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Abbreviations and terms

We recognise with a multiplicity of different readers, there will be many unfamiliar temdsadbreviations. There are
Ffaz2 Ylye O2YY2y GSN¥xa GKFG FNB dzyRSNARG22R Ay RATFTFSNE
terms below particularly for the benefit of the reader of the Extended Executive Summary. Most other terms are

definedthroughout and/or in the Appendices. This is not an exhaustive list.

Country Abbreviations

YN Austria

Z1=38 Belgum

{el Bulgaria

Term

Explanation

ol Switzerland

& Cypus

(748 Czech Republic

EW7+

This term refers to the participating countries, whi
includes all EU Member States (MS) and Croatia, Ice
Norway, and Switzerland.

BI=3 Germany

DI Denmark

20 Basic Services

The 12 citizen and 8 business services that have b
measured since 2001.

IS=8 Estonia

Greece

S5 Spain

Finland

5-stage maturity Model

D2JSNYYSyiaQ &ASNBAOS& N

following stages, as used in previous reports:
information, (ii) oneway interaction, (iii) tweway
interaction, (iv) transaction, and (v
targetisationautomation.

=288 France

38 Croatia

Sophistication

A core benchmark indicator used to assess the 20 b
services against the-&age maturity model.

IVl Hungary

Irelard

Iceland

Full Online Availability

A core benchmark indicator used to assess the 20cb
services against the fourth and fifth stages of thet&ge
maturity model.

Italy

N | ithuania

MU | uxembourg

(BYAR | atvia

Malta

NS The Netherlands

eProcurement
Availability

eProcurement Proces

Benchmark

New  benchmark indicator assessing  wheth
eProcurement is visible and available to potential suppl
online.

New berchmark indicator measuring the availability of tk
main process phases of eProcurement, divided into
pre-award and the posaward phases.

N[O Norway

S Poland
N Portugal

User Experience

This term is measured using 5 criteria described in Pal
Other terms that are commonly useda related include:
customer centricity; customer friendly personalisatio
userfocused.

NO Rumania

S1= Sweden

Slovenia

Cloud Computing

The consolidation and virtualisation of computing ass
and data, including the use (by customers / partners)
webl/internet-based services (thusoth back and front
office related).

Sl Slovakia
S/ Q8 United Kingdom




Extended Executive Summary

Key Points
1. 9' HTb FR@OIYyOSYSyldY CdzZt hy[AYyS ! @FAtlFoAtAl

2. eProcurement (new) Availability: @0 EU27+ ave.; well behind 2010 target of 100%. Key for sing
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 focusn ICT as a means to address fiscal and budget constraints

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

6. Personalised services gaining ground and becoming namemonplace across Europe.
7. User empowering technologies push Governments to redesign their eGovernment services.
8. Upgrade of measurement system is needed and plangén collaboration with countries.

|. 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 theefasurement of eSenés across Europe.
It establisheghe foundations for the progressivand plannednodernisation of parEU eGovernment comparison.

This benchmark has proven to be a polisyforming tool at both a European and Member State levsince it
inception in 2001 As we approach the end of the Lisbon i2010 policy timeframe, we now need new eGovernment
policiesto suit the next planning horizofTechnology is changing our lives in many ways, and changing the way that
public services are governed and delivered. Weréifiore need new eGovernment Action ptan

We are confronted by a new paradign®ne where the heightened expectations of customers must be delivered with
constrained public resource¥he short term economic crisis has resulted in a {tmrg fiscal and pblic 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 changd$ew policies will be requiredhat address global challenges in areas such as publiciggcur

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 challeges like escalating healthcare cqdtsrough aging society and lifgtyle changegxacerbated bythe

imbalance between working and namorking populations. These represent a growing and substantial financial burden

on society.This calls for transformatnal change¢ KS 1 Seé ljdzSadA2y AayY ag6KI G NRES Ol
0KAAKE

Society will not stand and watch as politicians goverRublic Administrationserve citizensholding greater opinion
and greater sway in what can and will happen. &ycwill 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 theape sector, sustained
political will and strategic leadership; greater labloration at all levels of governmenin¢luding internationgl and
different service delivery model§ hiswill causeblurring ofthe boundaries between customer and administration, and
between public, private, and third sectors. We can only addressetreew challenges by ensuring that we actively
engage with stakeholders.

What role then does technology play in policy settiig What we know is that we live in an era of highly dynamic
evolution of technologyWith many new tools and many new possibdgi Society has realised this and is gaining from
it; Administrations must do so todt was observed that devery policy initiative becomes sooner or later an ICT
project ® LG Aa Ay GKA& LltAdOe 02y GSEG GKIFG GKAa SD2OSNYYS)

! Wolfgang Schauble, German Minister of Interior, Statement at eGovernment Conference April 2007, Berlin
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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 pafiew. devices (thetﬁscreeﬁ)

have become commonplace. Social networking is very much on the rise. We are offered access thuttigié
(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 tansfer 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 manabim far better ways.

Technology is no longer the inhibitoit 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 governmetat make Administration more opeand transparent.
Are these early signs of a fundamental change in-asetric service delivery and true participative democracy?

There are challenges however in these developmenBuilding and retaining citizen confidence in the ability of
Administraton 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 ethnology in public service delivery, there remains a significant gap between
those digitally enabled and those nqtthrough choice or circumstance. Closing this gap is crucial to the economic
performance of Europe. And it is important to the social catreof Europe too. The vital ingredient that all public
agencies must focus on is the developmentrakt. This underpins many if not all of the ambitions to transform public
services through technology.

The sector has invested heavily in technology ovke last decadelt 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 evidendeased gains. It is time for the digital atsthat have been created to hesedand to ald

value It is time for delivery

LLL® I h2 29 a9!{ w9 9] wht 9Q{ twhDw9{{

This eGovernment benchmark is well established. We now start the process of modernishtidieing so we will

I R R NIRatisxtondR S NBdgres) Ay SD2 OSHOWRSBydK YS§IRadzNBE LINPINBaa (26l
Fundamental to the measurement process is the active participation of the Member Statd®e design, method
enhancement, data collection and validati@re done in collaboratia with Member State representatives.

This year we have 31 participating countrigscludng all EU Member States, Croatiaeland Norway, and Switzerland

We envisage further expansion in upcoming years. This becomes more important as the need irorshgtdrom

internal EUcomparisoni 2 02 YL NB 9dzNRB LIJSQa LINRPANKaa G2 fSFRAy3I O2dzyi
2S KIS YSIFadaNBR (GKS aun ol aA0 Llzo Thay@ssésStazanabilfyafdhest A y OS
services, and theophisticationof them as offered through 14,000 public service provider websites across Europe. For
somecountriesthese measures have become less relevant as they reach high levels of maturity. For othersethe

still of great relevance. What it doesquide 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 suchthatas included inthe survey.lt is

also a higkimpact area that is receiving focus as one of the CIP (competitiveness and innovation programme) large
scale pilotst dzof A O t N2 OdzNBYSy i NBLINB&SY (& | LILINPPEkdNg tisoilitg of m cz7z 2
public tenders to the multiple suppliers across Europe is vital to the goal of a vibrant economy and an open single
European marketTargetswere 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 yganscipally only on national platforms,

2 firhe 4" Screeno (1% Movie Screen; 2™ TV; 3 PC; 4™ Mobile)
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now evaluates 1@rocesdata pointsthat considerthe pre-award sourcing, andpostaward transactionphase§. These
have been applied td34 public eProcurement platform&Procurement is thus in its first year of measurement in
much greater depth.

User Experiencds now recognised as being an essential gauge to thketap of online services This is a more
complex area to measure as it is affected by culture and norms. It also requires reptinmeasurement, beyond
the front-of-office website. We have piloted Hser Experienceneasurement, and envisage that thisliwdevelop
considerably going forward.

A continuous process of enhancement to the benchmarking method is now underway create a dynamic
measurement instrument that willretain the existing comparability over time, arte principle of open collaborain

with participating countries. Thiswill enable new (policy) areas to be investigatéd hese may be more or less

relevant to participating countries, a systasforeseenwith elective measurement building blocks. Such developments
mayconsider:cifi Sy | yR 0-888y86ae ®AYFElIye AyadlyoOoSa |y |33aNB3AlG
oFraxl0 aSNBAOSaoT OKIyySt YAINIGA2YT GKS RSOStaflidSyd 2
development; regional progress; and domairesific measurementWe also intend to make full use of other available

and relevant measurements enrich the findings and insights that can be drawn from the process.

IV. BENCHMARK RESULTS

¢KS dauwn .V {L/ {9wxL/9{¢

Europe shows continued steady progre§s
terms of full online availability. The overall

EU27+measure has risen t81% in 2009 from Full online availability

59% in 2007. This can be seen in - Trend from 2001 to 2009 for EU27+
accompanying figureThe difference acros

countries isstill significant with a range of 100

68%but with a marked reduction ith respect ’
to 2007 (85% range)

80
In terms of sophistication Europe stands a
83%, compared with 76% in 2007. Tt
assesses thalegree of interaction between
service provider and user, from simp
information provision to personalised pic 40
active case harlthg. Europe is presentl
OftraaAFASR G GKS

60

in %

Citizens

(of 5) eGovernmentevek. On this measure 20

there is less difference between countries:

range of44%. 0 - - - - - - - —
2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

The most advanced countries show saturati
against both of these measuresrfonany of
the 20 services. This underpins the need Figurel: Full online availability trend from 2001 to 2009 W27+
refresh the measurement system.

Years

As in the past, there remains significant variand@4Zully online]12% sophistication) between the resultss#rvices
for businessegof which there are 8) andervices for citizengof which there are 12). This reflects the inherent nature
of business services, being more homogeneous in fdBervices for citizens, bymparison, are highly diverse in
range, and citizens have far more heterogeneous needs and behaviours.

3 Asisexplained irthe eProcurement chapter, only the peavard data will be presented in this report.
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For all 20 servicedour clusters

. Sophistication of service clusters in the EU27+
have been assessedincome

generating (for government); P income generating 2009

registration (.9 births, Taxes, social contributons. 0 02007

Company’ mOVIng); Seer(-:e Mainly delivered at-

returns (e.g. health, social o 2tional Jevel.

} 3 8 op scores fo_r all =

libraries); and permits and countries!

licenceqe.g. building, education .

passport). The progress for ead

of these since 2007 is shown i Permits and licences © Registration

the accompanylng ﬁgur.e' Thl Blrlilding,pas"sport, C;cxr,company,birlh&marriage,moving,

shows the greater maturity of education, environment statistical data

income-generating services regiona?gneg delivered at Covers one-offlife events.

Their form (homo@neous hlgh Leastsophisticaletj Average performance and growth.
. ! . cluster but shows good

volume, income generating progress.

make them more attractive to
technologyenablefirst.

Returns

Health, libraries, procurement, policing, job
search, benefits

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

Comprises frequently used services.
Average performance and growth.

Figure2: Sophistication of service clustein theEU27+

We also observe a small number of countries making very significant improveméngsa Sy G A I £ £ & Wi S| LT
peers. This is shown in the figuselow.

Sophistication and growth in the EU27+
Leapfroggers Fast growers Moderate adopters Saturated top
§ 8 countries 8 countries 12 countries
I3V
5
! QED 2 countries
g T
(%]
2 9 —
[=%
o)
7oz
(@] o ;
| Bulgaria Lithuania
Denmark Luxembourg
Latvia Finland Sweden
Poland Ireland  Slovakia
15to 25% 10to 15% 5to 10% 0to 5%
Growth over the period 2007-2009

Figure3: Sophistication and growth in theU27+



Extended Executive Summary

The leading six nations on the full online availability of the basic 20 services are: Austria, Malta, Portugal, the United
Kingdom, Sweden and Slovenidth the top 4 having the same score.

Full online availability 2007-2009
90 -
80 -
71%
70 T I
& '4 i II
Sy L x
40 A I
30 1 .
mm== Full online availability in 2009
20 A Full online availability in 2007
----- EU27+ average 2007
10
—— EU27+average 2009
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
AT MT PT UK SE SI EE FI DK IE FR NO ES NL DE BE IT LU LV HU CZ LT IS SK PL CY EL RO BG HR CH
Countries
Figure4: Full online availability 2062009
With regard to theonline sophistication of the 20 basic services, the leading six nations are Malta, Portugal, Sweden,
Austria, Slovenia and Estonia.
Sophistication 2007-2009
100 A —
. I —_—
90 1 I . [
83% I I 1T'E=
80 - ‘76% — . )
70 1 II . [ -
II.
L
T 50 1
40 A
30 1
20 4 mm== Sophistication in 2009
Sophistication in 2007
10 4 === EU27+ average 2007
— EU27+ average 2009
(0] T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
MT PT SE AT SI EE Fl UK IE DK FR BE DE ES NL NO LU IT LV CZ LT IS HU PL SK CY EL CH BG RO HR
Countries

Figureb: Sophistication 2002009




Extended Executive Summary

ePROCUREMENT MEASURE (New)

With 12 millon companies of which 99% are SMEs, atite value ofpublic procurement advertised at EU level
amountird (2 | NER dzy =4 Earapp has subsfafiitil dEdbaoftunity 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 1@0fne availablity, and 50% electronic captura aboveEU
threshold publigrocurementsby 2010.

EWR7+average eProcurement availability i56%on a comparable sample G446 national, regional and loc&U27+
Publicauthorities. Although far from thee00%European taget, it reflects rapid growth across all government tiers.
The previous more limited measurement focused only on national eProcurement platforms or a few national
Authorities andalsodid not reflect the value chain of government processes as our présditator does.

eProcurement Availability Benchmark
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Figure6: eProcurement Availability Benchmark

The survey produced @mprehensivanapping of the Eropean eProcurement landscape, includit®ft eProcurement
platforms websites providing a suite of services for @®rrement 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 procuremenépso

It assessed the development of the major phases of eProcurement.inidliglespre-contractaward (with 3 major
phases and 14 process steps), gubtaward-transaction(5 process steps). THeLR7+average PreAward Process
measure is59% Data forthe postaward measure proved hard to collect as this is related to lmdfike operations,
and so igypicallynot reported.

Of the 3 main preaward phases: eNotification score®%, eSubmissio»6%, and eAward (incl eAuctionsB%.
National platforms tyally 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 foufdc@untries that have mandated thase of their national
platform: at least forcentralauthorities.As a result some report capturir®$% of public tenders through their national
site. Others take a more decentralised approach with several eProcurement platforms. For instance Germahy has 4

4 http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/publicprocurement/docs/public-proc-market-final-report_en.pdf
° Mi nisteri al 6 Ma n ¢ h"eNsversber 2aD% ichitpe//mant epracticé.eu/ndie/282708
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Also at times, as in the UBRublic platforms competevith private eProcurement service providers. Results at a country
level are shown in figuré.

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

V.USER BPERIENCE

Part B of the report includes results of th#got measures fotJser Experiencand National Portals.
Five sukindicators have been used to assésser Experience

A Accessibility A webcrawler performed an automated assessment of complianceh wiveb Content
Accessibility Guidelines (WCAGL1.0 standards) of the national portal. Is the national portal accessible to people
GAGK RAAFOATAGASEAKE

A 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?

User Satisfaction MonitoringDo websites allow for user feedback and reporting on this?

Onestop-shop approachWhat proportion of the 20 basic services are available on the prihpgéal(s)?

Userfocused portal designWhat is the ease of finding information on the different websites and are they

structured by theme or lifeevents for instance?

> >

The evaluation process considers all tier one (i.e. national) websites across,@i08 s&mple, and 30% of regional and
local sites. It also includes all national portals, and principal portals (for instance business, domautjcsed).

Average results for Europe show: a solid -@b@p-shop approach, sound user centric portal desigoom 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
centricityis likely to cause a marked improvement in these areas.

