Feedback on Transformational Government Framework (TGF) Pattern Language Core Patterns Version 1.0

Service Transformation Programme, Ministry of Social Development, Inland Revenue and Department of Internal Affairs, New Zealand
28th October 2011

The New Zealand Ministry of Social Development, Inland Revenue and the Department of Internal Affairs have been working together over the last 12 months to agree on scope and approach for a programme of work to integrate service delivery across the three agencies, with a view to extending this programme to other agencies in future.

Overall we are very supportive of the Transformational Government Framework (TGF) Pattern Language Core Patterns Version. 10.  We consider this document is of real practical use to us in the early stages of our Service Transformation Programme.

Our Service Transformation strategy is to integrate services around the needs of customers, rather than the structure of government, and to develop common service delivery capability initially within the three agencies, in such a way that it can be used by other agencies in future.
It should be noted that there are other transformational government initiatives occurring across the New Zealand public service, which are out of scope for our programme but which we have taken into consideration in our evaluation of the TGF Pattern Language document against the New Zealand context.

We would like to provide specific feedback on the following sections and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss our comments with the TGF TC:

[1] Guiding Principles

[6] Transformational Business Model

[7] Franchise Marketplace
[11] Benefits Realization

[12] Brand-Led Service Delivery

[15] Channel Management Framework

[17] Channel Transformation

[20] Guiding Principles

[1] Guiding Principles
Comment

The headings derived from Component 3 of the TGF Primer (e.g. “Business Management”, “Customer Management” etc) provide useful context in the TGF Pattern Language document but are not provided for patterns [1] and [20].

Proposal

Either remove the headings related to Component 3 of the TGF Primer; or add more headings to provide consistency between the TGF Primer and the TGF Pattern Language documents.
[6] Transformational Business Model
Comment

This section states that:

Government transformation programs typically involve a shift from silo-based delivery towards an integrated, multi-channel, citizen-centric service delivery platform offering "one stop" government. 

It goes on to recommend: 
Build services around citizen and business customer needs, not organizational structure. This may include providing people with one place to access government, built around their needs (such as accessibility).
We consider that the recommendation of 'one place to access government' is too prescriptive, both in this service pattern and throughout the TGF documentation, and should be reworded to describe the desired outcome in a solution-agnostic way.
To explain why, we would like to distinguish some different and viable solutions to providing customers with a more coordinated service experience across agency boundaries. 

Possible forms of coordination include:
· common service design standards – for example, consistent processes for applying for entitlements, or making payments to government;
· co-branding of services – for example, using an all-of-government brand (such as Service Canada) rather than, or in addition to, individual agency brands;
· co-location of services – for example, creating a website or service centre from which customers can access a range of services which were previously not accessible from one place;
· federated services – for example, providing services as individual mobile applications,  embedded within third party channels, or via non-government service delivery centres;
· common authentication;
· information sharing – i.e. the sharing of people’s personal information across agency boundaries to enable more responsive, personalised service delivery.
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Whichever form or forms of coordination are implemented, a decision must be made about the breadth of services to be included. For example, common authentication might be introduced for all central and local government services; information-sharing might be introduced within a sector; common service design standards might be implemented across all of central government.
Coordination may also vary according to service delivery channel. For example, in the UK, central government services are co-branded and co-located in the online channel (Directgov) but not in the face to face channel. 
One might assume that the gold standard for transformational government would be to implement all forms of coordination across all levels of public services in all channels. But I do not think this can be assumed, for four reasons:
1. One size does not fit all: Co-branding, co-location and common service standards can provide a more consistent service experience but  can limit the ability to design/market services towards specific customer groups (e.g. youth vs seniors).
2. Bigger is not always better: Consolidating public services in one place can make it easier for customers to understand where to go to access public services but can make it more difficult to navigate the place internally once they arrive. For example, large government super-sites whose subject scope is very wide (e.g. Directgov) require navigation systems which are several layers deep.
3. Citizen’s mental models may not match programme scope: Most people agree that the traditional configuration of public service delivery points is unduly fragmented and confusing – people shouldn’t have to understand the subtleties of how government is structured in order to access public services. However, there is a risk that transformational government programmes introduce new confusion by reconfiguring service delivery points around the scope of the programme. For example, what promises on the surface to be ‘one stop access to all public services’ might turn out to be ‘one stop access to quite-a-few-public-services-except-the-ones-which-have-been-excluded-from-the-transformation-programme-for-political-or-pragmatic-reasons’. In such cases, customers may may struggle to understand what is and is not included in the scope of the ‘one stop shop’, or where to go to access services which are not included.
4. Convenience is not the only concern for citizens: Information sharing can save time and help people get accurate assessment of their entitlements and obligations but can raise privacy concerns. More is not necessarily better: a careful balancing is required.
We argue that there is no a priori way of determining the best ways to coordinate service delivery in any given jurisdiction at any given time. We need to talk to citizens in order to understand:

