicator used to assess the 20 basic 
services against the fourth and fifth stages of the 5-stage 
maturity model. 

eProcurement 
Availability 

 

eProcurement Process 
Benchmark  

New benchmark indicator assessing whether 
eProcurement is visible and available to potential suppliers 
online. 

New benchmark indicator measuring the availability of the 
main process phases of eProcurement, divided into the 
pre-award and the post-award phases.  

User Experience This term is measured using 5 criteria described in Part B. 
Other terms that are commonly used and related include: 
customer centricity; customer friendly personalisation; 
user-focused. 

Cloud Computing The consolidation and virtualisation of computing assets 
and data, including the use (by customers / partners) of 
web/internet-based services (thus both back and front 
office related). 
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Extended Executive Summary 
 

 
 

I. THE POLICY CONTEXT 

This 2009 report opens a new chapter in EU eGovernment benchmarking. We are now two years on from the last 
measurement in September 2007. The report captures the results of the 8

th
 measurement of eServices across Europe. 

It establishes the foundations for the progressive and planned modernisation of pan-EU eGovernment comparison.  

This benchmark has proven to be a policy-informing tool at both a European and Member State level since its 
inception in 2001. As we approach the end of the Lisbon i2010 policy timeframe, we now need new eGovernment 
policies to suit the next planning horizon. Technology is changing our lives in many ways, and changing the way that 
public services are governed and delivered. We therefore need new eGovernment Action plans.  

We are confronted by a new paradigm. One where the heightened expectations of customers must be delivered with 
constrained public resources. The short term economic crisis has resulted in a long-term fiscal and public budget crisis. 
This will lead to a decade of austerity. Yet there is much more than just economic and budget considerations that will 
cause grass root changes. New policies will be required that address global challenges in areas such as public security, 
climate change, and energy. New policies will be required for the very local challenges of societal cohesion: the result 
of continuing demographic changes, mobility, and urbanisation. And new policies will also be required that address 
national challenges like escalating healthcare costs, through aging society and life-style change; exacerbated by the 
imbalance between working and non-working populations. These represent a growing and substantial financial burden 
on society. This calls for transformational change. ¢ƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎΥ άǿƘŀǘ ǊƻƭŜ Ŏŀƴ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ 
ǘƘƛǎΚέ  

Society will not stand and watch as politicians govern. Public Administrations serve citizens holding greater opinion 
and greater sway in what can and will happen. Society will expect more and they will hold Government to account 
more. This is already tangible.  

What is needed is a more mature and deeper relationship between the public and the private sector; sustained 
political will and strategic leadership; greater collaboration at all levels of government (including international); and 
different service delivery models. This will cause blurring of the boundaries between customer and administration, and 
between public, private, and third sectors. We can only address these new challenges by ensuring that we actively 
engage with stakeholders.  

What role then does technology play in policy setting?  What we know is that we live in an era of highly dynamic 
evolution of technology. With many new tools and many new possibilities. Society has realised this and is gaining from 
it; Administrations must do so too. It was observed

1
 that άevery policy initiative becomes sooner or later an ICT 

projectέΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎƛǘǎΦ 

                                                           

1
 Wolfgang Schäuble, German Minister of Interior, Statement at eGovernment Conference April 2007, Berlin 

Key Points 

1. 9¦нтҌ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΥ Cǳƭƭ hƴ[ƛƴŜ !Ǿŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ тм҈ όрф҈Υ ΨлтύΤ {ƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ уо҈ όтс҈Υ ΩлтύΦ 

2. eProcurement (new) Availability: 56% EU27+ ave.; well behind 2010 target of 100%. Key for single 
open market. Several good practice examples of nationally controlled public expenditure. 

3. Some countries show leapfrog results; some continued high performance. Reasons offered. 

4. Increased focus on ICT as a means to address fiscal and budget constraints 

5. User Experience (pilot) measures show EU27+ averages from 34% to 81% for the five measures, 
with some notable examples of leading practices.  

6. Personalised services gaining ground and becoming more commonplace across Europe. 

7. User empowering technologies push Governments to redesign their eGovernment services. 

8. Upgrade of measurement system is needed and planned ς in collaboration with countries. 
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II. TECHNOLOGY AS A TOOL FOR TRANSFORMATION 

ICT is no longer the servant to business operations; it has become an integral partner. New devices (the 4
th

 screen
2
) 

have become commonplace. Social networking is very much on the rise. We are offered access through multiple 
(technology) channels that offer substantially lower costs and in many instances better service levels. Such change 
offers profoundly greater opportunities for active engagement and participation. Technologies enable visibility, 
structuring and transfer of information that can deliver more seamless services, from need to fulfilment. Business 
intelligence systems offer the potential to deliver customer insights to support choice and tailoring of services. It will 
also enable performance to be managed in far better ways.  

Technology is no longer the inhibitor. It is the mindset and resource of Administration, and of the customer that will 
make the difference.  

Recent steps are evident to change the model of government: to make Administration more open and transparent. 
Are these early signs of a fundamental change in user-centric service delivery and true participative democracy?  

There are challenges however in these developments. Building and retaining citizen confidence in the ability of 
Administration to appropriately manage personal information is a prerequisite. Providing choice in how personal 
information is managed will be important. Data security has thus become a priority concern. Whilst significant steps 
have been taken to advance the use of technology in public service delivery, there remains a significant gap between 
those digitally enabled and those not ς through choice or circumstance. Closing this gap is crucial to the economic 
performance of Europe. And it is important to the social cohesion of Europe too. The vital ingredient that all public 
agencies must focus on is the development of trust. This underpins many if not all of the ambitions to transform public 
services through technology. 

The sector has invested heavily in technology over the last decade. It is time to reap returns from these investments. 
Leaders and decision makers seek proof that these investments were wise. They need confidence in the ability of the 
technology to make evidence-based gains. It is time for the digital assets that have been created to be used and to add 
value. It is time for delivery.  

 

LLLΦ Ih² ²9 a9!{¦w9 9¦wht9Ω{ twhDw9{{  

This eGovernment benchmark is well established. We now start the process of modernisation.  In doing so we will 
ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΥ άwhat is consiŘŜǊŜŘ ΨprogressΩ ƛƴ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΚ !ƴŘ how Řƻ ǿŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘƛǎΚέ 

Fundamental to the measurement process is the active participation of the Member States. The design, method 
enhancement, data collection and validation, are done in collaboration with Member State representatives.  

This year we have 31 participating countries including all EU Member States, Croatia, Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland  
We envisage further expansion in upcoming years. This becomes more important as the need increases to shift from 
internal EU comparison, ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ  

²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ άнл ōŀǎƛŎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ. They assess the availability of these 
services, and the sophistication of them as offered through 14,000 public service provider websites across Europe. For 
some countries these measures have become less relevant as they reach high levels of maturity. For others they are 
still of great relevance. What it does provide is a consistent progress measurement over time; something that we 
should not lose.  

This year already sees some enhancements to the measurement system.  

We have put focus on high impact service areas. eProcurement is one such area that is included in the survey. It is 
also a high-impact area that is receiving focus as one of the CIP (competitiveness and innovation programme) large 
scale pilots. tǳōƭƛŎ tǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ D5tΦ  Providing visibility of 
public tenders to the multiple suppliers across Europe is vital to the goal of a vibrant economy and an open single 
European market. Targets were set in 2005 for advancing eProcurement. We must measure how we are progressing in 
achieving these. The availability of eProcurement has been measured for 746 authorities across all tiers of 
Government. The single data point that measured eProcurement in past years, principally only on national platforms, 
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now evaluates 19 process data points that consider the pre-award sourcing, and post-award transaction phases
3
. These 

have been applied to 134 public eProcurement platforms. eProcurement is thus in its first year of measurement in 
much greater depth.  

User Experience is now recognised as being an essential gauge to the take-up of online services. This is a more 
complex area to measure as it is affected by culture and norms. It also requires more in-depth measurement, beyond 
the front-of-office website. We have piloted a User Experience measurement, and envisage that this will develop 
considerably going forward.  

A continuous process of enhancement to the benchmarking method is now underway, to create a dynamic 
measurement instrument that will retain the existing comparability over time, and the principle of open collaboration 
with participating countries.  This will enable new (policy) areas to be investigated. As these may be more or less 
relevant to participating countries, a system is foreseen with elective measurement building blocks. Such developments 
may consider: citiȊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ΨƭƛŦŜ-ŜǾŜƴǘǎΩ όƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нл 
ōŀǎƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎύΤ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΤ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƭƻǳŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΤ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΤ ōŀŎƪ-office 
development; regional progress; and domain specific measurement. We also intend to make full use of other available 
and relevant measurements to enrich the findings and insights that can be drawn from the process.  

 

IV. BENCHMARK RESULTS  

¢ƘŜ άнл .!{L/ {9w±L/9{έ 

Europe shows continued steady progress in 
terms of full online availability. The overall 
EU27+ measure has risen to 71% in 2009 from 
59% in 2007. This can be seen in the 
accompanying figure. The difference across 
countries is still significant, with a range of 
68% but with a marked reduction with respect 
to 2007 (85% range).  

In terms of sophistication, Europe stands at 
83%, compared with 76% in 2007. This 
assesses the degree of interaction between 
service provider and user, from simple 
information provision to personalised pro-
active case handling. Europe is presently 
ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǘǊŀƴǎŀŎǘƛƻƴŀƭέ 4

th
 

(of 5) eGovernment levels. On this measure 
there is less difference between countries: a 
range of 44%.  

The most advanced countries show saturation 
against both of these measures for many of 
the 20 services. This underpins the need to 
refresh the measurement system.  
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Figure 1: Full online availability trend from 2001 to 2009 for EU27+ 

As in the past, there remains significant variance (20% fully online; 12% sophistication) between the results of services 
for businesses (of which there are 8) and services for citizens (of which there are 12). This reflects the inherent nature 
of business services, being more homogeneous in form. Services for citizens, by comparison, are highly diverse in 
range, and citizens have far more heterogeneous needs and behaviours.  

                                                           

3
 As is explained in the eProcurement chapter, only the pre-award data will be presented in this report. 
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For all 20 services, four clusters 
have been assessed: income 
generating (for government); 
registration (e.g. births, 
company, moving); service 
returns (e.g. health, social, 
libraries); and permits and 
licences (e.g. building, education, 
passport). The progress for each 
of these since 2007 is shown in 
the accompanying figure. This 
shows the greater maturity of 
income-generating services. 
Their form (homogeneous, high 
volume, income generating) 
make them more attractive to 
technology-enable first.  

Greater progress is however 
observed for the other clusters, 
notably permits and licences.  

 
Figure 2: Sophistication of service clusters in the EU27+ 

 

We also observe a small number of countries making very significant improvements ς ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ΨƭŜŀǇŦǊƻƎƎƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
peers. This is shown in the figure below.  

 

Figure 3:   Sophistication and growth in the EU27+ 
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The leading six nations on the full online availability of the basic 20 services are: Austria, Malta, Portugal, the United 
Kingdom, Sweden and Slovenia with the top 4 having the same score. 

Figure 4: Full online availability 2007-2009 

 
With regard to the online sophistication of the 20 basic services, the leading six nations are Malta, Portugal, Sweden, 
Austria, Slovenia and Estonia.  

Figure 5: Sophistication 2007-2009 
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ePROCUREMENT MEASURE (New) 

With 12 million companies, of which 99% are SMEs, and the value of public procurement advertised at EU level 
amountinƎ ǘƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмрлл ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ

4
, Europe has substantial opportunity to benefit from a single market approach. 

There are no or few single market measurement targets, in itself an opportunity.  

eProcurement targets were set in 2005 to achieve 100% online availability, and 50% electronic capture of above-EU-
threshold public procurements by 2010

5
. 

EU27+ average eProcurement availability is 56% on a comparable sample of 746 national, regional and local EU27+ 
Public authorities. Although far from the 100% European target, it reflects rapid growth across all government tiers. 
The previous more limited measurement focused only on national eProcurement platforms or a few national 
Authorities, and also did not reflect the value chain of government processes as our present indicator does. 

Figure 6: eProcurement Availability Benchmark 

 

The survey produced a comprehensive mapping of the European eProcurement landscape, including 134 eProcurement 
platforms: websites providing a suite of services for eProcurement such as eTendering, eAuctions, Electronic Markets. 
It also found many more websites providing supporting eProcurement services, publishing tenders in various ways to 
better inform suppliers, or specialising in single phases of the procurement process.  

It assessed the development of the major phases of eProcurement. This includes pre-contract-award (with 3 major 
phases and 14 process steps), and post-award-transaction (5 process steps). The EU27+ average Pre-Award Process 
measure is 59%. Data for the post-award measure proved hard to collect as this is related to back-office operations, 
and so is typically not reported. 

Of the 3 main pre-award phases: eNotification scores 68%, eSubmission 56%, and eAward (incl eAuctions) 48%. 
National platforms typically have higher scores. The major shortfalls include the level of interaction, and 
personalization of transactions with potential suppliers throughout the process.   

Implementation models vary across Europe. We found 10 countries that have mandated the use of their national 
platform: at least for central authorities. As a result some report capturing 95% of public tenders through their national 
site. Others take a more decentralised approach with several eProcurement platforms. For instance Germany has 46. 

                                                           

4
 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf  

5
 Ministerial óManchester Declarationò, 24th

 November 2005 ï http://www.epractice.eu/node/282708 

100 100
98

92

78 77
75

71
67

62 62 61
58 58 57

53 52
50 50 49

44
42 41

38
36 36

34 34
32

21

15

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

in
 %

Countries

eProcurement Availability Benchmark 

eProcurement availability in 2009

EU27+ average 2009

EU27+ average is 56%

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf
http://www.epractice.eu/node/282708


Extended Executive Summary  

 

 7  

 

Also at times, as in the UK, public platforms compete with private eProcurement service providers. Results at a country 
level are shown in figure 6. 

eProcurement is evolving to a networked more controlled process, cutting across the silos of Governments, and making 
public procurements more visible to suppliers, both within countries and across borders. This is an important step in 
making Europe a competitive and single market. There are also several examples of delivery of substantial savings. 

V. USER EXPERIENCE  

Part B of the report includes results of the pilot measures for User Experience and National Portals.  

Five sub-indicators have been used to assess User Experience:  

Á Accessibility: A web-crawler performed an automated assessment of compliance with Web Content 
Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG1.0 standards) of the national portal. Is the national portal accessible to people 
ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΚέ 

Á Usability: Can you use a channel of choice, does the website allow for progress tracking, is there help 
functionality available and is there a form of privacy protection in place?  

Á User Satisfaction Monitoring: Do websites allow for user feedback and reporting on this?  
Á One-stop-shop approach: What proportion of the 20 basic services are available on the principal portal(s)?  
Á User-focused portal design: What is the ease of finding information on the different websites and are they 

structured by theme or life-events for instance?  
 

The evaluation process considers all tier one (i.e. national) websites across the 14,000 sample, and 30% of regional and 
local sites. It also includes all national portals, and principal portals (for instance business, domain, sub-national). 

Average results for Europe show: a solid one-stop-shop approach, sound user centric portal design, room for 
improvement in usability, and limited user satisfaction monitoring. The latter suggests that public administrations, 
although considering, are not actively listening to their customers.  The shift in country policies towards customer-
centricity is likely to cause a marked improvement in these areas. 

 

Figure 7: User Experience in the EU27+ 

There is very limited difference in results between business and citizen services.  
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The leading countries, for each of the User Experience indicators, are shown in the table below. Malta, Finland, and UK 
appear regularly.  

Accessibility Usability User satisfaction 
monitoring 

ΨhƴŜ ǎǘƻǇ ǎƘƻǇΩ User focused portal 
design 

Webcrawler: 
Compliance of the 
national portals to 
WCAG10 standards 

Layout, channels, progress 
tracking, help, privacy 
protection 

User feedback 
mechanism 

Proportion of 20 services 
available 

Ease of finding information. 
Arranged by theme, life-event 
etc 

Austria 

Netherlands 

Denmark  

Norway  

Germany   

 

Finland 

UK 

Malta 

Estonia 

Poland  

 

Finland 

Malta 

UK 

Portugal 

Luxembourg 

 

Czech Rep 

Ireland 

Iceland 

Malta 

Slovakia 

Spain 

Switzerland 

UK 

Austria 

Cyprus 

Croatia 

Denmark 

Estonia 

Finland 

France 

Iceland 

Luxembourg 

Malta 

Netherlands
Portugal 

Slovenia 

Slovakia  

Spain 

EU27+ Ave = 64,2% EU27+ Ave = 46,8% EU27+ Ave = 34,8% EU27+ Ave = 81,6% EU27+ Ave = 71,5% 

Note: countries in bold ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ όΨ100%) 

 

It must be emphasised that this is a pilot indicator and further enhancements to the process are anticipated, designed 
in collaboration with Member States.  

Portals, perhaps not surprisingly, offer a better overall User Experience than service-specific web sites. Income 
generating services also offer a better User Experience: paying taxes may not be nice, however it can be made easy. 

Good practices were observed in a number of countries. Several countries have developed national portals that can be 
personalised ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΦ ²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ όƻǊ ΨƭƛŦŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎΩύ ŀǊŜ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ 
of access (web, phone etc). Of note is job search, representing a significant life-event where there is important 
satisfaction and economic gains from providing a quality User Experience where that leads successfully to employment. 

 

VI. EMERGING INSIGHTS  

The survey and benchmarking exercise provides a valuable snapshot of Europe on which to draw useful observations. 
The combination of the evidence from the service evaluations, the findings from the User Experience measure, and the 
ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎΩ ǘƘe country reports all go to support the emerging insights captured in Part C of the 
report. Several points of interest are noted. 

As such the benchmarking process can play an important and greater role in increasing learning.  

(i) WHAT DRIVES HIGH PERFORMANCE? 

A number of countries have ōŜŜƴ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƻ ΨƭŜŀǇŦǊƻƎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ. Others are seen to have maintained top-level 
performance over the years. Certain characteristics are in place in these cases that are revealed from the country 
reports that suggest means to achieve and maintain high performance. These include: 

Á Top level political sponsorship and sustained professional leadership of eGovernment  

Á Broad coverage of the eGovernment strategy that focuses on key business priorities, and the customer, and 
addresses skills, inclusion, and joint working 

Á Governance mechanisms that enable collaboration across public bodies (e.g. the likes of pan-Government 
CIO/CTO councils); that provide central solutions and leadership, and build local capacity where appropriate 
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Á ! ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ΨǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ς ŀ Ψƴƻ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŘƻƻǊΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŘǳŜ ŎŀǊŜ ǘƻ Řŀǘŀ 
privacy and security 

Á A focus on delivering discrete tangible visible eGovernment programme gains that build confidence and 
passion for results and learning. 

(ii) IMPROVEMENTS TO SERVICES MEASUREMENT  

The current maturity and saturation against the 20 basic services within many of the leading European countries is 
evidence that the measurement system warrants review. The continuity of the measures since 2001 provides a sound 
and important basis for comparison. However improvements are required to ensure full relevance to all countries.  

The 20 basic service measures can be further developed, whilst maintaining the current comparison base. Additional 
services could be added that are most relevant to governments, citizens and businesses. These may include 
contemporary topics like energy, environment, transport and the like.  