User experience in the EU27+

EU27+ R Usability <

- 100
Min  12%
Max 92%

Assesmentmade on 20
services and national
portals

r-f rtal I
— Use ug porta Accessibility-automated
EU27+ AR EU27+ IS
Min 0% Min  10%
Max 100% Max  99%
Assesmentmade on
national portals only
User satisfaction -—

One-stop-shop approach

coor: B monitoring
] EU27+ 34.8%

Min 0% Min 0%
Max 100% Max 100%

Figure7: User Experiencm the EU27+

There is very limited difference in results between business and citizen services.



The leading countriedor eachof the User Experieceindicators are shown in theable below.Malta, Finland,and UK
appear regularly.

Accessibility Usability User satisfaction WhyS &ai2LJ Userfocused portal
monitoring design

Webcrawler: Layaut, channels, progress User feedback Proportion of 20 services Ease of finding information.

Compliancef the tracking, helpprivacy mechanism available Arranged by theme, lifevent

national portalsto protection etc

WCAG10 standards

Austria Finland Finland Czech Rep Austria Iceland

Netherlands UK Malta Ireland Cyprus Luxemipurg

Denmark Malta UK Iceland Croatia  Malta

Norway Estonia Portugal Malta Denmark Netherlands

Germany Poland Luxembourg Slovakia Estonia  Portugal
Spéln Fin'and SIOVenia
Switzerland France Slovakia
UK Spain

EW7+Ave = 64,2% EWR7+Ave =46,8% EW7+Ave =34,8% EW7+Ave =81,6% EW7+Ave =71,%

Note: countries ibold NB 4 G KS Yl EAYO®Y Ll2&daAofsS a02NB oW

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 ovetrdBer Experienceghan servicespecific web sites. Income
generating services also offer a bettdser Experiencgpaying taxes may not be nice, however it can lm@measy.

Good practices were observed in a number of countries. Several countries have developed natiisitipar can be
personalisedd @ (G KS OAGAT Syod 28 y20S (GKIFIG &a2YS aSNWBAOS | NBla o
of acces (web, phone etc). Of note is job search, representing a significargvithet where thereis important
satisfactionand economic gains from providing a qualitger Experiencerhere that leadsuccessfly to employment.

VI. EMERGING INSIGHTS

The surey and benchmarking exercise provides a valuable snapshot of Europe on which to draw useful observations.
The combination of the evidence from the service evaluaidie findings from thdJser Experiencmeasure, and the
AYAAIKGEA FNRBY eWdlry RpoysTall do@oNsBphdit@he énferging insights captured in Pait tBe

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 PERFORGE?

A number of countrieshave SSy 20 4 SNI8R A2 (i ®OifidslaFE Bdgergtanave maintained tégvel
performance over the years. Certain characteristics are in place in these cases that are revealed from the country
reports thatsugges means to achieveand maintain high performanceThese include:

A Top level political sponsorship and sustaimedfessionaleadership of eGovernment

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

A Governance mechanisms that enable collaboration across public bodies (e.g. the likes®@bygnment
CIO/CTO councils); that provide central solutions and leadership, and build local capacity where afgpropri



A1 0dzad2YSNI YAYyRaSi{ I yR Wdky AWFA2S R NRPOLES aR2(2 NE2 NJ LILENS? | QA
privacy and security

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

(i) IMPROVEMENTS BERVICES MEASUREMENT

The current maturity and saturation against the 20 basic serviosghin many of the leading European countries is
evidence that the measurement systemwarrants review.The continuity of the measuresince 2001 provides a sound
and important basis for comparison. Howevemprovements argequired to ensure full relevance to all countries.

The 20 basic service measures can be further developed, whdsttainingthe current comparison basedditional
servicescould be addedthat are most relevant to governmentscitizens and businesses. These may include
contemporary topics like energy, environment, transport and the like.

ServiceDl'y Ffa2 6S 3INRAZISR | y R -SIORY \GReyhéa@prodch thalBilLandsra Bigfai | W
relevance to the customer. Such an approashl require deeper asessment of user expectations, needs and
experiences. Of note, particularly for customer practices, we draw qualitative comparisons with some lea@ting nat

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 requiredto measuring the efficiency andffectiveness of governmentdn itselfa complex
exerciserequiringmore than just a welsurvey approach. It requires looking behind the webditeough the end-to-
end fulfilment chaininto the back officeassessing the enabling building blocked the governance structures that
support delivery Suchaugmentatiors will be part of the measurement development procesgsich will be undertaken
in collaboration with the participating countries

(iiiy A COLD WIND OF BUDGRITSN SIGHT

Thecurrent economiccrisis will result in longterm fiscal and budget constraints and high levels of public debhis

places potentially severe limitations on eGovernment investment plans. Against a backdrop of demographic change,
aging, retirement of a high proportion ohé 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 investm#rds countries have made in eGovernment
therefore must be maximised, and returns realised.

The cost of government is going ugo achieving quantum savings, whilst securing service levels in tandem, is
required. Countries are seen to be placing greater pdrasis 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 modelsimdirhas failed to materialise at the
intended pacelmpendingcapital and revenududget constraints will put additional emphasis on this, and could make
these ambitions a reality.

Several Member States have already proven the financial benefit of mowvamyninistration online, with notable

savings being deliveredn EGfunded benchlearning pilotg A f f & K2 NIi f & NBnhibN&nnual gavirgs O S a &
potential from single processés Greece, Slovenia and Belgium. Streamlining pressemsiderablechallenge for the

more fragmented regional and local Administrations, and thus for countries with strongeratidmal tier structures.

a/ f 2dzR O 2 Wheddrialisatibe and sharing of computing assets across organisatismseen to provide an

addtional lever to cost savings and efficiency gains. It also supports the achievement of other policy objectives
y2aGlofe adzaidlAylroAtAde 32 k02 dZR EMBEBoZDK AYET MBS YR 06 QI0SIE D 2y%F
are in place in coumies. However to date the skies over Europe i@lativelyclear.

All these changes present informational and technical challenges. Political and structural barriers to consolidation will
also have to be overeoe to achieve these ambitionas Gartner posd®s Wilt Politics 1.0 swallow Gov 2¢0?

6 Gartner, Andrea Di Maio blog, 5" October



(iv) KEY PRIORITIES EMERGING FROM COUNTRY REPORTS

The country reports highlight a number of important shifts of foctmwards: the customer; maintaining emphasis on

the productivity; increased levels of collabtiom; 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) infrasirest

eGovernment is generally well established in Government under Ministries of influe@eme Minister; Finance;
Interior, and Administrative Reform). eGovernment is more integrated than in the past with government operations
0 Wo dzaiASyOKa/ & &nd @ith @verall information society goalBlans 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 perfoance based on the results.

The figure below segments countries by Federal and Central control, and by populations above and below 10 million.
Centralisecsteering, longevity of eGovernment focus, (and strength of econgropide conditions more condixe to
strongeGovernment performance.
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Figure 8: Online sophistication by country size and governance type

Increasing involvement of nomovernmental parties is emergingn (eGovernment) strategies to support the
development of pticies and plans. This is important given the greater involvement thatgowmernmental parties
(including the private sector) have in services delivery. And the increased expectations that citizens have of open,
transparent Governmeng also enabled throgh new media, technologies, social networking, and the like.

With 2010 targets nearingnany countries are revisiting their eGovernment strategi€dome include ambitious plans,
to address mature or stagnating eGovernment positions, or to close the gdpatbng nations (typically newer
Member States).

Several contemporary challenges are best addressed by a more-Baopean eGovernment approacto service
design and delivery, like environmental, public security, and indeed economic performance. Thefie foemea
coordinated approachand comma building block solutionacross Europe. The large scdl@H pilots for highimpact
services like eProcuremerREPPQl dectronic Identity ManagementSTORK the new EU Services Directi8P0O0OS
and eHealthgpSOJare clear evidence of this neddany of the advanced countries are playing an active role in these
pilots. They thus benefifrom the collective learningstaycurrent with ndeed influencg EUeGovernmenplans
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Extended Executive Summary

(v) BETTER FOR THE CUSTOWEEREMPOWERING TECHNOLOGIES ER¥ICE DEVELOPMENT

Increased focus on and involvement of the customer in service delivierg common trait across Europe. Features like
LISNE2YFfAalGAZY 6Sd3d WYBLRNIIEQOUT 2NASYGlrGA2Yy 2F aSND
the customer (gg. lifeevent); 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, ihcan offer cost and efficiency savings for Public Administrations.

New technologieg(devices, mobility) and technology capabilities (interoperability, security, data analytfes)new

ways to make this achievabléAnd they are all being embraced byetkector 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 withraing keom other leading

nations worldwidewould be advisablenotably the US, Canada, and Australia. An ambition through such initiatives is to
AYONBIasS GKS Sy3aFr3asSySyid 6AGK G4KS Odzali2YSNE I ( GNKIOWIR @z& |
of government. This is important for many reasons.

Empowermentand inclusionof citizensA & 2 F LJ- NI A Odzf | NJ A Y L2 NIyIRy @S\@ Ad €Y X S
FYROGNMBYIAGKSYAY I LI NILAOALI A2y | yarRnoR& Y Qidithl dividd is Re/Gnich A 2 v
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. Migthben done to
understand and engage the citizen through usentred service provision, as a foundation to built trust and
confidence. This will help increasaline participation. Significant gaps have been observed in customer insight; user
centred webRSa A 3y> dzyAFASR | 00Saazr WogK2tS 0Odzald2YSN-e@itSsQ>
orientation, and customer involvement in service design.

Low levels of userdke-up, particularly for citizen servicesare observed.Comparing measuredvailability figures
with (Eurostat)take-up7 highlightsthesegaps.

eGovernment take-up gap
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Figure9: eGovernment takeip gap
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Steps must be taken to close these gaps in orderetip rewards from past eGovernment (and other) investments.

Much can be doe to change the curren#’! R Y A y A2idziNQ {1 t@iydbldes$igd f service delivenA number of

good practices have been noted that address steps taken before, during, and after service delivery to make
improvements. Most include greater involvemerfo Odza i2 YSNEX a ¢Sttt |a GKS tA1Sa
align service delivery around the customer, not Administration. For many parties, this represents a paradigm shift.

OOAL . 9¢¢9w Chw ¢19 9/ hbha,Y LatwhzzDhDIwdaoa#9dgyY hC WY5hl

Take up of business servicés generally more advancednuch the result of a growing set of incentives or indeed
mandates for businesses to useline services.

Making it easy for businesses to comply with Government requirements, and dfistently online, is a vitally
important step to secure a vibrant European economy: both within countries and across bdreescing the barriers

to business start up is particularly important for the SME community (representing 99% of businessastsr)nu
where the administrative burden involved in dealing with Government is a factor of around 4 greater in comparison to
larger companiesMany of the 8 business services measureldte to the process of business stagh. Results indicate

a spread of raturity for these services with notably lower scoresed figure) for those that are provided by local
service providers.

100
Public
procurement LA
Customs
Best declaration Corporate tax
c 80 perfomer — 100%
2 . Social
o Business contribution
= registration
s 50% | Worst Statistical data
] perfomer
‘s
B
60 Best
perfomer
100%
Environment-
related permits
Worst
12% perfomer
40 ¢ >
Sub-national National delivery
delivery of service of service

FigurelO: Status of Business Services Maturity

More needs to be done to make compliance requirements fosibess starup bureaucracy free, thus freeing
companies to focus otheir core businessThis is consistent with the ambitious 25% target for reducing administrative
burden (to businessed)y 2012 that has been set by the Commis&ion

o Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens in thénfhi//ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/betterequlation/administrative
burdens/index_en.htm

12


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

The Services Dirdive seeks to reduce the barriers for service providers across Eurapad thus support Single
Market goals. The Directive, which comes into force ol Recember 2009, is cited in many of the country priorities.
Focus on the necessacpmpliancerequirements within the Directive must shift towards supporting the vahdsled
services that help make businessesnpetitivewithin and across Europe.

(vii) BETTER FOR THE PUBLIC PURSE:

eProcurementis an important enabler to far better management of pulpiocurements.This is vitally important,
particularly given budget pressurethere 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 thedotasgdilability

of onHline public services ttake-up, andimpact 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.
Frequenty this has been through central government dictate or persuasion. This gives suppliers (across Europe) greater
visibility of pblic procurement competitions, and RYA YA 2 G NI G A2y aQ 3INBI ( S.Nhisdiaked 0 A £ A i
doing business with govement far easier for suppliers. It enables Administration to make better sourcing degisions
and managearansactions more efficientlyThe proof is in higher levels of use of thelime service, efficiency savings

for both suppliers and Administrationnd more effective use of public funds. Denmark, Ireland, |yl Scotlandre
countries that in particular can cite such benefits.

The productivity of Administrations is clearly a heightening prioritgnd will continue to remain swith longterm
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 businesgo-governmentefficiencies are in place and significantly supported by eGovernment. Likewise
governmentto-government productivity improvements in the form of better regulation, administrative burden
reduction, and streamlined processing can also benefit from eGovernnraredsed attention to this are is required

and expected. To achieve such improvements, increased sharing of information-agesssy working and
collaboration is required. From an eGovernment standpoint, semited architectures, standards, and ém
operability provide important building blocks.

VIl. NEW eGOVERNMENT ACTION PLANS

The five objectives of the i2010 Action Plavill be reviewed in preparation of the new eGovernment 2015 Action Plan.
Recent work to outline actions for the 2015 timeaina has identifiedour areas of

focus
B . The five objectives of
A Support to the single market the i2010 Action Plan:
A Empowerment of businesses and citizens 1. No Citizen left
A Administrative efficiency and effectiveness behind
A 9ylofAy3a WoadzAt RAYy3a o6f2014a0Q 2. Making efficiency
i . . ) ) and effectiveness a
These themes will underpin the longgrm transformation of public services reality

across Europe. And what is undeniable is that in setting the forward planand

. . . - . . 3. Implementing high-
eGovernment will play a major role in realising this transformation. : gng

impact key services
Ambitious goals must be set, clear plans must be put in place, and rigorous 4. putting key enablers
management of these plans Wbe required. Technology has and will continue to  in place

prove to be a vital enabler to delivering smarter, faster and better eGovernment. 5. Strengthening

Heightened customer expectations; desires for more open and transparent 3artucupat|_ondan_d_
Government; pressures to make Europe a more opexket for businesses; and mean;i?](g?r:l%u?gselon
economic reasons for Administrations to collaborate and deliver efficiencies are all

motives for transformational change.

Ourfuture challenge will be to change the mindset of Administrati@m change the model of public sermscdelivery
to one that is clearly engaging and involving the customer in all aspects of the prdé¢essopens the door to
opportunities to reduce the cogb-serve the customermndimprove service quality. Wgdza & 32 2 @SNJ | WG A
to reap suchrewards, and in so doing move from @dministrationcentric to aCustomercentric service delivery
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maximising the potential that eGovernmeaoffers, will take us a long way towards that.

Beyond the dlipping Pointd
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VIIl. THE FULL REPORT STRUCTURE

The full report is structured in four discrete and intdgpendent parts:

A Part A:20 Basic Servicesutlinesi KS YSGK2R |yR LINP@PARSa GKA& &SI NRa
services. It also includes the results for the new eProcurement indicator.

A Part B: User Experienceoutlines the method and provides the results of the pilot indicators ttser
Experimceand National Portals.

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

A Part D:Country Reportsprovides key points of detaiin 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 Governamcéniark results
for each of the indicators; and eGovernment good practices.

The reportcontains Appendices that giviell detail onthe method and results for each of th20 Basic &vices
eProcurement, andJser Experience

In recognition of the importat focus on delivery, the reporlsoincludes examples of good practices as they relate to
the pertinent sections. These have been offered forward by participating countries.

