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.
Agree we should address the inconsistency, and would recommend that we add the headings back into the Primer.

[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 we 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.
There is much I would agree with in what’s written above, but also some things which I believe are wrong.  It may simply be a matter of getting our language aligned, but I suspect that there may also be a disagreement of substance which we will need to discuss with the NZ govt.  
In principle, I of course agree 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…”   However, the point of the TGF is to help governments understand and plan for what their citizens are likely to want.  And while in principle it is feasible that citizens in a particular jurisdiction might prefer stronger coordination between the current silos, in every country where we have researched this that is not the case in practice.  Other governments have found the same. Citizens (and businesses) do not want to see or have to understand the structure of government: they just want a speedy solution to whatever their need is at that moment in time.  We have researched this issue now in some very different societies (in Western Europe, Eastern Europe, the Far East, Australia), and always with an open approach to the research.  But however positively you describe the “coordination model” – much stronger coordination between the existing parts of government which you already know and trust, with common look and feel and common  service standards so you don’t need to relearn how to talk to government all the time – people always opt for the one-stop solution.  
So my argument would be that the case for one-stop government is so strong in practice that we should keep it as a major element of the TGF.

That said, we may well need to be clearer about what we mean by this, or find some different language to describe it.

So what do we mean?

At the heart of this section of the TGF is the idea that governments need to find a new business model: some new way of working which enables and incentives the siloed structures of government to collaborate in new ways in order to deliver citizen-centric services.  

“One stop government” is the shorthand term we have used to describe that new business model.  I’m not stuck necessarily on using the phrase “one-stop government” – it is a term which we’ve found helpful in the past to describe a set of important features, but I’m very open to finding other language.  However, in doing so we shouldn’t duck out of addressing some of the key issues which one-stop government involves.  The NZ commentary highlights a set of alternative coordination approaches -    common service design standards; co-branding of services; co-location of services; federated services etc.  Whilst these are all important and necessary, they do not in themselves add up to a transformational and citizen-centric business model.
There are now many governments around the world which have put significant effort into the “coordination model” – common service standards, common look and feel etc – but all have found these approaches deliver only very limited benefits in terms of improved customer satisfaction and digital channel shift.  That is why I believe that the TGF is right to focus on the need for a deeper transformation in the business model of government, rather than on easier-to-deliver but fundamentally more superficial and less impactful forms of coordination.
There are two elements in particular which for me are wrapped up in the term “one stop government” which I would not want to lose if we end up changing the term itself – and which are not captured by the alternative forms of coordination described in the NZ paper.  These are:

a) An integrated model for understanding and delivering against customer needs, which takes those needs as the starting point for service design and not the current structure of government.  Let me give an example: a citizen who wants to set up a new restaurant.  This is a single need from that citizen’s perspective, but in most jurisdictions he or she will be required to engage with a dozen or more parts of local and central government (company registration, health and safety, employment, tax, social security, planning, building regulations etc) – and also to find out by themselves which those parts of government are.  A Transformational Business Model as described in the TGF is one which would incentivise and enable the different parts of government to collaborate on building an integrated solution for that citizen so they can have an integrated engagement with government around their need.   The alternative models recommended in the NZ paper simply do not do this.  Things like common branding, common look and feel, common authentication etc (even physical co-location) are of only very limited citizen-benefit if the underlying customer experience is left unchanged as the dozen or more fragmented and inconsistent silo-based services.  
b) A whole-of government view of the customer.  Increased coordination and information-sharing between the existing silos is just not enough to deliver this.  We need information sharing which is hard-wired into the service delivery process.  That is, information sharing which is citizen-permission based, and which is integrated, automated and allows the delivery of three key benefits:

· Real-time personalisation of the service being delivered to the individual user
· Cross-selling between services (where we pro-actively “push” additional services from other parts of government towards the citizen which are likely to be helpful to them)

· Strategic MI to help shape future service improvement and redesign, particularly around integration and joining up of services.

This is the sort of thing which best-of-breed one-stop-shop approaches deliver for governments.  While in theory they may also be possible through administrative coordination between siloes, in practice they are unachievable without the integrated information architecture which is associated with a one-stop-shop.  (I should stress that this is about integrating the information architecture, not necessarily the physical or technological infrastructure – I guess that may be a potential cause of misunderstanding.)

