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EDITORIAL

Welcome to the latest edition of ICA InformatiohgtJournal of the ICA Council. The past
year, apart from an extremely successful conferemc®alzburg last September, has been
marked by the adoption of an updated Strategic flathe period 2005 — 2100. This ensures
that ICA remains focussed and ready to fulfil itsssion as an effective international forum
for the support of senior management in the fortmdaof policies for IT and as an
instrument for improving the efficiency and effeetness of government administration.

The General Issue, containing articles of wideenest to those concerned with the use of IT
in Government has been a regular feature of ICAipatiions since 1970. Each year the ICA
Conference selects a current or emerging theme liohwto base its deliberations. The
General Issue provides member countries and gwagtsan opportunity to present views
and activities in a wider context.

This year we have no less than three articlesdfiat an approach to e-government cross-
organisational strategies. They will be of gre&triest to members facing similar issues.

First, | am once again grateful to our colleagueNew Zealand, They have provided an
insightful article which outlines the governancedals New Zealand Public Service agencies
have adopted to manage ‘transformational’ crossi@age-government initiatives. Second,

following its earlier work on Enterprise ArchitectuDenmark is now developing, and shares
with us, what it calls its ‘OIO’ E-government Art¢cture; a cross-organizational enterprise
architecture focusing on the public sector admiaigin, service, procurement and other
public sector activities. Third, we have a shoticl on how Transformational Government

can work. This also directs the reader to furtmormation on this ever more important

issue. | am grateful to the UK e-Government Unittfeir permission to reprint their article.

Australia have set up a Working Group to providei@s to government on the operation of
automated systems in administrative decision makirigs is a major undertaking, and

through a statement to ICA, Australia provides asde a report on best practice principles
and seeks input from other governments on theitigiof users of automated systems. Links
are provided to the Working Group, its report, &mdfficers to contact.

A number of references have been made at recerf¢renges to the ‘FirstGov’ web site
frequently referred to as “The U.S. Government’'§difl Web Portal.” Here we learn about
the history and problems facing the most comprekiensite in and about the U.S.
government.

Once again, ICA is providing it's General Issueboth web format and as a number of
downloads in ‘PDF’ format providing a facility fahe download of any particular article in
hard-copy format to the desk. Please let me knom uigeful you find this arrangement. Ideas
and innovations on improving the service to memiaeesparticularly welcome at any time.
mailto:ica@globalnet.co.uk.

Larry Caffrey
Editor
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Governance Arrangements for New Zealand Public Serge
E-government Transformational Initiatives.

State Services Commission, New Zealand

This article outlines the governance models New&®hPublic Service agencies have adopted to
manage ‘transformational’ cross-agency e-governnmgtmtives.

Introduction

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

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

Countries that have moved along the e-governmepitistication scafefrom static web presence,
through interaction to transaction, are confronigth the dilemma of how to manage services or
service bundles that require the involvement oftipie 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 metlere considerable autonomy rests with
individual agencies. According to a recent OECDorepNew Zealand, “pursues what one might
call laissez-faire centralisation. Matters percdinas ‘common, generic or foundational to all
agencies’ (such as interoperability standardsypare in a uniform manner, but agency business is
decentralised®. The State Services Commission (SSC) is responfibliie stewardship of the E-
government Strategy, the E-government InteropatabiFramework 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 chanaogfiguration. The SSC has provided strategic
direction in these areas by developing a six psirdategy for the New Zealand Public Services.
The strategy provides a unified view of how peopéshnology and services will be utilised to
develop, “A system of world class professional &taervices 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’, ‘Accegsitlate Services’, and ‘Trusted State Services’.

! Cadbury Adrian. 1992. Report of the Committee on the faia Aspects of Corporate Governance. Great
Britain. Burgess Science Press.

2 CoBIT (Control Objectives for Information and related Taology), TOGAF (The Open Group
ArchitectureFramework), 1ISO17799

% Christopher Baum and Andrea Di MaiBartner's Four Phases of E-Government Mod&l November
2000.

4 OECD. E-government for Better Governme2005. OECD.

® http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp? Docl Db
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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 enhanceldlisery of services to the New Zealand puBlic.

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

involved in the development and implementationhef 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 ‘supportves’ 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-aivérnment 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 babitsiness 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 provisiom,used to document the quality aspects of the
services.

6 Seehttp://www.e.govt.nz/for further details.
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This arrangement for ‘shared services’' is relagivstraightforward 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.

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 éoktrent 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 theftrets 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 staisdegquired 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 Strafe@tandards support is also provided for suchaitivges

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 betwleembax collection agency, Inland Revenue
Department and the Company Registration Group withé Ministry of Economic Development;

" http://www.e.govt.nz/about-egovt/strategy
® http://www.e.govt.nz/standards/e-gif
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and between the Customs Department and the MintrAgriculture and Forestry. These
examples have been documented and published @SBeavebsité.

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,
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 thdaloration 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 kmading 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-governme@itategy. Among the key issues being
considered are the funding, governance and acduailittanodels 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.

° http://www.e.govt.nz/resources/research/case-stlidie
Y OCED, op cit., p15
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Strategy for OIO Architecture for e-Government 200610

Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation, Demark

OIO E-government Architecture is a cross-organisti enterprise architecture focusing on the
public sector administration, service, procurenat other public sector activities.

Introduction

OIO Architecture is a new term that covers thetjpmblic work within e-government architecture

and standardization. First and foremost, OlO Amggttiire is a common framework, i.e. a common
paradigm that contains overall principals, methadsls, and control frameworks. Nevertheless,
OIO Architecture is also — and to an ever incregemrtent — the embodiment of a concrete
architectureincluding selection of standards, reference modsigh, establishment of common

infrastructure elements, etc.