14



1. Introduction

1.1 The 2009eport: context setting
eGovernment is the mostpowerfu Sy | 6f SNJ 2F (GKS Lzt A0 aSOi2NX

b 2 6 R levrd policy initiative becomes sooner or later an ICT profddl 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 th@010 Action Plaroffer a wholeof-government picture of what can be achieved

through consitent public sector transformation? KI & o6 SGGSNJ LI F OS (GKIy KSNBI Ay
competitive region, what better time than now at the dawn of the 2icenturyto set such ambitious targets: leaving

no Citizen behind, making efficiency and effeeness a reality; implementing highmpact key services; putting key

enablers in place; strengthening participation and democratic decision making in Europe.

During the Manchester Ministerial eGovernment Conference in 2005, the phiasasforming Pubt Serviceswas

coined, becoming a European motto. Thus, over the past years, European countries have been contiimkgsly
technology to policyby setting up national eGovernment strategies. In turn, business operations enabled to visualise
the resuls 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 siube thought as usef 2 Odza SR> (I O1t Ay 3 G(SOKyz2ft238&
and guaranteeing take up.

X¢2 YIFadSNI GKS wnun OKFftfSy3asSax

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 atiministrations,
businesses and citizens.

As tailormade services and omsiop-da K2 LJ | LILINR | OKS& &aKI LIS 9dz2NRPLISQa I yR&OI
clearly fiowing eGovernment developments do not share level playing field in Europedeed, Europe is a very
KSGSNRr3ISyS2dza LX FOSY WSD2@SNYYSydithe pbligy ageddd as anBvéd NI  {
WENI YaAF2NXIFGA2YyQd Ly 20KSKEWKEDBSOINSOWBWRYNI SRe @dH® \aENI HAE1E0
NEOSAGAYT KSAIKGSYSR FGGSydAaz2ye 'yR Ay &S0 2GKSNRE odeé Ly
GKS 9/ SD2@SNYyYSyd NIylAy3aQo

Beyond targetisation and practivity of servicesa series of grassroot concerns stem across Eurdpéat about pan

European services, simply at cras®2 NRSNJ ft S@St X NS 6S AYyGSNRLISNIof SK ! NB
Global but also situational challenges, such as the Services Directive,usatcseoncentrate more on fixing things as

Europe not just as individual Member States.

Along these linesa panEuropeaneGovernment approacho service design and deliverfas developed. Within the

frame of the Competitiveness and Innovation Program(@P)", large scale pilots for high impact services have been

set up to accelerate the deployment of &ilide services; contribute to the development of the EU Market and avoid
both geographical and qualitative fragmentation; help SMEs and service prowgdnsnging the EU Market to their
doorstep. These projects, whether tackling eProcurement, eHealth, elD or the Services Directive, benefit from a
coordinated approach, common building blocks for solutions, semimnted architectures, and inteoperalility

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 keg level political
sponsoship and sustained leadership of eGovernment are key factors of success. So are governance mechanisms that

®Wolfgang Schauble op cit.
" http://ec.europa.eul/information_society/activities/ict_psp/index_en.htm
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enable collaboration across public bodies (e.g. the likes ofGaavernment CIO/CTO councils); that provide central
solutions and leadership, and ldilocal capacity where appropriate.

The initial outline of the nascenf015 Action plan confirmghe trend: supporting the single market; empowering
business and citizens, fostering administrative efficiency and effectivenesidressing key enablersihese themes

will underpin the longeterm 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
publicservices are governed and delivelgdintly with citizens and businesses

It is a commonly held view that technology is changing our lives in many Bagging the eService to the right level,
thus empowerment of businesses and citizeris of particularA YLI2 NI | y OS® ¢ KS o oitizen leflJ?2 f
OSKEY RMIRNBYW 3G KSYAy3a LI NGAOALI GA2Yy | WRnoR& Devdiolihglh xuStonieS O
YAYR&SHZ YR WdzyATASRI | @983 MNP ¥ ANIR @& BpragrissibBhg Sikrmew
communication instruments such asiblic service marketing

2A0K MH YAtfA2Yy O2YLIyASa 2F gKAOK ddi: 15008ion{ Budgedasl y R |
substantial opportunity to benefit from a single market approach. Thus governments continue prioritizing the
development of business servicegsA 1 K KA IKSNJ 04a2YSGiAYSE YIFIYyRFG2NRBO dzLdil 1 S
economic performanceAccordingly, services for businesses have developed at a faster pace than their counterparts

for citizens The latter must not be left out. Society wilbt stand and watch as its expectations rise in demanding
governments to ovedeliver.

O

A
Aaa

What is needed is a more mature and deeper relationship between the pulgliosers¢ and the public sector

meaning different service delivery models that will bltietboundaries between customer and administration, and
between public, private, and third sectors. We can only address these new challenges by ensuring that we actively
Sy3alr3asS gAGK adlk{SK2t RSNE® ¢KS aLJ2 g SNE da@pdn bydodnties,@aulda dzf G |
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 engagingnd involving the customer in all aspects of the proce¥ghilst availability and
sophistication of public eservices are enhanced, there remains a significant gap between those digitally enabled and
those notg through choice or circumstance. 30% of potahtisers do not, and will not¢ 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 thiapablic agenciesnust focus on is the
development oftrust, thus guaranteeing robustness, data protection, privacy and secdfiitis underpins many if not

all of the ambitions to transform public services through technology. Then agaiessibility, mclusiveness, 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 establisheffllaborated and decided upowith European countries, it
serves both countries and the European Union. Two building blocks drive the measurement: the actualirécrd
benchmark metrics and the transformation of ranking into insights. Assessment and consecutive learning and
knowledgetransfer.

The eGovernment benchmark reports have achieved high political impact by supporting policy makers to build the
case for better eGovernmentActing as a policy accelerator, its findings must serve policy makerslav&national

and subnatimal 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.

Fundamentd 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 thegess. 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 coumthied include all EU
Member States, plus Switzerland, Norwé#geland and Croatia. We envisage further expansion in upcoming years. This
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leading countries and regions across the world.

TKA & &é&viteNderof the benchmarkoffers a unique opportunity to modernise the instrument and pertaining
methodology¢ so a need for a new approach and a more flexible collaborative sustainable process. In some aspects,
the 2009 measurement has been kept similar idesrto enable comparison ovéime, notably with 2007 results. In

others, this year already witnesses significant enhancements as well as detailed exploration of emerging trends.

2SS KI @S YSI&adaNBER G(KS awn o0l aixod Lz Ashirtpredichis\ydarsOssphisticadioh y O S
and online availability are benchmarked, as well as evaluated per countryavEilability of these services and their
sophisticationare offered through 14,000 public service provider websites across Europe. fRer dember 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 suchthatas included in the surveylndeed,
eProcurement is anajor driver for competitivenesand growth for public ector business It is also a highpact 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 bativgneand 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 Experiences now recognised as being an essential gauge high usage of eGovernment services and
inclusiveness of eGovernment service provisiofhis is a more complex area to measure as it is affected by culture
and norms. It also requires more-diepth measurement including a common understandindJeér Experienceersus
user centricity, beyond the frordf-office website. We have pilotedldser Experienceneasurement, and envisage that
this will develop considerably going forward.

Emerging insights have also been explored, highlighting key policy priorities achesEU27+countries.

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

Web survey of 31 countri¢s Pilot indicatorsy Emerging insights Country Reports
D
H N tdzof AO {SN @ @
Sophistication ":U”,IOE['IT
vailabili
Hn t dzof A CRZZur;trrt);
User experience Performance p
Progress e
New indepth brdA2yl € Jser
eProcurement User experience Empowernment
Indicator Annexes
The 2015 agendgaf
Refreshing the
Meausrement
Annex on
Method and
Detailed
Results a

Figurel2: The 2009 report structure
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Part A: Buildingon 7 successful benchmarkhijs supplyside benchmark allows the continued mapping of progress

online availability and sophistication in tHgJ27+ Importantly, eProcurement is added as a fdlgdged indicator to
GKAAa &SIFNRa YSIadNBYSyao

Part B: A composite User Experiencéndicator 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 focusqubrtal design.

Part C. Emerging Insightshowing the relevance of-government to key policy areas, building care bencharmking
data, external sources as well as enriched country reports. This section is deliberately meant to be qualitative to
show pogress and detect emerging trends upfront for policy makers.

Part D: Country reportsenriched by an introduction of relevant key facts covering the structure of government,
information society indicators and policy priorities for the eGovernment agendas @ltlowing 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 serviogghin 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 gaparison. 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 underwdys will retain the principle of

open collaloration 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 topicke 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
IANRBdzZLISR | YyR | dzZ3Y Sy (-SRS yii2 Qmkd aldaadh Shatiwill lensutef miofle Selevance to the
customer. Such an approach may require deeper assessment afsbeExperiengeand a more joinedip evaluation

through the service delivery chain. Thus potentially fewer sites analysed, with moreiati¢atbackoffice 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 con§dNY OA G AT Sy -$FRy oade Ao/ASya aY W& T8y a i+ y
FYR SyKFyOSYSyld 2F a2YS 2F GKS wuwn o6Faixd aSNBAOSaoT OKL
and transparency; baetffice development; regional progress; andmain specific measurement.

Building on emerging insights, there lays the 2015 Action PI&@ingle 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 offpmopean eGovernment

services.
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Part A proules 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 coustdemerstone to the

success of the overall benchmarking process. Two building blocks drive the measurement: the actuairesard
benchmark metrics and the transformation of ranking into insights.

¢KS YSUiK2R RSEAONALIIAZ2Y 2% k&t NG N2 RRIBAQFE D Q& A MRA Dit Xi @ IN.
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 bemhmark metrics

Throughout the past eight years, wélased research has proven to be the most appropriate means to collect the
inputs needed to benchmark and rate the eGovernment sugjidg. For our research, we have recurred to a data base
of more than 14000 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 suppl®fore public servic&shas been benchmarked similarly
FOO2NRAY3 (2 (GKS YSGiK2R dzZaSR Ay Han1® ¢KS AYRAOIF(G2NRA T
maintained and assessed against a fitege maturity model. The model reflachow businesses and citizens can
AYGSNY OG 6AGK LIzt A0 |dziK2NAGASAad D2PSNYYSyiaQ &SNIIAOS
stages: (i) information, (ii) oreray interaction, (i) tweway interaction, (iv) transaction, and fina(ly) targetisation.

This fivestage maturity model is shown in the figure below.

¢ KS 0 Sy O Kstdgd\darity nibdeld S

1 Full online availability Targetisatién

(pro- active,
automated)

Transactiorg

full electronic
case handling

. Twowa)
inte ractx)n

( electronic
forms)

_One way
interaction

(downloadable
forms)

Maturity

Sophisticatiorstages

Figurel3: ¢ KS 0 Sy O K-Stagdlihatusty nfoded S

2geetheannexf or a f ul | l'ist and servicesd taxonomy
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The third and the fourth level, twavay interaction and transaction, have become a standamdnfi@ny countries:

electronic forms are available for most services; transactieatdo called full electronic case handliqghere the user

applies for and receives the service online, without any additional paper work, is increasingly becoming arainstre

The fifth level, targetisation, provides an indication of the extent by which framdl backoffices are integrated, data is
NBdzaSR YR ASNBAOSEA IINB RSt AOSNBR LINRIOlA@Sted ¢KS T3
availabilie Q ®

The eProcurement metrics

The eProcurement benchmark builds on a 2007 pilot study conducted for the European Comfiihienveb survey

method has been further developed in close interaction with Member State and European Commission representatives
NGKA&d &SI NDna o6SYOKYIFN] FyYyR KFa o06SSy NRfftSR 2dzi F2NJ (F
government tiers.

The sample comprise§46 procurement authorities and 134 eProcurement platfornihe 746 procurement
authorities are split ito 352 national procurement authorities and 394 regional, federal and local authorities. For each
O2dzy iNBEX GKS &FYLX S aAal S @GFrNASa 2y (G(KS olara 2F (GKS 02
10 authorities for the small courtrSa ® ¢ KS al YLX S 2F St NPOdzNBYSyid tfF GF2 N

population and ranges from only one platform for the smaller Member Statesidoe than 10 platforms in large,
countries.

eProcurement consists of the exid-end digitization of public procurement processes, from the sourcing phase- (pre
award: before the supplier is selected) to the purchase phase {@woatd: after the supplier is selected). As described
in the figure below, the eProcurement metric of the benchmark subdg/itte pre and postaward phases further into

6 subphases:

PreAward Phase
A eNotification, the publication of tenders and procurement notices on the web
A eSubmisssion, the submission of proposals online

A eAwards, the final selection of suppliers (includidgietions)

PostAward Phase
A eOrdering, the automatic placement of orders online (including eCatalogues);
A elnvoicing, the delivery of electronic invoices

A ePayment, the online payment of contracts

¥ Benchmarking online Public Servied® develop and improve the eGovernment indicators, Second Year Contract, Final Report January 2008.
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eProcurement Availability Benchmark

Contracting
Authorities

Needs Select Supplier an
Analysis eProcureme ePayment Contract
strategy Management/.

Y Involved in

10} 9|qisuodsay

eProcurementplatforms and portals

eProcurement Process Benchmark

Figurel4: The eProcurement Valu@hain

The provision of these services can be more or less sophisticated, interastivepersonalized. For example,
eNotification can include the sending of email alerts to potential suppliers, not as generic email alerts but according to
0 KS & dzafiltsA SNBE Q LJ

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 maaging eProcurement portals or platforms. Contracting authorities rely on these specialized service
providers of eProcurement portals or platforms teemable the procurement process or to receive support. In the
latter case, the specialized service prarsl act as eProcurement Agents providing advisory to authorities. Mirroring
the landscape of eProcurement actors, the eProcurement benchmark consists of two indicators:

A The eProcurement Availability Benchmark of Contracting Authorities. In this benchweatave verified, by
visiting the web sites of authorities, whether eProcurement is visible and available to potential suppliers
online.

A The eProcurement Process Benchmark of eProcurement Platforms. For this indicator, wadsasteed, by
visiting the ePocurement platforms, the availability of the main process phases as outlined abiweed
into the preaward and the posaward phases.
Sometimes contracting authorities offer eProcurement services directly. For reasons of consistency we have, however,
y2id YSIFadNBR (GKS tS@St 2F RS@St2LYSyid 2F St NBOdz2NBYSyi
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 rankiigs 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 tdrdd metrics into insights on its
eGovernment fundamentals. Namely, how @@rnment services are governed and which organizational and
institutional arrangements deliver the highest performance; which {peactices have been the most impactful and
could be copied; which policy priorities are at stake and how Europe can hgmtly 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 kickeff at two Member State workshops on 17 March and 14 April 2009. The workshops
ONRdzZZIK({G G23SGKSNJ GKS 9! HTbQa O2dzyiNE NBLINBaSydal G6A@Sa |
shape the groundwork. Key decisions were taken on the extent #retimark 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 regtiis both to guarantee that the list of service providers examined in the
benchmark is relevant and tip-date, and to foster ownership of the outcome of the measurement.

LY HnnodS G2 yS¢é aSOGAz2ya O2YLIX SYSYGFSH IBREAPIENBYOR Sty
governance of electronic services and good practices, plus a new section regardingdiygthineProcurement

indicator. The qualitative insights gained from these questionnaires are intertwined in the report.

Once the web suey 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 resubf 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%¢ompared to 76% in 2007. Sophistication asses$se 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 personalisedgmtive case handling. Achieving an average

score of 83%, places Europe at the top of thd" devel sophistication level for full electronic case handling.
5Aa0NBLI yOASa 0SiG6SSy O2dzy iNRSEAQ LISNF2NXIFyYyOS I NB Y2RSNI
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Figurel5: Sophistication 2002009

The top 10countries all score above 90% in terms of sophisticatidlustrating 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 Swedkeath having achieved 99% of service sophistication. Slovenia and Estonia are
the bestperforming Eastern European countries, with 97% and 95% sophistication marks respe@ilglyseven
percentage points separate the best performance amongst the top ten

The top 10 has slightly changed compared to 200fis year, Finland, Ireland and Denmark have joined the top ranks

and confirm the leading role of Angleltick Y R b2 NRA O O2dzyiNASa Ay 9dz2NRPLISQ& SD:
Norway and Germany ke lost a few positions. Both France and Germany seem to be struggling with the size of their
O2dzy iNE | yR AlGa O2YLX SEX FTNIIYSYGSR FRYAYAAGNF GABS &GN
gaining 24 percentage points, and Polanchgaj 20 percentage points compared to 2007.

