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This article outlines the governance models NewaehPublic Service agencies have adopted to
manage ‘transformational’ cross-agency e-governrningtidtives.

Introduction

The necessity of and tools for managing organieatigovernance have come a long way since the
early 1990s when the Cadbury Repostas published. More recently, focus has shiftemnfr
financial governance to governance over informatiechnologies with methodologfebeing
developed to assist management to discharge tlsipansibilities. This shift emphasises the
increasing importance of information technology feodern organisational performance and the
necessity to ensure its optimum ongoing deploym&rguably, the necessity and tools for intra-
agency information management technology governangew well established.

What is less well established are models for theegmnce of information management and
communication enabled services that span orgaoisdtboundaries - the realm of ‘transformed
government’.

Countries that have moved along the e-governmepttistication scafefrom static web presence,
through interaction to transaction, are confrontétth the dilemma of how to manage services or
service bundles that require the involvement oftiple agencies for their delivery. Along with
citizen-facing services, there is also the matfehaw common business process applications or
shared services should be governed.

New Zealand has a decentralised public service metere considerable autonomy rests with
individual agencies. According to a recent OECDorgpNew Zealand, “pursues what one might
call laissez-faire centralisation. Matters percdivas ‘common, generic or foundational to all
agencies’ (such as interoperability standardspares in a uniform manner, but agency business is
decentralised®. The State Services Commission (SSC) is responfiblde stewardship of the E-
government Strategy, the E-government InteropétabiFramework standards and the
development of ‘foundation’ services.

However, the SSC has no direct authority over hgenaies implement the New Zealand E-
government Strategy in terms of service or chanagfiguration. The SSC has provided strategic
direction in these areas by developing a six psirdtegy for the New Zealand Public Services.
The strategy provides a unified view of how peopéghnology and services will be utilised to
develop, “A system of world class professional &t&ervices serving the government of the day
and meeting the needs of New ZealanderElie six goals focus on the State Sector being the
‘Employer of Choice’, and the development of ‘Exest State servants’, ‘Networked State
Services’, ‘Coordinated State agencies’, ‘Accessiitlate Services’, and ‘Trusted State Services’.
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‘Shared Services’ governance

The SSC is managing two major ‘foundation’ e-goweent projects, the development of a
common authentication service — the Government hdgervice (GLS) and a shared government
network — the Government Shared Network (GSN). Gh& will provide a common logon service
for those people using government services over litbernet. It will allow people to more
conveniently access government online servicessiiyguhe same logon, if they wish. The GSN
will enable government agencies to share informatigth each other at higher speeds, more
securely and more cost effectively, to enhancelétigery of services to the New Zealand public.

In order to guide the development of the GLS arkiotelated authentication services, a project
steering committee was established. Membershipistealsof Chief Executives from agencies

involved in the development and implementationhaf GLS. The inclusion of the top executives

from participating agencies was seen as crucialagdhieve the organisational commitment

necessary to incorporate a common service intovighgal core agency online service delivery

processes and functions.

Similarly, a steering committee was establishedversee the development of the GSN. This
development was more a ‘back office’ or ‘supportvese’ function and as a consequence, it was
considered that greater technical expertise wasiney As a result, the members of the GSN
Steering Committee are mainly Chief Information i@dfs drawn from early GSN adopters
although it is chaired by an agency Chief ExecutiVbe GSN Steering Committee also has
external industry membership.

As these services move from development into priboluicresponsibility will be transferred from

the project teams to the All-of-Government Operai@roup within SSC. This group will have

ongoing operational responsibility for the servicgsnilarly, governance responsibility will move

from the project steering committees to an All-aiv@érnment Operations Advisory Board.

Members of this Board will be drawn from governmegencies but the Board will also have
external industry expertise. The role of the Boailll be to provide advice on the strategy and
direction of the Operations, including advice onsihess models, as well as championing
collective leadership and commitment to all-of-goweent operations.

While the two services differ - the GLS being arplagation and the GSN being a set of
information technology network services - the babisiness model is similar to that of a
conventional supplier/customer arrangement. Howeaemajor divergence from this business
model is the common ownership of the services gneigs, by virtue of their relationship to the
government — the owner of the services. Rather #téing as customer focus group, as would be
the case in a private enterprise model, the Adyi®woard is more aligned with the Board of
Directors in a private enterprise model. The callalive nature of e-government transformational
services and Government's oversight of the ageriosved, results in the requirement for the
Advisory Board to influence SSC’s decision-makingatfar greater extent than would be the case
for a similar arrangement in the private sector.