The work within OIO Architecture is rooted in theinjt public Coordinating Information
Committee (KIU), as well as the OlIO Enterprise Atetture Committee and the OIO Data
Architecture Committee. Furthermore, a range otpsses and procedures related to this work
are being established, examples of these beinglview®nt, case work, consultations, and
decisions. All results that are achieved in accocdawith these processes and procedures
constitute at part of OlO Architecture. OlO Arcluitigre is communicated via the OIO.dk portal.

The Coordinating Information Committee issued the02 White Paper on Enterprise
Architecture, which pointed out the necessity acbenmon overall approach to transition projects.
The white paper defined IT architecture as a furetgtal description of one or more IT systems,
including the principles for design and developmafithe systems, as well as for the connections
between them. Nevertheless, e-government archite¢tuabout much more than IT systems.
Specialist literature defines this as Enterprisehitecture (EA). This is a specific approach to
architecture that focuses on the correlation betwbasiness/administration and technical
resources, considering the elements as wholees)tiig. when looking at an enterprise or across
organizations.

Through the method-driven architecture work thetjgublic sector can benefit from transition
projects and from investing in information techrgpto Enterprise and IT architects will
collaborate closely to join the processes and Theupport, both within and across organizations.

This document constitutes an element in the follpvto the White Paper, and contains a
description of the overall, multi-year strategy fioe work involved. The purpose of this document
is to clarify the ambition for the OIO Architectute the public sector decision-makers. The
document also describes the overall work plan Fer tentrally coordinated architecture and
standardization work under the Ministry of Scieritechnology and Innovation.

The strategy has its foundation in the following@ll goals:
» The OIO Architecture must be the foundation fornagement decisions and the link
between visions and solutions.
» common public collaboration and cross-cutting exgjeaof data.
» architectural plans of agencies and developmefi.of
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The OIO Architecture must be operational. StratémyOIO Architecture describes where the
public sector architecture needs to go, and s&tn@e for the next five years of architecture and
standardization work in the public sector. Thetsygg concerns both central joint-public sector
initiatives that define framework for the archite@l work, as well as the actual architecture work
with digitalization projects in sectors, in comnyaublic projects, and in the individual agency.

The Need for an OIO Architecture Strategy

The Challenge

Denmark is facing a large number of challengeshim years from 2006 to 2010. A range of
societal factors are driving new initiatives, faaeple:

* With the ongoing and frequent changes in the fraonkwonditions, agility in the shape
of transformation readiness and adaptability isoee acequirement for both private and
public organizations, and the technologies they use

 The accelerating technological development givew messibilities, new investment
needs, and increases demand for new competencies

» The sharpened international competition, includimg strong pressure from low income
countries, means that we must compete on non-wageneters.

e The increasing number of senior citizens, and tberehsing number of taxpayers to
finance the transfer incomes — combined with litmias in both resources and tax raises
— call for higher efficiency in the public sector.

¢ To meet the demand for openness both in the admatich and the IT solutions, digital
solutions must meet a series of technical and teatiral requirements, including a
number of standards and legal provisions.

Initiatives

The multitude of challenges is met by a wide raafpolitical initiatives that are critical for the
future development and operation of the public arecin addition, several projects directly
influence how citizens and businesses use infoomagchnology for solving a number of tasks.
Here are some examples:

» The Government's modernization program, which césepra large number of projects
* The E-government Strategy, including e-day andrabar of digitalization projects
» Sector strategies such as the strategy for thetheattor

e The Danish Municipal Reform, by which authoritiesl Wwe combined and tasks will be
transferred

* The Globalization Initiative, which focuses on aeirange of strategic efforts.
* A large number of local development and innovatfojects within the individual
authorities, such as consolidation of the IT pdidfat enterprise level.

Direction Markers
OIO Architecture also has the direct task of sufipgrthe e-government vision and direction
markers that are described in the "E-governmergt&gy 2004-2006".
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Throughout recent years, Project E-government tagewith initiatives such as the
Government's modernization program and the MunidRedorm have introduced a shift in the
paradigm for public service, communication, and guilstration. Meanwhile, a shift in the
paradigm for the use of IT has occurred, not onlthie public sector, but in society at large.

The e-government vision Overall direction markers

. Direction marker 1. The public sector
Digitalization will contribute to the must provide coherent services with the
creation of an efficient and coherent citizens and businesses as the center of
public sector with a high quality of attention.
service in which citizens and businesses Direction marker 2: E-government must
are at the centre of attention. create an increased quality of service and

liberate resources.

. Direction marker 3. The public sector
must work and communicate digitally.

. Direction marker 4: E-government must
be founded on a coherent and flexible IT
infrastructure.

. Direction marker 5: Public sector
management must spur the development and
provide for the realization of the vision within
their organizations.

The transition follows general tendencies, whiah @so found internationally. A rough sketch of
the development shows a transition from what cdaddcalled thesilo paradigm (stand-alone
solutions), by which the individual player optimszéhe one business process by means of
dedicated IT solutions, to what could be calleddbleerence paradigm.

Working towards the coherence paradigm must ledti¢actual creation of coherent digital
services, through which, for example, citizens lbnsinesses will have one portal to access to all
public services. Neither should they have to subimitsame data over and over again, faster
case-handling and immediate decision should belavia, and a much higher degree of
transparency should be prevalent.

In practice, the realization of the coherence pgrads supported by the architectural paradigm
called the Service Oriented Architecture (SOA).

The Common Architectural Challenge

The aim of the OlIO E-government Architecture isedablish and maintain the frameworks and
foundations that we need to realize the vision Eegovernment on the basis of the defined
direction markers, and formulated strategies.