Like in previous yearbusiness services remain more mature than their citizen counterpafiiBis confirmghe global

trend that governments continue prioritizing the development of business services, witherhifgometimes
YIEYRFG2NEBO dzLJiF 1S FYyR Y2NB GFy3AaofS AYLIOG 2y | O2dzy  NJ
stands at 90% compared to 84% in 2007. Average sophistication of citizen services scores 12 points lower, standing at
78 % in 209, 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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Sophistication 2007-2009 for EU15, non-EU15
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Figurel6: Sophistication 2002009 for EU27+

For all 20 services, four clustefsave been assesseihcome generatingfor government);registration (e.g. births,
company, moving)service returnge.g. health, social, libraries); anmkrmits and licenceée.g. building, education,
passport). The progress per cluster made since 2007 is depicted in the figures below.

Sophistication of service clusters in the EU27+ 2000 D©2007

Income generating

’ - 100
Taxes, social contributions,
VAT, customs

Permits and licences 6 Registration

Building, passport, Car, company, birth & marriage, moving,
educatlon, environment statistical data

Returns

Health, libraries,
procurement, policing,
job search, benefits

Figurel?: Sophistication of service clusters in the EU27+
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Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark

The advancement made yet again underlines ¢ingoing growth of incomegenerating sevices 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.

Pro-active 5t sophistication level 2007-2009
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Countries

Figurel8: Proactive 5" sophistication level 2002009

The mediocre results depicted in the ranking above show that relatively few countries tteadifth sophistication

level. And that despite the evident potential technology is offering to turn government processeteout. From

those services that could be delivered either in an autom&te€dNJ LIS NB& 2 v | £ A P&y, oalwab@ut 5806 NIIA O
reach this maturity stage.

Malta tops the rank with a maximum possible score followed by Austria, Finland and Germanly; bdsdes
Germany showing a particularly sound performance in this rarlongrlaps strongly with the top countries in the
sophistication and full online availability rankings.

“eks y2iAazy 2F Whdziz2zYlF §SR & SNIBA O &isdon dof stalistical Sfa/andSatlalisatalrity BeRefit. Edtheleyatiz YS G |
definition of the fifth level for these services please see the service taxonomy in the annex.
BeKS y2iA2y 2F WLISNBR2Z2YI f AT SR & SNIA OSdocameits @and enBrényhendlgldd pedmitsi BoRtheTegadtd LJdzo f A C
definition of the fifth level for these services please see the service taxonomy in the annex.
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Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark

3.2 Ranking full online availability

Europe shows continued steady progresstarms of full online availability. The overall EU27measure has risen to

71% in 2009%rom 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%.
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Figurel9: Full online availability 2062009

The top 10 countries all score above 80% in terms of online availabilifye top four countries, Austria, Malta,
Portugal and the United Kingdom have achieved 100% online availability, foltdassly 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.

. Full online availability
The top 10has slightly changed compared to 2007 Trend from 2001 to 2009 for EU27+
Although Austria, Malta and Portugal remain in the

lead, the United Kingdom has considerably
progressed to the maximum level, gaining 10 points
compared to 2007Sweden, Finland and Denmark
have progressed by an awegre 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 Businesses
availability. However, the span of the progress
achieved is not consistent among European
countries: the fastest growers have gained up to 35

100

in %

points, whereas some countries remain at the same Citizens

level or witness progress of only a few points. This

is the case notably for Germany and Norway, who 0+ - - - - - - B
have left the top ten and whosgecentralised 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009
goverrance moded remaina challenge for the Years

development and procurement of shared services

and systems. Figure20: Full online availabilittrend from 2001 to 2009 foEU27+
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Similar to sophistication, in terms of availabilityetk 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 refldwsinherent 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 revezar@ing for government. Thegre therefore more
attractive to technologyenable.

The New Member Statéshave joined

Full online availability the benchmark in 2004. As the above
Trend from 2001 to 2009 - EU15, New trend figure shows, the average
Member States and EU27+ availability of services throughout
Europe first dropped with the New
100 Member States joining the ré&ing.

Since,the New Member Stateshave
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
EU15. This is shown in the adjoining
figure’” Eastern Europe displays a
particularly mixed eGovernment
New Member landscape, with a few countries such as
States Estonia and Slovenia significantly
outperforming the others; and some

80

60

in %

40 A

20

0 - T T T T T ' countries with though moderate results
2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 | but significant investment striving to
Years catch up with the pace, like Poland,

Slovakia, Latvia and Lithuania.
Figure21: Full online availability trend from 2001 to 20Q&U15, NorEU15 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.
" 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 bdhe sophistication and full online availability measures
for many of the 20 services. This underpins the need to refresh the measurement sygtenalso observe a small

number of countries making very significant improvementsSa &8 Sy Al f t ®8 WKSKNF NBIEHEWPI ¢ KA
the accompanying figure.

Sophistication and growth in the EU27+
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Figure22: Sophistication and growth in the EU27+

Countries with the steepest relative grov@f’h are Latvia (growth of 24.3% compared to 2007 sophistication
performance) andPoland (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%.

Onanaverage, Bl LJISQa NBf I GAOS AINRPGGK Aada Y2ZRSNIGS gAGK TIm: O2

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

YD22R J2@0SNYIyOSQ Ay Of dzRSay
A top level political sponsorship and sustained leadership of eGovernment

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

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

Austria, one of the top perfamers of the benchmark, is a clear example of a federal state with successful steering
FONRaa (GKS GASNE® ¢KS FTSRSNIf 3IF2@SNYIyOS &aiNHzOGdz2NBE A a
very effective eGovernment cooperation acrossledels of administration. The compact organisational structure and

18 (i.e. growth relative to the sophistication score obtained in 2007 as opposed to absolute growth in percentage points)
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management of eGovernment initiatives is widely recognised and adopted by all layers of government for iexdalue
as compared to the impact oren-one, decentralised initiatives would @cure.

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

FranceK| & | & FyYGAOALI GSR SIEINIASNE f2aid | F¥S¢6 NIyla Ay GK
the country and its compx 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 Pegni

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¥ 80 ClOs 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.

Spainalso 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 pigions and separate multilateral and bilateral agreements with regional
authorities.
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4. eProcurement Results

4.1 Policy Background
Ambitious targets to reachn 2010

tdzof A0 t NEOdzNBYSy i NBLINBaSyda | LILINBEAYI (S fost dineat:waysanf (K S
which the public seor impacts the economy. In 20G#4e volume of procurement advertised at EU level amounted to

I N2 dA5®D bilion- double the level advertised in 1985 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 benchrkastudy 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 citizensbusinesses 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 objeas; which were confirmed and detailed in the i2010 eGovernment Action Plan

as follows:

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

A By 2010 H 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) aedorom
the launch of national and paBuropean largecale pilots, such as the ongoing PEPPOL p|28ject.

There is no doubt that these initiatives have created the conditions for a shift from traditional to electronic
procurement in the entire ELAppropriatelegal 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 ePro@nemplatform or portal in placeThe 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.

| 26 SOSNE YSIF adzNRy 3 @EsdikPRraS@einent fFel KeBd@ins extremgly dddplex. Lack of data
and comparability problems have so far prevented a reliable assessment of availability angtakeProcurement,
save for individual countries or case studies.

Thus, the availability @nchmarks presented in this report provide the only comparable information about the level of
development of eProcurement in EuropAs first time benchmarks, their methodology will need to be-funeed; and

their significance must be interpreted withiktS O2y i SEG 2F S OK aSYO6SNI {dlF{iSQa A
The information value the benchmarks provide is nevertheless undeniable.

A dynamic European landscape of eProcurement

Before we present the actual benchmark results, it is importargdbthe stage. The contracting authorities engaged in
LJzot AO LINROdzNBYSyYyid Ay (GKS 9! nutb O2@&i WO idwe cdnsider Bitlyytiiose | & ™
administrations responsible for tenders over the EU thresHd@d@ Sy (i K 2 dz3 K  ho8 madR@adtarsiactiiaffy? 6
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 aedentrali

19http://ec.europa.eu/intemal market/publicprocurement/docs/publigroc-marketfinal-
report_en.pdf&ei=Q0b5Ssa409WfiAeWOrG6Cwé&sa=X&oi=nshc&resnum=1&ct=result&cd=1&ved=0CAgQzgQoAA&uUsg=AFQ|ENFtzsI5t5X5
vC41AdWCUBJsya8NA

2 PEPPOL (Pan European Public Procurement online),project funded by the EC CIP-ICT PSP Programme
%! The EU threshold ranges from 80 000 euros for small lots of suppliers contracts to over 5 million euros for large public works..
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procurement agencies at the national and territorial level (regional or federal, in countries such as Germany, lItaly,
Spain). Or procurement agencies specialized in a particular sector (mainly healthcare, social services, public transport
and publicwtN] & LINBR OdzNBYSyid | 3SyOASav o ¢CKA& &SIFNRa o0SyOKYIl NJ
and focused only on government procurement authorities.

For the first time, the benchmark report provides a comprehensive mapping of European eProntu@atiorms and
GKSANI AYUGSNI OlA2y gAGK 3F2@0SNYYSyd FdzikK2NAGASad YSe TFA
landscape:

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

A 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 overmore strategic functions, such as needs analysis and supplier management. These strategic
functions are also increasingly Keiabled.

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

A In many countries, national infrastructures for eProcurement have evolved intoffetiged portals, guiding
authorities to select procurement tools or services according to their needgi(Be Spain, UK).

A 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 cuttingacrosd 2 SNy YSy G f Wairft2aQo

A 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, fromleg f SELISNIAAS G2 WANBSY LINROAINBYSYyiQod

A Electronic Markets are starting to become popular for routine, low value purchases, also for SME suppliers,
including micreenterprises under 10 employees. Thanks to the Internet, fears and ignorance of technology
aredecreasing.

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 apohimark hence
AdFyRaE Ay O2y iGN ald (2 GKS WINIRAGAZ2YIEQ 2yfAYS &2LIKAAI
benchmark. The latter indicator has been measured on national platforms only.

Currently the new, indepth availability bexchmark reaches 56% for the EU27#he 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 tedibat 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 actuallgteefievery 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 seer®Gdho 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
countriesare effectively on their way to achieving the Manchester availability target.
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Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark

eProcurement Availability Benchmark
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Figure23: The eProcurement Availability Benchmark of Contracting authorities

There is a positive correlation between the achievements of national authorities and redpaaalauthorities 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
canafford the investment and can reap economies of scale and scope.
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Figure24: The eProcurementwailabilitybenchmark by government tier

The top performers for the Availability Benchmark are a group of 4 countri€stonia, 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 Ireldnfor 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 aunitry 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 haveeddeptocurement 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 bt ANA | @ C2NJ YIlye& 2F GKSY GKS
FdFAtlFoAtAGE a02NB Aa KAIKSNI GKFY GKS yFGA2y Lt | dzi K2 NR
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Figure25: Thetop 10 in the eProcurement Availability Benchmark

4.3 eProarement 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 specificittebave classified the EU27+

in four main groups:

1) Mandatory National eProcuremenPlatform: eProcurement policy is centralized and the use of the National
Platform is mandairy for all contracting authoritied_(ixembourgLithuania, Malta, Slovenia, Switzerland), or
for National contracting authorities (Austria, France, Itahd Portugal). Such a centrally steered approach
encourages centralization and coordination but doex per se exclude the development of independent
regional, local platforms or private platforms.

2) Mandatory National eProcuremenfortal: it is mandatory to publish tenders on a single National Portal
(Estonia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Croatlandriand 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. 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 eProcuremen®latform/Portal: there is a National eProcurement infrastructure,
whose ug is recommended but not mandatory for contracting authorities (Ireland, Denmark, Germany, UK,
Poland, Sweden, Norway, Hungary, Netherlands, Belgium, Latvia, Sleweki§paih There are some
nuances within this group of countries. For example, Belgamesh 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 servidasSpain the National eProcurement Ftain is
mandatory for Central Government Contracting authoritiés 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 comfpieh with private ones to provide eProcurement services. For
SEFYLX S ¢KS !'YQa blrdAazylt St NROdNBYSyd t2NIFE W, dz
than 600 service providers.
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4) No National eProcuremenPlatform/Portal (yet): This ishe case for Greece and Iceland only.

Looking at the eProcurement Availability Benchmark ranking by development model (see figure weldinyl top
performers in all groupqsee Ireland, Estonia, Luxembourg and Malta as depicted in the figure belog/kritical

success factor seems to be the existence of a-meakhaged policy, as the low availability score of the two countries

without a national infrastructure (Greece and Iceland) confirms.

The eProcurement Availability Indicator by eProcurement Model Clusters
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Figure26: The eProcurement Availability Benchmark by &epment Model Clusters




Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark

4.4 eProcurement Process Benchmark

eProcurement PreAward Process Benchmark

The eProcurement Pr&ward Process Benchmark measures the availability of 14 distin€tlsé f SR WSt SYSy it
constituting the procurement process frothe publication of the tender, to its submission by the supplier to the
awarding of the contract.

The average score for the EU27+ on the fAward Process Benchmark is 59%hich is slightly higher than the
average score achieved in the Availability Benatk. This achievement reflects an encouraging leveleokelopment
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% s of Cyprus and Estonia. Strikingly, the top 5 perform@yprus, Estonia,
Ireland, Lithuania, and Romanianly have 1 National Platform in place.

Countries with many platforms (such as The UK with 29, France with 21, Germany with 14, Italy with Adlaand

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
reachhigh 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, héeaional
platform is under construction.
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Figure27: The eProcurement Pr&ward Process Benchmark

The top 4 performers for the Praward Process Benchmark miss the 100% score for lack of availability of the same
WSt SYSy il NBEQ ailential suppfers fnahe eNotifiGitiaki sulibBase. 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 onltish National Platform for example, no Irish authority has
requested it so far.

The other countries in the top terBelgium, Malta, Sweden, Denmark and Austsieore between 79% (Belgium) and
67% (Austria) on the eProcurement Pxward Process indicatoSome governments prefer not to provide eAuction
services, while others find it very useful to promote competition among their suppliers.
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Part A: The 2009 Performance Benchmark
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Figure28: Thetop 10 in the eProcurement Psaward Benchmark

The PreAward Process Benchmark by Subphase

Split into three subphases, the PrAward Process Benchmark is the highest for eNotification (68%), followed by
eSubmission (56%) and eAward (48%) in the EUZMis is shown in the figure below.
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Figure29: The eProcurement PrAward Process Benchmark by Subgpd

eNoatification 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 supiers 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 nmtes is the elementary service with the lowest availability in Europe.

eSubmissiorfocuses 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 there sophisticated services, such as the possibility
for the supplier to compile personalized profiles, or the presence of online screening tools-tmaliy suppliers for
certain calls for tenders. There is clearly quite a long way to go to compleitakility for these activities, which are

the core of the eTendering process.

eAwardincludes 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 henagmn#icantly lowers the EU27+ average on the process indicator.
According to a recent DG Markt assessment, there were 1707 eAuctions organized in Europe in the per@D8006

(The study confirms that the Member States can be divided into two groupsupgof frequent users (including
DSNXIFyeés CNIyOSs Lilrftes w2YFyAl FYyR GKS ! Y0 FYyR Fy2iKS
Ireland and others).