Again, an example might help.  Think of Amazon, and the way its service configures itself to individual users, offering new services to them based both on their current and past choices and those of other users.  Amazon can do this because it is a “one-stop-shop”.  If it was simply a set of silo businesses (books, DVDs, CDs etc) which had agreed to use a common brand and common set of service standards, then it would not be able to do this and would not be the success it is. There are also lessons from the Amazon Marketplace too.
All of that said, I can see that “one stop government” may have some downsides as a term, if it is suggesting some sort of monolithic, one-size-fits-all approach to fixing these problems.  That is not our intent at all – indeed, our own recommended model for doing this (the Franchise Marketplace – see below) is by definition a market-based and non-monolithic approach to delivering a one-stop customer experience.  It grows organically, driven by its early success in demonstrably meeting citizens’ needs.  And it is a model which allows – and indeed facilitates – leadership to come at different levels of government and through different organisational structures:

· Different levels of government: for example, in the UK this model has been led initially at a central government level, in Australia it is being championed initially at state level

· Different organisational structures: different jurisdictions have successfully adopted different organisational approaches for leading a Franchise Marketplace program.  For example: a) a central policy team (Hong Kong’s Office of the Government CIO); b) a central shared service delivery organisation (Service South Australia and Smartservice Queensland); and c) a Lead Agency model (the UK’s Department of Work and Pensions, which for most of Directgov’s history has managed Directgov on behalf of the rest of government).

I make this point because there is a sense underlying the NZ comments that the TGF is recommending a single organisational solution which is led at a national level, and which may therefore not be appropriate for all jurisdictions.  That is not the case, and it would be good to explore in more detail with the authors of the NZ comments how the TGF has given that impression and what we need to do to fix it.

[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.   Agreed about not excluding structural change.  As discussed above, the TGF recommendations on a new business model have been successfully implemented under a range of organisational structures.  In that sense, the TGF is “structure neutral”.  I know for example that the NZ government  is looking to establish a new central agency called Service Link to drive forward its citizen-centric service transformation agenda.  This structural change would be entirely compatible with the TGF - and if there’s anything in the current drafting which suggests otherwise, it would be good to know what it is so we can change it!  The key point that the TGF is making is that – on its own – moving to some sort of new delivery structure does not solve the problems unless you also address the business model issues of how that new structure engages with the legacy silo businesses of government and incentivises them to collaborate.
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 models which must be adopted.
I think this is simply a matter of confusion, which we could address through clearer drafting.  As I understand it, the TC’s intent is to do precisely what is being recommended here: not to mandate use of the Franchise Marketplace model, which clearly is a fairly specific, though proven, prescription, but only to point to it as a successful example of the previous and mandatory requirement to establish a Transformation Business Model. If the NZ government wanted to conform to the TGF without using the Franchise model, it would be entirely free to do so as long as it establishes some other Transformation Business Model.
[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.

Agreed. 

[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).
I would argue that we do mean branding is the key to transformational government!  I suspect that this is a question of definition, not any disagreement on substance.  See below for futher details. 

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.
I don’t disagree with any of the proposed new language, but the key problem I see with the suggestion of dropping the term “brand-led” is that this makes the terminology neutral, rather than highlighting the need for change.  
The key here I think is what we mean by branding.  In government it is frequently understood in a superficial sense (badging, logos, advertising etc).  But outside government it has a much deeper and more fundamental meaning, which I think is entirely apt for the way we are using it in the TGF.  Put simply, the brand is the implicit promise that an organisation makes to its users about the products and services it delivers.  And I think that the TGF genuinely is recommending to governments that they adopt a “culture of brand-led service design and delivery” rather than simply a “culture of service design and delivery”.  In a brand-led culture, governments and public-sector organisations would think hard about the promise they want to make to service users, and then redesign their service delivery and communication systems to ensure they delivered consistently on that promise.

I don’t think the NZ comments are asking for a change of substance.  But I think it is a presentationally important change which I’d be reluctant to agree to.  I’d prefer instead to see if we can fix the problem by being clearer what we mean by branding in this context.  Certainly I’ve had very positive feedback about this aspect of the TGF from other parties – for example, it is precisely the concept of “brand-led government” which first led Eris@ to get excited about the TGF. And let’s not lose sight of the reason that the brand-led concept is here – because this is how large commercial businesses successfully deliver consistent products and services to their customers, in a way which the public sector often fails to do. 
[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.
Clearly depends on outcome of our discussions on Pattern 6.

[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; 

Agreed. 

[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.
Agreed.  Clearly we need to make the two consistent.  On the order of the CSF’s my own preference would be to leave the Pattern Language as it is and re-order the Primer.  But that’s a matter of taste and I’d be happy with either solution.
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