Services Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ΨƭƛŦŜ-ŜǾŜƴǘΩ ƻǊ ΨthemedΩ approach that will ensure more 
relevance to the customer. Such an approach will require deeper assessment of user expectations, needs and 
experiences. Of note, particularly for customer practices, we draw qualitative comparisons with some leading nations 
on a worldwide setting. Increased international comparison and benchmarking is an important element of assessing 
how Europe is progressing towards the worldwide aspects of i2010 goals.  

More attention will be required to measuring the efficiency and effectiveness of governments. In itself a complex 
exercise, requiring more than just a web-survey approach. It requires looking behind the website, through the end-to-
end fulfilment chain into the back office, assessing the enabling building blocks, and the governance structures that 
support delivery. Such augmentations will be part of the measurement development process which will be undertaken 
in collaboration with the participating countries.  

(iii) A COLD WIND OF BUDGET CUTS IN SIGHT 

The current economic crisis will result in long-term fiscal and budget constraints and high levels of public debt. This 
places potentially severe limitations on eGovernment investment plans. Against a backdrop of demographic change, 
aging, retirement of a high proportion of the public workforce, spiralling healthcare costs, environmental and climate 
change awareness, and growing customer expectations, this will place continued and heightened pressures on public 
service providers to improve service performance. Past investments that countries have made in eGovernment 
therefore must be maximised, and returns realised. 

The cost of government is going up. So achieving quantum savings, whilst securing service levels in tandem, is 
required. Countries are seen to be placing greater emphasis on consolidation and sharing of infrastructure and 
collaborative (service) delivery models as a means to use funds wisely. The goal set by some countries to implement 
shared services; often with mixed public/private/third sector delivery models in mind, has failed to materialise at the 
intended pace. Impending capital and revenue budget constraints will put additional emphasis on this, and could make 
these ambitions a reality.  

Several Member States have already proven the financial benefit of moving administration online, with notable 
savings being delivered. An EC-funded bench-learning pilot ǿƛƭƭ ǎƘƻǊǘƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ϵмл million annual savings 
potential from single processes in Greece, Slovenia and Belgium. Streamlining presents considerable challenge for the 
more fragmented regional and local Administrations, and thus for countries with stronger sub-national tier structures. 

ά/ƭƻǳŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘƛƴƎέ ς the virtualisation and sharing of computing assets across organisations ς is seen to provide an 
additional lever to cost savings and efficiency gains. It also supports the achievement of other policy objectives ς 
ƴƻǘŀōƭȅ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ όǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ΨƎǊŜŜƴ L¢ΩύΦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ-ŎƭƻǳŘ όάD-ŎƭƻǳŘέύ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŘŜōŀǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ 
are in place in countries. However to date the skies over Europe are relatively clear.  

All these changes present informational and technical challenges. Political and structural barriers to consolidation will 
also have to be overcome to achieve these ambitions. As Gartner posed

6
Σ άWill Politics 1.0 swallow Gov 2.0?έ 

                                                           

6
 Gartner, Andrea Di Maio blog, 5

th
 October   
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(iv) KEY PRIORITIES EMERGING FROM COUNTRY REPORTS  

The country reports highlight a number of important shifts of focus towards: the customer; maintaining emphasis on 
the productivity; increased levels of collaboration; and a focus on delivery. As regards implementation, an increased 
emphasis is put on piloting as opposed to large scale programmes, particularly in newer Member States, where 
priorities are also biased towards establishing core (technical) infrastructures.   

eGovernment is generally well established in Government under Ministries of influence (Prime Minister; Finance; 
Interior, and Administrative Reform). eGovernment is more integrated than in the past with government operations 
όΨōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ-ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩύ, and with overall information society goals. Plans to implement shared infrastructure and 
services are frequent, and are generally sponsored by high ranking officials. 

Neither the tier structure of a country nor its population would appear to affect performance, based on the results.  
The figure below segments countries by Federal and Central control, and by populations above and below 10 million. 
Centralised steering, longevity of eGovernment focus, (and strength of economy) provide conditions more conducive to 
strong eGovernment performance.  

Figure 8: Online sophistication by country size and governance type 

Increasing involvement of non-governmental parties is emerging in (eGovernment) strategies to support the 
development of policies and plans. This is important given the greater involvement that non-governmental parties 
(including the private sector) have in services delivery. And the increased expectations that citizens have of open, 
transparent Government ς also enabled through new media, technologies, social networking, and the like. 

With 2010 targets nearing, many countries are revisiting their eGovernment strategies. Some include ambitious plans, 
to address mature or stagnating eGovernment positions, or to close the gap to leading nations (typically newer 
Member States). 

Several contemporary challenges are best addressed by a more pan-European eGovernment approach to service 
design and delivery, like environmental, public security, and indeed economic performance. These benefit from a 
coordinated approach, and common building block solutions across Europe. The large scale (CIP) pilots for high-impact 
services like eProcurement (PEPPOL), electronic Identity Management (STORK), the new EU Services Directive (SPOCS), 
and eHealth (epSOS) are clear evidence of this need. Many of the advanced countries are playing an active role in these 
pilots. They thus benefit from the collective learning, stay current with (indeed influence) EU eGovernment plans.  
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(v) BETTER FOR THE CUSTOMER: USER-EMPOWERING TECHNOLOGIES DRIVE SERVICE DEVELOPMENT  

Increased focus on and involvement of the customer in service delivery is a common trait across Europe. Features like 
ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦ ΨƳȅǇƻǊǘŀƭΩύΤ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ǘƻ 
the customer (e.g. life-event); access through multiple connected channels; participation in service delivery process 
(e.g. problem reporting); and progress tracking of cases (e.g. job search) are all examples of this shift. Alongside 
providing better quality services, this can offer cost and efficiency savings for Public Administrations. 

New technologies (devices, mobility) and technology capabilities (interoperability, security, data analytics) offer new 
ways to make this achievable. And they are all being embraced by the sector to different extents and in different ways. 
The desire to be more open and transparent to the public is emerging in several countries, notably Austria, Belgium, 
Denmark, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden, Slovenia, and UK.  Here, comparison with and learning from other leading 
nations worldwide would be advisable: notably the US, Canada, and Australia. An ambition through such initiatives is to 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΣ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ǳǎŀƎŜΣ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ΨōǊŀƴŘΩ 
of government. This is important for many reasons. 

Empowerment and inclusion of citizens ƛǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛнлмл ǇƻƭƛŎȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ Ψƴƻ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ƭŜŦǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘΩ, 
ŀƴŘ ΨǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩ are noted. The digital divide is very much 
more understood, if not perhaps the gap closed. Participation on the other hand is presently low. The availability of 
web 2.0 technologies (social networking and the like) offers an opportunity to address this. Much must be done to 
understand and engage the citizen through user-centred service provision, as a foundation to built trust and 
confidence. This will help increase online participation.  Significant gaps have been observed in customer insight, user-
centred web ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΣ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǾƛŜǿΩΣ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΣ ǘƘŜƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƛŦŜ-event 
orientation, and customer involvement in service design.  

Low levels of user take-up, particularly for citizen services, are observed. Comparing measured availability figures 
with (Eurostat) take-up

7
 highlights these gaps.  

Figure 9: eGovernment take-up gap
8
 

                                                           

7
 ñIndividuals or Businesses Using the Internet for interaction with Public Authoritiesò, 2008 Eurostat  

8
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Steps must be taken to close these gaps in order to reap rewards from past eGovernment (and other) investments. 
Much can be done to change the current Ψ!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ-ƻǳǘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ to the design of service delivery. A number of 
good practices have been noted that address steps taken before, during, and after service delivery to make 
improvements. Most include greater involvement oŦ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜǎ ƻŦ Ψƴƻ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŘƻƻǊΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ 
align service delivery around the customer, not Administration. For many parties, this represents a paradigm shift.  

όǾƛύ .9¢¢9w Chw ¢I9 9/hbha¸Υ Latwh±LbD ¢I9 ¢!{Y hC Ψ5hLbD .¦{Lb9{{ ²L¢I Dh±9wba9b¢Ω  

Take up of business services is generally more advanced, much the result of a growing set of incentives or indeed 
mandates for businesses to use online services.  

Making it easy for businesses to comply with Government requirements, and do so efficiently online, is a vitally 
important step to secure a vibrant European economy: both within countries and across borders. Reducing the barriers 
to business start up is particularly important for the SME community (representing 99% of businesses by number) 
where the administrative burden involved in dealing with Government is a factor of around 4 greater in comparison to 
larger companies. Many of the 8 business services measured relate to the process of business start-up. Results indicate 
a spread of maturity for these services with notably lower scores (see figure) for those that are provided by local 
service providers.  

Figure 10: Status of Business Services Maturity 

 

More needs to be done to make compliance requirements for business start-up bureaucracy free, thus freeing 
companies to focus on their core business. This is consistent with the ambitious 25% target for reducing administrative 
burden (to businesses) by 2012 that has been set by the Commission

9
.  

                                                           

9
 Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens in the EU, http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-

burdens/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/index_en.htm
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The Services Directive seeks to reduce the barriers for service providers across Europe, and thus support Single 
Market goals. The Directive, which comes into force on 28

th
 December 2009, is cited in many of the country priorities. 

Focus on the necessary compliance requirements within the Directive must shift towards supporting the value-added 
services that help make businesses competitive within and across Europe. 

(vii) BETTER FOR THE PUBLIC PURSE:  

eProcurement is an important enabler to far better management of public procurements. This is vitally important, 
particularly given budget pressures. There are a number of examples of countries that are benefiting from consistent 
and consolidated eProcurement approaches. We discussed in past reports the need to shift the focus from availability 
of on-line public services to take-up, and impact. eProcurement is one service area where there are clear examples of 
countries and regions that have corralled very high percentages of public procurement through a common platform. 
Frequently this has been through central government dictate or persuasion. This gives suppliers (across Europe) greater 
visibility of public procurement competitions, and !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ. This makes 
doing business with government far easier for suppliers. It enables Administration to make better sourcing decisions, 
and manage transactions more efficiently. The proof is in higher levels of use of the on-line service, efficiency savings 
for both suppliers and Administration, and more effective use of public funds. Denmark, Ireland, Italy, and Scotland are 
countries that in particular can cite such benefits.   

The productivity of Administrations is clearly a heightening priority, and will continue to remain so with long-term 
forecast budget constraints. Complex administrative procedures and the unnecessary and disproportionate 
administrative costs they incur severely hamper government operations. Administrative burden reduction initiatives 
that support business-to-government efficiencies are in place and significantly supported by eGovernment. Likewise 
government-to-government productivity improvements in the form of better regulation, administrative burden 
reduction, and streamlined processing can also benefit from eGovernment. Increased attention to this are is required 
and expected. To achieve such improvements, increased sharing of information, cross-agency working and 
collaboration is required.  From an eGovernment standpoint, service-oriented architectures, standards, and inter-
operability provide important building blocks. 

 

VII. NEW eGOVERNMENT ACTION PLANS  

The five objectives of the i2010 Action Plan will be reviewed in preparation of the new eGovernment 2015 Action Plan. 
Recent work to outline actions for the 2015 timeframe has identified four areas of 
focus: 

Á Support to the single market 

Á Empowerment of businesses and citizens 

Á Administrative efficiency and effectiveness 

Á 9ƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎΩ. 

These themes will underpin the longer-term transformation of public services 
across Europe. And what is undeniable is that in setting the forward plan, ICT and 
eGovernment will play a major role in realising this transformation. 

Ambitious goals must be set, clear plans must be put in place, and rigorous 
management of these plans will be required. Technology has and will continue to 
prove to be a vital enabler to delivering smarter, faster and better eGovernment. 

Heightened customer expectations; desires for more open and transparent 
Government; pressures to make Europe a more open market for businesses; and 
economic reasons for Administrations to collaborate and deliver efficiencies are all 
motives for transformational change. 

Our future challenge will be to change the mindset of Administrations, and change the model of public services delivery 
to one that is clearly engaging and involving the customer in all aspects of the process. This opens the door to 
opportunities to reduce the cost-to-serve the customer, and improve service quality. We Ƴǳǎǘ Ǝƻ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ΨǘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΩ 
to reap such rewards, and in so doing move from an Administration-centric to a Customer-centric service delivery 

The five objectives of 
the i2010 Action Plan: 

1. No Citizen left 
behind 

2. Making efficiency 
and effectiveness a 
reality 

3. Implementing high-
impact key services 

4. Putting key enablers 
in place 

5. Strengthening 
participation and 
democratic decision 
making in Europe 
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ƳƻŘŜƭΦ {ŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άtwice as good, in half the time, for half as muchέΣ ŀƴŘ 
maximising the potential that eGovernment offers, will take us a long way towards that. 
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Figure 11: BŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ¢ƛǇǇƛƴƎ tƻƛƴǘΩ 

VIII. THE FULL REPORT STRUCTURE  

The full report is structured in four discrete and inter-dependent parts: 

Á Part A: 20 Basic Services: outlines ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ нл ōŀǎƛŎ 
services. It also includes the results for the new eProcurement indicator. 

Á Part B: User Experience: outlines the method and provides the results of the pilot indicators for User 
Experience and National Portals. 

Á Part C: Emerging Insights: captures the insights from the above measurement and from a scan across the 
country reports (in part four). These have been related to i2010 goals. 

Á Part D: Country Reports: provides key points of detail on the eGovernment setting and development for each 
of the participating countries. These include overall results; key facts on the country, information society 
indicators, position in international rankings, and EU activities; an overview of Governance; benchmark results 
for each of the indicators; and eGovernment good practices. 

The report contains Appendices that give full detail on the method and results for each of the 20 Basic Services, 
eProcurement, and User Experience.  

In recognition of the important focus on delivery, the report also includes examples of good practices as they relate to 
the pertinent sections. These have been offered forward by participating countries. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The 2009 report: context setting 

eGovernment is the most powerfuƭ ŜƴŀōƭŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΧ 

bƻǿŀŘŀȅǎΣ άevery policy initiative becomes sooner or later an ICT projectέ10. Technology, broad band and eServices 
are becoming the norm when seeking information and performing transactions with administrations. Moreover, 
eGovernment has been endorsed by countries as a means to deliver simpler, faster, cost effective services for citizens 
and businesses.  

eGovernment and more widely the i2010 Action Plan offer a whole-of-government picture of what can be achieved 
through consistent public sector transformation. ²Ƙŀǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƘŜǊŜΣ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ 
competitive region, what better time than now at the dawn of the 21

st
 century to set such ambitious targets: leaving 

no Citizen behind, making efficiency and effectiveness a reality; implementing high-impact key services; putting key 
enablers in place; strengthening participation and democratic decision making in Europe. 

During the Manchester Ministerial eGovernment Conference in 2005, the phrase "Transforming Public Services" was 
coined, becoming a European motto. Thus, over the past years, European countries have been continuously linking 
technology to policy by setting up national eGovernment strategies. In turn, business operations enabled to visualise 
the results at hand, thus confirming the role of ICT to transform governments and more generally, public sector. In 
implementing eServices and streamlining the recourse to IT enabled solutions, countries have encountered larger 
societal challenges: transformation must be thought as user-ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘΣ ǘŀŎƪƭƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŘƛǎŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘƛŜǎ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŦŀŎŜΣ 
and guaranteeing take up. 

 

Χ¢ƻ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ нлнл ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΧ 

Whereas the i2010 Action Plan fostered transformation stemming from a common understanding of the availability of 
eGovernment. Competitiveness acquired through service maturity creates greater value for all: administrations, 
businesses and citizens.  

As tailor-made services and one-stop-ǎƘƻǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǎƘŀǇŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΣ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊƛǎŜΣ 
clearly showing eGovernment developments do not share level playing field in Europe. Indeed, Europe is a very 
ƘŜǘŜǊƻƎŜƴŜƻǳǎ ǇƭŀŎŜΥ ΨŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƛǎ ǇŀǎǎŞ ς the policy agenda has moved to 
ΨǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƴƻǿ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪŜŘ όΨDƻǾ нΦлΩύ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ς and is thus 
ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ƘŜƛƎƘǘŜƴŜŘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ !ƴŘ ƛƴ ȅŜǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ όǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎύ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŜǿ ŀƎŜƴŘŀΩ ǘƻ ΨŘƻ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ 9/ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎΩΦ 

Beyond targetisation and pro-activity of services, a series of grassroot concerns stem across Europe. What about pan-
European services, simply at cross-ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭΧ ŀǊŜ ǿŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƻǇŜǊŀōƭŜΚ !ǊŜ ǿŜ ƳƻōƛƭŜΚ Iƻǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀƎƛƭƛǘȅΚ 
Global but also situational challenges, such as the Services Directive, cause us to concentrate more on fixing things as 
Europe not just as individual Member States.  

Along these lines, a pan-European eGovernment approach to service design and delivery has developed. Within the 
frame of the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP)

11
, large scale pilots for high impact services have been 

set up to accelerate the deployment of EU-wide services; contribute to the development of the EU Market and avoid 
both geographical and qualitative fragmentation; help SMEs and service providers by bringing the EU Market to their 
doorstep. These projects, whether tackling eProcurement, eHealth, eID or the Services Directive, benefit from a 
coordinated approach, common building blocks for solutions, service-oriented architectures, and inter-operability 
across Europe. 

Although support from the European Union is growing in setting large scale challenges for the years to come, 
eGovernance remains a matter of national take up. Political will and strategic leadership are key. Top level political 
sponsorship and sustained leadership of eGovernment are key factors of success. So are governance mechanisms that 

                                                           

10
 Wolfgang Schauble op cit.  

11
 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/ict_psp/index_en.htm 
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enable collaboration across public bodies (e.g. the likes of pan-Government CIO/CTO councils); that provide central 
solutions and leadership, and build local capacity where appropriate.  

The initial outline of the nascent i2015 Action plan confirms the trend: supporting the single market; empowering 
business and citizens, fostering administrative efficiency and effectiveness, addressing key enablers. These themes 
will underpin the longer-term transformation of public services across Europe. What is undeniable is that in setting the 
forward plan ICT and eGovernment will play a major role in realising this transformation, and changing the way that 
public services are governed and deliveredΧjointly with citizens and businesses. 

It is a commonly held view that technology is changing our lives in many ways. Bringing the eService to the right level, 
thus empowerment of businesses and citizens is of particular ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛнлмл ǇƻƭƛŎȅ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ Ψno citizen left 
ōŜƘƛƴŘΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩ are noted. Developing a customer 
ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǳƴƛŦƛŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ς ŀ Ψƴƻ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŘƻƻǊΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ς are in progress along with new 
communication instruments such as public service marketing.  

²ƛǘƘ мн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ фф҈ ŀǊŜ {a9ǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ϵ1500 billion, Europe has 
substantial opportunity to benefit from a single market approach. Thus governments continue prioritizing the 
development of business services, ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ όǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅύ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 
economic performance. Accordingly, services for businesses have developed at a faster pace than their counterparts 
for citizens. The latter must not be left out. Society will not stand and watch as its expectations rise in demanding 
governments to over-deliver.  

What is needed is a more mature and deeper relationship between the public ς users ς  and the public sector; 
meaning different service delivery models that will blur the boundaries between customer and administration, and 
between public, private, and third sectors. We can only address these new challenges by ensuring that we actively 
ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ άǇƻǿŜǊέ ƻŦ Ƴŀǎǎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ όŜtŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴύ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻǳŎƘŜd upon by countries, could 
thus contribute more widely to building trust in government and governance.  