4.5 eProcurement PosAward Process Benchmark

The eProcurement Po#tward Process Benchmkameasures the availability of 3 distinct,€d- t f SR WSt SYSy il
constituting the procurement process after the award of the contract, including eOrdering (and eCatalogues),
elnvoicing and ePayment$he PostAward benchmark is not presented in thireport, because only partial data has

been gathered due to the difficulty to measure baekfice processes with the web survey. However, we can make

first considerations.

The eOrdering subphase, meaning the placement of online purchase orders,afoplexthrough eCatalogues but not

only, is more frequently present in eProcurement Platforms than the other two-Rasird subphases. This service It is
dzadzl tf & 2FFSNBR o0& GKS fFNBS O2dzyGNASAaQ L3 | (the2shfla O A Y
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
postaward phases tend to be implemented by the contracting authorities themselves. This is particularly the case of
SLYy@2A0Ay3 YR StreyvySyidazr ¢KAOK GSyR (2 6S YIlIylFr3aSR o8&
the availability of these subphases¢cording 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 theAR@stl phase is

less advanced than that of the Pevard Phase.

It will need to be investigated, in the preparations for the 2010 benchmark, how to assess th&warst phase.
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PartB.

TheUser Experience

Pilot indicator




Part B provides an overview of the method (section 5.1) and the 2009 results faseh&xperience
pilot measure gections 5.5.4). Section 5.5provides for the qualitative findings made in terms of User
Satisfaction Monitoring. Finally, Sectior 8oncludes with an outlook to the 2010 measurement.

5. Adding the user perspective

Europe has shown great progress in putting government seegi online. The goal of improving
eGovernment services howevdyy 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 museflect the outcome they deliver for citizens, businesses and government
itself. This outcome proves itself through usage, delivery of relevant high impact services,
convenience, and timeand efficiency gains.

A positive User Experiencés a prerequisite for repeat visits and inclusiveness of eGovernment
services. The 2009 study has been used to define, measure and report on various compohksais of
Experiencehat can be measured through the welb.must be emphasised that thé&Jser 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 14 006, sardp

30% of all measured regional and local sites. It also includes all national portals, and principal portals
(for instance business, domain, subnationa), In total, 80 portals have been examined.

Five indicators have been used to assdssr Exprience

A Accessibility A webcrawler performed an automated assessment of compliance with Web
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG1.0 standards) of the national portal. Is the national
LR2NIFE | 0O0SaarofsS G2 LIS2LIXS gAGK RAAFOATAGASAKE

A Usability: Gan youuse a channel of choice, does the website allow for progress tracking, is
there a help functionality available andre privacy policies duly mentioned and explaified

A User Satisfaction MonitoringDo websites allow for user feedback and reporting on this?

A One-stop-shop approachWhat proportion of the 20 basic services are available on the

principal portal(s)?
A Userfocused portal designWhat is the ease of finding information on the different
websites and are they structured by theme oréeents for insance?

The detailed research questions used for theer Experiencpilot can be found ithe annex.

The accessibilitymetric is based on an entirely automated evaluation ofEdll27+national portals
against compliance with the Web Content Accessibilityd€lines 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 blinknontext and deprecated elements.

The Usability metrics looks at the easef-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, aran 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? Diéfscusing a site

Oy ©6S ydzYSNRdzad ¢KSe Oly 6S 2F (GSOKyAOFf yIddaNBI =
FrequentlyAsked Questions produce relief, or a helpdesk for example. Finally, if #blga@nel is not

the preferred one or cannot besed, the user should have the choice of another, alternative channel.

' ASNR YSSR (2 KFI@S GKSANI abé a2 2y 6KAOUKer SD2 95NV Y ¢
satisfaction monitoringmetric looks into whether users can give feedback on or rate a siteb In

addition, best practices have been identified through qualitative research.

TheOne Stop Shomdicator shows the proportion of the 20 services available on the principal
portal(s). Governments are often organised in a functional way where eurgjién 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 struatelin the back office.

5.2 Key findings for Europe

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

The measure illustratea solid OneStop Shop approach and soubderfocused Portal DesigrThis

proves that most European countries clearly group information on their portals and use the portals as

a unified entry point to their government servicéhere is room for improvement in usabjli 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 us€he shift in country policies towards customer

centricity is likely to caesa marked improvement in thedagging areas.
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Figure30: User ExperiencAssessment Results

Finland, UK, Malta, Estonia and Spain appear regularly among the top counimiesrms of User
ExperienceBut good practices are very wiggread across the whole of tHeJ27+and there is still a

significant needo enhancelearning. Some particularly good performers still seem to little advertise

their success stories.

There is veryimited difference in results between business and citizen serviée# is not that

business services swoslightly better on usability.

Perhaps not surprisingly portals offer a bettdédser Experiencéhan servicespecific web sites. The

portals with the best User Experiencare business portalsyhich seem to be more usable and more
feedbackoriented than their citizen counterparts. Nine countries have provided a business portal for

the benchmark: The Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Italy, The Netlserldorway, Poland,

Sweden The United Kingdom.

Looking solely at theusability dimension ofUser Experiencethere is very limited difference in the

a02NBa
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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. Servicesten delivered by mitiple instead of one central service provider,

ddzOK & WodzAf RAy 3
relatively low usability.

LISNXYA&aA2Y Q3
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Part B: The User Experience

The figure below maps usability against service sophistication, indicating how c@msiperform
against these two variables. Certain countries, like Malta and Estanéalso The United Kingdom
and Finland, provide highly mature and u$eendly services.

Online sophistication versus Usability of the 20 eGovernment services
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Figure31: Online sophistication versus usability of the 20 eGovernment services

Top 5

AUSTRIA
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5.3 Best practices across Europe

Accessibility ofinational portals (automated)

are provided in the anne

The accessibility crawler
reveals a mixed EU27+
landscape.  Only two

countries, Austria and The

Netherlands, have passed

the automated test obtaining

GKS WwWaNBSyQkftSGGSNI . =
best possible score in this

category. The mjarity of

Europe achieves medium

a02NBa 0SG6SSy W2NIy3
WNBERQ AYRAOIFGAY3 0 KF
Wi SOKYyAOI t Q dza I 6 A~
embedded in the

programming code of web
sites, needs to be improved.
Further details on the
accessibility tests conducted

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 apydlying WCAG 2.0,
the next generation of accessibility standards of the \WaNide Web Consortiurg2

TheNetherlandshaveset anambitious accessibility deadline for thgiublic sector. All new web sites
set up since September 1 2006 have to be designed conform to strict accessibility guidelines; existing
websites need to complgy December 31 20123

2 gee www.digitales.oesterreich.gv.at/DocView.axd?Cotd322and

www.digitales.oesterreich.gv.at/DocView.axd?Cobld=34323
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Five countries have scored

5 Usability, particularly well on
Usability:  Finland, The

United Kingdom, Malta,

Estonia and Poland. The

'YAGSR YAY3IR2YQa 0 dza.
link portal,
http://lwww.businesslink.go
v.uk/bdotg/action/layer?r.I1

, is a strong exanip of how

ESTONI ) government supports
E business competitiveness by
POLAND ? P providing added value and
: 4 2 : 3 easyto-use advisory.
3 P e 9aildz2yAl Qa LJ2 NI | €
eus o 3 “ 2 ) www.eesti.eg, offers track

users. Uses can enter their
personal spaceusing 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 sit&everal 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 etok symbols to guide the user to the relevant
information.

] ] v As anticipated,only about
5 User satisfaction moenitering 2yS GKANR 2F GKS 9!
2 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 useifriendly web
site.

o IE 233 Yead T3, 1 and trace to authenticated

All Finnishweb sites tested
had a feedback icon, such
as
http://www.mol.fi/mol/en
e 2 L findex.jsp (job  search
350 [RRSEIEEER ‘o A services),
L =2 http://www.kela.fi/in/inter
net/english.nsf(social security benefits) and http://www.poliisi.fi/poliisi’/home.nsf/pegfindex_eng
OLJ dalL2Nlia YR RNAGSNDAE fAO0SyaSaod ¢KS dzaSNI OFy A
experience with the governmentMalta has, on http://www.gov.mt/index.asp?|=2 revamped is
customerd dzLJLI2 NIIi a@aidSy o0& AYOGNRRdzOAY3I &aSNBATT o3200Y0
S KSTtLKQ AO02y®d ¢KS LIRNIFf AGASEFT INRdAzZLJA Lzt A0 O2y
S ¢

82dzNJ aF&8Q A02y Ada SYOSRRSR Ay Y2aid LlzmtAO aSNBAO
The Portuguese portalhttp://www.portaldocidadao.pt/PORTAL/pis 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.Luxembourghas placed a concise user satisfaction survey across the board of its

public sector sites, see for examigp://www.guichet.public.luffr/.

In addition to the web surveyhe benchmark priect included researchotn KS WgKSy s K263 Kézx

7]
2FGSYyQ 2F Y2y AG2NRY R7+dmf@matioa had heanfcbllecipds2agreed yponli KS 9 |

2 http://www.webrichtlijnen.nbesluit/teksbesluiterrtoelichting/
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with participating countriesthrough the online community eGovMoN&t hosted by the European

Commission iad a secure document share site made available to country representatives for the
0SYOKYI NJ] Q& LlJzN1Jl2aSad YSe NBadzZ Ga ardelyjiskthedendj dzl £ A GF G A
of this section

Eight EU27+ countries
One-Stop-Shop Approach 8 countries at 100% have reached the 100%

mark for the OneStop
Shop metric.

REPUBLIC ) : 2 LTA

e * 2, e ;.;m 8 The Czech Republiqsee
100% arL, - [, W E | for example
43 e NGDOM www.portal.gov.cy and
100% ISEEES 3 =B Slovakia(see for example
e ¥ : SWITZERLAND portal.gov.sk/Portal/sk/De
oo 7 e fault.aspy set the
. example for  Eastern
: Europe. { LI Ay Qa
www.060.es is a
- 3 particulaly
e, e comprehensive On&top
3 : o ., s Shop; acallcentre and a
' e ‘o AR network of faceto-face
aaa -2 offices complement the

portal.

Irish users can access services through the national portal and a citizen and busineals port
(http://www.gov.ie, www.citizensinformation.ieand http://www.basis.ie respectively). Iceland offers all in

one through http://www.island.isfforsida The Swiss LJ2 NJi | € OK®POK A& (GKS Wyl Az
{6AGT SNIFYRQa FSRSN}If 3I2@0SNYyYSyaz Olyiliz2zya FyR 20! f
French, Italian, Romansh and English. Thigapds a joint project of the federal government, the

cantons and the communes, operated by the Federal Chancellery.

The Userfocused portal
design component
assesses whether
Member State portals

. 3 IR are organized by theme
E 100% 4 > 1 4 100%
* 44 3 and/or target group.

CYPRUS - A

Lo pow 13 % A Organization B theme
1232 23 « * 2 p——— or target group increases
—r (| K S WFAYRIOAEAGRBQ
PORTUGAL information as
med information is organized

from the user standpoint
rather than the

E governmental one. The
Eaan segmentation makes it

- easier for users to
) identify what is relevant
. mea| for them within the vast

. ®.| piles of public sector

information. It only takes one mousdick and the user is redirected to a site that serves his purposes.
15 countrieshave obtained the 100% score for this metrics.

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

*available on the Eur ope anww@eprasticeses/dommudity/egevmonatct i ce si t e
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as more and more public bodies are joining the initiative. A personalized dashboard fagks tdza S NI &
administrative procedures, a secure postbox allows to safely store electronic documents.

Finally,Croatia and Slovenideapfrog with regards to this indicator. Croatias successfully put the
greenfield portal http://mojauprava.hr/ into place. Slovenid & LJ2 Ntip:lef-uprava gi\Ssi/e
uprava/is an aHlin-one gateway both to the Slovenian government and EU initiatives.

5.4 Trends inJser Experience

As showrabove, there is an extensive range of eGovernment best practices in Europe. Practices

GKAOK aKz2g W32t RSy ydza3sSiaQ 2F tSIFRAy3a SR3IS AYLIX SYS
broad range of practices identified through the web survey, three keryds for eGovernment service

delivery emerge:

1 Tailormade, personalized offerings
I The use of Online agents

1 Private sector maships

5.4.1 Personalisation

Personalization is all about making sure that the user is only confronted with relevant information and

not flooded with random dataThe public sector holds huge quantities of information. Only a very

small proportion is relevant to the userAnd:much is same and held in multiple organizations and in

different forms. To counterbalance the information overldathere is a strong trend in Europe
G26FNR&a tSNRER2Y I fAT SR LyidSNh&dwel dited Sait thé infarmaighy o6& 32 J
according to user profile.

Example2 ¥ tate twé€bdites that filter information according to life situation of an imlial or

perhaps even the location of a citizen. An example is Benishy I GA2y It OAGAT SyaqQ
www.borger.dk The portal displays over 600 digital se#frvices solutions for citizens. In October

2008, a new edition of borger.dk was launched withré@ased personalization options including a

WYa &t Iset®m) Currently, borger.dk has close to 100,000 visitors every week and numbers are

rising steadily. The dhish national business virk.dk portdikplays over 1,300 digital sedérvice and

reporting ®lutions. Aswith borger.dk, virk.dk offers personalizati@ptions. As per the end of 2008,

over 120,000 reportings were made through virk.dk every month.

TheAustrianwebsiteMyhelp.gv.atis a prime example of personalizatidi links to a secure posiblx

for the receipts of administrative documentdand to the eTresor (esafe)ze, a secure storage space
which citizens can purchase for a lumpsum to store documents of any kind: certificates, diplomas,
insurance certificates, diagnostic findings, etc. Timdividual 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 W32y S kel dak f €xample
https://iwww?2.domap.de/web/guest/homég The customer visits the city administration once to

obtain a login and can from that point on apply for, track and trace and obtain his tailade
SD2PSNYYSYy(d ASNDAOSA 6AGK2dzi aibrioeNoad t 240 Ay GKS Lid
542 hytAyS | 3SyOd oWtA@S adzZJJI2NIQu

Many of those eServices that governments propose are used occasionally only, for example at a life
SPpSyiod | aSNA R2y Qi ySoOSaalNate glyd G2 fSINYy K25
with minimdzy S¥F2NI FYyR | @2AR SNNBNA® hytAySbuehSyz2a | yR
{GdzRASE Ay 1 Qa OARS2 RS Yi#-Eteplexplair® yidv thd 2ntoRnentMdcedures OS> & (
works and that in several languag€sSloveni@2d hy S { (2 L) {K&EM, fiad Nkedlg YLI y A S
received the United Nations Public Service Award. The website
http://evem.gov.si/evem/navodilaUporabaSkupna.evdimks to a list of quick demos of the business

registration solutions offered.

S

% http://www.meinbrief.at/

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

z http://studielink.imtechvelocity.nl/Style%20Library/Studielink/studielink-demo-v2/hoe-werkt-studielink.htm
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5.4.3 Private sector mashups

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

In Belgium the government uses digital television for ité jadvertisements 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 élohe ticket collector

verified G KS NBASNDIGAzy dzary3d GKS OAGAT SyQa L5 REGEO®
SwedenA & y2¢ Y2@Ay3 gl & FNBY GKS hyS {d2L) { K2LJ I LILINE
formerly central portal www.sverige.se is being phased out. Instead, thematic portals are being built.

A number ofagencies cluster around a thempossibly with private sector actorand set up their

own portal. As part of this initiative, health, crisis, GIS portals have beer’built.

¢ KS | 0 200tDf-the-6lB E @ we Révé identified through thé&Jser Experiereweb survey.
They all make use ahe power PubliePrivatePartnerships can discharge. Awnd allocating the
service delivery tasks to those that dpestplaced to serve customers, mayhié the private or the
public sector, or both.