(a) their mental models (how they conceptualise their own goals, and the various tasks/services/organisations which might help them achieve these goals); and 

(b) their service journeys (the steps they currently go through to access public services) and the pain points in these journeys.

This understanding must be contextual; people do not access public services in a vacuum. Their interactions with government are part of an ecosystem which includes interactions with family, friends and non-governmental organisations.

Government service transformation should be about intelligent intervention in that ecosystem, rather a single-minded focus on delivering consolidated service delivery points.
Proposal

We suggest replacing all references to “one stop” government with “seamless” or “end-to-end, across agency boundaries”, and all references to “platform” (where they refer to “one stop” government) should be changed to “platforms”
The following passage in the solution:
This will include providing people with one place to access government, built around their needs (such as accessibility)

should be replaced with:

This will include providing people with a more coordinated service experience, taking into account their needs (such as accessibility) and the context in which they access public services.
[7] Franchise Marketplace
Comment

This section currently recommends:

Use the Franchise Marketplace model, building a virtual business layer of “customer franchises” which sit inside the existing structure of government and which
a) deliver user-centric, trusted and interoperable content and transactions to citizens and businesses; and
b) act as champions of and drivers for citizen-centric service improvement within the government.
We consider that the proposed service pattern is too prescriptive and should be reworded to describe the desired outcome in a solution-agnostic way.  We also consider that some form of cross-agency delivery structure should be considered a ‘Must’ from a conformance perspective.
Specifying the Franchise Marketplace model excludes other viable delivery structures that can support effective service design and product management.  Service Canada represents an alternative but viable delivery structure and, equally, we could imagine other ‘virtual structure’ or lead agency models that could deliver the same outcomes as the proposed Franchise Marketplace model.
In particular, the TGF should not exclude structural change, if this is an appropriate option for the particular service transformation context.

Proposal

We suggest renaming this ‘Delivery Structure’ and replacing the passage quoted above with:

Implement a delivery structure which:
a) promotes delivery of user-centric, trusted and interoperable content and transactions to citizens and businesses; and
b) provides clear ownership of and accountability for citizen and business customers’ service experience
This recommendation could be supplemented with an overview of the Franchise Marketplace and other proven models, put forward as exemplars of how those benefits can be achieved, rather than as a model which must be adopted.
[11] Benefits Realization
Comment

Benefits Realization is part of Component 4 of the TGF Primer but, within the TGF Pattern Language document, is included within the patterns relating to Component 2 of the TGF Primer.  This is inconsistent.

Proposal

Reorder the TGF Pattern Language document so that [11] Benefits Realization is consistent with the structure of the TGF Primer.

[12] Brand-Led Service Delivery
Comment

While we agree with the concepts described in pattern [12], we do not support using the term “brand-led” to describe this.  We prefer “service design” or “product management”.

The disadvantage to using the term “brand-led” is that it implies that the key to transformational government is brand or branding (although we understand that this is unlikely to have been the intention of the TC).
Following on from our comments relating to [6] Transformational Business Model, we believe that a single brand is not a prerequisite for citizen-centred service delivery.
Proposal

We suggest renaming this pattern “[12] Service Design and Delivery”, removing all references to “brand-led” and replacing “brand-led service delivery” with “service design” in lines 563 and 566.

We suggest changing the following passage from:

In a brand-led company, customer insight informs all aspects of the product development process, and involves a comprehensive program of qualitative and quantitative research to understand and segment the customer base. Lessons learned from this are fed into a brand-led product management process - not as a one-off input of initial research, but through a continuous process of iterative design and customer testing. A key output from this is a set of brand values for the product or service, which then need to drive all aspects of service delivery, and marketing communications for the service. And this is all managed as an iterative process of continuous improvement, not a linear one.

to:

Customer insight must inform all aspects of the product development process, and involve a comprehensive program of qualitative and quantitative research to understand and segment the customer base. Lessons learned from this are fed into a product management process - not as a one-off input of initial research, but through a continuous process of iterative design and customer testing. A key output from this is a set of values for the product or service, which then need to drive all aspects of service delivery, and marketing communications for the service. And this is all managed as an iterative process of continuous improvement, not a linear one.