The future challenge will be to change the mindset of administrations and change the model of public services 
delivery to one that is clearly engaging and involving the customer in all aspects of the process. Whilst availability and 
sophistication of public eservices are enhanced, there remains a significant gap between those digitally enabled and 
those not ς through choice or circumstance. 30% of potential users do not ς and will not ς do eGovernment! Closing 
this gap is crucial to the take up of these services, in turn contributing to the economic performance of Europe. And it is 
important to the social cohesion of Europe too. The vital ingredient that all public agencies must focus on is the 
development of trust, thus guaranteeing robustness, data protection, privacy and security. This underpins many if not 
all of the ambitions to transform public services through technology. Then again, accessibility, inclusiveness, usability 
of services must be tackled as well, in order to support the willing, but unable.  

 

1.2 The 2009 report : purpose and structure 

Benchmarking: The reason why 

The eGovernment benchmark is now well established. Elaborated and decided upon with European countries, it 
serves both countries and the European Union. Two building blocks drive the measurement: the actual, hard-wired 
benchmark metrics and the transformation of ranking into insights. Assessment and consecutive learning and 
knowledge transfer.  

The eGovernment benchmark reports have achieved high political impact by supporting policy makers to build the 
case for better eGovernment. Acting as a policy accelerator, its findings must serve policy makers at EU-level, national 
and subnational level. Its main purpose is to demonstrate improvements in eGovernment service delivery, i.e. the way 
users experience eGovernment. This interlinks with internal efficiency and effectiveness improvements through the use 
of ICT in Government.  

Fundamental to the measurement process is active participation of the Member States and the European 
Commission. The design, method enhancements, data collection and validation are all done in collaboration with 
Member State representatives at every phase of the process. This approach fosters not only interest, but also 
ownership of the outcome of the measurement. 

The number of countries has grown over the years. This year we have 31 participating countries which include all EU 
Member States, plus Switzerland, Norway, Iceland and Croatia. We envisage further expansion in upcoming years. This 
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ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǎƘƛŦǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻ 
leading countries and regions across the world.  

TƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ new tender of the benchmark offers a unique opportunity to modernise the instrument and pertaining 
methodology ς so a need for a new approach and a more flexible collaborative sustainable process. In some aspects, -
the 2009 measurement has been kept similar in order to enable comparison over time, notably with 2007 results. In 
others, this year already witnesses significant enhancements as well as detailed exploration of emerging trends.  

²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ άнл ōŀǎƛŎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ ǎƛƴŎŜ ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜƳŀƛn. As in previous years, sophistication 
and online availability are benchmarked, as well as evaluated per country. The availability of these services and their 
sophistication are offered through 14,000 public service provider websites across Europe. For some Member States 
these measures have become less relevant as they reach high levels of maturity. For others the measures are still of 
great relevance. What it does provide is a consistent progress measurement over time; something that we should not 
lose.  

This year already sees some enhancements to the measurement system.  

High impact service areas have been added. eProcurement is one such area that is included in the survey. Indeed, 
eProcurement is a major driver for competitiveness and growth for public sector business It is also a high-impact area 
that is receiving focus as one of the CIP (competitiveness and innovation programme) large scale pilots. This indicator 
was piloted in 2007 and is applied to all countries in 2009. Thus assessing both pre-award and post award transaction 
processes. eProcurement is hence in its first year of measurement in much greater depth. Further high impact areas 
are envisaged to be benchmarked in future. 

User Experience is now recognised as being an essential gauge for high usage of eGovernment services and 
inclusiveness of eGovernment service provision. This is a more complex area to measure as it is affected by culture 
and norms. It also requires more in-depth measurement including a common understanding of User Experience versus 
user centricity, beyond the front-of-office website. We have piloted a User Experience measurement, and envisage that 
this will develop considerably going forward.  

Emerging insights have also been explored, highlighting key policy priorities across the EU27+ countries.  

Accordingly, the structure of the report has evolved to bring further qualitative analysis. The new report structure is 
illustrated in the figure below. 

Figure 12: The 2009 report structure 
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Part A: Building on 7 successful benchmarks, this supply-side benchmark allows the continued mapping of progress in 
online availability and sophistication in the EU27+. Importantly, eProcurement is added as a fully-fledged indicator to 
ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

Part B: A composite User Experience indicator piloted to mirror to what extent service delivery is designed around 
user needs. Thus comprising a multitude of usability aspects, ranging from accessibility for different skills levels and the 
handicapped to user focused portal design. 

Part C: Emerging Insights showing the relevance of e-government to key policy areas, building on core bencharmking 
data, external sources as well as on enriched country reports. This section is deliberately meant to be qualitative to 
show progress and detect emerging trends upfront for policy makers. 

Part D: Country reports enriched by an introduction of relevant key facts covering the structure of government, 
information society indicators and policy priorities for the eGovernment agenda. Thus allowing the report to become 
much more relevant for learning processes across member countries 

 

The 2009 measurement pushes the current benchmark and methodology to the limits. The need to refresh and 
explore new indicators is commonly agreed by all.  

The current maturity and saturation against the 20 basic services within many of the leading European countries is 
evidence that the measurement system should be refined. The continuity of the measures since 2001 provides a sound 
and important basis for comparison. However enhancement is required to ensure full relevance to all countries.  

Where next with regards to new a benchmark?  

A continuous process of enhancement to the benchmarking method is now underway. This will retain the principle of 
open collaboration with participating countries. It will retain the existing consistent foundation measurements. It will 
enable new (policy) areas to be investigated that are most relevant to governments, citizens and businesses. These may 
include contemporary topics like energy, environment, transport and the like. The 20 basic service measures can be 
further developed, whilst keeping the current comparison base, and adding additional services. They can also be 
ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ΨƭƛŦŜ-ŜǾŜƴǘΩ ƻǊ ǘƘŜmed approach that will ensure more relevance to the 
customer. Such an approach may require deeper assessment of the User Experience, and a more joined-up evaluation 
through the service delivery chain. Thus potentially fewer sites analysed, with more attention to back-office operations. 
This augmentation will be part of the measurement development process. 

To remain relevant to all participating countries, so a system can be implemented with elective measurement 
building blocks. Such developments will considŜǊΥ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ΨƭƛŦŜ-ŜǾŜƴǘǎΩ όƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ 
ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нл ōŀǎƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎύΤ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΤ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƭƻǳŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΤ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎ 
and transparency; back-office development; regional progress; and domain specific measurement.  

Building on emerging insights, there lays the 2015 Action Plan. Single market. Empowerment. Efficiency and 
effectiveness. Countries are increasingly looking to provide integrated service platforms, and are looking to review the 
potential for seamlessness between front, mid and back office. A key feature of eGovernment benchmarking in future 
will be to review interoperability across Government, as well as the future maturity of pan-European eGovernment 
services. 
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Part A provides an overview of the method (section 2) and the 2009 results (sections 3 and 4) for the core, 20 services 
and eProcurement benchmarks. 

2. The eGovernment Benchmark Method  

The eGovernment benchmark method elaborated and decided upon with European countries is cornerstone to the 
success of the overall benchmarking process. Two building blocks drive the measurement: the actual, hard-wired 
benchmark metrics and the transformation of ranking into insights.  

¢ƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
abridged as they have not changed compared to previous measurements. Further details on the metrics used to 
benchmark the 20 public services and eProcurement can be found in the annexes. 

 

2.1 The benchmark metrics 
Throughout the past eight years, web-based research has proven to be the most appropriate means to collect the 
inputs needed to benchmark and rate the eGovernment supply-side. For our research, we have recurred to a data base 
of more than 14.000 URLs of national, regional and local government authorities, including 746 procurement 
authorities and 134 eProcurement platforms. 

The online sophistication and full online availability metrics 

To enable comparison with the 2007 results, the supply of 20 core public services12 has been benchmarked similarly 
ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ нллтΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŦƻǊ ΨƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ΨŦǳƭƭ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ǿŜǊŜ 
maintained and assessed against a five-stage maturity model. The model reflects how businesses and citizens can 
ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ 
stages: (i) information, (ii) one-way interaction, (iii) two-way interaction, (iv) transaction, and finally (v) targetisation.  

This five-stage maturity model is shown in the figure below. 
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Figure 13: ¢ƘŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪΩǎ ŦƛǾŜ-stage maturity model 

                                                           

12
 See the annex for a full list and servicesô taxonomy 
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The third and the fourth level, two-way interaction and transaction, have become a standard for many countries: 
electronic forms are available for most services; transactional - also called full electronic case handling ς where the user 
applies for and receives the service online, without any additional paper work, is increasingly becoming mainstream. 
The fifth level, targetisation, provides an indication of the extent by which front- and back-offices are integrated, data is 
ǊŜǳǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨŦǳƭƭ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ 
availabilitȅΩΦ 
 

The eProcurement metrics 

The eProcurement benchmark builds on a 2007 pilot study conducted for the European Commission.
13

 The web survey 
method has been further developed in close interaction with Member State and European Commission representatives 
in ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ом ǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
government tiers.  

The sample comprises 746 procurement authorities and 134 eProcurement platforms. The 746 procurement 
authorities are split into 352 national procurement authorities and 394 regional, federal and local authorities. For each 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǎƛȊŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦǊƻƳ рл ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ 
10 authorities for the small countrƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŜtǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 
population and ranges from only one platform for the smaller Member States to more than 10 platforms in large, 
countries.   

eProcurement consists of the end-to-end digitization of public procurement processes, from the sourcing phase (pre-
award: before the supplier is selected) to the purchase phase (post-award: after the supplier is selected). As described 
in the figure below, the eProcurement metric of the benchmark subdivides the pre- and post-award phases further into 
6 subphases: 

Pre-Award Phase: 

Á eNotification, the publication of tenders and procurement notices on the web 

Á eSubmisssion, the submission of proposals online 

Á eAwards, the final selection of suppliers (including eAuctions) 

 

Post-Award Phase: 

Á eOrdering, the automatic placement of orders online (including eCatalogues); 

Á eInvoicing, the delivery of electronic invoices 

Á ePayment, the online payment of contracts 

                                                           

13 Benchmarking online Public Services - To develop and improve the eGovernment indicators, Second Year Contract, Final Report January 2008. 
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Figure 14: The eProcurement Value Chain 

 

The provision of these services can be more or less sophisticated, interactive and personalized. For example, 
eNotification can include the sending of email alerts to potential suppliers, not as generic email alerts but according to 
ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΩ Ǉrofiles. 

As shown in the above figure, there are two main groups of actors in the eProcurement process: the contracting 
authorities (public administrations of all kinds like ministries, regional and local governments) and service providers 
providing and managing eProcurement portals or platforms. Contracting authorities rely on these specialized service 
providers of eProcurement portals or platforms to e-enable the procurement process or to receive support. In the 
latter case, the specialized service providers act as eProcurement Agents providing advisory to authorities. Mirroring 
the landscape of eProcurement actors, the eProcurement benchmark consists of two indicators: 

Á The eProcurement Availability Benchmark of Contracting Authorities. In this benchmark, we have verified, by 

visiting the web sites of authorities, whether eProcurement is visible and available to potential suppliers 

online. 

Á The eProcurement Process Benchmark of eProcurement Platforms. For this indicator, we have measured, by 

visiting the eProcurement platforms, the availability of the main process phases as outlined above, divided 

into the pre-award and the post-award phases.  

Sometimes contracting authorities offer eProcurement services directly.  For reasons of consistency we have, however, 
ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜtǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǿŜō ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΦ 
Both indicators are assessed on a range from 0 to 100%, where 100% means full availability.  
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2.2 Transforming rankings into insights 
The rankings are often described as the most visible output of the benchmark. However, the eGovernment benchmark 
captures greater value: offering Europe a unique opportunity to turn the hard-wired metrics into insights on its 
eGovernment fundamentals. Namely, how eGovernment services are governed and which organizational and 
institutional arrangements deliver the highest performance; which best-practices have been the most impactful and 
could be copied; which policy priorities are at stake and how Europe can help to jointly achieve the desired outcomes; 
and alike. 

The benchmark is mouthpiece for expert viewpoints from 31 countries and builds on strong and continuous 
collaboration with the European Commission and country representatives. 

The 2009 benchmark was kicked off at two Member State workshops on 17 March and 14 April 2009. The workshops 
ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 9¦нтҌΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛнлмл {ǳōƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƻ 
shape the groundwork. Key decisions were taken on the extent the benchmark should be revised, the design of the 
new indicators and policy targets to watch out for. 

Following the workshops, like in the past years, Member States were requested to fill in a survey on their service 
delivery structures. The aim of such a request is both to guarantee that the list of service providers examined in the 
benchmark is relevant and up-to-date, and to foster ownership of the outcome of the measurement.  

Lƴ нллфΣ ǘǿƻ ƴŜǿ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇƛƴƎΩΥ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ 
governance of electronic services and good practices, plus a new section regarding the in-depth eProcurement 
indicator. The qualitative insights gained from these questionnaires are intertwined in the report. 

Once the web survey completed, results were discussed and validated with each country bilaterally. The validation 
procedure ensures that results are accurate and that the benchmark remains a widely accepted flagship across Europe.  

The following section describes the results of the quantitative assessments for the 2009 measurement of the 20 
services and eProcurement. 
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3. Results for the 20 basic services 

3.1 Sophistication of Services 
In terms of sophistication, Europe stands at 83%, compared to 76% in 2007. Sophistication assesses the maturity of 
core 20 eGovernment services across the 27+ European countries; thus focusing on the interaction between service 
provider and user, from simple information provision to personalised pro-active case handling. Achieving an average 
score of 83%, places Europe at the top of the 4

th
 level sophistication level for full electronic case handling. 

5ƛǎŎǊŜǇŀƴŎƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǊŜ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ оо҈Φ  
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Figure 15: Sophistication 2007-2009 

 

The top 10 countries all score above 90% in terms of sophistication, illustrating the inherent saturation of the 
indicator. Malta and Portugal have both obtained the maximum achievable sophistication score and share the podium; 
followed closely by Austria and Sweden both having achieved 99% of service sophistication. Slovenia and Estonia are 
the best-performing Eastern European countries, with 97% and 95% sophistication marks respectively. Only seven 
percentage points separate the best performance amongst the top ten.  

The top 10 has slightly changed compared to 2007. This year, Finland, Ireland and Denmark have joined the top ranks 
and confirm the leading role of Anglo-Celtic ŀƴŘ bƻǊŘƛŎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ CǊŀƴŎŜΣ 
Norway and Germany have lost a few positions. Both France and Germany seem to be struggling with the size of their 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΣ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ hǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ΨƭŜŀǇŦǊƻƎƎŜŘΩΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ [ŀǘǾƛŀΣ 
gaining 24 percentage points, and Poland gaining 20 percentage points compared to 2007.  

Like in previous years, business services remain more mature than their citizen counterparts. This confirms the global 
trend that governments continue prioritizing the development of business services, with higher (sometimes 
ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅύ ǳǇǘŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ {ƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƴƻǿ 
stands at 90% compared to 84% in 2007. Average sophistication of citizen services scores 12 points lower, standing at 
78 % in 2009, compared to 70% in 2007. Four countries have reached 100% sophistication for business services: 
Austria, Denmark, Malta and Portugal; Malta and Portugal now also scoring 100% for citizen services.  
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Figure 16: Sophistication 2007-2009 for EU27+ 

For all 20 services, four clusters have been assessed: income generating (for government); registration (e.g. births, 
company, moving); service returns (e.g. health, social, libraries); and permits and licences (e.g. building, education, 
passport). The progress per cluster made since 2007 is depicted in the figures below.   

Figure 17: Sophistication of service clusters in the EU27+ 
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The advancement made yet again underlines the ongoing growth of income-generating services, and the challenge of 
enabling more local thus fragmented, heterogeneous (citizen) services. 

An additional analysis has been carried out to evaluate only the online services with a fifth sophistication level. 

Figure 18: Pro-active 5
th
 sophistication level 2007-2009 

 

The mediocre results depicted in the ranking above show that relatively few countries reach the fifth sophistication 
level. And that despite the evident potential technology is offering to turn government processes inside-out. From 
those services that could be delivered either in an automated14 

ƻǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ όΨƳȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΩύ
15

 way, only about 50% 
reach this maturity stage. 

Malta tops the rank with a maximum possible score followed by Austria, Finland and Germany, which- besides 
Germany showing a particularly sound performance in this ranking- overlaps strongly with the top countries in the 
sophistication and full online availability rankings. 

 

                                                           

14
 ¢ƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀǳǘƻƳŀǘŜŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǘŀȄŜǎΣ ǎǳōmission of statistical data and social security benefits. For the exact 

definition of the fifth level for these services please see the service taxonomy in the annex. 
15 ¢ƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭƛōǊŀǊƛŜǎΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ documents and environment-related permits. For the exact 
definition of the fifth level for these services please see the service taxonomy in the annex. 
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3.2 Ranking full online availability 
Europe shows continued steady progress in terms of full online availability. The overall EU27+ measure has risen to 
71% in 2009 from 59% in 2007. The figures below offer an overview of the progress made. The difference across 
countries remains significant with an overall range of 68%.  

Figure 19: Full online availability 2007-2009 

 

The top 10 countries all score above 80% in terms of online availability. The top four countries, Austria, Malta, 
Portugal and the United Kingdom have achieved 100% online availability, followed closely by Sweden and Slovenia that 
are only 5 points behind. The following four countries, Estonia, Finland, Denmark and Ireland, have scores ranging from 
83 to 90%. Thus the difference in range between 
the top ten is of 17 percentage points.  

The top 10 has slightly changed compared to 2007. 
Although Austria, Malta and Portugal remain in the 
lead, the United Kingdom has considerably 
progressed to the maximum level, gaining 10 points 
compared to 2007. Sweden, Finland and Denmark 
have progressed by an average of 20 points. Ireland 
has joined the top ten even gaining 33 points 
compared to 2007, thus confirming the European 
trend depicting important progress in terms of 
availability. However, the span of the progress 
achieved is not consistent among European 
countries: the fastest growers  have gained up to 35 
points, whereas some countries remain at the same 
level or witness progress of only a few points. This 
is the case notably for Germany and Norway, who 
have left the top ten and whose decentralised 
governance models remain a challenge for the 
development and procurement of shared services 
and systems.        Figure 20: Full online availability trend from 2001 to 2009 for EU27+
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Similar to sophistication, in terms of availability, there is an important discrepancy between services for businesses and 
services for citizens. In 2009, availability of services for businesses scores 20 points higher than services for citizens. 
Already in 2007, there was a 19 point difference. This reflects the inherent nature of business services, being more 
homogeneous in form. Services for citizens, by comparison, are highly diverse in range, and citizens have far more 
heterogeneous needs and behaviours. and frequently revenue-earning for government. They are therefore more 
attractive to technology-enable. 

 

The New Member States
16

 have joined 
the benchmark in 2004. As the above 
trend figure shows, the average 
availability of services throughout 
Europe first dropped with the New 
Member States joining the ranking. 
Since, the New Member States have 
steadily improved their eGovernment 
performance but are, with an average 
performance of 63% for online 
availability, still lagging behind by 
almost 20% compared to the former 
EU-15. This is shown in the adjoining 
figure.

17
 Eastern Europe displays a 

particularly mixed eGovernment 
landscape, with a few countries such as 
Estonia and Slovenia significantly 
outperforming the others; and some 
countries with though moderate results 
but significant investment striving to 
catch up with the pace, like Poland, 
Slovakia, Latvia and Lithuania.  