The overall recommendations of the White Papermterprise Architecture* were:
* The public sector — individual authorities and fopmojects — should be more actively
responsible for its own enterprise architecture.
* A common enterprise architecture framework showddebtablished for the planning of
public IT systems, especially with a view to enggrinteroperability.
» A considerable effort should be put into distribgtiknowledge about and developing
competencies within enterprise architecture, arddmt-public sector initiatives.
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The White Paper furthermore recommends that themmmmenterprise architecture framework,
which is held to be a precondition for a successfglementation of the visions, should contain
the following elements:
» Joint coordination, including the establishmentanfEnterprise Architecture Committee
that refers to the Coordinating Information Comestt
« Common methodology in the shape of process, teamd, specification standards for
enterprise architecture.
« Common choices and principles within standardsrastfucture, etc., including a
reference profile and the service oriented enteepairchitecture.
« Common tools, for example in the shape of commotaldses and contract model
libraries, process specifications, data definitjiswftware, and components, together with
specifications of infrastructure solutions.

(*In this context the term enterprise architectuefers to the wider scope of a cross-
organizational enterprise architecture).

The specific initiatives relating to the White Papecommendations are presented graphically in
section 9 below, core joint-public sector initi@$v in the adaptation phase. Example: The
Government's Globalization initiative, the Govermt'® modernization program, the Municipal
Reform, and Strategy for E-government

Specific architectural challenges for all public athorities

The public authorities, companies and institutians all faced with great challenges. Be it at the
European Union level, the national common publiceleacross central, regional and local
government, or within the individual authority, armk it a Ministry, a hospital, a local
administration or a cross-local government pow@psar.

There are different tasks involved at differentelsy internationally, nationally and locally, ydt a
the same time these tasks are connected.

* Internationally / EU
In the years to come, the EU must provide the tachiral foundation for trans-European
services, which may be both citizen oriented amdtion as internal administration
services. In other words, a consensus must belissiadh on common principles and
standards across all EU countries. The authoufidlse member states must then
conform to these if they wish to join the trans-&pean services.

* National / cross-public sector
At cross-public sector level, Denmark must reaizsumber of national initiatives such
as the Municipal Reform and the Strategy for E-goneent. This will, for instance,
require the establishment of a multitude of commonciples, standards and common
solutions, and also that the relevant authoritesjnesses, and citizens join in with their
local solutions. Examples of this are the busimestal VIRK, Nemkonto, OIOXML,
electronic invoicing, and FESD. Connected to théh#ectural work is also the
determination of rules, legislation, framework ters] etc.

* Locally / the individual authority
The individual authority or business must ensuat thcan confirm to the common
principles and standards. In addition, they mustt#ish a number of own principles and
standards, such as a taxonomy for their own taskenter into a sector collaboration to
establish a common language. Or they must implemenimmon user control model,
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consolidate the technical platform, and establahecent documentation of their own
system portfolio.

E-government requires the existence of both remergs and standards that apply within a
specific sector, as well as requirements and stalsdaat apply across multiple sectors (multi
sector), and requirements and standards that appglly sectors (general). In other words, the
work involved must be coherent both vertically drudizontally.
» Vertical collaboration between sectors
The sector specific requirements and standardsawglre that the services, processes,
and data can function across players/systems wiltlgrsector in question without any
translation problems from one player/system todtier. One example could be
pharmaceutical data, which is primarily relatedhe health sector as regards the
prescription and use of pharmaceuticals.
* Horizontal collaboration across sectors
Multi-sector and general requirements and standaifi€nsure that services,
processes, and data exchanges can function a@ossswithout translation defaulters
from one sector to the other — otherwise, in woeste, the problem has simply been
lifted to a higher level. In this case, the examgfi@pharmaceutical data would mean
that there may be a need for exchanging data #raalso be used in other sectors, such
as address details (reference data), prices (tradepunt numbers (finance), etc.

The implementation of these tasks will take platéhe years to follow. With their high level of
complexity and their numerous correlations and rit@pendencies, these challenges may be
compared to those of the industrialization or tkeefopment of the welfare society or similar
groundbreaking societal changes. In this case, enyvdocus is only on the tasks, processes,
language, and data of the public sector togethtr ite use of technology.

Goals, strategies, and critical success factors
As mentioned in the introduction, the overall pupds for the OIO Architecture to be the
foundation for

* management decisions and coherence between vaahsolutions

* common public collaboration and cross-cutting excjesof data

» architectural plans of authorities and developnoéiit.

This section will describe the targets, strategas] critical success factors within each of the
three main purposes of the OIO Architecture. Aigalt success factor for OlIO Architecture
describes &tateor ability, which, if it is present, will increase the prob#yp that the strategies
will succeed, and the goals will be achieved.

The foundation for management decisions and coherea between visions and solutions

Goals

* OIO Architecture must support the transformationd astevelopment of the public
administration.

Strategies

» OIO Architecture must assist the realization of ploditical visions and goals for which
consensus has been achieved — in accordance witsuthsidiary principle — in the
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EU, in Parliament (Folketinget), and in the Goveemty or across central, regional and
local government.

Because OIO Architecture must conform with and suapphe strategic goals of the
organizations, an explicit coordination must takacp in the form of e.g. dialog,
consultations, and reviews.

The decision-making and communication proceduresworking in committees and
sector committees must be unified in order to distaka homogenous, efficient, and
collaborative organizational framework for the QM@ hitecture.

Communication concerning architecture, includinghomnication lines and orientations,
must be streamlined and anchored in all publicaitibs, and among their suppliers.

It must be monitored whether the key players aedothblic sector in general comply with
and benefit from a joint OIO Architecture, for exalm through statistics, surveys, and
dialog.

Based on the common architectural methodology, ireaents, and recommendations,
the development projects of architectural relevanugst be subject to review and
approval.

Projects that challenge the OIO Architecture must itbentified, and any benefits,
disadvantages, opportunities, and barriers mustris®vered, in order for the relevant
decision-makers to make qualified decisions.

Through specific tools OIO Architecture will enhanthe transparency from decision to
implementation.