We also suggest changing the first part of the solution from:
Establish a culture of Brand-led Service Delivery across government, based around three key pillars of Customer Insight, Product Management, and Marketing and Communication:
· Customer Insight: Don’t assume to know what users of a service think. Be obsessive about understanding the needs of customers – both internal and external – on a segmented basis. Invest in developing a real-time, event-level understanding of citizen and business interactions with government.

· Product management: Establish a brand-led product management process covering all stages of government service design and delivery, agreed and managed at a whole-of-government level, which gives citizens access to services through a "one-stop" service available over multiple channels.

· Marketing and communication: Use the brand values for one-stop government to drive all aspects of marketing and communications for government services.

to:

Establish a culture of Service Design and Delivery across government, based around three key pillars of Customer Insight, Product Management, and Marketing and Communication:
· Customer Insight: Don’t assume to know what users of a service think. Be obsessive about understanding the needs of customers – both internal and external – on a segmented basis. Invest in developing a real-time, event-level understanding of citizen and business interactions with government and develop a set of values for each product or service.
· Product management: Establish a product management process covering all stages of government service design and delivery, agreed and managed at a whole-of-government level that gives citizens access to services through an optimal mix of channels (including private and voluntary sector intermediaries)..

· Marketing and communication: Use the set of values for the product or service, derived from customer insight, to drive all aspects of marketing and communications for government services.

[15] Channel Management Framework
Comment

See comments relating to [6] Transformational Business Model and [17] Channel Transformation.
Proposal

We suggest replacing the following passage:

Delivery of services needs to be citizen-centric, with services accessible through both a "one- stop" service and through a wide range of private and voluntary sector intermediaries. The one-stop service should be offered over multiple channels, but with clear policies to shift service users into lower-cost digital channels (including a digital inclusion strategy to enable take-up of digital services by those segments of the population currently unable or unwilling to use them).

with:

Delivery of services needs to be citizen-centric, with services designed to use an optimal mix of channels (including private and voluntary sector intermediaries), which balance the needs of citizens and government’s need to use cost-effective channels.
[17] Channel Transformation
Comment

This section currently recommends taking a hard-nosed approach to channel management, with customers being encouraged to use the channels that are most efficient from a business point of view.  We note that in some instances, in particular to customers with complex or unusual needs, higher cost channels will be more cost-effective than digital channels.

Unfortunately, in the proposed solution some of the nuance of this is lost by recommending channel shift where “possible”, rather than where appropriate:

Develop a Channel Transformation Strategy and within this:

· Shift users where possible to lower cost digital channels - including through digital inclusion policies which build access to and demand for e-services in those segments of the population which face barriers to their use; 

Proposal

We suggest replacing the passage quoted above with:

Develop a Channel Transformation Strategy and within this:

· Shift users where appropriate to lower cost digital channels - including through digital inclusion policies which build access to and demand for e-services in those segments of the population which face barriers to their use; 

[20] Critical Success Factors
Comment

Critical Success Factors are included in Component 2 of the TGF Primer but have been put last in the TGF Pattern Language document.  This is inconsistent and we consider that the Critical Success Factors should precede the patterns relating to Components 3 and 4 of the TGF Primer.
Also, as mentioned above regarding [1] Guiding Principles, the headings derived from Component 3 of the TGF Primer (e.g. “Business Management”, “Customer Management” etc) provide useful context in the TGF Pattern Language document but are not provided for patterns [1] and [20].

Proposal

Reorder the TGF Pattern Language document so that [20] Critical Success Factors becomes [2] Critical Success Factors.

Either remove the headings; or add more headings to provide consistency between the TGF Primer and the TGF Pattern Language documents.
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Scope of services
One level of government
Multiple levels of government
Within a sector
Life events
Audience groups


Forms of coordination
Common service design standards
Co-branding
Co-location
Common authentication
Information sharing


Channels used
Online
Voice
Face to face
Mail