Figure 21: Full online availability trend from 2001 to 2009 ς EU15, Non-EU15 and EU27+ 

 

                                                           

16
 Countries having joined the European Union in 2004 or 2007: BG, CY, CZ, EE, HU, LT, LV, MT, PL, RO, SI, SK.  

17
 This figure includes results for Turkey in 2007, and results for Croatia in 2009. 
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3.3 Growth and governance  
The most advanced countries show saturation against both the sophistication and full online availability measures 
for many of the 20 services. This underpins the need to refresh the measurement system.  We also observe a small 
number of countries making very significant improvements ς ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ΨƭŜŀǇŦǊƻƎƎƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜŜǊǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ 
the accompanying figure.  

 

Figure 22: Sophistication and growth in the EU27+ 

 

Countries with the steepest relative growth
18

 are Latvia (growth of 24.3% compared to 2007 sophistication 
performance) and Poland (growth of 20.6% compared to 2007 sophistication performance). These are followed by 
Bulgaria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Sweden and Slovakia, all having improved their relative 
performance by at least 10%.  

On an average, EuǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛǎ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ тΣп҈ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нллт ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ   

Strong and focused leadership and greater controls across the tiers seem to be characteristics which are favourable 
of good performance. Rather than size and governance structure. 

ΨDƻƻŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎΥ 

Á top level political sponsorship and sustained leadership of eGovernment  

Á broad coverage of the eGovernment strategy that focuses on key business priorities, and the customer, and 
addresses skills, inclusion, and joint working 

Á governance mechanisms that enable collaboration across public bodies (e.g. the likes of pan-Government 
CIO/CTO councils); that provide central solutions and leadership, and build local capacity where appropriate  

Austria, one of the top performers of the benchmark, is a clear example of a federal state with successful steering 
ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƛŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ǎǘǊŜŀƳƭƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨŎŜƴǘǊŜΩ ŀƴŘ 
very effective eGovernment cooperation across all levels of administration. The compact organisational structure and 
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management of eGovernment initiatives is widely recognised and adopted by all layers of government for its value-add 
as compared to the impact one-on-one, decentralised initiatives would procure. 

Germany, in the middle field of the rankings, has several acknowledged best practice examples but these remain rather 
disparate across the country. The different Länder are mostly developing eGovernment solutions in a decentralized 
manner thus becoming challenging to achieve progress on national level. Switzerland, as a federal State, shares this 
struggle. 

France ƘŀǎΣ ŀǎ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ƭƻǎǘ ŀ ŦŜǿ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ 
the country and its complex administrative structure. Scoring results are weaker for those services that are delivered in 
a decentralized manner, such as Passports, Application for Building Permission, Enrolment in Higher Education, Health-
related Services and Environmental Permits.  

The United Kingdom, despite its size, has achieved good results in the benchmark across its administrations. 
eGovernment Governance is centralized and controlled by the Cabinet Office. It is supported by a CIO Council (chaired 
by the Government CIO) of 30 CIOs from all levels of government. More technical aspects are dealt with by the Chief 
Technology Officer (CTO) Council. Central government departments and agencies are in charge of eGovernment 
deployment. The CIO oversees the implementation.  

Spain also demonstrates good results despite its size. Coordinative governance mechanisms such as the Sectoral 
Committee of eGovernment ensure coherent eGovernment development across the tiers. Deployment as such is highly 
decentralized but backed up by legal provisions and separate multilateral and bilateral agreements with regional 
authorities. 
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4. eProcurement Results 

4.1 Policy Background 

Ambitious targets to reach in 2010 

tǳōƭƛŎ tǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мс҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ D5t ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴost direct ways in 
which the public sector impacts the economy. In 2004 the volume of procurement advertised at EU level amounted to 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵ1500 billion - double the level advertised in 1995

19
. Leveraging public demand is even more important today, 

in the aftermath of the global economic crisis. EU governments are under pressure to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness of their purchase processes, and to promote innovation, sustainability, transparency and fair competition 
in the Single Market. This benchmark study provides clear evidence that governments are increasingly relying on 
eProcurement to achieve these goals.  

Already in 2002, the European Union had identified eProcurement as a high impact service, able to generate significant 
benefits for citizens, businesses as well as administrations. The 2004 eProcurement Action Plan initiated the revision of 
the legal frameworks enabling electronic procurement.  The Manchester Ministerial Declaration of 24 November 2005 
finally set specific eProcurement objectives, which were confirmed and detailed in the i2010 eGovernment Action Plan 
as follows: 

Á By 2010 all public administrations across Europe will have the capability of carrying out 100% of their 
procurement electronically (where legally permissible). 

Á By 2010 all public administrations across Europe will ensure that at least 50% of public procurement above the 
EC threshold is carried out electronically. 

The i2010 Action Plan focused on the development of the enabling conditions (for example eSignatures) and promoted 
the launch of national and pan-European large-scale pilots, such as the ongoing PEPPOL project.

20
 

There is no doubt that these initiatives have created the conditions for a shift from traditional to electronic 
procurement in the entire EU. Appropriate legal frameworks are now in place in all Member States for eProcurement. 
In 2004, only 6 Member States had already implemented an electronic procurement system. Today, the benchmark 
illustrates, 29 out of the 31 surveyed countries have a national eProcurement platform or portal in place. The only 
exceptions to the rule are Greece and Iceland which both have imminent plans to implement a platform. Progress is 
manifest across the board, also in the New Member States. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊds the eProcurement targets remains extremely complex. Lack of data 
and comparability problems have so far prevented a reliable assessment of availability and take-up of eProcurement, 
save for individual countries or case studies.  

Thus, the availability benchmarks presented in this report provide the only comparable information about the level of 
development of eProcurement in Europe. As first time benchmarks, their methodology will need to be fine-tuned; and 
their significance must be interpreted within tƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
The information value the benchmarks provide is nevertheless undeniable.  

A dynamic European landscape of eProcurement 

Before we present the actual benchmark results, it is important to set the stage. The contracting authorities engaged in 
ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦нтҌ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎ млл лллΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ΨƧǳǎǘΩ нр-30 000 if we consider only those 
administrations responsible for tenders over the EU threshold

21
 9ǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ how many actors actually 

procure online, we know that they form a large and varied universe. Contracting authorities are present in all 
government tiers, with very different roles and responsibilities, depending on each country's institutional profile, 
administrative culture and practices.  

As for all government processes, in the last years there has been a trend towards aggregation and rationalization of 
purchasing processes to achieve economies of scale and scope. This has led to the emergence of centralized 

                                                           

19
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-

report_en.pdf&ei=Q0b5Ssa4O9WfjAeW0rG6Cw&sa=X&oi=nshc&resnum=1&ct=result&cd=1&ved=0CAgQzgQoAA&usg=AFQjCNFtzsI5t5X5-
vC41AdWCUBJsya8NA 
20

 PEPPOL (Pan European Public Procurement online),project funded by the EC CIP-ICT PSP Programme  
21

 The EU threshold ranges from 80 000 euros for small lots of suppliers contracts to over 5 million euros for large public works.. 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf&ei=Q0b5Ssa4O9WfjAeW0rG6Cw&sa=X&oi=nshc&resnum=1&ct=result&cd=1&ved=0CAgQzgQoAA&usg=AFQjCNFtzsI5t5X5-vC41AdWCUBJsya8NA
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf&ei=Q0b5Ssa4O9WfjAeW0rG6Cw&sa=X&oi=nshc&resnum=1&ct=result&cd=1&ved=0CAgQzgQoAA&usg=AFQjCNFtzsI5t5X5-vC41AdWCUBJsya8NA
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf&ei=Q0b5Ssa4O9WfjAeW0rG6Cw&sa=X&oi=nshc&resnum=1&ct=result&cd=1&ved=0CAgQzgQoAA&usg=AFQjCNFtzsI5t5X5-vC41AdWCUBJsya8NA
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procurement agencies at the national and territorial level (regional or federal, in countries such as Germany, Italy, 
Spain). Or procurement agencies specialized in a particular sector (mainly healthcare, social services, public transport 
and public woǊƪǎ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎύΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ 
and focused only on government procurement authorities.  

For the first time, the benchmark report provides a comprehensive mapping of European eProcurement platforms and 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ YŜȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƴŎŜ ōŜ ŘǊŀǿƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦нтҌΩǎ ŜtǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 
landscape: 

Á Several countries are on the verge of implementing new, more powerful national procurement platforms (e.g. 
Austria, Finland, The Netherlands).  

Á Many regional or federal procurement agencies use the introduction of eProcurement as an opportunity to 
centralize the sourcing and purchase activities of local authorities. In parallel, regional and federal agencies are 
taking over more strategic functions, such as needs analysis and supplier management. These strategic 
functions are also increasingly ICT-enabled. 

Á The survey found over 270 eProcurement service providers, providing supporting services for governments, 
publishing tenders, or specializing in select phases of the procurement process.  

Á In many countries, national infrastructures for eProcurement have evolved into fully-fledged portals, guiding 
authorities to select procurement tools or services according to their needs (Belgium, Spain, UK). 

Á Contracting authorities are learning to use more than one eProcurement platform or service provider; this is 
clearly illustrating that eProcurement is evolving towards a networked process linking many different actors 
and cutting across ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ΨǎƛƭƻǎΩΦ  

Á A key success factor of eProcurement platforms is the recruitment of specialized skills. Contracting authorities 
cannot afford to develop and maintain specialized personnel for the variety of competences required to 
procure, from legŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǘƻ ΨƎǊŜŜƴ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΩΦ  

Á Electronic Markets are starting to become popular for routine, low value purchases, also for SME suppliers, 
including micro-enterprises under 10 employees. Thanks to the Internet, fears and ignorance of technology 
are decreasing.  

 

4.2 eProcurement Availability Benchmark 
The eProcurement Availability Benchmark has been measured for the first time on a comparable sample of 746 
contracting authorities from all government tiers: national, federal, regional and local. The new benchmark hence 
ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΩ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллм ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нл ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 
benchmark. The latter indicator has been measured on national platforms only.  

Currently the new, in-depth availability benchmark reaches 56% for the EU27+. The score achieved by the 352 
national procurement authorities of the sample stands at 58%. With 52%, results are only slightly lower for the 394 
federal, regional and local authorities of the sample. These results indicate that more than half of the European 
government authorities surveyed point their potential suppliers to the availability of eProcurement services on their 
web site.  

Although far from the European target of 100% availability, the benchmark actually reflects a very dynamic scenario 
where the availability of eProcurement is growing fast. First of all, the EU27+ average hides a very wide range of values, 
from the full 100% score of Ireland and Estonia, to the 15% of Iceland. The 4 top countries all score above 90%, and 
there are 8 more countries which perform above 60% on the indicator. Another large group of countries scores closely 
to the EU27+ average, whilst only 8 countries score less than 40%. In other words, approximately half of the surveyed 
countries are effectively on their way to achieving the Manchester availability target.  
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 Figure 23: The eProcurement Availability Benchmark of Contracting authorities 

 

There is a positive correlation between the achievements of national authorities and regional/local authorities in the 
benchmark. This indicates that the development of eProcurement, originally driven by national governments' 
initiatives, has spilled over into regional and local projects. Developments are mainly driven by large authorities who 
can afford the investment and can reap economies of scale and scope.  

Figure 24: The eProcurement availability benchmark by government tier 

 

The top performers for the Availability Benchmark are a group of 4 countries: Estonia, Ireland, Malta and 
Luxembourg. In these countries, a strong proactive policy for eProcurement has succeeded in aligning availability and 
visibility for most contracting authorities. Others, such as Slovenia, Bulgaria and Cyprus, are about to achieve similar 
results. In the case of Ireland, for example, it is estimated that over 95% of the country's tender notices are published 
through the National Portal for a total estimated contract value of 11Bn euro in 2008. Undoubtedly, there is a 
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correlation between the size of the population of a country and the Availability Benchmark, since it is easier to achieve 
widespread diffusion of the enabling infrastructures for eProcurement in smaller and more centralised economic 
systems. The benchmark proves, though, that the New Member States have adopted eProcurement policies willingly 
and strongly, given their relatively recent investments.  

The other countries appearing in the top 10 of the Availability Benchmark of contracting authorities are Spain, 
Denmark, Germany and The UK, closely followed by AuǎǘǊƛŀΦ CƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭκƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻƴŜΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ŘƛŦŦǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ  

 

 

Figure 25: The top 10 in the eProcurement Availability Benchmark 

 

4.3 eProcurement Development Models 
The European eProcurement landscape is characterized by different development models, influenced by the 
institutional and administrative structure of each country. The main differentiation factor is whether or not there is a 
Mandatory National Procurement Platform. While each country has its own specificities, we have classified the EU27+ 
in four main groups: 

1) Mandatory National eProcurement Platform: eProcurement policy is centralized and the use of the National 
Platform is mandatory for all contracting authorities (Luxembourg, Lithuania, Malta, Slovenia, Switzerland), or 
for National contracting authorities (Austria, France, Italy and Portugal). Such a centrally steered approach 
encourages centralization and coordination but does not per se exclude the development of independent 
regional, local platforms or private platforms. 

2) Mandatory National eProcurement Portal: it is mandatory to publish tenders on a single National Portal 
(Estonia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Croatia, Finland and Romania). This obligation can be bound to 
certain criteria: European tenders, or tenders above a national threshold, or tenders within a specific sector 
such as ICT. Portals normally do not  provide for eProcurement services beyond publication. Notice that 
countries in this group may also have a national eProcurement platform in place which can be used by 
authorities on a voluntary basis. 

3) Non-Mandatory National eProcurement Platform/Portal: there is a National eProcurement infrastructure, 
whose use is recommended but not mandatory for contracting authorities (Ireland, Denmark, Germany, UK, 
Poland, Sweden, Norway, Hungary, Netherlands, Belgium, Latvia, Slovakia and Spain).  There are some 
nuances within this group of countries. For example, Belgium and The Netherlands both strongly encourage 
the publication of notices on the central portal and provide a wide range of services. Ireland mandates the use 
of the national platform only for ICT products and services. In Spain the National eProcurement Platform is 
mandatory for Central Government Contracting authorities. In the case of Germany and The UK, the 
eProcurement infrastructure is strongly decentralized. In the Scandinavian countries, The Netherlands and The 
UK public service providers are in competition with private ones to provide eProcurement services. For 
ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ¢ƘŜ ¦YΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜtǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ tƻǊǘŀƭ Ψ.ǳȅƛƴƎ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ 
than 600 service providers.  



 Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark  

 35  

 

4) No National eProcurement Platform/Portal (yet): This is the case for Greece and Iceland only.  

 

Looking at the eProcurement Availability Benchmark ranking by development model (see figure below) we find top 
performers in all groups (see Ireland, Estonia, Luxembourg and Malta as depicted in the figure below). The critical 
success factor seems to be the existence of a well-managed policy, as the low availability score of the two countries 
without a national infrastructure (Greece and Iceland) confirms.  
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Figure 26: The eProcurement Availability Benchmark by Development Model Clusters 
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4.4 eProcurement Process Benchmark 
 

eProcurement Pre-Award Process Benchmark 

The eProcurement Pre-Award Process Benchmark measures the availability of  14 distinct, so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΩ ǎǘŜǇǎ 
constituting the procurement process from the publication of the tender, to its submission by the supplier to the 
awarding of the contract. 

The average score for the EU27+ on the Pre-Award Process Benchmark is 59%, which is slightly higher than the 
average score achieved in the Availability Benchmark. This achievement reflects an encouraging level of development 
of eProcurement across Europe. 

The process indicator also reveals a wide range of variance in the performance of the surveyed countries, ranging from 
the 29% score of Iceland to the 93% scores of Cyprus and Estonia. Strikingly, the top 5 performers- Cyprus, Estonia, 
Ireland, Lithuania, and Romania- only have 1 National Platform in place.  

Countries with many platforms (such as The UK with 29, France with 21, Germany with 14, Italy with 11 and Poland 
with 9 platforms) obtain process scores close to the EU27+ average but are not amongst the top performers.  This again 
shows that small countries with a single integrated National Platform at the core of their proactive strategy more easily 
reach high levels of eProcurement development.  

In certain cases though, a single platform may also signify low activity, or delay in the implementation of 
eProcurement, as is the case for Iceland, currently positioned at the last rank in the benchmark, where the national 
platform is under construction. 

    Figure 27:  The eProcurement Pre-Award Process Benchmark 

 

The top 4 performers for the Pre-Award Process Benchmark miss the 100% score for lack of availability of the same 
ΨŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΩ ǎǘŜǇΥ ǘƘŜ {a{ ŀƭŜǊǘ ǘƻ potential suppliers in the eNotification subphase. Continuing with the assessment 
of leading nations, Ireland and Lithuania further do not have a functioning eAuctions system, or it is not up and 
running. Even if the service is technically feasible on the Irish National Platform for example, no Irish authority has 
requested it so far.  

The other countries in the top ten- Belgium, Malta, Sweden, Denmark and Austria- score between 79% (Belgium) and 
67% (Austria) on the eProcurement Pre-Award Process indicator. Some governments prefer not to provide eAuction 
services, while others find it very useful to promote competition among their suppliers. 
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Figure 28: The top 10 in the eProcurement Pre-award Benchmark 

 

The Pre-Award Process Benchmark by Subphase 

Split into three subphases, the Pre-Award Process Benchmark is the highest  for eNotification (68%), followed by 
eSubmission (56%) and eAward (48%)  in the EU27+. This is shown in the figure below. 

Figure 29: The eProcurement Pre-Award Process Benchmark by Subphase 

 

eNotification includes the simple publication of tenders online (by now a standard government practice in all 
countries) and some interactive functions aimed at personalizing the relation with potential suppliers. This includes for 
example giving suppliers the opportunity to identify their areas of interest and to ask for personalized email alerts.  The 
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latter two functionalities are in particular offered by the more advanced providers. The use of SMS alerts to warn 
potential suppliers of  contract notices  is the elementary service with the lowest availability in Europe. 

eSubmission focuses on 7 steps of the process of searching for and submitting tenders online and on the interaction 
between the platform and the tenderer. Availability is lower for the more sophisticated services, such as the possibility 
for the supplier to compile personalized profiles, or the presence of online screening tools to pre-qualify suppliers for 
certain calls for tenders. There is clearly quite a long way to go to complete availability for these activities, which are 
the core of the eTendering process. 

eAward includes the publication of awarded contracts and the availability of eAuctions. The availability of the second 
service is much lower than that of the first. and hence significantly lowers the EU27+ average on the process indicator. 
According to a recent DG Markt assessment, there were 1707 eAuctions organized in Europe in the period 2006-2008. 
(The study confirms that the Member States can be divided into two groups: agroup of frequent users (including 
DŜǊƳŀƴȅΣ CǊŀƴŎŜΣ LǘŀƭȅΣ wƻƳŀƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Yύ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ Ŝ!ǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ !ǳǎǘǊƛŀΣ 
Ireland and others).  

 

4.5 eProcurement Post-Award Process Benchmark 
The eProcurement Post-Award Process Benchmark measures the availability of 3 distinct, so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŜƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΩ ǎǘŜǇǎ 
constituting the procurement process after the award of the contract, including eOrdering (and eCatalogues), 
eInvoicing and ePayments. The Post-Award benchmark is not presented in this report, because only partial data has 
been  gathered, due to the difficulty to measure back-office processes with the web survey. However, we can make 
first considerations.  