5.5 User satisfaction wnitoring

About half of European businesses and citizens are not using eGovernnagwtthat despite

decades of heavy investmentsnd those using eGovernment services are only moderately satisfied.

In a 2008 study for the European Commission, one thisliofey participants have even rated their
SD2OSNYYSyli SELSNASYOS Fa wy2i( aldArathOGz2NEQO®

The risk of failing on user expectations and needs is evident: an unsatisfied user will avoid the e

OKIFIyySt® 'yR KS 62y Qi YI 1S | edvikcFandhepyb@SectorSigSSy G KS
generally but will just keep a negative exp&ige with government in mind.

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 actilyeto public service design and content.

Monitoring user satisfaction is a key element of better understagdser behavior and consolidate
the shift tothe ecchannel. According to thguantitative metrics on User satisfaction monitoring, only
35% of the screened web sites can be rated by users directly online, i.e. precisely whesehe
Experiencés taking place. This finding requires further investigation.

Online monitoring is just one of the many ways to gather user feedf@dek qualitativeresearchof
thebenchmarkK & f 221 SR RSSLISNI Ayi2 (GKS WgKSYy> K26I oKez I
monitoring practice.

Forthe qualitative research for this sectigra secure document sharsite has been opened on
which 17 government representates have stored relevant documentatio®nMember State
request and to ensure synergies with other ongoing European Commission initjatbeebas also
been made otountry evidence gathered through the eGovMoNet network for 11 countries.

Clear policy stits towards more usefcentric, userdriven government are causing a marked change
in user satisfaction monitoring practicelhe number of countries which reporindertaking user
satisfaction measurements of eGovernmésincreasing steadilyn most cass, this improvement is

due to a sharper and more determined focus on a t@ntric approach. Taking users into account,
either through indirect or direct measurement, is increasingly become mainstream for improving the

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

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

% www.verksamt.se -Theme: Public services for businesses: www.vardguiden.se - Theme: eHealth;
http://www.geodata.se/sv/Geodataportalereodatase/ 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://lwww.euser-eu.org;
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quality of services, encouraging &lp and acting as a spur to the baaffice changes often
necessary.

5.5.1 The approaches and metrics

The frameworlbelow presents the approach taken to the qualitative assessmensef satisfaction
monitoring. Themainresearchgoal was to capture

i1 thetools and approaches in place

1 the metricsbeing reported on, how often, tashom and for what purpose;

1 practices that are to be considered as good examples

There are at least as many approaches to user satisfaa@ervice providerg\s the framework
used for the benchmark showthe tools, metrics, and good practices in plagelude monitoring of
user needdeforea service is put online; Tracking of user satisfadtioringusage; And satisfaction
surveysafter the service has been used. The courgramples identified in the benchmark project
are outlined further below.

I TOOLS m METRICS l

Online for specific service FULFILMENT

Online general Satisfaction score

Online Feedback forfnsCompleteness

Popup survey Return?
& | EASE OF USE Mystery user Recommend? -
o SERVICE IMPROVEMENT | M
g Error rates Greece france Channel mix |
. . 2
fime savings / < aioven | POLICY GOALS %
Slovenia :
Cost savings Inclusion
] _ Belgium Transparency 4
® Convenience SATISEACT @
Accurac Switzerland |EMOTIONS & PERCEPT
y MONITORIN Privacy and Security/Tru
20 The Netherlands
R i i U
User cedesign f Faceto-face/phone intervie
4 Ethnographic work | The United Kingdo Denmark Portal & Websites data g
'8 User charter 1 Househould/Business survi 8
Living labs ocus Groups/Pangl
Figure32: Frameworkfor User Satisfaction Monitoring
Before

A fewcountrieshave started involvingsers in thedesign phasef their eGovernment services. They
use ethnograplu work® and observatory methods, like testing environments where users are
observed trying out the eGovernment services in alake A prime example, albeit from outside of
Europe, is Australia where the department of immigration and citizenship hasraestred 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 ountries have set usability standards or have defined a User charter for the public sector as a
Wdzy AGSNEIF £ Q FNIYSE2N] 6AGK gKAOK SD2OSNYYSyl
participate directly in the design or production of servicescahitthey will use.

8 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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They capture the benefits the online solution should procure such as conveniencepfazse error
rates, potential time and cost sangs.

During
It is crucial that users can provide feedback on a government site during their BteaExperience
¢tKAa OFly 6S aSSy la F W3IAEGS FyR GF1SQ | LIWNRIF OK gKSN

in return provided feedback on itsffering.

Today, many governments are already using-ppmr dropdown questionnaires, or have integrated
a feedback icon on their web sites. Similarly to-lates used during the design phase, governments
have started implementing mystery user techniguklystery shoppergosing as normal customers
perform specific tasks and then provide detailed report$éemdback about their experience

Here, the most widespread metriesNBS A YSR | (i  OgercéiptauNiR rgaftimeisi ® dza SND a
say Users cancore 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 recommendatdthers. Perception reflects

culture, skills, capabilities and the situational context of the individual.

After

Some governments have launcheddepth or systematic user satisfaction measurements to inform
their implementation and policy choices. Hhgack 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 ¢kddioa nonusers thus

obtaining an insight into why services are not used and the barriers there may be.

The most widespread metriczd SR W Faud Npodznpradedn@nts to implementation. Is
government providing the right channel mix? What arerae switch points? Which personalized
services are wanted?

Other metrics link to policy goals such as transparency & accountability, inclusion, and accessibility.
This is also wheraserscan voice concerns as to the more emotional fundamentals, sutiustsn

the service, and privacy and data protection concerns.

5.5.2 Select good practices in user satisfaction momitogy

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

Before

1 TheBelgianfederal portal has been upgraded using dgecking technologwhere users
have testedhe different portal functions during the implementation phaisea livinglab.
The initiative has received sevefabntent Management System awarits2008>*

f  TheUnited KingdomK I & NBOSy ifé& AYyGNRRddzOSR GKS WLIRGSNI 2F )
journeymapp Yy 3Q F LILINR I OKS&as gKAOK IAY (2 o6SG0GSNI dzy RS
impact service use has on this, in order to design eServices before they are launched.

1 TheNetherlandsbases service design on rights embedded in an eCitizen charter consisting
ten quality standards defining what the relationship between the public sector and citizens
should be.

During
1 Greecehas tested the mystery user method for the online tax service as a participatory
approach involving users undertaking set tasks dusenyice use and filling in a
guestionnaire in real time.

% See http://www.cms-awards.be/
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1 In March 2009, thdtalian government launched the use of emoticons fiarpublic services.
These are colored smileys with a selection of reasons for dissatisfaction including waiting
time, needto return, and quality of support.

1 Francehas adopted several approaches including an annual survey of sites where users give
their perception of the site, the time used, anate their overall satisfactiotevel, which,
when multiplied by the number ofisits, 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 bearpgetvalidate the impact of a
change to the eGaernment service, both for users and rasers. In 2009 an innovative
content analysis of feedback from users was carried watialised through pictograms of
whichthe resuls fed back to users and invitelialogue via blog facilities aramini survey.

After

1 InSlovenia satisfaction forms part of fiveurveys of government services: Firstaaputer
assisted telephonéterview (CATI3urvey of citizenamongst othergovering ease of access
and of use, completeness, @gity/privacy; ®cond asimilar surveyfor businesseamongst
otherscovering trust, access to records or databases, job searching, aisntission, public
procurement; hird, an email survey of public servaiCT use as part of their work,
includingusage of personal computeramail, internet, digital certificate, basic information
tools and specialised applicationsufth, a postal survey bsocieties (third sector), and,;
fifth, afield survey of citizens visiting public offices, both covetirggsame issues ake
citizens CAl survey. In addition, public websites also employ-ppsurveys and online
feedback forms. Offline methods are also used in the form of focus groups, ethnographic
surveys and usability testing.

1 TheDanishgovernment regularly setlissesses its siteBwery year since 2001 theanish
Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovati@s evaluated and benchmarked the quality
2F Lzoft A0 6So0aAiriSa dzyRSNJI GKS 02y OSLIi 2F WwWez2Ld
around 600 public websiteShe websites andheir digital services arevaluated on
navigation, usability, andservalue. Public website ownerare asked tselfevaluate their
servicestrategiesand implementation progres§.he best public websiteare awarded with
prizes and a benchmark of #le competing sites is publisheBrom 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 accountso that only websites scoring high on user
satisfactionaugment the benchmark result

1 SwitzerlandalsousesCATLo survey citizens about their use and experiences of
eGovernment services at different levels: federal, candmd 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 authorii@re 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 todts 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 arte adiget 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 datision 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 learniddnarmonization suchsthe
establishment of a thematic network by the European Commission on eGovernment monitoring
eGovMoNetnd the Benchlearning projeé?.The benchmark is another accelerator of usentric
eGovernment.

% http://www.epractice.eu/community/benchlearning
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There are clear advantagestiaving some crossountry measurement standards and common
frameworks in order to assist in this learning process, not least because of the burgeoning number of
crossborder and even EWide 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 pointfrom administrative-centric to usercentric eGovernment Most

benchmarked countries have integrated the user in their eGovernment philosophlyere is a range

of good practices available, many of them could be identified through the benchrBatkthere is

room for growth. And enhanced learnind-he currentUser Experiecelandscape resembles a rag rug

with a multitude of approaches, speeds of development and differing results. Europe needs to further
FaINBS 2y 6KIG W3I22RQ I+ yR Wo Sthdi mht fargedsifar inditingl S® ! y R
performance and learning.

The likes of theUnited States set the example otJser Experiencemeasurement. They have
developed umbrella methods to help their public authorities improve thser Experienceln these
respects, Europe can learn from them.

The United States has set htp://usability.gov/, a comprehensive Or8top-Shop, the United States
IJ20SNYyYSyiQa 6S0aArAiGS F2NJ RSOSt2LIAYy3T dzat 6t S FyR dza§-
web sitestates

The measurement guidelines inde36

1 Ease of learningHow fast can a user who has never seen the user interface before learn it
sufficiently well to accomplish basic tasks?

9 Efficiency of use Once an experienced user has learned to use the system, how fast can he
or she accomplish t&ks?

1 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?

91 Error frequency and severityHow often do users make errors whilsing the system, how
serious are these errors, and how do users recover from these errors?

1 Subjective satisfactionHow much does the user like using the system

The principle is to test the government web site in a liadg environment and immerge ass into a

reatlife situation where they complete tasks associated with the web site. Each test scenario

prioritizes different metrics ranging from successful task completion to the nundbecritical

(preventing the accomplishment of the task) and rmitical errors, and many morelhe measure

distinguishes between performance data (what actually happened) and preference data (what

LI NIAOALN yia GK2dAKGUOVD® ¢AYS Aa Fy AYLRNILFYyG &adz00Saa
experience and pesption may be of equal or even higher importance.

¢KS ! yAGSR {GFdSa KI @8 ¥3dz2a A NgR@IOS idpdhde WLIE F Ay
O2YYdzyAOFGA2y FNRY 3JI2@SNYyYSyild (2 dzaSNARAI 06SOI dasS Wi
communication fromk 4 & I2GSNYYSyYyiQad LT AyailNUzOserBExpérience NB  Of S| N
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 arefiige Toolkit to Australian authorities. A
dzal o Af AdGe OKSOltAad ftAada FAFOGE jdzSadAiz2yas NBEINEdz
RSAAIAY Qs WOy iSydQs WF2NXNAQX WL | sFehélXanadighR A Y LI SY
government offersa standard tool for evaluating theser Experiencef a web site. Metrics relate to

% http://usability.gov/basics/measured/index.html

%7 http://www.plainlanguage.gov/

% http://www.finance.gov.au/publications/user-profiling-and-testing-toolkit/usability-checklist.html
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The benchmark 2009 provides a proXyUser Experiencan Europe. Many of the dimensions cited in

thenon9! SEIYLX S& SOK2 Ay G(GKAA& @& UsiBxperienGaibdNdsedad® ¢KS o
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 showtihat most metrics tested in 2009 are suitable for a suppte

benchmark. Thejook at features that are clearly visible on the web site and can easily be identified.

And they build on simple and unambiguous research questions.

¢KS ySEG YSIadaNBYSyd NRdzyR sAff NBTFESOG 2y GKAA &St
and help Eurpe to make a significant step towards a common definition déer ExperienceOf

course, nd¥ dzy A @S N& | of ser RXPeridnyekidisioskiould be applied in evéviember State

However, there is by far sufficient experience in Europe to understdgdk I G | 3I22R 6S0 aAAGSQ
fA1S® ¢KS O0SYOKYIFN] A& YSIyd G2 AyOAdS 9dz2NBLISQa NI C

% http://www.ths-sct.gc.calig-gi/e/wse-eswiwse-esw3-eng.asp
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6. Context

tF NI /Y G9YSNHAY3I LyairdakKdaé KIa odesofticdnehimarkid§ R o068 &«
report: the results of the 20 basic services; eProcurement; Pitatr Experienceneasure; and the Country
Reports. It includes additional facts and insight drawn from other identified sources. It is intended:

A To provide a basifor continuous improvement of the benchmarking method and process

A To offer insight for policy setting
A To support benchiearning

This benchmark hasince its inceptiorbeena KI LISR 068& GKS 9i$ dpé of thRtbolsGréat 32+ f a4 @
enable Europe taemonstrate progress against set targets.

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

Undoubtedly, service provision has progressed greatly acrosEti#¥+Much less benchmark and bench
learning evidence is available on thyeality of services, theiimpact and empowermentpotential; and on
internal efficienciesChange imeeded to ensure that the benchmark triggers the right actions and remains
relevant to EU policy makers.

As the 2010 agendapproaches its term it becomes importamd look

F2NBINR YR LINBLI} NB  9dNE LIS Shaifdantd K S 1 ViGdoljectives ot RSQa O
preparatory work has already been done by the Commission and Member the i2010 Action Plan:

States to prepare for the 2015 agendgne nain results have been outlined 1. No Citizen left

in an Orientation Paper by th&@010 eGovernment Sufproup, bringing behind

together European Commission and Member State officials.
2. Making efficiency

The thrust of thisorientation paper is to continue to foster innovation in and effectiveness a
eGovernment; monitor actions; increase efficiency and effectiveness of reality

European goverance systems, and in particular support the development 3 nplementing high-
and provision of crosborder servicesThepolitical priorities that determine impact key services

the way forward beyond 2010 have been outlined as regards eGovernment: 4. Putting key enablers

A Support to the Single Market in place
5. Strengthening
participation and

A Administrative efficiency and effectiveness democratic decision
making in Europe

A Empowerment of busiesses and citizens

A 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 chamgeging (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.
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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 shouldulsther developed That said, e continuity

of the measures since 2001 provides @uisd and important basis foongoing 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 intte 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 serviceneasures can be developed further, whitstiintainingtime series comparisa 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 theaperd (souring) phase. Further work is
required to develop the posaward (transaction) phase.

The User Experiencameasurement addresses a new and complex theme, with many variables. It is
undoubtedly an important area to address. Further work is warranted to develfiexible or buildindplock
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 futher method enhancements, considerations could be given to:

A Addingadditional domains and servicethat are most relevant tstakeholders Thesecouldinclude
contemporary topics like energy, environment, transport and the lik&e chart below shows &
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.

Most important societal challenges requiring ICT

innovations in the next decade
60,00% -
o3
|2
o1
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20,00% -+

- . E i E H
0,00% T T T T ]

T T T T

Health and Ageing Energy  EnvironmentalEducation and  Better Efficient Better Other
social care  Population efficiency  sustainability  learning security for ~ Transport  Governance
systems systems citizens

Figure33: Societal challenges requiring ICT innovations imiiae decade

A Groupingmeasures asfe-eventsQ 2 NJ {oKb§ YhSré relevantto the customer. Such an
approach may require deeper assessment of theer Experienceand a more joinedip evaluation
through the service delivery chain. Thus potentially fewies analysed, with more attention to
backoffice operations.