The provision of the services themselves is gowkinea variety of legal instruments dependent
upon the legal relationship between SSC and thecég® using the services. Service Level

Agreements, standard for such service provisios,used to document the quality aspects of the
services.

This arrangement for ‘shared services’' is relayivstraightforward in terms of governance,
funding and accountability issues. Roles and resipdities are clear. When agencies collaborate
to provide an integrated service to a customersito@ation becomes far less clear.

® Seehttp://www.e.govt.nz/for further details.




Integrated Services governance

The first type of online transaction service depeld in the e-government maturity model involves
only one agency delivering a service to multiplstomers. There is no necessity for any agency
collaboration for the service delivery to occurr Feany instances of service delivery, this case
may be the most appropriate as the additional éobtrent with integration with other services,
particularly within other agencies, outweigh th¢ agvantages.

Integrated online services emerge as the move tsnansformational government is made. With
integrated services, the customer is presented avileamless front end to a service or set of
services where multiple steps are required to cetaghe service task. Integrated services - in this
context - is also taken to mean that these steparadertaken by different agencies. An integrated
service involves multiple agencies delivering ‘ceated’ services as illustrated below.

Service

Integrator

Figure 1: Integrated service model

Integration may occur at the presentation layext iy service steps are presented as a logidal tas
unit. This is the common model for portals thatugreervices by ‘life events’, roles or activities.

It is only when integration occurs at the actualiee level that cross-agency governance issues
become significant. The major characteristic theftrats integrated transactions is the persistence
of information from one step to another. This featimmediately introduces a raft of complexity.
Who now ‘owns’ the service? Who manages the staisdeequired for interoperability? Who
manages the change control and how is the servivgefl? Who is accountable in the case of
service failure?

New Zealand’s initial steps towards integrated ontie services

In line with its public service management approablew Zealand's approach to service
integration has been to encourage service agetwclesk for opportunities to integrate services so
that customers receive better value. The rationald general direction for such initiatives is
documented in the E-government Strate@tandards support is also provided for suchaitivtés

by the provision of a well developed E-governmenmtiedoperability Framework (e-GIF) that
develops and prescribes standards for agenciesdowhen exchanging data and connecting
together electronically.

Two examples of where this has occurred are betwleemax collection agency, Inland Revenue
Department and the Company Registration Group withé Ministry of Economic Development;
and between the Customs Department and the Min@trAgriculture and Forestry. These
examples have been documented and published @8Bievebsité.

Towards the future
Integrated services involve a matrix of procesbas ¢ut across the governance autonomy of each
agency. Canada has addressed the issue by dewgl8givice Canada’ as the service integrator,
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with the Australian ‘Centrelink’ undertaking a siari role. Both of these initiatives involve the
management of multiple services and have beenrdfiaen the centre. New Zealand has chosen
not to implement a separate centralised serviegiator such as Service Canada or Centrelink.

As the New Zealand examples to date involve thdalboration of only two agencies, the
governance structures for the ongoing operationge hbeen managed via memoranda of
understanding between the agencies concerned.iSbiansidered appropriate for such point-to-
point initiatives. However, it is anticipated thabre of these initiatives will emerge as agencies
reach the limit of making single step, single ageinansactions available online.

One of the lessons highlighted in e-governmentesgsiis that ‘one size does not fit all.” As the
recent OECD report notes,

In the pursuit of e-government, countries’ underdiags of what needs to be done — and how to
do it — is constantly changing. There is no onearclpath to better government, or how to
implement e-government, but global imperatives k@ading to convergence in terms of the
challenges to be facéd.

New Zealand acknowledges these challenges anddmtenuse the umbrella of the State Sector
Development Goals to develop service and channgfigtoations that will help achieve these
goals and fit with our public management philoseghi

New Zealand is currently revising its E-governm@itategy. Among the key issues being
considered are the funding, governance and acduilittanodels required to support the ongoing
transformation of New Zealand’s government servicEse models adopted will support agencies
operating in a devolved, decentralised public manmant environment to deliver integrated
services that provide real value to New Zealandfigens and other recipients of government
services.

1 OCED, op cit., p15