The eOrdering subphase, meaning the placement of online purchase orders,  for example through eCatalogues but not 
only, is more frequently present in eProcurement Platforms than the other two Post-Award subphases. This service It is 
ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ όƛƴ {ǇŀƛƴΣ CǊŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ Lǘŀƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜύ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ the small 
countries (Cyprus, Lithuania). There is anecdotal evidence that the presence of eCatalogues, a key element of Electronic 
Markets, is becoming quite popular for routine purchases among government authorities and smaller suppliers. The 
post-award phases tend to be implemented by the contracting authorities themselves. This is particularly the case of 
ŜLƴǾƻƛŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜtŀȅƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ 9wt ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ 
the availability of these subphases, according to the web  survey of the benchmark, appears very low.  This result 
probably underestimates availability, but there is no doubt that the availability of elements of the Post-Award phase is 
less advanced than that of the Pre-Award Phase.  

It will need to be investigated, in the preparations for the 2010 benchmark, how to assess the Post-Award phase. 
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Part B provides an overview of the method (section 5.1) and the 2009 results for the User Experience 
pilot measure (sections 5.2-5.4). Section 5.5 provides for the qualitative findings made in terms of User 
Satisfaction Monitoring. Finally, Section 5.6 concludes with an outlook to the 2010 measurement. 

 

5. Adding the user perspective 

Europe has shown great progress in putting government services online. The goal of improving 
eGovernment services however by far extends beyond merely providing services. There is no use in 
delivering eGovernment services if these are not used or do not deliver the expected benefits to 
users. The end results must reflect the outcome they deliver for citizens, businesses and government 
itself. This outcome proves itself through usage, delivery of relevant high impact services, 
convenience, and time- and efficiency gains.  

A positive User Experience is a pre-requisite for repeat visits and inclusiveness of eGovernment 
services. The 2009 study has been used to define, measure and report on various components of User 
Experience that can be measured through the web. It must be emphasised that the User Experience 
indicator is a pilot indicator and further enhancements are anticipated and to be designed in 
collaboration with Member States for the 2010 study. 

 

5.1 What has been measured 
The evaluation process considers all tier one (i.e. national) websites across the 14 000 sample, and 
30% of all measured regional and local sites. It also includes all national portals, and principal portals 
(for instance business, domain, subnational, ...). In total, 80 portals have been examined. 

Five indicators have been used to assess User Experience:  

Á Accessibility: A web-crawler performed an automated assessment of compliance with Web 
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG1.0 standards) of the national portal. Is the national 
ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΚέ 

Á Usability: Can you use a channel of choice, does the website allow for progress tracking, is 
there a help functionality available and are privacy policies duly mentioned and explained? 

Á User Satisfaction Monitoring: Do websites allow for user feedback and reporting on this? 
Á One-stop-shop approach: What proportion of the 20 basic services are available on the 

principal portal(s)? 
Á User-focused portal design: What is the ease of finding information on the different 

websites and are they structured by theme or life-events for instance? 
 

The detailed research questions used for the User Experience pilot can be found in the annex. 

The accessibility metric is based on an entirely automated evaluation of all EU27+ national portals 
against compliance with the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 1.0 (WCAG10). The benchmark 
assessment is restricted to tests that do not require manual testing of a site. The web crawler detects 
elements that reduce the usability of web sites for the impaired and groups with low skills levels such 
as blink, non-text and deprecated elements. 

The Usability metrics looks at the ease-of-use of an eGovernment service. When applying for a 
service, is progress tracked and are earlier versions saved? Does the user need to complete the 
service application at once, or can he return to the site, ideally at the point where he left the 
application? And what happens if personal data are misused? Is there a privacy statement on the site 
and is it clear to the user which steps he needs to take to revert the situation? Difficulties using a site 
Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣ ƻǊ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ 
Frequently-Asked- Questions produce relief, or a helpdesk for example. Finally, if the e-channel is not 
the preferred one or cannot be used, the user should have the choice of another, alternative channel. 

¦ǎŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀȅ ǎƻ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƻƴΩǘΦ ¢ƘŜ User 
satisfaction monitoring metric looks into whether users can give feedback on or rate a web site. In 
addition, best practices have been identified through qualitative research. 

The One Stop Shop indicator shows the proportion of the 20 services available on the principal 
portal(s). Governments are often organised in a functional way where every function is a separate 
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organisation and often tiers of government add to the complexity of the service delivery structure. In 
one stop shop approaches, the user can access a variety of services from one entry point, 
independently of the governmental structure in the back office. 
 

5.2 Key findings for Europe 
Average results for Europe show a significant variance in performance. This is shown in the spider 
plot below where achievements range from  average scores of 34% to 81%.  

The measure illustrates a solid One Stop Shop approach and sound User-focused Portal Design. This 
proves that most European countries clearly group information on their portals and use the portals as 
a unified entry point to their government services. There is room for improvement in usability, where 
less than half of the screened web sites respond positively to the assessment criteria. And most 
markedly, there is limited user satisfaction monitoring, as not even one third of government web sites 
can be rated  and commented upon by the user. The shift in country policies towards customer-
centricity is likely to cause a marked improvement in these lagging areas.  

Figure 30: User Experience Assessment Results 

 

Finland, UK, Malta, Estonia and Spain appear regularly among the top countries in terms of User 
Experience. But good practices are very wide-spread across the whole of the EU27+ and there is still a 
significant need to enhance learning. Some particularly good performers still seem to little advertise 
their success stories.  

There is very limited difference in results between business and citizen services if it is not that 
business services score slightly better on usability. 

Perhaps not surprisingly portals offer a better User Experience than service-specific web sites. The 
portals with the best User Experience are business portals, which seem to be more usable and more 
feedback-oriented than their citizen counterparts. Nine countries have provided a business portal for 
the benchmark: The Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Italy, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 
Sweden, The United Kingdom. 

Looking solely at the usability dimension of User Experience, there is very limited difference in the 
ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ƻƴ ΨǘǊŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀŎŜΩΣ ΨƘŜƭǇΩΣ ΨǇǊƛǾŀŎȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳǳƭǘƛ-ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭΩΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦Σ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 
generating state income (such as Income taxes, VAT and the like) have both the highest sophistication 
and highest usability scores. Job search services and unemployment service sites most often propose 
an alternative channel. Services often delivered by multiple instead of one central service provider, 
ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩΣ ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎΩ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŀ 
relatively low usability. 
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The figure below maps usability against service sophistication, indicating how countries perform 
against these two variables. Certain countries, like Malta and Estonia, and also The United Kingdom 
and Finland, provide highly mature and user-friendly services. 

 

Figure 31: Online sophistication versus usability of the 20 eGovernment services 

 

5.3 Best practices across Europe 
The accessibility crawler 
reveals a mixed EU27+ 
landscape. Only two 
countries, Austria and The 
Netherlands, have passed 
the automated test obtaining 
ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŜŜƴΩκƭŜǘǘŜǊ .Σ ƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ 
best possible score in this 
category. The majority of 
Europe achieves medium 
ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƻǊŀƴƎŜΩ ŀƴŘ 
ΨǊŜŘΩ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
ΨǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭΩ ǳǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ 
embedded in the 
programming code of web 
sites, needs to be improved. 
Further details on the 
accessibility tests conducted 

are provided in the annex. 

Austria has been found to set the example for accessibility. Austria regularly proceeds to self-
evaluations of government web sites and has recently published a detailed study applying WCAG 2.0, 
the next generation of accessibility standards of the World Wide Web Consortium.22   

The Netherlands have set an ambitious accessibility deadline for their public sector. All new web sites 
set up since September 1 2006 have to be designed conform to strict accessibility guidelines; existing 
websites need to comply by December 31 2010.23  

                                                           

22
 See www.digitales.oesterreich.gv.at/DocView.axd?CobId=34322 and 

www.digitales.oesterreich.gv.at/DocView.axd?CobId=34323 
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Top 5 Accessibility of national portals (automated)

AUSTRIA

99%

NETHERLANDS

94%

DENMARK

90%

NORWAY

90%

GERMANY

88%

EU+

64%
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http://www.digitales.oesterreich.gv.at/DocView.axd?CobId=34323
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Five countries have scored 
particularly well on 
Usability: Finland, The 
United Kingdom, Malta, 
Estonia and Poland. The 
¦ƴƛǘŜŘ YƛƴƎŘƻƳΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 
link portal, 
http://www.businesslink.go
v.uk/bdotg/action/layer?r.l1
, is a strong example of how 
government supports 
business competitiveness by 
providing added value and 
easy-to-use advisory. 
9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΣ 
www.eesti.ee, offers track 
and trace to authenticated 
users. Users can enter their 
personal space using an ID 

card, a mobile telephone or even an Internet banking application. They can also set up their personal 
linkbook, memorizing their preferred government web sites. Several Polish business service sites 
were also found to be particularly intuitive, for example the tax returns site http://www.e-
deklaracje.gov.pl/ which uses a few, simple click-on symbols to guide the user to the relevant 
information. 

As anticipated, only about 
ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦нтҌΩǎ 
web sites can be rated by 
the user online. However, 
there are countries which 
clearly set the example in 
this field and illustrate that 
online satisfaction 
monitoring is an integral 
part of a user-friendly web 
site.  

All Finnish web sites tested 
had a feedback icon, such 

as 
http://www.mol.fi/mol/en

/index.jsp (job search 
services),  

http://www.kela.fi/in/inter
net/english.nsf (social security benefits) and  http://www.poliisi.fi/poliisi/home.nsf/pages/index_eng 
όǇŀǎǎǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ ǎƘŀǊŜ Ƙƛǎ 
experience with the government. Malta has, on http://www.gov.mt/index.asp?l=2, revamped is 
customer-ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ōȅ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛȊȊΦƎƻǾΦƳǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ΨIƻǿ Ŏŀƴ 
ǿŜ ƘŜƭǇΚΩ ƛŎƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ Řŀǘŀ ōŀǎŜΦ  ! ΨIŀǾŜ 
ȅƻǳǊ ǎŀȅΩ ƛŎƻƴ ƛǎ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎΦ 

The Portuguese portal http://www.portaldocidadao.pt/PORTAL/pt is a good case in point of how 
government can incite suggestions and opinions through the portal site. Users can also call in to 
provide feedback. Luxembourg has placed a concise user satisfaction survey across the board of its 
public sector sites, see for example http://www.guichet.public.lu/fr/. 

In addition to the web survey, the benchmark project included research on ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŜƴΣ ƘƻǿΣ ǿƘȅΣ Ƙƻǿ 
ƻŦǘŜƴΩ ƻŦ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǳǎŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦27+. Information has been collected, as agreed upon 

                                                                                                                                                                      

23
 http://www.webrichtlijnen.nl/besluit/tekst-besluit-en-toelichting/ 

Top 5 Usability

FINLAND

92%

UNITED KINGDOM

89%

MALTA

76%

ESTONIA

67%

POLAND

64%

EU+

47%

Top 5 User satisfaction monitoring

FINLAND

100%

MALTA

89%

UNITED KINGDOM

85%

PORTUGAL

83%

LUXEMBOURG

77%

EU+

35%

http://www.eesti.ee/
http://www.mol.fi/mol/en/index.jsp
http://www.mol.fi/mol/en/index.jsp
http://www.kela.fi/in/internet/english.nsf
http://www.kela.fi/in/internet/english.nsf
http://www.gov.mt/index.asp?l=2
http://www.portaldocidadao.pt/PORTAL/pt
http://www.guichet.public.lu/fr/
http://www.webrichtlijnen.nl/besluit/tekst-besluit-en-toelichting/
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with participating countries, through the online community eGovMoNet24 hosted by the European 
Commission and a secure document share site made available to country representatives for the 
ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΦ YŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǎŜǇarately, at the end 
of this section. 

Eight EU27+ countries 
have reached the 100% 
mark for the One-Stop-
Shop metric. 

The Czech Republic (see 
for example 
www.portal.gov.cz) and 
Slovakia (see for example 
portal.gov.sk/Portal/sk/De
fault.aspx)  set the 
example for Eastern 
Europe. {ǇŀƛƴΩǎ 
www.060.es is a 

particularly 
comprehensive One-Stop-
Shop; a call-centre and a 
network of face-to-face 
offices complement the 

portal.  

Irish users can  access services through the national portal and a citizen and business portal 
(http://www.gov.ie, www.citizensinformation.ie and http://www.basis.ie respectively). Iceland offers all in 
one through http://www.island.is/forsida. The Swiss ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ŎƘΦŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ψƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎŀǘŜǿŀȅΩ ǘƻ 
{ǿƛǘȊŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ Ŏŀƴǘƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴΣ 
French, Italian, Romansh and English. This portal is a joint project of the federal government, the 
cantons and the communes, operated by the Federal Chancellery. 

The User-focused portal 
design component 
assesses whether 
Member State portals 
are organized by theme 
and/or target group. 
Organization by theme 
or target group increases 
ǘƘŜ ΨŦƛƴŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ 
information as 
information is organized 
from the user standpoint 
rather than the 
governmental one. The 
segmentation makes it 
easier for users to 
identify what is relevant 
for them within the vast 
piles of public sector 

information. It only takes one mouse-click and the user is redirected to a site that serves his purposes. 
15 countries have obtained the 100% score for this metrics.  

France has recently introduced the personalized edition, mon-service-public, of its portal 
http://www.service-public.fr/ . The number of users has doubled between August and September 2009, 

                                                           

24
 available on the European Commissionôs ePractice site www.epractice.eu/community/egovmonet 

 

 

One-Stop-Shop Approach 8 countries at 100%

CZECH REPUBLIC

100%

SPAIN

100%

IRELAND

100%

ICELAND

100%

MALTA

100%

SLOVAKIA

100%

UNITED KINGDOM

100%

EU+

82%

SWITZERLAND

100%

User focused portal design 15 countries at 100%

AUSTRIA

100%

CYPRUS

100%

ESTONIA

100%

SPAIN

100%

FINLAND

100%

FRANCE

100%

EU+

72%

CROATIA

100%

ICELAND

100%

MALTA

100%

PORTUGAL

100%

SLOVENIA

100%

SLOVAKIA

100%

NETHERLANDS

100%

LUXEMBOURG

100%

DENMARK

100%

http://portal.gov.sk/Portal/sk/Default.aspx
http://portal.gov.sk/Portal/sk/Default.aspx
http://www.060.es/
http://www.gov.ie/
http://www.citizensinformation.ie/
http://www.basis.ie/
http://www.island.is/forsida
http://www.service-public.fr/
http://www.epractice.eu/community/egovmonet
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as more and more public bodies are joining the initiative. A personalized dashboard tracks tƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ 
administrative procedures, a secure postbox allows to safely store electronic documents.  

Finally, Croatia and Slovenia leapfrog with regards to this indicator. Croatia has successfully put the 
greenfield portal http://mojauprava.hr/ into place. SloveniaΩǎ  ǇƻǊǘŀƭ ǎƛǘŜ http://e -uprava.gov.si/e-
uprava/ is an all-in-one gateway both to the Slovenian government and EU initiatives. 

 

5.4 Trends in User Experience 
As shown above, there is an extensive range of eGovernment best practices in Europe. Practices 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘƻǿ ΨƎƻƭŘŜƴ ƴǳƎƎŜǘǎΩ ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŜŘƎŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ [ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
broad range of practices identified through the web survey, three key trends for eGovernment service 
delivery emerge: 

¶ Tailor-made, personalized offerings  

¶ The use of Online agents 

¶ Private sector mash-ups 
 

5.4.1 Personalisation 

Personalization is all about making sure that the user is only confronted with relevant information and 
not flooded with random data. The public sector holds huge quantities of information. Only a very 
small proportion is relevant to the user.  And: much is same and held in multiple organizations and in 
different forms. To counterbalance the information overload, there is a strong trend in Europe 
ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ tŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ tŀƎŜǎ όtLtΩǎύ ōȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎΣ where web sites sort the information 
according to user profile.  

Examples ƻŦ tLtΩǎ are websites that filter information according to life situation of an individual or 
perhaps even the location of a citizen. An example is the Danish ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǇƻǊǘŀƭΣ 
www.borger.dk. The portal displays over 600 digital self-services solutions for citizens. In October 
2008, a new edition of borger.dk was launched with increased personalization options including a 
ΨaȅtŀƎŜΩ section. Currently, borger.dk has close to 100,000 visitors every week and numbers are 
rising steadily. The Danish national business virk.dk portal displays over 1,300 digital self-service and 
reporting solutions. As with borger.dk, virk.dk offers personalization options. As per the end of 2008, 
over 120,000 reportings were made through virk.dk every month. 

The Austrian website Myhelp.gv.at is a prime example of personalization. It links to a secure post box 
for the receipts of administrative documents,

25
 and to the e-Tresor (e-safe)

 26
, a secure storage space 

which citizens can purchase for a lumpsum to store documents of any kind: certificates, diplomas, 
insurance certificates, diagnostic findings, etc. The individual or a notary can sign the documents 
electronically. From that moment on, these documents have legal validity in Austria. 

The German city of Dortmund has also ΨƎƻƴŜ ǾƛǊǘǳŀƭΩ (see for example 
https://www2.domap.de/web/guest/home). The customer visits the city administration once to 
obtain a log-in and can from that point on apply for, track and trace and obtain his tailor-made 
ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƭƻǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳation overload. 

5.4.2 hƴƭƛƴŜ ŀƎŜƴŎǘ όΨƭƛǾŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΩύ  

Many of those eServices that governments propose are used occasionally only, for example at a life 
ŜǾŜƴǘΦ ¦ǎŜǊǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ Ƙƻǿ ŀ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 
with minimǳƳ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŜǊǊƻǊǎΦ hƴƭƛƴŜ ŘŜƳƻǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ ǇŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ǿŀȅΦ ¢ƘŜ Dutch 
{ǘǳŘƛŜƭƛƴƪΩǎ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŘŜƳƻΣ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΣ ǎǘŜǇ-by-step explains how the enrolment procedure 
works and that in several languages.

27
  SloveniaΩǎ hƴŜ {ǘƻǇ {ƘƻǇ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜs, e-VEM, has recently 

received the United Nations Public Service Award. The website 
http://evem.gov.si/evem/navodilaUporabaSkupna.evem links to a list of quick demos of the business 
registration solutions offered.  

                                                           

25 
http://www.meinbrief.at/ 

26
 http://www.e-tresor.at/ 

27
 http://studielink.imtechvelocity.nl/Style%20Library/Studielink/studielink-demo-v2/hoe-werkt-studielink.htm 

http://mojauprava.hr/
http://e-uprava.gov.si/e-uprava/
http://e-uprava.gov.si/e-uprava/
https://www2.domap.de/web/guest/home
http://studielink.imtechvelocity.nl/Style%20Library/Studielink/studielink-demo-v2/hoe-werkt-studielink.htm
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5.4.3 Private sector mash-ups  

Governments need to be present were citizens need them the most and the most frequently. Why 
not be present on private sector web sites or mash up with private sector firms to keep in touch with 
stakeholders? 

In Belgium, the government uses digital television for its job advertisements because of the significant 
coverage.  The Belgian railways have connected with the government and now offer the possibility to 
travel without a printed ticket, by simply booking the ticket online with an eID. 

28
 The ticket collector 

verifieǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ L5 ŘŀǘŀΦ
29

 

Sweden ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ hƴŜ {ǘƻǇ {ƘƻǇ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƳŀǎƘŜŘ ǳǇΣ ΨǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǇǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ 
formerly central portal www.sverige.se is being phased out. Instead, thematic portals are being built. 
A number of agencies cluster around a theme, possibly with private sector actors, and set up their 
own portal. As part of this initiative, health, crisis, GIS portals have been built.