Usageandimpact measurements will complement the current supgigle measurement.

Measuringefficiency and effectivenes®f governments Thismay requiremore than just a web
based survey appach: involvingooking behind the website, into thback office the end-to-end
fulfilment chain, and the governance structures that support delivery.

A Trust, privacy, openness, and transparenase allcontemporarytopicsthat presently have few or
weakmeasurements.

> >

A PanEuropean (international) serviceand collaboration i®ecomingmore prevalent and important.

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

This sectiorroveskey priorities; governance and implementation; and worldwide comparison.

81 ATop Prioritieso for Participating

CKS GiRANIpG ALSNUE F2NJ SIFOK LI NLGAOALI GAy3I O2dzy i NE 6 SNB
These are included for each country in the country reports. The key operative fforlsach country have

been extracted and are shown in tlilkustration 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.
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It is also of interest to review this pld and new Member State grouping. This shows an intriguing change
of focus béween the two groups. Old Member States would appear to be more focused on customer
interaction thannew Member States. Theaew Member States appearing more focused on (foundational)
technology. Old Member States would also appear to be more biased towgrdsductivity, delivery,
administrative efficiency and cooperation (between agencies and tidfeyy Member States more on
strategy, piloting initiatives, governmental and legislative aspectsnd notably on readiness for the
ServicedDirective. This isighlighted in the table below.

Old Member States New Member States
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%ell- p[ﬂoJectS O I)Inmupﬂunb]llltv}\’w ersollallsed Cmurmurm fI'aInEWOI' Strateg development CCeSSp‘imuml P(EI‘S()“ nalauvhennwmnpnml
b rogramme Demncracy ductivity ,ferms g governmentiy SLLALCH Visrari, SCCERET sandrtision
mlm‘lS]‘neSS” g et  productivity commugugatmnSemces-Dlremve et Rgency £ %ronmem
“Tnesexchange COMprenensive gwemett, | =i Py iy eloisticea neroperability s
perf arvmuw optimale “j @ new adminisiration’s increase 2 Registriese-Democracy reference
b mn SOuI‘CC office rment B rivaie
9 O e derlicitizen oo dehvery T rastructqre%ﬂugygpggg}gm
eSeM C-government a;eappllcaunm; management eProcurement "¢ payment functions CODNINOIL on-line networked “EICCHTONIC PUGER channel Agents
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hnrdprCumm online blocks s izens acelers “:f fﬂ;lll;ll:gmlg\wkmﬁ'?ﬂ & :‘t’\lxlﬂ ;1;!\! structural Pk‘:?rm erive POIRS
About Customer: About Customer:
A Portal; Citizen; Business; User; customg A Personal; communication; or&op; access;
Personalised;  Comprehensive;  singl contact
burden (reduction); Democracy; Ab .
' ' out Technology:
About Technology: A elD; Infrastructure; Interoperability; open
A Digital; Open Network
About Governance: About Governance:
A Delvery; Cooperation; Productivity; Shared A Strategy Pilot; Legislative; government
Programme; Comprehensive;  projects framework
governance. Other:
A ServicedDirective

0d’agCIoudsf)roducedusingwww.wordle.com, based on key words extracted from é6top 5 p
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8.2 Approach to Governance and Implementation

Europe is a administratively and culturallgdiverse society. So observations from one country may or may
not add value to another. Conclus®mre 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.

A BusinessTechnology Review of the top priorities for the old member states in particliighlights
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 perspee this connection is now also more understood.
The quotd* a SGSNE LRt AO& AYAGALGASS 0 SKghligsathe dleeg vy SNI 2 NJ
interdeLISY RSy 08 GKIG L/¢ KFa (2 GKS O02NBiI 2K \DRIOSNY Y S
NF OKSNYFRNY I WA2y G(GSOKy2t238Q 6LEO A& y2¢ LISNKIF L&

A The (Technology) Transformation Agendanumber of countriekave opted for radical changad
these fall roughly into two categories. The first arature eGovernment countries experiencing
stalling performancethat now opt for real change attempting to either use eGov to transform
government or to finally deliver the potentiaf eGowernmentfor better and more efficient service
delivery. (e.g.France, Germany, Sweden, Spaim) second arthe newer eGoernment countries
seeking to close the gaand use eGov as a way to |&ag some of their entrenched disadvantages
(e.g. Latvia, Romania, Bulgaria)

A eGovernment OrganisationWe see a trend to more concentration of eGovernment in focused
organizationswith the support of executive agencies. The eGovernment organisations are placed at
different levels and sections of government. There are roughly 5 models evident:

o tNAYS aAyAaiSNRa 2FFAOSY I dz&a G NR | = LOStIyRZ
o Ministry of Finance: Cyprusinfand, Ireland, Slovakia, Sweden, Switzerland

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

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

0 Ministry of Economic Affairs (often in combinationiti other ministries): Belgium,
Estonia, Spain

SeveralD2 dzy i NA Sa KI @S O2YoAyliAz2ya 2F (KSaSo | NBIdz |
office as overall coordinator at the political level and the ministry of Finance or Interior as the
executivearm (e.g. France, Hungary, ltaly). eGovernment is usually part of a wider Information

society policy. However, the organisation of IS and e@uwentis frequently split. IS policy would

typically fall under responsibility of the ministry of Economic Adfand eGovernment either with a

dedicated agency, the Ministry of the Interior and/or the Ministry of Administrative reform.

A Collaborative DeliveryMany countries opt for an executive agency to handle the development, roll
out and management of shared rsfces 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 CIlO, to participate in EU coordination activity.

A eSkills developmentAligned 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.

A NonGovernmental Stakeholder InvolvemenGovernments are progressively movimgre 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 amber of strategies, however more in an advisory
capacity. A larger number of countries involve mgmvernmental bodies (including the private
sector) actively in the delivery and dissemination of services, and development of eskills. This
becomes importat where service delivery is passed from Government to other sectohe shift
FNRY | WLINPGARSND (G2 WwWO2YYAaaAiAz2zySNID Y2RSt® ! a NEF

4 Wolfgang Schauble, German Ministry of Interior at eGovernment Conference Apr 2007, Berlin
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process of policy setting, progress is slow, though m@eent statements of ntent abound.
eParticipation and eDemocracy appear in a nhumber 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 democratét sarvice delivery processes.

A Constant Beta TegigY ¢KS (SOKy2ft23& €FyRaOFILS Aa OKFy3IAyS:
regularly in country plans. In the technology Industry sector an approach to put new products on
O2yaidlyd aoSil &8 ailging Bxperts hdtife cs®NEs in @nToriigoing 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 lamgde 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 itusning a potential complication of developing
shared services in a decentralised federal environmentdaidvantage, by using different federal
states to develop and test new services. It thus benefits from diversity as a test bed for innovative
eGovernment approaches.

A PanEU eGovernment Participation eGovernment for most countries is a national affair. No
countries have explicit targets for crebsrder 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 fétlsin the same organisation.

A growing and now considerable number of EU countries have elected however to participate in
partEuropean large scale pilots. The four major @IF PSKcompetitiveness and innovation
programme) pilots are actively supportedotably by several of the higher performing countries.
Austria for examplés active across alarge-scaleCIP pilotgpilot A) This affords the opportunity to
observe, learn from, and potentially influence technology developments within Europe.

A ePradices 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 eletedimprovement. 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

2L KFf T wf aXKNMNDIEAR O2dzy i NASAT ymr FNRY GKS (2L

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 lod&xny 00X 2 2NI R 902y 2YA0O C
I 2YLISGAGAGSYySaa oQnpkmnox FYR bSGg2N] SR wSIRAySaa o6
SwSIFRAyS&daa wlkylAy3da oWnpod ¢KSAS O020SNI FNRY 1 (2 M@
Generally the Nordic countries and Netlends 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 20vises 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
developrents and behavioural changes, which typically involve-governmental actors like IT service
providers and endisers. In many countries these are influenced through regulatory and fiscal measures.
Legacy infrastructures also tend to have a positive effegf G KS&S o06SYOKYINjJ az Fa ¢St
0dzaAy SaaQ LINRPLISyaAte G2 Sy3ar3asS gAldK ySg GSOKyz2t23ASa

—

Making comparison between the various available international instruments must be done with caution,
however tere is benefit from doing s&onsiderake 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); $oitorea; Japan, and Australishese are frequently citeds

leaders in eGovernment and leaders in international benchmarks.

/ 2YLI NR&2y 2F 9dNRLIS G2 fSHRAy3I O2dzy iNASa $2NI RoARS
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9. Better for Customers
This sectiomovesthe current usenlineservices; increasing takeg, and the shift to a new model.

9.1 Useof OnlineServices

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

Many policy makers hoped that this supjlgmand gap would cke,recognising that there would betane

lag between putting theserviceonline and theservicebeing used.Thisdoesnot seem to bethe casein

most instancesGovernments are providing services online; however citizens and businesses would appear
to beusing them far too little.

The matrix below groups countries, in terms of online sophistication of citizen serviegeds)xand
eGovernment usage by citize“ﬁ:{y—axis). It clearly shows: governments are providing eGovernment, but
citizens are not usinthe services enough.

Citizen services
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Figure34: The eGovernnment takap gapfor citizens
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countries provide very mature services and display relatively taiké uprates between 52% and 63%he
data comes from two different research sources, so observations should be taken in that light.

Users whanmightwant to use the online channel would in most cases be able to do so.

“2Based orEurostat indicator for 2008ntlividuals using the Internet for interaction with public authorities (tin00105)
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The same matrix is provided for business/gees. Here, both service maturity and takeﬁque higher than
for citizens.The leadingountries provide mature business services and their supply is matched with usage
figures close to or even above 90%.

Business services
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Figure35: The eGovernnment takap gap forbusinesses

So there must be fundamentally different reasons that keep citizens and businesses from engagingronline.
some countries internet use and broadband penetration are low, which will limit-tgké\ recent study for

the European Commission reals that the reasonsof nonuse lie inlack ofawarenesslack of willingness

to use; and dack of addeevalue muchmore than lack of skills and capabiliti€sEurope needs talevelop

a clearer view on how tattract, engage and incentivise users to agt onlineservices.

There is a very substantial difference in the etmsterve through the online channel in comparison to
others. Coarse estimatds/ the authors of this studindicate a ratio of 10 (facto-face) : 1 (telephone) : 0.1
(web) costs forgovernment This presents substantial cost savings potential for Administratwitisout

even considering the cost benefits to citizens or businessedtyalso should be noted thatnline services

do not necessarily detract from service delivery qualibhdeed at times it can improve quality (e.g. 24x7
accessand savings in the back office may lead to strengthening the customer facing capacity of the
government).

Consideringinclusiveness of service deliveryhet policy goal of creating a moreleclusve society has
shown significant progress ovezcent year® CdigialRW A RSW A& y2¢ ©OSN&ndi¥dzOK
being addressed in mo$flember StateQ)Iansf15 However, vith broadbandand high speed requirements

of modern corent, a new risk ofricreasing @jital divides is emerging between the broadbaHdve£and

Have not€

Ourchallenge is to achieve higher levelsusfige in order toreapthe positiveimpact How then can this be
achieved?

a3 Based orturostat indicator for 20Q&nterprises using thinternet for interaction with public authorities (tin00107)
“ Deloitte user satisfaction study
“5 http://ec.europa.eu/information_society/adtities/einclusion/policy/i2010_initiative/index_en.htm
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9.2 Increasinglake-Up
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So what observations can be made as regards the steps that the leading nations are taking?

The setting of such countries typically can be characterisedree or several of: heightened customer
SELISOGFGAZ2ya 2T TEbudicdSANOWSH@EINAEOAIYLAINR OKT | Wi 201 f A4
customer service delivery; recent emergence of social networking and-mashin the public domain; and

initiatives or a stated desire foransparency and open government

Approaches that are observed include: the use itd-dvent or life situation approach multi-channel
strategies and approaches to service delivery; greater engagement of the customer tle eoalesign of
services; initiatives on eDemocracy atwhsultation 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 initi@$ that can be madbefore during, and after online
service delivery to engage thestomer.It also makes note of leading practices (in field countries) to for
instance engage the customer in thenline website design experience. Belgium received alsar
(http://www.cms-awards.be) in 2008for stakeholder testing during portal developmenéngagingreal
users at different steps during the implementation ea and applying for instance eymcking
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
eventbased approach); and good communication, the leasr to takeup (of lack of awarenesslack of
willingness andlack of addedsalue) can be more meaningfully addressed.

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

9.3 A paradigm shift towards customeentric services

The present model of public service delivery ¢still) be crudely characterised as one of administrative silos

with limited crossagency 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 knowledg transferred between agenciesne imited or no choice even if the customer would wish it

so. This model brings with it much internal efficiewggh high levels of duplication and rework that could

be avoided through information sharing and shared serdicesL it A & RS LIt OR VB RGEKSA WY, 8
figure below.

The AYOU-Centrico model The AME-Centrico model

I RAFTFSNBY(G Y2REISYNNIADOOSNEBRSESIYW R KENE G(KS aSNBAOS Aa
information can be provided and managed mdrgthe customer, and where the expence isfar more
satisfying. This presents fundamental change: to policies, service design, information architecture, and
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potentially also legislation, skills and ways of working for service providers, as well as a change in customer
responsibilities.

Modern tecly 2 f 23484 | YR RSOAO0Sa o LING@IbngingGne sheftfveryiiniuéh WT 2 dzNJI
closer to now.Also,terms like social networking and Gov 2.0 abound.

Participation and empowerment goals are a vital component of the shifte opportunities pesented by
Web 2.0 technologies, and the (particularly recent) political ambitions to establish transparent and open
government are likely to cause marked chasiehis area

Empowerment goes hand in hand with Inclusion and Participation. But it als® goe 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 expss their creativity, use thpotential for innovation and benefit from the new pattesnof
relationships that emerge.

In terms ofGov2.0, Europe increasingly needs to look beyond its bord@® Y LI NBE 6A (K ;i KS 62 NI
and accelerate progredsy embradngthe potential ICT is offering for government transformation.

TheDF NIy SNJ al @LJS /&80t S¢ 3AA@Sa || KAAG2NAROlittmaydbd Sg 2 F K
predicted to develop?’ Followingthe pastpredictions of Gartner, Europshould be in the rdst of the

eGovernment hype. Blogs and wikis, and wireless applications sHounithatethe landscape. Today, there

are no clear signs of whether Europe has reached or is going to enter this Ingeed, recent Gartner

comparison of Europe to the US segtps significant gaps remdafh

Theendresult israther that the private sectooffers agile, dynamic and real time si®s. By contrasmost
governments have not managed to reach these levels of sophisticatien Governments too stuck in a
Web 1.0 wald?

“ The Fourth screen: (i) Movie Screen: (ii) TV: (iii) PC; (iv) Mobile Device
“I Source: fAiThe eGovernment Hype Circle Meets Web2.00 Andrea Di Ma
48 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 EuropeanSingle Market is home to around 12 million companies, among the% 99 number are
SMEsSo making services easy and useful, particularly for this community, is of impor@hparticular
relevance is the costor a small (and largehusiness to comply with thenultitude of application and
reporting obligations imposedty government:itax declarations, VAT declarations, customs declarations,
permits, labour regulationand alike. Studies indicatehe costper FTEatio between small companies and
large is roughly dactor of four. This presents a considerable barrier ®ME starup and operations
Governmentsnustmake sure compliance is achieved with minimum business effoste are to develop an

open market and vibrant economy

Eight services for business are evaluated in this benchmark. These represent many hijhthenpact

service areas, from th& (I Y RLI2 A Y (i

2F WAYT2NXIGAZY

20t A3d GA2YAEAQ

Government. Public services for businesses are generally more mature throughout Eurgge so than
their citizen service counterparts. In @®, the sophistication score for businesses reached on EU average

90%, as compared t88% for citizens.