Critical success factors

The OIO Architecture is widely backed by the stakdhbrs.

The relevant sections of the architecture, suchhasprinciples, are formulated and
communicated in a language that the top manageohatitauthorities understands.

The application area of the present and the de§it@dArchitecture is well defined.
A metric exists that "measures" the progress.

A well-defined set of rules and processes exisis ¢thn verify whether projects comply
with the OIO Architecture.

Foundation for the common public collaboration andcross-cutting exchange of data

Goals

OIO Architecture must support coherence across athtnative borders.

Strategies

Common, cross-functional OIO Architecture projemigst be initiated in order to link the
existing with the desired architecture.

The OIO Architecture work must focus on supportimgroperability. Hence, focus must
be on common standards for processes, data, amotegy, as well as common
infrastructure elements.
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The choice of architecture must be as close tgémeral and international standards, and
must be supported by the industry.

The relevant architecture choices must be submitieiditernational forums for quality
assurance, and a possible international adoptitimeobanish choices and procedures.

OIO Architecture choices should be developed inodize with the industry, which
should be able to contribute, both to the OIO Amatture, and by developing and adjust
products for the OIO Architecture. In the long tethis will ensure the development of a
larger number of products that conform to the Ol@hitecture.

Results, decisions, standards, and documentatish Imeuavailable via the OIO portal.

Critical success factors

The OIO Architecture will be developed as a crogblg sector "project” in which
everybody will contribute to a common pool of do@nted architecture.

The authorities and players responsible withinititkvidual sectors take responsibility
over the development and establishment of conseatsugt the use of the relevant
standards that are specific for a given sectarpieestablishing sector committees.

The authorities and players within given sectonar@ke the responsibility for
coordinating their work with comparable playershiitother sectors, thus ensuring the
coherence of architecture and standards acrossrsachere this is relevant.

OIO Architecture is easily accessible for all whishvto use it, among other places, and
especially, through the OIO portal and OIO archite tools.

The foundation for authorities' architectural plans and IT development.

Goals
« OIO Architecture must consist of a common core igechure, which is identified,
documented, consistent, updated, communicated, sedl
Strategies

The OIO Architecture must be designed to be opmmatiand actually usable.
OIO Architecture must guide and document strateg/tachnology choices.

OIO Architecture must be mapped to competency reqénts, and thus contribute to the
competency management within all public authorities

Technologies and the systems and the project piorttd the public sector must be
monitored in order to ensure that sensible decisiare made when acquiring and
replacing technologies and systems.

OIO Architecture must support the technologicalem$p of the architecture, including
systems components, platforms, performance, andisec

Standards, policies, and guidelines from the OlGhRecture must be part of the standard
contracts with external suppliers.
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Critical success factors

* OIO Architecture is developed according to knowrd aommon principles under a
common methodology.

» All stakeholders are able to access and understendocumentation and guidelines that
are required to use the OIO Architecture.

» Stakeholders can easily provide documentationlferQlO Architecture.
» Stakeholders can easily submit change proposathéaDIO Architecture.

e The OIO Architecture is documented and maintaimefdimal EA tools / libraries.

Roadmap
The transformation process
The visions for at coherent and flexible architeetonust be fulfilled in a continuous process over
many years to comdhe road to e-governmemtith a coherent architecture may, in very broad
terms, be seen as four more or less overlappinggshaf development and maturity pertaining to
the application of new internet-related technolsgigears in parentheses are periods in which
activities and effects related to the propertiesttif phase are expected to be particularly
significant):
- Establishment phase (1995-2005)
The need for coherent public information and sevienters the agenda, the internet
and related technologies are used as a supplemém existing IT, stimulation of the
widespread use of broadband, supporting softwarddeelopment and building of
knowledge, businesses and institutions enter ttegriet, establishment of the terms and
language of the information society regarding IT.
- Dispersion phase (2000-2010)
IT enters all services, processes, and decisidnaffécts all parts of society through
various platforms. Architecture for e-governmentees the political agenda as part of
large modernization and transition initiatives, ahhfocus on accessibility and
inclusion (IT for All). A significant build-up of ew IT-related competencies occurs in
the public sector authorities and businesses, dietuvarious architectural
competencies.
- Adaptation phase (2000-2015)
The work of reorganizing the organization and #ehnhologies according to known
methods and measurable goals is widespread, itiegiaf services across authorities,
consolidation of e-services on fewer portals. Majoanges are implemented in the
public sector, and, simultaneously, the privateé@eadapts to the new conditions of the
information society.
- Realization phase 2010-2020
The processes of the information society are etguiotontinuously within the
frameworks and guidelines that have been estaldishthe previous phases. The
architecture and the applied standards are conislyaleveloped and maintained.

Nevertheless, it is important to note that theizadion phase should be viewed as a phase in
which dispersion and maturity have reached a aeféaiel. Most initiatives are effective and,
hence, continuously provide achievement of goatxofdingly, it isnot the entire architecture
and all standards that must be in place and impiésdeeverywhere, before realization and
effect have been achieved. The realization phasmédias the presumption that a large-scale
collective transformation has taken place in coeaa.
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The four phases are presented graphically in thenbfgure:

Time
Phase

Development and maturity phases
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This strategy for OlO Architecture for e-governmeglaites to the time period 2006-2010. In

this time span, the architecture work will to aglar extent become organized, concretized, p

into practice, and — as a result — begin to shaults.

Development and dispersion of OIO Architecture
The figure below illustrates a roadmap of the doitzatives of the OIO Architecture work. The
overview is divided into four areas which are caeeby the White Paper recommendations for

the establishment of a common architectural franmkwithe figure below illustrates a roadmap

of the core initiatives of the OlO Architecture Wwofl he overview is divided into four areas that

are covered by the White Paper recommendationthéoestablishment of a common

architectural framework.