30
 

¢ƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀǊŜ Ψout-of-the-ōƻȄΩ ƛŘŜŀǎ we have identified through the User Experience web survey. 
They all make use of the power Public-Private-Partnerships can discharge. And of allocating the 
service delivery tasks to those that are best-placed to serve customers, may it be the private or the 
public sector, or both. 

 

5.5 User satisfaction monitoring 
About half of European businesses and citizens are not using eGovernment, and that despite 
decades of heavy investments. And those using eGovernment services are only moderately satisfied. 
In a 2008 study for the European Commission, one third of survey participants have even rated their 
ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ Ψƴƻǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅΩΦ

31
 

 
The risk of failing on user expectations and needs is evident: an unsatisfied user will avoid the e-
ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭΦ !ƴŘ ƘŜ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎervice and the public sector 
generally but will just keep a negative experience with government in mind.

32
  

So are the benefits: A satisfied user will voluntarily return to the site. Incite his peers to do so as well. 
And is more likely to contribute actively to public service design and content. 
 
Monitoring user satisfaction is a key element of better understanding user behavior and consolidate 
the shift to the e-channel. According to the quantitative metrics on User satisfaction monitoring, only 
35%  of the screened web sites can be rated by users directly online, i.e. precisely when the User 
Experience is taking place. This finding requires further investigation.  
 
Online monitoring is just one of the many ways to gather user feedback. The qualitative research of 
the benchmark Ƙŀǎ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨǿƘŜƴΣ ƘƻǿΣ ǿƘȅΣ Ƙƻǿ ƻŦǘŜƴΩ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ 
monitoring practice.  
 
For the qualitative research for this section, a secure document share site has been opened on 
which 17 government representatives have stored relevant documentation. On Member State 
request and to ensure synergies with other ongoing European Commission initiatives, use has also 
been made of country evidence gathered through the eGovMoNet network for 11 countries. 
 
Clear policy shifts towards more user-centric, user-driven government are causing a marked change 
in user satisfaction monitoring practice. The number of countries which report undertaking user 
satisfaction measurements of eGovernment is increasing steadily. In most cases, this improvement is 
due to a sharper and more determined focus on a user-centric approach. Taking users into account, 
either through indirect or direct measurement, is increasingly become mainstream for improving the 

                                                           

28
 http://vdab.be/magezine/2001-03/sms.shtml 

29
 http://www.b-rail.be/nat/F/popup/private/eid/index.php 

30
 www.verksamt.se -Theme: Public services for businesses: www.vardguiden.se - Theme: eHealth; 

http://www.geodata.se/sv/Geodataportalen---geodatase/ - Theme: Access to geographical information; 
http://www.krisinformation.se/  - Theme: Crisis information; http://www.korkortsportalen.se/ - Theme: Drivers license. 
31 http://www.epractice.eu/en/library/288705 
32 http://www.euser-eu.org;  

http://vdab.be/magezine/2001-03/sms.shtml
http://www.b-rail.be/nat/F/popup/private/eid/index.php
http://www.verksamt.se/
http://www.vardguiden.se/
http://www.geodata.se/sv/Geodataportalen---geodatase/
http://www.korkortsportalen.se/
http://www.euser-eu.org/
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quality of services, encouraging take-up and acting as a spur to the back-office changes often 
necessary.  
 

5.5.1 The approaches and metrics 

The framework below presents the approach taken to the qualitative assessment of user satisfaction 
monitoring. The main research goal was to capture:  

¶ the tools and approaches in place;  

¶ the metrics being reported on, how often, to whom and for what purpose;  

¶ practices that are to be considered as good examples. 
 
There are at least as many approaches to user satisfaction as service providers. As the framework 
used for the benchmark shows, the tools, metrics, and good practices in place include monitoring of 
user needs before a service is put online; Tracking of user satisfaction during usage; And satisfaction 
surveys after the service has been used. The country examples identified in the benchmark project 
are outlined further below. 
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Figure 32: Framework for User Satisfaction Monitoring  

 
Before 
A few countries have started involving users in the design phase of their eGovernment services. They 
use ethnographic work

33
 and observatory methods, like testing environments where users are 

observed trying out the eGovernment services in a live-lab. A prime example, albeit from outside of 
Europe, is Australia where the department of immigration and citizenship has a user centred design 
competency centre. This centre is solely dedicated to designing, implementing and improving all 
aspects of usability, accessibility and user acceptance testing by means of usability labs, solution 
visualisations and benchmarking.  
A few countries have set usability standards or have defined a User charter for the public sector as a 
ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭΩ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅΦ {ƻƳŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǾƛǘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǘƻ 
participate directly in the design or production of services which they will use. 
 

                                                           

33
 Ethnographic work groups future users according to socio-cultural criteria such as age and educational level. The 

aim of ethnographic work is to assess the particular needs of each group and design services accordingly. 
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!ƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǇƭƻȅŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǇƘŀǎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨǳǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎΦ 
They capture the benefits the online solution should procure such as convenience, ease-of-use, error 
rates, potential time and cost savings.  
 
During  
It is crucial that users can provide feedback on a government site during their actual User Experience. 
¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 
in return provided feedback on its offering. 
Today, many governments are already using pop-up or drop-down questionnaires, or have integrated 
a feedback icon on their web sites. Similarly to live-labs used during the design phase, governments 
have started implementing mystery user techniques. Mystery shoppers posing as normal customers 
perform specific tasks and then provide detailed reports or feedback about their experience. 
 
Here, the most widespread metrics ŀǊŜ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŎŀǇǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ perception, in real-time so to 
say. Users can score a service or aspects of it. They can express whether their expectations have been 
fulfilled, e.g. on completeness and accuracy of information, getting what one wanted. Governments 
find out whether the user will return to the site and/or recommend it to others. Perception reflects 
culture, skills, capabilities and the situational context of the individual.   
 
After  
Some governments have launched in-depth or systematic user satisfaction measurements to inform 
their implementation and policy choices. They track and trace hard data, like usage on portals and 
web sites. Or interview users to obtain deeper insights. Interviews of people visiting a government 
office or elsewhere  (such as on the street or at home), user panels, focus groups, public meetings, 
etc., are also used. Next comes telephone surveys, and particularly computer assisted telephone 
interviews, often undertaken across a sample of a whole population to enquire into general 
eGovernment service experiences. Such surveys can also capture feedback from non-users thus 
obtaining an insight into why services are not used and the barriers there may be. 
 
The most widespread metrics ǳǎŜŘ ΨŀŦǘŜǊ ǳǎŀƎŜΩ touch upon improvements to implementation. Is 
government providing the right channel mix? What are channel switch points? Which personalized 
services are wanted? 
Other metrics link to policy goals such as transparency & accountability, inclusion, and accessibility.  
This is also where users can voice concerns as to the more emotional fundamentals, such as trust in 
the service, and privacy and data protection concerns. 
 

5.5.2 Select good practices in user satisfaction monitoring  

The qualitative research conducted as part of the 2009 benchmark, has allowed us to highlight good 
practice cases. They shed a light on methods employed, reasons to track user satisfaction, frequency 
of assessments, whom they are reported to and how results of the reporting are used.  
 
Before 

¶ The Belgian federal portal has been upgraded using eye-tracking technology where users 
have tested the different portal functions during the implementation phase in a living-lab. 
The initiative has received several Content Management System awards in 2008.

34
 

¶ The United Kingdom Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻǿŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ 
journey mappƛƴƎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛŦŜ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
impact service use has on this, in order to design eServices before they are launched. 

¶ The Netherlands bases service design on rights embedded in an eCitizen charter consisting of 
ten quality standards defining what the relationship between the public sector and citizens 
should be. 

 
During 

¶ Greece has tested the mystery user method for the online tax service as a participatory 
approach involving users undertaking set tasks during service use and filling in a 
questionnaire in real time.    
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 See http://www.cms-awards.be/ 
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¶ In March 2009, the Italian government launched the use of emoticons for its public services. 
These are colored smileys with a selection of reasons for dissatisfaction including waiting 
time, need to return, and quality of support.  

¶ France has adopted several approaches including an annual survey of sites where users give 
their perception of the site, the time used, and rate their overall satisfaction level, which, 
when multiplied by the number of visits, provides a site performance indicator. Awareness of 
eGovernment by both the online and offline population is also surveyed, together with the 
impact of awareness campaigns. Focus groups have been set-up to validate the impact of a 
change to the eGovernment service, both for users and non-users. In 2009 an innovative 
content analysis of feedback from users was carried out, visualised through pictograms of 
which the results fed back to users and invited dialogue via blog facilities and a mini survey.  
 

After 

¶ In Slovenia, satisfaction forms part of five surveys of government services: First, a computer-
assisted telephone interview (CATI) survey of citizens amongst others covering ease of access 
and of use, completeness, security/privacy; second, a similar survey for businesses amongst 
others covering trust, access to records or databases, job searching, data transmission, public 
procurement; third, an email survey of public servantsΩ ICT use as part of their work, 
including usage of personal computers, email, internet, digital certificate, basic information 
tools and specialised applications; fourth, a postal survey of societies (third sector), and; 
fifth, a field survey of citizens visiting public offices, both covering the same issues as the 
citizens CATI survey. In addition, public websites also employ pop-up surveys and online 
feedback forms. Offline methods are also used in the form of focus groups, ethnographic 
surveys and usability testing. 

¶ The Danish government regularly self-assesses its sites. Every year since 2001 the Danish 
Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation has evaluated and benchmarked the quality 
ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ Ψ¢ƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ŜōΩΦ Lƴ нллфΣ ¢ƻǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝō ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ 
around 600 public websites. The websites and their digital services are evaluated on 
navigation, usability, and user value.  Public website owners are asked to self-evaluate their 
service strategies and implementation progress. The best public websites  are awarded with 
prizes and a benchmark of all the competing sites is published. From 2009, user satisfaction 
monitoring plays a more significant role in the project than before. Before 2009, websites 
received points for merely employing user satisfaction monitoring, whereas now, the results 
of the monitoring are taken into account, so that only websites scoring high on user 
satisfaction augment the benchmark result.  

¶ Switzerland also uses CATI to survey citizens about their use and experiences of 
eGovernment services at different levels: federal, canton and municipality, for example in 
relation to user friendliness. CATI is also used for enterprise surveys to ascertain customer 
friendliness, ease of contact, data exchange, service completion, and confidence/trust.  Both 
CATI and interviews of authorities are used for indirect measurement of user satisfaction as 
part of a wider survey of eGovernment service supply characteristics.  

 
In summary, it is now clear that most European countries are starting to use user satisfaction 
assessments as powerful tools for fine-tuning eGovernment initiatives, as these can constantly update 
the perception the user community has of an eService and thereby enable government activities to be 
re-evaluated. eGovernment services set up by taking into account user needs are able to target their 
reference audience in a relatively short time frame, thus accelerating investment amortisation 
dynamics. Many policy initiatives, measurement frameworks, and surveys launched in recent years 
confirm this conclusion, thus making user satisfaction one of the main drivers of excellence in public 
service delivery processes. 
 
Despite good progress at the country levels, efforts to date could be joined up further at the EU 
level. Several European initiatives are aiming at encouraging learning and harmonization such as the 
establishment of a thematic network by the European Commission on eGovernment monitoring 
eGovMoNet

 
and the Benchlearning project.

35
 The benchmark is another accelerator of user-centric 

eGovernment. 
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 http://www.epractice.eu/community/benchlearning 
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There are clear advantages in having some cross-country measurement standards and common 
frameworks in order to assist in this learning process, not least because of the burgeoning number of 
cross-border and even EU-wide eGovernment services. These are likely to become much more 
important over the next five years, for example, in support of the Single Market and the Services 
Directive. 

 

5.6 Learning from world leaders to develop the piloted method 
Europe is at a turning point from administrative-centric to user-centric eGovernment. Most 
benchmarked countries have integrated the user in their eGovernment philosophy. There is a range 
of good practices available, many of them could be identified through the benchmark. But there is 
room for growth. And enhanced learning. The current User Experience landscape resembles a rag rug 
with a multitude of approaches, speeds of development and differing results. Europe needs to further 
ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨōŜǎǘΩ ƭƻƻƪǎ ƭƛƪŜΦ !ƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ the right targets for inciting 
performance and learning. 

The likes of the United States set the example on User Experience measurement. They have 
developed umbrella methods to help their public authorities improve the User Experience. In these 
respects, Europe can learn from them. 

The United States has set up http://usability.gov/, a comprehensive One-Stop-Shop, the United States 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǳǎŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǿŜō ǎƛǘŜǎΦ ΨtƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƪΩΣ ǘƘŜ 
web site states.  

The measurement guidelines include36 

¶ Ease of learning - How fast can a user who has never seen the user interface before learn it 
sufficiently well to accomplish basic tasks?  

¶ Efficiency of use - Once an experienced user has learned to use the system, how fast can he 
or she accomplish tasks?  

¶ Memorability - If a user has used the system before, can he or she remember enough to use 
it effectively the next time or does the user have to start over again learning everything?  

¶ Error frequency and severity - How often do users make errors while using the system, how 
serious are these errors, and how do users recover from these errors?  

¶ Subjective satisfaction - How much does the user like using the system 

The principle is to test the government web site in a living-lab environment and immerge users into a 
real-life situation where they complete tasks associated with the web site. Each test scenario 
prioritizes different metrics ranging from successful task completion to the number of critical 
(preventing the accomplishment of the task) and non-critical errors, and many more. The measure 
distinguishes between performance data (what actually happened) and preference data (what 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘύΦ ¢ƛƳŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǘƻƻΣ ōǳǘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ 
experience and perception may be of equal or even higher importance. 

¢ƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ΨǇƭŀƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΩ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ
37

. Its goal is to improve 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜǊǎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ΨǘƘŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜǎŜǊǾŜǎ Ǉƭŀƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ 
communication from ƛǘǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩΦ LŦ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ User Experience 
will improve, and both governments and end users will save time, resources and money in the service 
delivery process. 

The Australian government provides a User Profiling and Testing Toolkit to Australian authorities. A 
ǳǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŎƘŜŎƪƭƛǎǘ ƭƛǎǘǎ ŦƛŦǘȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ΨŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ Ψƭŀȅƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩΣ ΨŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΩΣ ΨŦƻǊƳǎΩΣ ΨǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ 38 The Canadian 
government offers a standard tool for evaluating the User Experience of a web site. Metrics relate to 
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 http://usability.gov/basics/measured/index.html 

37
 http://www.plainlanguage.gov/ 

38
 http://www.finance.gov.au/publications/user-profiling-and-testing-toolkit/usability-checklist.html 

http://usability.gov/


 Part B: The User Experience  

 51  

 

ΨƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜΩΣ ΨǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ΨŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΩΣ ΨƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩΣ ΨƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩΣ ΨǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΩΣ 
ΨǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΣ ŀƴŘ ΨƘŜƭǇΩ.39 

The benchmark 2009 provides a proxy of User Experience in Europe. Many of the dimensions cited in 
the non-9¦ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŜŎƘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ƳŜǘǊƛŎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ōŜǘǘŜǊ User Experience and user 
satisfaction are evident, both for the users themselves as for governments. There is no reason why 
Europe should not join up forces to even better reap these benefits. 

The 2009 measurement method is on the right track but needs to improve. 

In short, the benchmark has shown that most metrics tested in 2009 are suitable for a supply-side 
benchmark. They look at features that are clearly visible on the web site and can easily be identified. 
And they build on simple and unambiguous research questions.  

¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƳƻŘƛŦȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ 
and help Europe to make a significant step towards a common definition of User Experience. Of 
course, no ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭΩ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ of User Experience exists or should be applied in every Member State. 
However, there is by far sufficient experience in Europe to understand ΨǿƘŀǘ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǿŜō ǎƛǘŜΩ ƭƻƻƪǎ 
ƭƛƪŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƛǘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǊŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇΦ 
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 http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/ig-gi/e/wse-esw/wse-esw3-eng.asp 
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6. Context 

tŀǊǘ /Υ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ LƴǎƛƎƘǘǎέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ ǎŎŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜŎtions of this benchmarking 
report: the results of the 20 basic services; eProcurement; Pilot User Experience measure; and the Country 
Reports. It includes additional facts and insight drawn from other identified sources.  It is intended:  

Á To provide a basis for continuous improvement of the benchmarking method and process 

Á To offer insight for policy setting  

Á To support bench-learning 

This benchmark has since its inception been ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ Lǘ is one of the tools that 
enable Europe to demonstrate progress against set targets.  

Europe set ambitious Information Society goals in its i2010 action plan (see box to right) and these goals are 
monitored regularly to ensure all European countries act appropriately. Further targets are set within this 
context, like the Manchester eProcurement target that have a bearing on action plans and measurement. 

Undoubtedly, service provision has progressed greatly across the EU27+. Much less benchmark and bench-
learning evidence is available on the quality of services, their impact and empowerment potential; and on 
internal efficiencies. Change is needed to ensure that the benchmark triggers the right actions and remains 
relevant to EU policy makers. 

As the i2010 agenda approaches its term it becomes important to look 
ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΦ Significant 
preparatory work has already been done by the Commission and Member 
States to prepare for the 2015 agenda. The main results have been outlined 
in an Orientation Paper by the i2010 eGovernment Sub-group, bringing 
together European Commission and Member State officials. 

The thrust of this orientation paper is to continue to foster innovation in 
eGovernment; monitor actions; increase efficiency and effectiveness of 
European governance systems, and in particular support the development 
and provision of cross-border services. The political priorities that determine 
the way forward beyond 2010 have been outlined as regards eGovernment: 

Á Support to the Single Market 

Á Empowerment of businesses and citizens  

Á Administrative efficiency and effectiveness 

Á Provision of key enablers 

This represents both a continuation of the current focus, and includes further 
developments.  

The present economic and budget challenges, forecast demographic change, emerging (global) priorities, 
and increasing user expectations all lend themselves to create a very dynamic future landscape.  

The benchmark method, process, and output must adjust itself to suit the emerging new agenda.  

 

The five objectives of 
the i2010 Action Plan: 

1. No Citizen left 
behind 

2. Making efficiency 
and effectiveness a 
reality 

3. Implementing high-
impact key services 

4. Putting key enablers 
in place 

5. Strengthening 
participation and 
democratic decision 
making in Europe 
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7. Development of the Measurement Approach 

The current maturity and saturation against the 20 basic services within many of the leading European 
countries is evidence that the measurement system should be further developed. That said, the continuity 
of the measures since 2001 provides a sound and important basis for ongoing comparison. However 
enhancement is required to ensure full relevance to all countries.  

The collaborative process by which the measurement system is designed and executed, actively involving 
participating countries in the process, is a strength that should be maintained. This could also enhance the 
learning process by grouping like countries, and focusing on specific topics.  

The 20 basic service measures can be developed further, whilst maintaining time series comparison.  This 
feature is important for the many countries that have not yet reached saturation.  

The eProcurement measurement has proven to be successful and offers a unique landscape of 
eProcurement across Europe. The results are robust in the pre-award (sourcing) phase. Further work is 
required to develop the post-award (transaction) phase.  