However, not all business services reach this hégphistication level. And not all government actors
perform equally well. Services that generatednte for state treasury still score significantly high€he

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, rathan treality.
Performance is weak across the board, with sophistication rates lingering between 22% and 54%. This is

shown in the figure below

100
Public
procurement —
Customs
Best declaration Corporate tax
c 80 perfomer . 100%
(=] -
2 . Social
b Business contribution
= registration
-§- 50% | Worst Statistical data
7] perfomer
s
S
60 Best
perfomer
100%
Environment-
related permits
Worst
12% perfomer
40 ¢ >
Sub-national National delivery
delivery of service of service

Figure36: Sophistication of services by delivery level
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As shown in the next figure, company registration dgample splits the benchmarked countries into three:
the best performers i.e. countries where a business can be starpedntirely online medium performers
i.e. countries where the process of registering can be started online, via an electronic fornhenut
requires additional papebased interaction with authorities and low performers only providing
downloadable paper forms to start a business. In the latter group of countries, the rest of theuptart
procedure still requires future entrepreneurs tasit public administrations physically, queue, print and fill
in paper forms etc. Seemingly, achievements still do not always reach the goal set BQOBeSpring
European Council to create O#opShops for business registration until 2007 and reduce time and
costs of starting up to a strict minimum.

Registration of a new company Sophistication in 2009

100 4 = EU27+ average 2007

N === EU27+average 2009
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Figure37: Sophistication of services by delivery level

Compared to the globe, Europe is by the way far from thediegt Of  add ¢KS 22NI R . Fy]C
Report ranks countries across the glamxording to the ease of starting a businé¥¢ew Zealand, Canada,

Australia and Singapore lead this ranking. In terms of the number of procedures required befonepstart

New Zealand and Canada are down to one procedure, Australia to two procedurdesvdeboby Belgium,

Sweden, Finland and Denmark with three procedures each. On an average, six procedures are still required

before starting a business in Eurepeumber which potentially could be halved through joining up

procedures in the baeckffice and eenabling them further. In terms of theumber of days required before

an entrepreneur can operate a businedtew Zealand has reduced the time lag to one day, Australia to two

days. Belgium and Hungary are the best European performers in this categibryg tivne lag of four days
0SG6SSy GKS o0dzAAYSaaQ NBIAAGNXrGA2y YyR GKS {F{1Ay3a dz
days a future entrepreneur has to wait before he can operate is significant, with a range of 46 days. Despite

overall goodsophistication scores for businesses, room for improvement remains and further steps are

required to better serve businesses etwdend, throughout their lifecycle.

10.2 The Single Market & the impending Serviba®ctive

9dzNR LISQa aidl 6SRKS2pb2NARQAE2T BRERS {/ A LIThe BiaghWarkegichg { 2 OA S
of the cornestones ofthis ambition, and its realisation will improve the openness anthpetitivenessof

9dzNR LISQa SO2y2Yeé AYUSNYylLftfesz I yRin®edsingimpartansirRisehA RS & O
present timeof economic downturn.

9 dzNR LIS Qa the Ridyi® Matkétespe@s a number of particular characteristics:

49 http://www.doingbusiness.org/economyrankings/?direction=Asc&sort=2
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A 9 dzNP LIS Q aim@Ea¥d ttie efficacy @h2 internal market, but not to ehieve a single economic
area. Some sectors of the economy, in particular public servicesrevilain subject to national
laws whichimplies that service delivenyill differ across Member States.

A EuropeanDirectives grant countries significant implementation margin througgpmsition into
national law. Thisesults in differenimplementationapproachesnd outcomes.

A 9 dzNP pdkep goals, documented in the various Ministerial Declarations and Actions Plans, are
designed around voluntary compliance and collaboration of Meng@tates.

{2 GKS I LIWNEIOK Aa QoadhBforiets they impleghenthafdrvired perf@mance
targets Thereare however opportunities to consider neBingle Market targets

The Services Directi¥ds an important stepto increase the compét i A Sy Saa 2F 9 dzNR LISQa
will come into fore on 28 December 2009. setsa compliancebasedgoal that will requireeGovernment
actions, across all levels of Administratiofhe Directivewill enable service providers to establish
themsdves in any EU country swiftly and conveniently, including the free movement of their services.
Article 6 of the Directive requiresountries to set up a 'Point of Single Contact§E) through which service
providers can access the relevant informatidarms and applications for their establishmerftrticle 8

states that all procedures and formalities may be completed at a distandeby electronic meangience

the PoSC is understood as a source of information, as well as a méaagsaction ofapplications.

Several of the services that are required to set up a company are covered by the current set of 20 basic
services. However, besidescompliance requirements governments should support business
competitiveness This includes providing addedlueinformation andadvisory servicedike locationbased
information and services that help businesses thriVeese supporgrowth and mobility beyond country
borders. So the Directiverequiresi KS A YLI SYSy (Gl GA2Y 27T beéHeéfidtondithe I y OS
AYLIE SYSYy (Gl GAz2y 2F W 2YLISGAGAGSYySaa { SNBAOSaQ®

Much current focus within Member States is on the PoSC. Use existing structures or create new ones?
Combine electroni@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 decetiad 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 portafs.

Less attention would appear to be placed on what goaesbehindthe PoSC, through the entire cress
Administration information chain.

as

In many waysK S { SNIDA OS& S5ANBOGAGS (i-dified siructuddzdirsidleuiSerRcé A y A & ( NI

LINE GARSNRBRQ I LILIX A Ol {oSesynid eathbdBnedaizyitRofitgnRedditdkedd tz@kof the
applications received and follow up on workflows and deadline&fficient information flow is a
requirement, yet ecurityand privacy present challengés ensure that data retained are accessiblgy to

those tha need it. A series of legal, organisational and technical requirements need to be met. The
exchange of electronic documents, including sending, receijt storage, needs to be enabledeyK
documents (e.g. insurance certificatasd proofof qualificatiors) need to be readily available online.

The link between the Services Directive and the development of further e@emeamnt services for
businesses goes unchallenged. Both art&[@0SG and article 8(online availability of procedurgday the
burden poof on countries to implement these servicdsy the end of 2009. However continued
improvement of such services is implicit beyond this date.

The Services Directive hatsoraised awarenesgor the need to develop and scale furth8ry | 6 buldihg@ W
blocklike: eDocuments, eAuthentication, eSafes, eDeliveti), 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, andll wesult in improvedavailability and sophistication of
eGovernment services.

Thisbenchmarkcan be further developetb track progresén these areasand incite good performance.

* DIRECTIVE 2006/123/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE"Cetsiier 2206
*! http://ec.europa.eufidabc/serviets/Doc?id=32145
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11. Better for the Public Purse

11.1 From an Economic to a Fiscal and BudgetasisC

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 substantiat 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 bublgetsme cases
doubledigit 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
PNE OdzNBYSy i yR YIylF3aSYSyd 2F GSOKy2t23ASad +ANIdz ¢
publicOf 2 dzRAf 2&HRM U Z-IT larg R deBaXS Seyvice orientation, shared delivery models, public

private commercial models, and information gomance are all key components to support these
expectations.

Alongside these very real financial constraints is a parallel tradnafdvancement in technologies that
relate more to frontoffice developments. Particularly social computing, used by iddals and also for

professional purposes. These frequently go hamdlove, with heightened expectations for greater
transparency of public information (on e.g. expenditures), and a more open approach to Government. The

cost reduction potential fromtheé® a¢ D2 @ HPné RSOSt2LI¥Syia KFLa &SaG G2 oS

These two (back, and fromffice) topics are inextricably linked. Most notably, in areas like information
governance and crossdministration streamlining. So plans must be integrated.

11.2 eProcurement as a vétle for efficiencies and cost savings

Governments and other public authorities are major purchasers of goods and services, accounting for
estimatesof € ™ p billion worth of procurementsin 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 saxingally important inthe present climate. The
fraGGSNI A& Ffa2 AYLRNIFYd Ay YIFI1Ay3d WR2Ay3 odzaAySaa o

The Manchester Declaration targets of 100% eProcurement availability by 2010, and 569¢ tleeboth
at risk.

The eProcurement benchmiaprovided 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 Sirlg 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 contrassasvarded by national, regional or local
authorities. It is selexplanatory that putting procurement processes online is a precondition for opening
competition and encouraging cros®rder tenderirg.

Data availability for posaward transaction processgsoved extremely hard to come by, however this will
be necessary to prove the move from eProcurementilability, to captured spend (i.etake-up), and
evidenced resultingavings

What we can however do is learn from good practices.

Thereis general cnsensus that the codtenefitsratio of eProcurement isvery positive based on aecent
survey commissioned by DG Markth O & WIOP)CEU Member States, Contracting Authorities and Public
Procurement representatives declared that eProcurement investiehad already paid qffor were
expected todo soin the near future Based on our analysis, there is a learning period-8fyRars after the
launch of eProcuremenlatformsbefore the volume of online transactions really starts to pick up. This is
dueto the needto motivate and train the buyeand spplier communities.Several countries havenoved
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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.

Scotlandhas ae of the most advancedmplementations, in the eProcurementScoth@ platform which
processede2.75B in 20080 | ¢ di'z Ay O NiBgrededting2265% c@pture @f total public spend.
According to Audit Scotland, this generates annual savingsld®m. Over 1.6milhin transactions go
annually through the system, used by over 58,000 registered users and more than 78,000 suppigers.
highlightsthe economies of scale and scoghlich can be achievedhe implementation is not mandated,
however agencies are encouragéd®2 LIN2 A RS G(GKS WNBI a2y ¢gKeé (GKS& | NB
Collaborative Procurement has delivered over £66m in savings, 80% of isfifom the NHS centre of
expetise. Staff efficiency savingsttributable to the eProcurement servicare estimatedup 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
reachede o ® inRQ08, 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 platfofrom 2007). Italy is interestingas it highlightshe
emerging network of central and regional eProcurement Agencies. The most important Regions (Emilia
Romagna, Lombardy, Piemonte) have launched Regional Procurement Agencies aggregegmgignall
spending Emilia Romagna's agency Intercent is now the reference gomb39 administrations (90% of

local agencies), angrocessed transactionfor e n MYt y Ay 1R2204incrEasegoh20®. The
platform offers all eProcurement servicescluding eTendering, Electronic MarketCatalogues and
eAuctions. Intercent reports efficiency benefit2 ¥ € ¢ 1nd2p08,fayd 45 manyesarsavings.The key
success factors of the agency are a clear vision, a strong political support, and a constant activity of training
and supportfor the Contracting Authorities and Suppliers.

eAuctionshave shown gce savings of approximately 109%9G MARKT commisioned assessment of the
diffusion and benefits of Electronic reverse auctions (eAuctions). Based on the analysis of all contract award
notices publishedbn the European Tender Journdl, 707 eAuctions were organized in the period 2006
2008, with a continuing inease over time. The greatest users eawctions are Germany, France, Italy,
Romania and the UKlthough many Member States daot use them at all. Savingsmeasured as the
difference between initial estimated price and finaiiqe for the contract awated ¢ are consistent both

over the years and between categories at a level of around 10% per purchase. As expettetipres are

mostly used for supplies contracts, for which the specifications can most easily be determined with
precision, compared to seices 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 e i NP y A Ol f f & SESOdzi SR 2NRSNJ GAl YR. &l #S4&
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 a@imount of 2007. Yet another sharp
increase is expected for 2009.

The French National eProcurement Platform (www.marchpsblics.gouv.fr)highlights thegap between
expectations and realityThe systenserves 16 central government departments, 10,000 pufaligers and

has 100,000 registered supplief@ecent statisticsshow 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, becaugbey 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 teahtuols are in place, some of

the userfriendly 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 isnature and weklaccepted, there are still organizational and cultural barriers against
the implementation of eTendering.

TheDanish NemHandel systetmghlights the benefits of an important building block of eProcurmetitat

of elnvoicing. In Denmark, a&onic invacing to Government is mandatday law, a policy estimated to

lead to savings of 120 Million Euro per year and a-besiefit ratio of 1 : 10. In order to accommodate
SMEs, the government had created service centres where traditional invaio&slme 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 invoice$he 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 customeasighr the system. Business

take-up is ~1,000 new businesses per week. The savings potential for businesses has been estimated to be
9'w epdn Yy LISNIE&@SINE YR (GKS LINRP2SOl -3ysarsO2y aAiA RSNBR

Ireland has choserto strengthen the role of the central eProcurement platfommww.etenders.gov.ieas

the single point of access for all Irish public sector procurement opportunities for both suppliers and
purchasers. Its use is mdatory 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 nowbyss#tpublic bodies

with 2,159 Awarding Authorities registered on the website. It has been a hugely successful initiative with
POZHHM &adzZLJLJX ASNE NBIAAGSNBR 2y (GKS LI IFTGF2NYO® h@PSNI ¢
2008”7 with approximatelye c 6y 2F GSYRSNAY3I 2L NIdzyAiAasSa o208
0KNRdzAK GKS LIXFGF2NXYO ¢KS SadAaAYFriSR @FtdzS 2F 20KS!
I ROSNIA&dAy3a 2y S¢SYyRSNB AYy wunny 61 & FLILINRBEAYIFGStE ep

11.3 Achieving Internal Adminisdtive Efficiencies

eGovernment can help Europe to make very signifiedfitiencysavings.

Several participating countriesre forecast to lose a considerable proportion of their public sector staff
through retirement in the next years, which increasde tneed 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
backoffice; collaborative working across agencies, and businessegs@treamlining (not just putting
existing administrative procedures onlneFrom an eGovernment standpoint, serviggentated
architectures, standards, and interoperability provide important building blocks.

Complex administrative procedures and thengcessary anthe disproportionate administrative costs they
generate severely hampeyovernment operations, andconomic activity The latter isoften an important
irritation factor for busineses The European Commission presented an Action Progra?‘ﬁmereduce
administrative burdens on businesses in the EU by 25% by, 2@Hi2h wasendorsed by the Spring007
European Councillhis focused on the burden to businesses, however the shift to better regulation and
internal (g2g) efficiencies is anticipated.

To support the Action Programe, significantmeasurement activitiebave beerput in place across Europe
10,000information obligations were measured with a total administrative burdesséd 8 SR G a2YS e m.
billion>*. eGovernmeniffers significant potential to reduce this burden.

Slovenia for example has estimated the administrative savings of putting the business registration
procedureonline at a OneStop{ K2 LJ | tnillion 1 Dagashaing, clearing houses acting as information
brokers, and intelligent eGovernment services featuring-populated forms are prominent examples of
administrative burden reduction through eGovernment. The Dutch Government has attempted to measure
the administative 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-population.

11.4 Reachingpeyondl KS W¢ A LAY I t 2AY G Q

There is a combination of drivers thaan help shift Europe from a Governmairiven model of public
services delivery to a Customeriven model:

A Heightening expectations from individuals for better services

YwSaARdzFf LINROdzNBYSy(ia 0S8St2¢ (KS ylLiAzylf GKNBaAK2fR o6epninnnd KI ¢
3 COM (2007)23 (24 January 200Action Programme for Reducing Administrative Burdens:
http://ec .europa.eu/enterprise/regulation/better_regulation/docs/docs_admin_b/com_2007_23_en.pdf.
> http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/betterrequlation/administrativeburdens/index_en.htm
55WWW.eprac’[i(:e.eu/communitv/benchlearning
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A Their increasing involvement and participation in the service design and delinyss
A The need to make Governments more open and transparent
A Business pressures to make Europe a more open and efficient market

A Economic motives for Administrations to collaborate and deliver efficiencies

Technologies of all kinds offer a vital meansupyzort this.

hdzNJ Gl al Aa (G2 RSTAYS 6KIFIG Ad YSikHya G2 I OKAS@S

way towards it.
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