Roadmap for the development and dispersion
of OlO Architecture 2006-2010
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Overview of central OlO Architecture initiatives

The below overview lists a number of core initiasvthat should be realized in the period
2006-2010 as part of the joint public architectwark. The initiatives are distributed according
to their support of the recommendations of the WRaper on Enterprise Architecture.

Main recommendation 1 Take active responsibility for own architecture

1. |IT strategies (in progress)

2. Surveys / statistics (in progress)

Main recommendation 2 Common IT architecture framework
White Paper recommendation 1 Joint coordination
Organization and process

3. Overall coordination (in progress)

4. Coordination of EA/IT architecture competendiasprogress)

5. Coordination of data architecture competendreprogress)

6. Coordination of sector architectures (in progyes
Governance and incentives

7. Incentive catalogue (in progress)

8. Standard contracts and requirement specificaffionprogress)

9. Rule development within legislation etc. (ad)hoc

10. Project review (ad hoc)

11. Socio-economic aspects (in progress)

12. Cost-benefit analyses (ad hoc)

13. Economic issues related to open source andsipadards (in progress)
White Paper recommendation 2: Common methodology
Common methodology

14. Architectural method (in progress)

15. Data architectural method (in progress)

16. Architectural framework (classification/termiogy) (in progress)
White Paper recommendation 3: Common choices andiplies
Standards

17. Common catalog of standards (in progress)

18. Decision and review support (in progress)

Reference models and patterns
19. Reference models for ESDH systems (FESD) @anass)
20. Reference model for public portals (in progyess

21. Reference model for citizen oriented servidepiogress)
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22. Reference model for Service Oriented Architectihe SOA initiative (in progress)

23. Reference model for web services (in progress)

24. Reference model for user control (in progress)

Coherent data infrastructure
25. Data architecture: Cross-public sector debniiof concepts and data (in progress)
26. e-Business framework (in progress)

Coherent IT infrastructure and common solutions

27. Common user administration services (in pragres

28. Common workflow broker (not initiated)

29. Common format brokers (in progress)

White Paper recommendation 4: Common tools
Common tools

30. Architecture library (Architecture documents) grogress)

31. Component library (Software) (in progress)

32. Infrastructure base/XML repository (XML schenfim)progress)

33. Infrastructure base/UDDI (Web services) (ingress)

34. Database access (public databases/data reigteprogress)
Main recommendation 3: Spread knowledge and dewaopetencies
Communication

35. OIO.dk (in progress)

36. OIO newsletter (in progress)

Dialogue forums

37. OIO Forum for architecture (in progress)

38. OIO Forum for data architecture (in progress)

39. Network of researchers (in progress)

Knowledge centers

40. Software (in progress)

41. Accessibility (in progress)

42. User-friendliness (in progress)

Competency development

43. University courses (in progress)

44. e-Learning (not initiated)

45, Certification (not initiated)

(Note: For further information please contact ththar Michael Bang Kjeldgaard, mbk@itst.dk)
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Annex A: Definition of OlO Architecture

OIO E-government Architecture is a cross-organizeti enterprise architecture focusing on the
public sector administration, service, procurenat other public sector activities.

OIO Architecture is a new term that covers thetjpmblic work within e-government architecture
and standardization.

In order for us to collaborate across administeatind professional borders between authorities,
suppliers, sectors, etc., we need a common undeiatpof what is meant by OIO Architecture.

First and foremost, OIO Architecture is a commaanfework — i.e. a common paradigm that
contains overall principles, methods, guidelinemlg, and control frameworks — which is
documented.

Nevertheless, OIO Architecture is also — and t@war-increasing extent — the embodiment of a
concrete architecture including selection of stadslareference model design, establishment of
common infrastructure elements, etc. When docurtientatakes place at this level, OIO
Architecture is a description of the central anthown elements that constitute e-government and
e-business.

OIO Architecture has a wider scope than traditidfadr systems architectures. In many ways,
OIO Architecture corresponds to Enterprise Architez (EA), which is an approach that typically
focuses on the perspective of a collective enteepand takes its offset in business development
and IT support of the business. OlO Architectume @iso in many ways be compared to, what in
the US is referred to as Federal Enterprise Archite (FEA), which emphasizes an approach
that goes across the different departments andccageat the Federal level. In this context, what
is particular about OIO Architecture is certairtyat it is cross-public sector and comprises
central, regional, and local government.

OIO Architecture can be defined by five mutuallymgementary definitions of e-government
architecture, which introduce significant aspedtthe purpose of OIO Architecture, delimitation,
framework, dynamics, basic properties, and ratipnal

Business & administration:

"the process and documentation driven by the neétle business and the administration, and
whose purpose it is to ensure that the organizatiese of IT optimally supports the needs within
the business and the administration”.

Purpose and prerequisites:

"a description of process, data, and technologyndgerds, guidelines, and components, including
services, applications, and infrastructure elemetiitat are necessary prerequisites for realizing
visions and specific objectives related to e-goremnt and the development of the public
business”.

Anchoring and cooperation:

"the common principles and guidelines for centralgional, and local government that are
agreed in a common process in order to use IT cafithr and efficiently, and hence offer the
citizens and the business community better sendeesfacilitate administration.”
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Communication and change:
"the communicated description and documentatiothefresent and the desired future
relationship between the business and the suppgdsgahnology.”

Reasonability and functionality:

"a description of the most appropriate organizatiof one or more IT systems, including the
principles for the design, development, and mutelationship of these systems.”
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The UK Strategy: Transformational Government - Enalded by
Technology

An Article by the UK eGovernment Unit

What do DVLA'’s vehicle licensing onlineMyw.vehiclelicence.gov.)k NHS Direct and DWP’s

Payment Modernisation Programme have in common% Fhin company with other recent
developments using technology - helped to inforinkihng on Transformational Government:
Enabled by Technologyhe strategic document which outlines how goveminplans to use the
opportunities presented by modern technology tasfaam public services.