The User Experience measurement addresses a new and complex theme, with many variables. It is 
undoubtedly an important area to address. Further work is warranted to develop a flexible or building-block 
measurement framework that can be made relevant to the naturally different settings of each country, 
whilst providing a basis for comparison and learning. The present method is seen to be directionally correct. 

In terms of further method enhancements, considerations could be given to:  

Á Adding additional domains and services that are most relevant to stakeholders. These could include 
contemporary topics like energy, environment, transport and the like.  The chart below shows the 
result of a survey of what European leaders feel will be the challenges that will benefit most from 
ICT innovations. Such research points to new areas of focus. 

 

Figure 33: Societal challenges requiring ICT innovations in the next decade 

Á Grouping measures as Ψlife-eventsΩ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ to be more relevant to the customer. Such an 
approach may require deeper assessment of the User Experience, and a more joined-up evaluation 
through the service delivery chain. Thus potentially fewer sites analysed, with more attention to 
back-office operations.  

Á Usage and impact measurements will complement the current supply-side measurement. 

Á Measuring efficiency and effectiveness of governments. This may require more than just a web-
based survey approach: involving looking behind the website, into the back office, the end-to-end 
fulfilment chain, and the governance structures that support delivery.  

Á Trust, privacy, openness, and transparency are all contemporary topics that presently have few or 
weak measurements. 

Á Pan-European (international) services and collaboration is becoming more prevalent and important. 

The new Country Reports provide a richer basis for countries to see their results in context; compare with 
like countries (tier, structure, size, culture, etc); and draw overall insight from reading all reports. 
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8. Insights from the Country Reports  

This section covers key priorities; governance and implementation; and worldwide comparison. 

8.1 ñTop Prioritiesò for Participating Countries  

¢ƘŜ άǘƻǇ р ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇƛƴƎ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜΦ 
These are included for each country in the country reports. The key operative words

40
 for each country have 

been extracted and are shown in the illustration below. This is by nature a coarse analysis however it does 
provide an interesting scan of what is on the agenda for the European eGovernment.  

 

It is also of interest to review this by old and new Member State grouping. This shows an intriguing change 
of focus between the two groups. Old Member States would appear to be more focused on customer 
interaction than new Member States. The new Member States appearing more focused on (foundational) 
technology. Old Member States would also appear to be more biased towards productivity, delivery, 
administrative efficiency and cooperation (between agencies and tiers). New Member States more on 
strategy, piloting initiatives, governmental and legislative aspects ς and notably on readiness for the 
Services-Directive. This is highlighted in the table below. 

 

Old Member States New Member States 

 

 

About Customer: 
Á Portal; Citizen; Business; User; customer; 

Personalised; Comprehensive; single; 
burden (reduction); Democracy;  

About Technology: 
Á Digital; Open  

About Governance: 
Á Delivery; Cooperation; Productivity; Shared; 

Programme; Comprehensive; projects; 
governance. 

About Customer: 
Á Personal; communication; one-stop; access; 

contact  

About Technology: 
Á eID; Infrastructure; Interoperability; open; 

Network  

About Governance: 
Á Strategy;  Pilot; Legislative; government; 

framework 

Other: 
Á Services-Directive 

                                                           

40
 óTag Cloudsô produced using www.wordle.com, based on key words extracted from ótop 5 prioritiesô responses for all countries 

 

http://www.wordle.com/
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8.2 Approach to Governance and Implementation 

Europe is an administratively and culturally diverse society. So observations from one country may or may 
not add value to another. Conclusions are hard to draw, however there are a number of observations that 
can be made in regard to aspects of governance and the like, that are viewed as being informative. 

Á Business-Technology: Review of the top priorities for the old member states in particular highlights 
a shift that is seen in advanced public administrations and private sector organisations. That is that 
technology is no longer viewed as a topic that can be taken in isolation.  It is hard wired into 
mainstream operations. From a policy perspective this connection is now also more understood.  
The quote

41
 άŜǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ǎƻƻƴŜǊ ƻǊ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀƴ L/¢ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ highlights the deep 

interdeǇŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƘŀǘ L/¢ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ-ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩ 
ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΩ όL¢ύ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦ  

Á The (Technology) Transformation Agenda: A number of countries have opted for radical change and 
these fall roughly into two categories. The first are mature eGovernment countries experiencing 
stalling performance, that now opt for real change attempting to either use eGov to transform 
government or to finally deliver the potential of eGovernment for better and more efficient service 
delivery.  (e.g.France, Germany, Sweden, Spain). The second are the newer eGovernment countries 
seeking to close the gap and use eGov as a way to leapfrog some of their entrenched disadvantages 
(e.g. Latvia, Romania, Bulgaria). 

Á eGovernment Organisation: We see a trend to more concentration of eGovernment in focused 
organizations with the support of executive agencies. The eGovernment organisations are placed at 
different levels and sections of government. There are roughly 5 models evident: 

o tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΥ  !ǳǎǘǊƛŀΣ  LŎŜƭŀƴŘΣ ¦Y  

o Ministry of Finance: Cyprus, Finland, Ireland, Slovakia, Sweden, Switzerland  

o Ministry of the Interior: Czeck republic, Germany, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland  

o Ministry for Administrative Reform: Bulgaria, Croatia, Norway, Slovenia  

o Ministry of Economic Affairs (often in combination with other ministries): Belgium, 
Estonia, Spain  

Several ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜΦ ! ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ 
office as overall coordinator at the political level and the ministry of Finance or Interior as the 
executive arm (e.g. France, Hungary, Italy). eGovernment is usually part of a wider Information 
society policy. However, the organisation of IS and eGovernment is frequently split. IS policy would 
typically fall under responsibility of the ministry of Economic Affairs and eGovernment either with a 
dedicated agency, the Ministry of the Interior and/or the Ministry of Administrative reform. 

Á Collaborative Delivery: Many countries opt for an executive agency to handle the development, roll 
out and management of shared services and infrastructures: Belgium, Bulgaria,  Denmark, Greece, 
Italy, Malta, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Sweden. Others choose for a strong CIO option: 
Austria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, United Kingdom. 
Notwithstanding the different models all countries have dedicated a high ranking civil servant or 
state secretary as CIO, to participate in EU coordination activity.  

Á eSkills development: Aligned with the rapidly changing technology landscape a number of countries 
explicitly highlight the development of eskills for their civil servants within their strategies. Examples 
include Austria, Bulgaria, Latvia, Malta, Slovenia, Spain and the UK.  

Á Non-Governmental Stakeholder Involvement: Governments are progressively moving more towards 
eGovernment policy informing and policy making processes that involve key stakeholders.  Business 
and academic input to research and policy formulation is rare, however noted in Austria. The need 
fro private sector input in acknowledged in a number of strategies, however more in an advisory 
capacity.  A larger number of countries involve non-governmental bodies (including the private 
sector) actively in the delivery and dissemination of services, and development of eskills. This 
becomes important where service delivery is passed from Government to other sectors ς the shift 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊΩ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ !ǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
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 Wolfgang Schauble, German Ministry of Interior at eGovernment Conference Apr 2007, Berlin 
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process of policy setting, progress is slow, though more recent statements of intent abound. 
eParticipation and eDemocracy appear in a number of strategies (Greece, Italy, Portugal, Poland, 
The Netherlands) though not as a core feature. This will become increasingly important as 
Governments seek to engage the citizen in democratic and service delivery processes.  

Á Constant Beta TestingΥ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦŀǎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǇƛƭƻǘέ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ 
regularly in country plans. In the technology Industry sector an approach to put new products on 
Ŏƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ άōŜǘŀ ǘŜǎǘέ ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦǘen: involving experts and the customer in an ongoing dialogue 
to develop and improve the product. In essence there is no longer one major hard product launch. 
Likewise Governments appear to be moving away from large-scale programmes, and are tending 
towards pilots and smaller developments. Thus providing greater nimbleness in the execution of this 
plans. Germany is an interesting example in that it is turning a potential complication of developing 
shared services in a decentralised federal environment to its advantage, by using different federal 
states to develop and test new services. It thus benefits from diversity as a test bed for innovative 
eGovernment approaches. 

Á Pan-EU eGovernment Participation:  eGovernment for most countries is a national affair. No 
countries have explicit targets for cross-border service development. Newer Member States would 
appear to look more to European policy for guidance (i2010), potentially as in some of these 
countries the management of eGovernment and structural funds falls within the same organisation. 
A growing and now considerable number of EU countries have elected however to participate in 
pan-European large scale pilots. The four major CIP ICT PSP (competitiveness and innovation 
programme) pilots are actively supported, notably by several of the higher performing countries. 
Austria for example is active across all large-scale CIP pilots (pilot A). This affords the opportunity to 
observe, learn from, and potentially influence technology developments within Europe. 

Á  ePractices: We captured statistics for good practice cases submitted from each country to the EC 
ePractices website. This is not considered a benchmark criteria, nor is the quality of these cases 
reported. However sharing project learning is an important element of improvement. Approximately 
1,300 (good practice) cases are reported across all countries. Perhaps not surprisingly, the majority 
of these are associated with the higher ranking countries. 70% of the cases being recorded from the 
ǘƻǇ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨōŀǎƛŎ нл ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΤ ут҈ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ нκоǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎΦ 

 

8.3 Europe viewed on a worldwide stage 

The country reports provide overall rankings for each country against a number of international 
benchmarks: specifically the UN eGovernment Readiness Index όΩлуύΣ ²ƻǊƭŘ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ CƻǊǳƳ Dƭƻōŀƭ 
/ƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ όΩлфκмлύΣ ŀƴŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪŜŘ wŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ όΨлуκлфύLƴŘƛŎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛǎǘ LƴǘŜƭƭƛƎŜƴŎŜ ¦ƴƛǘ 
ŜwŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ wŀƴƪƛƴƎǎ όΨлфύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ тл ǘƻ мфл ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ   

Generally the Nordic countries and Netherlands appear within the top 10 of these rankings, generally 
highlighting a developed technical infrastructural landscape and relatively high degrees of broadband and 
internet up take and use.  

The countries that appear in the upper few of the basic 20 services results are generally in the upper 
quartile but are not top performers (or top ten) of these rankings. This would suggest that improvements in 
eGovernment are more readily achieved through Government and/or policy action than infrastructural 
developments and behavioural changes, which typically involve non-governmental actors like IT service 
providers and end-users. In many countries these are influenced through regulatory and fiscal measures. 
Legacy infrastructures also tend to have a positive effect ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ŀƴŘ 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜǿ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΦ  

Making comparison between the various available international instruments must be done with caution, 
however there is benefit from doing so. Considerable insight can be drawn from comparing the landscape, 
policies and programmes, and results from such nations as: Canada and Singapore  (customer engagement); 
US (technology policy and approach); South Korea; Japan, and Australia. These are frequently cited as 
leaders in eGovernment and leaders in international benchmarks.  

/ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ƭƛŦǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƛƎƘǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
ǘƘŀǘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ άǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέ ƛǎ ōŀsed on factual evidence. 
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9. Better for Customers  

This section covers the current use online services; increasing take-up, and the shift to a new model. 

9.1 Use of Online Services 

It has been noted in past benchmark studies that although availability of online services may be increasing, 
the usage of these online services is not developing at a fast enough rate to reap the benefits of the 
investments made ς either for government or for the customer.  

Many policy makers hoped that this supply-demand gap would close, recognising that there would be a time 
lag between putting the service online and the service being used. This does not seem to be the case in 
most instances. Governments are providing services online; however citizens and businesses would appear 
to be using them far too little.  

The matrix below groups countries, in terms of online sophistication of citizen services (x-axis) and 
eGovernment usage by citizens

42
 (y-axis). It clearly shows: governments are providing eGovernment, but 

citizens are not using the services enough. 

 

 

Figure 34: The eGovernnment take-up gap for citizens 

[ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŎƘ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΣ there are a few top performers. These 
countries provide very mature services and display relatively high take up rates between 52% and 63%. The 
data comes from two different research sources, so observations should be taken in that light.  

Users who might want to use the online channel would in most cases be able to do so.  

                                                           

42 Based on Eurostat indicator for 2008: Individuals using the Internet for interaction with public authorities (tin00105) 
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The same matrix is provided for business services. Here, both service maturity and take up
43

 are higher than 
for citizens. The leading countries provide mature business services and their supply is matched with usage 
figures close to or even above 90%.  

 

Figure 35: The eGovernnment take-up gap for businesses 

 

So there must be fundamentally different reasons that keep citizens and businesses from engaging online. In 
some countries internet use and broadband penetration are low, which will limit take-up. A recent study for 
the European Commission reveals that the reasons for non-use lie in lack of awareness; lack of willingness 
to use; and a lack of added-value, much more than lack of skills and capabilities.

44
 Europe needs to develop 

a clearer view on how to attract, engage, and incentivise users to adopt online services.  

There is a very substantial difference in the cost-to-serve through the online channel in comparison to 
others. Coarse estimates by the authors of this study indicate a ratio of 10 (face-to-face) : 1 (telephone) : 0.1 
(web) costs for government. This presents substantial cost savings potential for Administrations without 
even considering the cost benefits to citizens or businesses yet. It also should be noted that online services 
do not necessarily detract from service delivery quality; indeed at times it can improve quality (e.g. 24x7 
access and savings in the back office may lead to strengthening the customer facing capacity of the 
government). 

Considering inclusiveness of service delivery, the policy goal of creating a more e-Inclusive society has 
shown significant progress over recent yearsΦ ¢ƘŜ Ψdigital ŘƛǾƛŘŜΨ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ and is 
being addressed in most Member StatesΩ plans.

45
  However, with broadband and high speed requirements 

of modern content, a new risk of increasing digital divides is emerging between the broadband ΨhavesΩ and 
Ψhave notsΩ. 

Our challenge is to achieve higher levels of usage, in order to reap the positive impact. How then can this be 
achieved? 

 

                                                           

43
 Based on Eurostat indicator for 2008: Enterprises using the Internet for interaction with public authorities (tin00107) 

44
 Deloitte user satisfaction study 

45
 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/policy/i2010_initiative/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/activities/einclusion/policy/i2010_initiative/index_en.htm
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9.2 Increasing Take-Up 

Across Europe we observe signiŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƎŀǇǎ ƛƴ ǳǎŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΤ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ΨǇǳǎƘΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 
ǘƘŀƴ ΨǇǳƭƭΩ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΤ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƛƭƻǎ ǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŎǊƻǎǎ-agency information 
visibility and service delivery. 

It has been noted that the more matuǊŜ ŀƴŘ κ ƻǊ ΨƻƭŘΩ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǘƻǇ ŦƛǾŜΩ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ   

So what observations can be made as regards the steps that the leading nations are taking? 

The setting of such countries typically can be characterised as one or several of:  heightened customer 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΤ ŜƳōǊŀŎƛƴƎ ŀ άTell us Onceέ ƻǊ άNo-wrong-doorέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΤ ŀ ΨƭƻŎŀƭƛǎƳΩ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ŦƻǊ 
customer service delivery; recent emergence of social networking and mash-ups  in the public domain; and 
initiatives or a stated desire for transparency and open government. 

Approaches that are observed include: the use of life-event or life situation approach; multi-channel 
strategies and approaches to service delivery; greater engagement of the customer to enable co-design of 
services; initiatives on eDemocracy and consultation; the use of intermediaries and agents to support ease-
of-use and inclusiveness; and initiatives to address privacy and security of data. 

The framework outlined in Part B addresses initiatives that can be made before, during, and after online 
service delivery to engage the customer. It also makes note of leading practices (in non-EU countries) to for 
instance engage the customer in the online website design experience. Belgium received awards 
(http://www.cms-awards.be/) in 2008 for stakeholder testing during portal development, engaging real 
users at different steps during the implementation phase, and applying for instance eye-tracking 
technology. 

When complemented with: a deep understanding of the customer journey through service delivery 
(frequently across organisational silos); a clear view of the customer life situation (e.g. segmentation and 
event-based approach); and good communication, the barriers to take-up (of lack of awareness; lack of 
willingness; and lack of added-value) can be more meaningfully addressed. 

It is still too early to draw any significant evidence-based conclusions on take-up. The ultimate prize is 
however to be able to measure and show the financial and social benefits that result from high levels of 
take-up. 

 

9.3 A paradigm shift towards customer-centric services 

The present model of public service delivery can (still) be crudely characterised as one of administrative silos 
with limited cross-agency information sharing and service design. The resulting customer experience is sub-
optimal, involving multiple transactions with multiple agencies for many needs, with limited information 
and knowledge transferred between agencies; and limited or no choice even if the customer would wish it 
so. This model brings with it much internal efficiency with high levels of duplication and rework that could 
be avoided through information sharing and shared servicesΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ¸ƻǳ-CentrƛŎΩ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
figure below. 

 

! ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛǎ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎΥ ŀ ΨaŜ-/ŜƴǘǊƛŎΩ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
information can be provided and managed more by the customer, and where the experience is far more 
satisfying. This presents fundamental change: to policies, service design, information architecture, and 

Dept

Dept
Dept

Dept

Dept

Level 2
Level 3

Dept

Dept
Data

Data

Data

The ñYOU-Centricòmodel The ñME-Centricòmodel

http://www.cms-awards.be/
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potentially also legislation, skills and ways of working for service providers, as well as a change in customer 
responsibilities. 

Modern techƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾƛŎŜǎ όǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŦƻǳǊǘƘ ǎŎǊŜŜƴΩ
46

) are bringing this shift very much 
closer to now.  Also, terms like social networking and Gov 2.0 abound.  

Participation and empowerment goals are a vital component of the shift. The opportunities presented by 
Web 2.0 technologies, and the (particularly recent) political ambitions to establish transparent and open 
government are likely to cause marked changes it this area.  

Empowerment goes hand in hand with Inclusion and Participation. But it also goes one step further by 
shifting the role of the user from the one of a passive viewer and user to an active creator and manager of 
the public service delivery chain. This only works if users engage voluntarily and see the added value of 
using ICT: to express their creativity, use the potential for innovation and benefit from the new patterns of 
relationships that emerge.  

In terms of Gov 2.0, Europe increasingly needs to look beyond its borders; ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ; 
and accelerate progress by embracing the potential ICT is offering for government transformation. 

The DŀǊǘƴŜǊ άIȅǇŜ /ȅŎƭŜέ ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŜDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ŜǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ it may be 
predicted to develop.

47
 Following the past predictions of Gartner, Europe should be in the midst of the 

eGovernment hype. Blogs and wikis, and wireless applications should dominate the landscape. Today, there 
are no clear signs of whether Europe has reached or is going to enter this hype. Indeed, recent Gartner 
comparison of Europe to the US suggests significant gaps remain

48
.  

The end result is rather that the private sector offers agile, dynamic and real time services. By contrast, most 
governments have not managed to reach these levels of sophistication. Are Governments too stuck in a 
Web 1.0 world? 

                                                           

46
 The Fourth screen: (i) Movie Screen; (ii) TV; (iii) PC; (iv) Mobile Device 

47
 [Source: ñThe eGovernment Hype Circle Meets Web2.0ò Andrea Di Maio, Gartner Industry Research October 2007] 

48
 http://blogs.gartner.com/andrea_dimaio/2009/10/30/why-north-americans-will-get-government-2-0-and-europeans-wont/ 

http://blogs.gartner.com/andrea_dimaio/2009/10/30/why-north-americans-will-get-government-2-0-and-europeans-wont/
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10. Better for Businesses 

This section reviews performance of G2B services, and assesses the impact of the Services Directive. 

10.1 Doing business with Government: state of play 

The European Single Market is home to around 12 million companies, among them 99% by number are 
SMEs. So making services easy and useful, particularly for this community, is of importance. Of particular 
relevance is the cost for a small (and large) business to comply with the multitude of application and 
reporting obligations imposed by government: tax declarations, VAT declarations, customs declarations, 
permits, labour regulation, and alike.  Studies indicate the cost per FTE ratio between small companies and 
large is roughly a factor of four. This presents a considerable barrier for SME start-up and operations. 
Governments must make sure compliance is achieved with minimum business effort, if we are to develop an 
open market and vibrant economy.  

Eight services for business are evaluated in this benchmark. These represent many of the high impact 
service areas, from the ǎǘŀƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ΨƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ Řŀǘŀ to 
Government. Public services for businesses are generally more mature throughout Europe ς more so than 
their citizen service counterparts. In 2009, the sophistication score for businesses reached on EU average 
90%, as compared to 78% for citizens. 

However, not all business services reach this high sophistication level. And not all government actors 
perform equally well. Services that generate income for state treasury still score significantly higher. The 
more decentralized the service delivery structure, the less sophisticated the service offering typically is. 
Obtaining permits online, for example, is wishful thinking in most countries, rather than reality. 
Performance is weak across the board, with sophistication rates lingering between 22% and 54%.  This is 
shown in the figure below.  

 Figure 36: Sophistication of services by delivery level 
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As shown in the next figure, company registration for example splits the benchmarked countries into three: 
the best performers i.e. countries where a business can be started-up entirely online medium performers 
i.e. countries where the process of registering can be started online, via an electronic form, but then 
requires additional paper-based interaction with authorities and low performers only providing 
downloadable paper forms to start a business. In the latter group of countries, the rest of the start-up 
procedure still requires future entrepreneurs to visit public administrations physically, queue, print and fill 
in paper forms etc. Seemingly, achievements still do not always reach the goal set by the 2006 Spring 
European Council to create One-Stop-Shops for business registration until 2007 and reduce the time and 
costs of starting up to a strict minimum.  

 

Figure 37: Sophistication of services by delivery level 

 

Compared to the globe, Europe is by the way far from the best-ƛƴ ŎƭŀǎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ .ŀƴƪΩǎ 5ƻƛƴƎ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 
Report ranks countries across the globe according to the ease of starting a business.

49
New Zealand, Canada, 

Australia and Singapore lead this ranking. In terms of the number of procedures required before start-up, 
New Zealand and Canada are down to one procedure, Australia to two procedures. Followed by Belgium, 
Sweden, Finland and Denmark with three procedures each. On an average, six procedures are still required 
before starting a business in Europe- number which potentially could be halved through joining up 
procedures in the back-office and e-enabling them further. In terms of the number of days required before 
an entrepreneur can operate a business, New Zealand has reduced the time lag to one day, Australia to two 
days. Belgium and Hungary are the best European performers in this category, with a time lag of four days 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǳǇ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ Lƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 
days a future entrepreneur has to wait before he can operate is significant, with a range of 46 days. Despite 
overall good sophistication scores for businesses, room for improvement remains and further steps are 
required to  better serve businesses end-to-end, throughout their life-cycle. 

 

10.2 The Single Market & the impending Services Directive 

9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ōȅ нлмлΦ The Single Market is one 
of the cornerstones of this ambition, and its realisation will improve the openness and competitiveness of 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ /ƻƳǇŜǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ƻŦ increasing importance in the 
present time of economic downturn. 

9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ the Single Market respects a number of particular characteristics:  
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 http://www.doingbusiness.org/economyrankings/?direction=Asc&sort=2 
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Á 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ improve the efficacy of the internal market, but not to achieve a single economic 
area. Some sectors of the economy, in particular public services, will remain subject to national 
laws, which implies that service delivery will differ across Member States.  

Á European Directives grant countries significant implementation margin through transposition into 
national law. This results in different implementation approaches and outcomes. 

Á 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ policy goals, documented in the various Ministerial Declarations and Actions Plans, are 
designed around voluntary compliance and collaboration of Member States.  

{ƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ ΨƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳŜΩ good performers, than implement hard-wired performance 
targets. There are however opportunities to consider new Single Market targets. 

The Services Directive
50

 is an important step to increase the competƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ It 
will come into fore on 28

th
 December 2009. It sets a compliance-based goal that will require eGovernment 

actions, across all levels of Administration. The Directive will enable service providers to establish 
themselves in any EU country swiftly and conveniently, including the free movement of their services. 
Article 6 of the Directive requires countries to set up a 'Point of Single Contact' (PoSC) through which service 
providers can access the relevant information, forms and applications for their establishment. Article 8 
states that all procedures and formalities may be completed at a distance and by electronic means. Hence 
the PoSC is understood as a source of information, as well as a means of transaction of applications.  

Several of the services that are required to set up a company are covered by the current set of 20 basic 
services. However, besides compliance requirements, governments should support business 
competitiveness. This includes providing added-value information and advisory services, like location-based 
information and services that help businesses thrive. These support growth and mobility beyond country 
borders. So the Directive requires ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ/ƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ benefits from the 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ/ƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩΦ  

Much current focus within Member States is on the PoSC. Use existing structures or create new ones? 
Combine electronic and physical PoSC, or implement online versions only? How many PoSCs should there 
be? Most countries opt for one PSC, whilst about one third are putting multiple PSCs in place. The main 
drivers for choosing multiple PSCs seem to be the administrative structure of the country (e.g. Austria; 
Germany); the desire to integrate existing decentralized contact points (e.g. France; Belgium); and decisions 
on PoSC roles and accountabilities. Countries that opt for one PoSC typically integrate the functionalities 
into existing business portals.

 51 
 

Less attention would appear to be placed on what goes on behind the PoSC, through the entire cross-
Administration information chain.   

In many ways tƘŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘǳǊƴǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ōŀŎƪ-office structures inside out. Service 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΩ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōǳƴŘƭŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ toSCs, and each connected authority needs to keep track of the 
applications received, and follow up on workflows and deadlines. Efficient information flow is a 
requirement, yet security and privacy present challenges to ensure that data retained are accessible only to 
those that need it. A series of legal, organisational and technical requirements need to be met. The 
exchange of electronic documents, including sending, receipt and storage, needs to be enabled. Key 
documents (e.g. insurance certificates and proof of qualifications) need to be readily available online.  

The link between the Services Directive and the development of further eGovernement services for 
businesses goes unchallenged. Both article 6 (PoSC) and article 8 (online availability of procedures) lay the 
burden proof on countries to implement these services by the end of 2009. However continued 
improvement of such services is implicit beyond this date.  

The Services Directive has also raised awareness for the need to develop and scale further ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ Ψbuilding 
blocksΩΣ like: eDocuments, eAuthentication, eSafes, eDelivery, eID, and eSignature. Not just within countries, 
but also across borders. The various CIP pilots launched (SPOCS, STORK, PEPPOL) will play a key role in 
supporting such ongoing developments, and will result in improved availability and sophistication of 
eGovernment services. 

This benchmark can be further developed to track progress in these areas, and incite good performance. 

                                                           

50 DIRECTIVE 2006/123/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL, 12th December 2006 
51 http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=32145 
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11. Better for the Public Purse 

11.1 From an Economic to a Fiscal and Budgetary Crisis 

The current global economic crisis is set to have a marked effect on fiscal and budget plans for most if not all 
participating countries. The planning basis for public budgets has been affected markedly, resulting in an 
expected - very substantial - increase in public debt that is likely to last for many years.  

The implications of this will be twofold. Firstly, a likely short term and significant reduction in capital 
expenditures. Secondly, continued and prolonged pressure on annual revenue budgets. In some cases 
double-digit savings are targeted.  

Expectations are that ICT / eGovernment will play a more prominent role in supporting the accelerated 
delivery of efficiency savings.  Consolidation initiatives are being put in place, addressing both the 
pǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΦ ±ƛǊǘǳŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŎŜƴǘǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΦ Ψ/ƭƻǳŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘƛƴƎΩΣ 
public-ŎƭƻǳŘǎ όΨD-ŎƭƻǳŘΩύΣ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŜƴ-IT are in debate. Service orientation, shared delivery models, public-
private commercial models, and information governance are all key components to support these 
expectations.  

Alongside these very real financial constraints is a parallel track of an advancement in technologies that 
relate more to front-office developments. Particularly social computing, used by individuals and also for 
professional purposes. These frequently go hand-in-glove, with heightened expectations for greater 
transparency of public information (on e.g. expenditures), and a more open approach to Government.  The 
cost reduction potential from thesŜ άDƻǾ нΦлέ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ Ƙŀǎ ȅŜǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾŜƴΦ  

These two (back, and front-office) topics are inextricably linked. Most notably, in areas like information 
governance and cross-administration streamlining. So plans must be integrated. 

 

11.2 eProcurement as a vehicle for efficiencies and cost savings  

Governments and other public authorities are major purchasers of goods and services, accounting for 
estimates of ϵмрлл billion worth of procurements in the European Union each year.   

Better visibility of expenditure by Government, and more efficient transactions between Government and 
suppliers are key components to making considerable savings ς vitally important in the present climate.  The 
ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ΨŘƻƛƴƎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎΦ  

The Manchester Declaration targets of 100% eProcurement availability by 2010, and 50% take-up are both 
at risk.   

The eProcurement benchmark provided a unique and thorough landscaping of eProcurement across Europe. 
Although the results demonstrate a large gap to targets, considerable progress has been made and several 
examples of good practice are available to learn from. 

As part of the Single Market, public contracts should now be open to bidders from anywhere in the EU as a 
result of directives covering services, supplies and works in many sectors, including water, energy and 
telecommunications. This is regardless of whether the contracts are awarded by national, regional or local 
authorities. It is self-explanatory that putting procurement processes online is a precondition for opening 
competition and encouraging cross-border tendering. 

Data availability for post-award transaction processes proved extremely hard to come by, however this will 
be necessary to prove the move from eProcurement availability, to captured spend (i.e. take-up), and 
evidenced resulting savings.  

What we can however do is learn from good practices. 

There is general consensus that the cost-benefits ratio of eProcurement is very positive, based on a recent 
survey commissioned by DG Markt όhŎǘΩлу - WŀƴΩ09). EU Member States, Contracting Authorities and Public 
Procurement representatives declared that eProcurement investments had already paid off, or were 
expected to do so in the near future. Based on our analysis, there is a learning period of 2-3 years after the 
launch of eProcurement Platforms before the volume of online transactions really starts to pick up. This is 
due to the need to motivate and train the buyer and supplier communities. Several countries have moved 
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on from this early stage and are entering a phase of widespread implementation. We gathered some 
evidence from a few of these cases. 

Scotland has one of the most advanced implementations, in the eProcurementScotl@nd platform which 
processed ϵ2.75B in 2008 όŀ сф҈ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƻƴ Ωлтύ, representing ~25% capture of total public spend. 
According to Audit Scotland, this generates annual savings of ϵ110m. Over 1.6million transactions go 
annually through the system, used by over 58,000 registered users and more than 78,000 suppliers. This 
highlights the economies of scale and scope which can be achieved. The implementation is not mandated, 
however agencies are encouraged ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘΩ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘΦ 
Collaborative Procurement has delivered over £66m in savings, 80% of which is from the NHS centre of 
expertise. Staff efficiency savings, attributable to the eProcurement service, are estimated up to £25m. One 
Contracting Authority (North Lanarkshire Council) estimated a 40% efficiency gain in processing of purchase 
orders. Since moving to a centrally funded model in April 2008, the user numbers have increased by over 50 
per cent. 

Italy was one of the pioneers of eProcurement since 2001. The volume of eProcurement transactions 
reached ϵоΦнн. in 2008, corresponding to 2.5% of the total public spending. Half of this is transacted on the 
National Procurement Platform "Acquisti in Rete" which is mandatory for central administrations. Growth 
rates are very high (+233% for the national platform from 2007).  Italy is interesting as it highlights the 
emerging network of central and regional eProcurement Agencies. The most important Regions (Emilia 
Romagna, Lombardy, Piemonte) have launched Regional Procurement Agencies aggregating all regional 
spending.  Emilia Romagna's agency Intercent is now the reference point for 539 administrations (90% of 
local agencies), and processed transactions for ϵпмфƳƭƴ ƛƴ нллуΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 122% increase on 2007. The 
platform offers all eProcurement services, including eTendering, Electronic Market, eCatalogues and 
eAuctions.  Intercent reports efficiency benefits ƻŦ ϵстΦрƳƭƴ in 2008, and 45 manyears savings.  The key 
success factors of the agency are a clear vision, a strong political support, and a constant activity of training 
and support for the Contracting Authorities and Suppliers.  

eAuctions have shown price savings of approximately 10%.  DG MARKT commisioned an assessment of the 
diffusion and benefits of Electronic reverse auctions (eAuctions). Based on the analysis of all contract award 
notices published on the European Tender Journal, 1,707 eAuctions were organized in the period 2006-
2008, with a continuing increase over time. The greatest users of e-auctions are Germany, France, Italy, 
Romania and the UK, although many Member States do not use them at all. Savings ς measured as the 
difference between initial estimated price and final price for the contract awarded ς are consistent both 
over the years and between categories at a level of around 10% per purchase. As expected, e-auctions are 
mostly used for supplies contracts, for which the specifications can most easily be determined with 
precision, compared to services and works contracts. 

In Germany, the Procurement Agency of the Federal Ministry of the Interior has developed the Federal 
Store (KdB), offering eCatalogues and automatic ordering with similar results. Conservative calculations 
estimate that each eleŎǘǊƻƴƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŜŎǳǘŜŘ ƻǊŘŜǊ Ǿƛŀ YŘ. ǎŀǾŜǎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ сƘǊǎ όŜǉǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ϵмфр ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ 
cost) compared to the simplest form of a single tender action. In 2008 more than 32,500 order transactions 
were electronically processed through KdB, which was twice the amount of 2007. Yet another sharp 
increase is expected for 2009. 

The French National eProcurement Platform (www.marches-publics.gouv.fr) highlights the gap between 
expectations and reality. The system serves 16 central government departments, 10,000 public buyers and 
has 100,000 registered suppliers. Recent statistics show that less than 2% of the download of electronic 
notices results in an electronic offer. According to the French Administration, enterprises are reluctant to 
place electronic bids, because they do not completely trust the process, because they consider the 
electronic signature process too cumbersome, and because they are not ready to invest to adapt their own 
IT systems to prepare the bids in electronic format. In addition, while all technical tools are in place, some of 
the user-friendly features (for example virtual company dossiers eliminating the need to present again and 
again the same documentation) are perhaps not fully implemented. This confirms that while the 
eNotification phase is mature and well-accepted, there are still organizational and cultural barriers against 
the implementation of eTendering. 

The Danish NemHandel system highlights the benefits of an important building block of eProcurment ς that 
of eInvoicing. In Denmark, electronic invoicing to Government is mandated by law, a policy estimated to 
lead to savings of 120 Million Euro per year and a cost-benefit ratio of 1 : 10. In order to accommodate 
SMEs, the government had created service centres where traditional invoices could be scanned and sent on 
to public customers. The NemHandel system is an open framework, enabling businesses to send 
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standardized electronic invoices directly from their PC in a secure and reliable fashion, thus avoiding the 
scanning of paper invoices. The official communications and dissemination campaign was initiated in April 
2009. By September a total of 53,213 businesses had used the NemHandel infrastructure. In September, 
more than 18,000 electronic invoices were sent to public sector customers through the system. Business 
take-up is ~1,000 new businesses per week. The savings potential for businesses has been estimated to be 
9¦w ϵрфл Ƴƭƴ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ н-3 years. 

Ireland has chosen to strengthen the role of the central eProcurement platform www.etenders.gov.ie, as 
the single point of access for all Irish public sector procurement opportunities for both suppliers and 
purchasers. Its use is mandatory by law only for ICT purchases (since February 2009) but is strongly 
recommended by the Irish Government, who has centralized procurement policy through the NPPOU 
(National Public Procurement Operations Unit).  By and large, the platform is now used by all public bodies 
with 2,159 Awarding Authorities registered on the website. It has been a hugely successful initiative with 
роΣннм ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΦ hǾŜǊ ϵммōƴ ƻŦ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ Ŝ¢ŜƴŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ 
2008

52
 with approximately ϵсōƴ ƻŦ ǘŜƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜƴŘŜǊǎ ƻǾŜǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ όϵрлΣлллύ ŦƻǊ 
ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ Ŝ¢ŜƴŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ нллу ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ϵрōƴΦ   

 

11.3 Achieving Internal Administrative Efficiencies 

eGovernment can help Europe to make very significant efficiency savings.  

Several participating countries are forecast to lose a considerable proportion of their public sector staff 
through retirement in the next years, which increases the need to make savings, irrespective of the 
budgetary pressures to do so.  

To provide services in an effective and efficient manner requires several things to be in place: an integrated 
back-office; collaborative working across agencies, and business process streamlining (not just putting 
existing administrative procedures online). From an eGovernment standpoint, service-orientated 
architectures, standards, and interoperability provide important building blocks. 

Complex administrative procedures and the unnecessary and the disproportionate administrative costs they 
generate severely hamper government operations, and economic activity. The latter is often an important 
irritation factor for businesses. The European Commission presented an Action Programme

53 
to reduce 

administrative burdens on businesses in the EU by 25% by 2012, which was endorsed by the Spring 2007 
European Council. This focused on the burden to businesses, however the shift to better regulation and 
internal (g2g) efficiencies is anticipated.  

To support the Action Programme, significant measurement activities have been put in place across Europe. 
10,000 information obligations were measured with a total administrative burden asseǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ϵмлл 
billion

54
. eGovernment offers significant potential to reduce this burden.  

Slovenia for example has estimated the administrative savings of putting the business registration 
procedure online at a One-Stop-{ƘƻǇ ŀǘ ϵмлΦт million.

55
 Data sharing, clearing houses acting as information 

brokers, and intelligent eGovernment services featuring pre-populated forms are prominent examples of 
administrative burden reduction through eGovernment. The Dutch Government has attempted to measure 
the administrative savings generated through prefilled forms, by counting data fields and attributing a 
financial value to the time required to fill in a form, before and after pre-population.  

 

11.4 Reaching beyond ǘƘŜ Ψ¢ƛǇǇƛƴƎ tƻƛƴǘΩ 

There is a combination of drivers that can help shift Europe from a Government-driven model of public 
services delivery to a Customer-driven model: 

Á Heightening expectations from individuals for better services 

                                                           

52 wŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ όϵрлΣлллύ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
53 COM (2007)23 (24 January 2007) - Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens: 
http://ec .europa.eu/enterprise/regulation/better_regulation/docs/docs_admin_b/com_2007_23_en.pdf. 
54

 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/index_en.htm  
55

 www.epractice.eu/community/benchlearning  

http://www.etenders.gov.ie/
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-regulation/administrative-burdens/index_en.htm
http://www.epractice.eu/community/benchlearning
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Á Their increasing involvement and participation in the service design and delivery process 

Á The need to make Governments more open and transparent 

Á Business pressures to make Europe a more open and efficient market 

Á Economic motives for Administrations to collaborate and deliver efficiencies 

Technologies of all kinds offer a vital means to support this.  

hǳǊ ǘŀǎƪ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƴŜǿ ΨƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΩ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻǳǊ 
way towards it.  
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Figure 38: Beyond the Tipping Point 
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