The Prime Minister asked the eGovernment Unit, thasethe Cabinet Office, to drive work
across the public sector to develop a strategyufing technology ‘to transform government
services'. Under the Unit’s leadership the nevidymed Chief Information Officer's Council was
the focus for the collaborative work across depants, local authorities and other public bodies
to generate and agree the strategy itself. The CdOncil acts as the forum for partnership
between IT professionals across government anc tlmaembership drawn from the wider public
sector. It is charged with creating and delivgringovernment-wide CIO agenda to support the
transformation of government and to build capaaitgd capability in IT-enabled business change,
balancing this with accountabilities from individu@lOs’ line organisations. So the strategy
published in November 2005 is very much the prodfithe CIO Council, based on the input and
knowledge of those actually delivering public seed as well as input from the IT industry, from
best practice in other sectors and experienceh@er@overnments internationally.

Since the launch of the strategy we have productal@v-on document - thémplementation
Plan — describing the real changes that will be seemrasult ofTransformational Governmeitd
July 2007, including changes already underwayhls article | will be describing in summary
what Transformational Governmeid all about. If you want to read the documentsrikelves or
some of the work and responses that contributedth®m, you can find them at
http://www.cio.gov.uk/transformational_governmemd@x.asp

Transformational Government described a picturegofernment enabled by technology —
inspiring policy, delivering business change, pding customer and corporate services and
backing up the work that frontline staff do day dgy out. Technology alone doesn’t change
government, but government can't meet modern ciizexpectations without it. The strategy’s
vision is about delivering better public servicésotigh greater choice and personalisation;
supporting effective policy outcomes; reducing lamsl on front-line staff; streamlining and
delivering efficiencies through the smarter useails, technology and information. Everyone
benefits from this vision. Citizens and businesgehgreater choice, reduced paperwork and lower
costs in their interactions with government. Puldervants have better tools to help them to
undertake their jobs, enabling them to providedretervice. Policy makers will be better able to
achieve outcomes sought. Resources are freed Freineack office to the front-line and efficiency
gains are made.

Gartner, a consultancy, have described the worldeolinology as entering a ‘perfect digital

storm’ where speed, capacity and connectivity combd create an environment characterised by
extremely rapid change. The strategy envisagesrgment being able to create and retain the
capacity to innovate and transform itself as tetdmo continues to develop — even if we enter
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this digital storm - ensuring that public servicesn keep up with a continually changing,
globalised society.

Transformational Government is part of a wider programme of work to transfqyublic services
using technology, and should be read in that cantether aspects of this work programme are
set out inConnecting the UK: the Digital StrategiMarch 2005) which set an agenda for dealing
with the so-called digital divide — the variatioritmessed in access by different socio-economic
groups to services provided electronically - byvplting stronger incentives for people to get
online. Other key documents includtarnessing Technologythe e-learning strategy (March
2005) which described the use of technology to ea@hia more personalised approach within
education and children's services; dandusion through InnovatioiNovember 2005) which set
out how government can use technology to reactoodisadvantaged groups.

Transformational Governmeset out three areas of focus:
» Delivering better public services through increa€edtomer Focus
 Moving to a shared services culture — releasingcieffcies through standardisation,
simplification and sharing
» Professionalising the planning and delivery of texthgy-enabled business change

Delivering better public services through customefocus

The strategy takes the approach that services dhoal designed and delivered around the
customer, whether citizen or business. To delikiex &pproach government must understand and
engage with the customer to understand their naedsrequirements. Using this information,
principles of design, including the most appromgiahannels through which to deliver services,
can be drawn. For some, though not necessarilgadtomer groups this process of redesigning
services around the customer will be led by spedifilividuals. These ‘customer group directors’
will be responsible fosponsoring customer insight and research into &eels of that customer
group; leading the design of services including rallechannel planning; tracking and
communicating performance against customer-reltdegets; and representing the interests of
their customers. Directors have already been apgubifor one citizen group and one business
group — older people and farmers. Other candidatdade Directors for parents and for small
businessesPeople rarely fall into neat categories, so sesviteed to be responsive enough to
deal with people associating themselves with diffiégroups at different times. The approach is
likely to be most effective by identifying the clemges which certain groups typically find
particularly difficult and then tackling these frdhre customer perspective.

Moving to a shared services culture

Transformational Governmentutlined the benefits in terms of improved workingetter
outcomes and increased efficiency through a shapedoach in government. Initially significant
effort is going into shared ‘back office’ servicesthe development of a shared approach to
Human Resources, Finance and other corporate ssnBut other opportunities exist in sharing
customer service centres; shared infrastructurd; ancially better used of government-held
information.

Transformational Governmemtutlined how government would enable the joinimpged services

and information by continuing to develop and usesistent standards and architecture for
technology use. Other enabling work includes thatinoed development of the information
assurance programme to ensure that IT systemseargesand trusted by those using them;
development of an identity management strategyaandw focus on finding a balance between
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maintaining the privacy of the individual and shagrinformation to deliver better, more efficient
services.

Professionalising delivery of technology-enabled lsiness change

In order to deliver the vision described Byansformational Governmena step-change will be
required in the professionalism with which it islidered. There must be broadening and
deepening of government’s professionalism in teofrthe planning, delivery, management, skills
and governance of IT enabled change. This willltéeumore successful outcomes; fewer costly
delivery failures; and increased confidence byeits and politicians in the delivery of change by
the public services. As well as a new approacthéoGovernment IT Profession, as part of the
Professional Skills for Governmeptogramme, this will encompass a further prograrofeork

on the management and control of technology-endilsihess change to support both successful
delivery of major projects and the reliability oficeessful delivery. Technology-enabled
programmes will be managed at portfolio as welpesgramme level, enabling government to
match supply with demand, identify duplication aset priorities. A further shift in supplier
management will accompany this, ensuring capacityapability are addressed; sharing supplier
intelligence and increased standardisation of eatdr services and service boundaries.

Timeline

Transformational Government outlines a large spatggramme of work, looking beyond 2011,
within which we identified three discrete phasesvofk. The first, ending in July 2007, is mainly
concerned with continuing to deliver on the big al®émental programmes and big IT projects, for
exampleConnecting for Healthor Criminal Justice IT This period will also see the activity
outlined inConnecting the UK, the Digital Strategpmpleted. In addition, work to address some
of the specific barriers identified will begin, astlined in thdmplementation PlanSome aspects
of this first phase will appear in the Annual Repaiue to be published in November 2006, as
described in the strategy.

The priority for the second phase of work, Augu802 to 2011, will be transforming delivery
into public services centred round citizens andriasses, and transforming support into a shared
services framework. During this period it will alee important to realise the financial and service
benefits of current and planned investments. Tt glaould be to have made the key changes, to
have embedded the new cultures, and to have maderdicess irreversible, by 2011. The third
period is deliberately left flexible at present.elace of technology change is such that it is only
sensible at this stage to recognise that thiskveila period of further radical change. Our goal for
the preceding years must be to ensure that a stoomglation is laid to enable this.
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Automated Systems in Administrative Decision Making

A Statement and a Request for Assistance from
The Australian Government Information Management Office

The Australian Government Information Managemeritc®f(AGIMO) recently established the
Automated Assistance in Administrative Decision ak(AAADM) Working Group (the
Working Group) to provide advice to government loa dperation of automated systems in
administrative decision making. The Working Grosgurrently developing Best Practice
Guidelines for use by Australian Government agenttiat reflect key principles from the
Administrative Review Council (ARC) Report No 48utomated Assistance in Administrative
Decision Makingthe Report).The ARC is responsible for overseeing and momitpthe
Australian Government system of administrative eavand provides advice to the Australian
Government Attorney-General on strategic and ojmaralt matters relating to that system.

The Report contains 27 best practice principle®fmuring that decision making undertaken with
the assistance of automated systems is consistiénthe administrative law values of lawfulness,
fairness, rationality, openness and efficiency.

A key principle being progressed by the Working @rdocuses on training users of automated
systems to ensure they understand the relevastddgh and are able to explain a decision to the
affected person (Principle 16). The Working Graaim the process of seeking advice from
government agencies so that it may draw on thgieegnces regarding training users of
automated systems. Gaining additional insights amoroaches, potential pitfalls and experiences
will assist with the development of robust genadeice that will inform Best Practice Guidelines
for use by Australian Government agencies.

If you feel you may be able to offer some experigsnor views regarding the training of users of
automated systems, please contact Mr Bernard Mchfithe Australian Government
Department of Veterans' Affairbernard.mcminn@dva.gov.aor the AAADM Working Group
Secretariataaadm@finance.gov.ai your earliest convenience.

A copy of the Report can be downloaded at:
www.ag.gov.au/agd/WWW/arcHome.nsf/Page/PublicatiBeports Downloads Automated Assi
stance_in_Administrative_Decision-making

Further information regarding the Working Grougisilable atvww.imsc.gov.au
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Government Search Engine Services Deliver Value—
Without the Commercials

FirstGov: The Web Portal of The US Government

Background

WWW.FirstGov.govis frequently referred to as “The U.S. Governmei@fficial Web Portal.”

It's an apt description: FirstGov.gov links to thveb pages of every federal agency, as well as
those of many state, local, tribal, and territogalernments. FirstGov is the most comprehensive
site in and about the U.S. government, providiragyeaccess to information on a vast spectrum
of government programs.

FirstGov facilitates the public’s ability to intextawith government by quickly directing citizens to
the services or information they are seeking. Sitiee FirstGov website was established in
September 2000, it has grown to average more t6&/980 page views per day and more than 85
million visitors per year. It links citizens, busisses, federal employees, and other governments
and institutions seeking information and servicessbme 24 million pages of web content
provided by more than 22,000 government websites.

When FirstGov was launched, it required browsingcfionality with a search engine for
government information. This was provided iniyahrough a gift of a fully operational Search
Engine index from the Search Foundation and Inktoiiis index supported FirstGov's visitors
and was also shared with other federal agenciester Anktomi withdrew, the service was
outsourced to a hosting provider and supportechbiyrderprise Search Engine company.

FirstGov Search Engine Problems Emerged

However, it soon became apparent that the FirstGmration lacked the human and technical
resources needed to grow, scale, and deliver relévtbrmation as effectively as the commercial
search engine companies. These companies weradirgalramatically. They had the ability to
generate huge amounts of advertising revenue, whahthen invested in advanced technologies.

At the same time, the amount of information avdéab search engines through the Internet grew
at an unchecked pace, making it more and morecdifffor FirstGov and its partner agencies to
crawl and index the appropriate documents. Firg&smability to scale as well as commercial
providers created several key problems:
1. Crawling and indexing operations were not conaglg@roperly. This led to:
a. afrequently outdated index,
b. aninability to capture new documents
c. aninability to delete old or substituted docuaisen an appropriate timeframe.
d. a huge buildup of duplicate pages that clogdedihdex storage mechanisms and
compounded the delay in crawling updated infornmatio
2. Older equipment used by the government couldeatpgraded or replaced, began to fail, and
further compounded FirstGov’'s resource constraimtisstGov had to deal with a number of
problems:
a. The limited infrastructure could index only ayemall fraction of federal documents
(8 million documents over 4,000 domains) and hadagmacity to include state, local,
tribal, and territorial documents. At the sameetjmommercial search engines such
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as Google, Yahoo, and MSN were including documfota all levels of government
and providing indexes five times larger than FisiG

b. Site visitors received poor search results fmirtinquiries and said so in written
complaints to the FirstGov staff.

c. Complaints from partner agencies using First&antex grew exponentially. They
expected FirstGov search to function as well asglgoand other commercial search
engines, and it did not.

d. Agencies that had partnered with FirstGov inrthee of the FirstGov index realized
that:

e They really needed an Enterprise Search Enginécseand
e Prices for Enterprise Search of any variety (ima#ly run, outsourced) had
fallen dramatically due to intense competition.

Partner agencies began to move away from FirstGov.

FirstGov search was unable to provide service coafp@ to the major commercial search
engines. At the same time, however, the costist@Gov for its search function had risen to over
$3.2 million per year. All of these costs wentoinmtinning just the technical operations, with
limited resources left to improve citizen servicegrall.

The FirstGov Solution Unfolded Over Time

In 2003, GSA management engaged consultants wih search expertise to assess the FirstGov
situation and recommend a plan to improve the Gostsearch. The outcome was expansion of
the FirstGov staff to include individuals skilletlsearch engine strategies and operations. Initial
work focused on cleaning up the existing index. il/lsearch results improved somewhat,
continuing resource constraints still left FirstGav behind in meeting citizen search expectations
in comparison to commercial services.

Conquering this challenge required an innovativieitean that had never been tried before in
addressing a government-wide program—using the a&ba platform for providing citizen

services. This approach for providing FirstGov rekameant leveraging the features,
functionality, and infrastructure of an existingnumercial search engine. Major commercial
search engines were already crawling and indexaugrtl, state, local, tribal, and territorial
governments. These companies were already leaddrginovators in developing citizen-centric
search technologies. Directly leveraging theihtedogies would allow FirstGov to continuously
offer state of the art services to citizens.

FirstGov's next step was to begin a competitiomltain expert search engine services from an

outside, commercial party actively involved in cliang the Internet and providing search services

on a wide scale. FirstGov required that the prewid

* Be actively engaged in providing Internet searahises,

* Have an established minimum index size,

» Be willing to work with FirstGov to build value-add services and deliver FirstGov search
results pages from its search engine infrastructure

All requirements were established to create a-filats, up-to-date service for FirstGov visitors
that would also mitigate FirstGov’s problem of resme constraints.
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The New Search Solution Was Launched

In January 2006, FirstGov launched a new governwéle search solution based on this
innovative web-based paradigm. As of this date, nleev search solution has successfully
overcome all previous challenges. Instead of mupriis own operations, FirstGov utilizes the
content, features, and functionality of major conuia@ web search engines. In concert with
private sector partners Vivisimo, Inc. and Micrds@forp., the government’s most powerful
search engine has the following benefits:

Vastly expands search to include a comprehensitabdse of federal, state, local, tribal,
and territorial documents.

Increases the universe of government documentséight million to over 50 million.
Searches more effectively by leveraging MSN Seasttich returns relevant results using
state-of-the-art algorithms.

Leverages Vivisima's meta-searching technology,clvhis unique to the government, and
provides citizens access to information that thepnot find on commercial search
engines.

Uses clustering technology to organize thousandsafch results into categories to help
citizens zero in on topics of interest.

Gives citizens search results they can trust byiging only official government
information.

Costs taxpayers $1.8 million annually, about ha# tost of previous search services,
generating savings that can be reinvested intbdugnhancements.

Has a preview function that allows users to deteenthe relevancy of an individual result
before leaving the search page.

Provides enhanced search on Kids.gov, Consumerajay,Espanol.gov and over 150
federal agency websites.

Creates a more citizen-centric government by fatitig citizen access to government
information—one of the President’s E-Governmentgés.

Summary
The new generation of search services at FirstGov:

Leverages the features, functionality, and infradttire of two major commercial search
engines: Vivisimo’'s award-winning Clusty.com metch engine and Microsoft's MSN
Search.

Provides comprehensive access to all official feklestate, local, tribal, and territorial
websites. A search service that focuses on acgesfficial government web resources is
unprecedented in the public and private sectors.

Saves the taxpayer nearly $1.4 million per yearjlevproviding substantially more
features and functions, including new governmemtewiNews and Images search
services—to be launched in summer 2006. The sawivily be reinvested in new and
unique government-wide search services coverinferdifit content types (e.g. video,
auctions/shopping, FAQSs).

Is having a broad, positive impact on all levelsgovernment. Not only is FirstGov
making content published on federal, state, lotibal, and territorial websites more
accessible, it is also making new types of congemailable that were previously difficult
to access from a single source. Citizens candffidial news from the government (press
releases, podcasts, feature stories, etc.) withading through an ocean of partisan third-
party sources. Secondly, citizens soon will be dblaccess image libraries and archives
of government institutions responsible for recogdifne nation’s cultural history and
scientific discoveries.
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The most important benefits to citizens are.

1. FirstGov search provides citizens access tanmtion that has been previously difficult
or impossible to find. Vivisimo’s clustering tecHogy provides multiple paths that
accommodate the different ways citizens look féorimation.

2. Using a major search company’s platform for iserguarantees that FirstGov search will
always provide citizens with the latest featuragjctions, and technology. FirstGov
search’s contract vehicle ensures rapid acquisiiod deployment so the service is
always in step with the web search and portal itrgus

3. The FirstGov search solution costs taxpayers le®ney than alternatives, while
providing substantially more features and servtodselp citizens easily find information,
programs, and services important to their dailgdiv

The Future

FirstGov search will continue to keep pace with ldest technology and functionality. Search
engine operational savings mean FirstGov has s$wurees to continuously offer more and better
features. That means more visitors can count wdirfg the information or support they need
from their government online easily and succesgfdthaking FirstGov a cornerstone of a
citizen-centric government.
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