Chapter 11 Online Appendix

This appendix provides greater guidance on issues raised in Chapter 11 of Managing and Implementing eGovernment.

Longer Group Activities

Activities marked [I] are seen as most suitable for in-class group work. Activities marked [A] are more likely to need some period of assigned activity outside of class.

Section 11.1

[I] A US local government specified the following criteria to be used in selecting a proposal for a new criminal justice information system (CJIS) (City of Norfolk, 1996). Compare with the generic requirements described in the main text (including Chapter 11's Appendix), and make comments:

· Software criteria: Suitability of components and features; capacity to handle required volumes; warranty, maintenance and support services; quality and completeness of documentation; ability of database to reside on Microsoft SQL Server; capacity of software to be upgraded and enhanced to meet all criminal justice needs; performance with respect to peak concurrent users; certification of the software for incident-based reporting submission; delivery of source code to the City of Norfolk.

· Vendor criteria: Experience with criminal justice system; financial position; stability of the organization; client references; personnel qualifications; number of years in business; certification for Virginia incident-based reporting submission.

· Other criteria: Ease of installation, implementation and upgrades; overall support, education/training and documentation; ease of operation; growth potential and flexibility of CJIS; ability to substantially replace the functionality in the existing criminal justice applications; hardware configuration required for the CJIS to function.

[I/A] Using web search or computing magazines gathered pre-class, produce a typical specification and price range for (a) a basic entry-level PC; (b) a high-powered PC capable of acting as a local area network server. The specification should include CPU (central processing unit) type, memory/video memory size, hard disk size, monitor type and specification of other relevant input, storage and output technologies.

[A] Select a software package currently in use in your training institution. Work in small groups to answer the ‘General Software Requirements’ questions in the appendix to the main text of Chapter 11about that package. If you had to give weightings to these criteria, which ones would you prioritize?

[A] Select a computer currently in use in your training institution. Work in small groups to answer the ‘General Hardware Requirements’ questions in the appendix to the main text of Chapter 11about that computer. If you had to give weightings to these criteria, which ones would you prioritize?

[A] Divide into two opposing teams. Prepare and present positions for a debate on the motion, ‘Open source software is a better base for e-government than proprietary software’.

Section 11.2

[I] Because of time pressures, system testing and documentation are often squeezed in e-government systems development. Work together to identify at least three different ideas for incentivizing testing and documentation in order to encourage them to be done properly.

Sections 11.3–11.5

[I/A] You work for the local city Fire Department which is planning to introduce a laptop-based geographic information system (GIS). The GIS provides a map of the city down to individual street and then building level, and incorporates a database of buildings, their details, hazardous materials, access routes, inspections, and so on. It also incorporates details of utility provision including water mains and hydrants. The ultimate intention is that a laptop will be taken out with each fire appliance when fighting a blaze or other incident. This will replace the existing mix of paper maps and inspection log books that crews take out with them. Work in small groups to plan the training, implementation and operation of this new system:

1 Plan the operational training to support the introduction of this GIS by answering the following questions:

· Who is to be trained?

· Why are they being trained?

· Who will deliver the training?

· When and where will training be delivered?

· What will be the overall content of training sessions?

2 Which implementation approach would you recommend, and why: parallel running; phased volume approach; phased functional approach; pilot approach; or ‘big bang’?

3 How will the existing data be converted onto the GIS?

4 How will you handle upgrades, marketing and user support for the new system?

5 How would you recommend monitoring and evaluating the new system? Give examples of some of the questions and investigative methods that you might use.

Section 11.4

[I] Your department has developed a new e-government system that allows online license renewal and payment for taxi drivers. Come up with a set of ideas about how to market the system in order to increase take-up.

Section 11.5

[I] Compare the evaluation criteria presented in Boxes 11.4 and 11.5 in the main text. Which do think would be more valuable for e-government? Which would be more feasible to measure? (You may find it useful to refer back to ideas in the main text to Chapter 6 on performance measurement.)

[I] Because of time pressures, system evaluation is often squeezed out of the e-government systems lifecycle. Work together to identify at least three different ideas for incentivizing system evaluation in order to encourage it to be done properly.

11A.1 Specific eGovernment Systems Design

(This section links from Managing and Implementing eGovernment, Section 11.2.)

Particular e-government systems require an additional set of design questions and decisions. These will often represent some combination of ITPOSMOO issues. Three examples are included in this section, with e-government web sites dealt with in some depth.

Designing Database Systems

If a database management system forms the root of the new e-government system (as it frequently does), then a design can be created for the database to be held on that system. This can refer back to the entity-relationship (E-R) diagram designed earlier (see Chapters 8 and 9 in the main text). Each of the entities indicated in that diagram becomes a file of records in the database, and each attribute becomes a field. Typically each field might need to be given a name, type (text, number, date, etc.), and maximum width (i.e. number of characters it may contain).


If the information design indicates just a single entity, then a simple ‘flat file’ database structure can be used. If it shows two entities, linked in a one-to-many (or many-to-one) relationship, then the database will consist of two files linked via the key field (attribute) of one of them. The E-R diagram is unlikely to show two entities linked in a many-to-many relationship because this is typically rationalized into three entities with one-to-many/many-to-one relationships to avoid unnecessary repetition of data. More complex E-R diagrams will require more complex database designs.

Activity

Group class: Take a simple E-R diagram (such as the one shown in Figure 8.8 in the main text), and convert it into a database design, and then into an actual database using an available database program.

Designing Email Systems

Based on previously defined objectives that lead to an understanding of the purpose of email (i.e. ‘Why do we want email?’), specific decisions need to be made on questions such as:

· Who will have an email address?

· Will they use their job titles or names in the addresses?

· Will there be an institutional email address in addition to individual ones? If so, who will manage it?

· How will email addresses be disseminated to the wider world (if appropriate)?

· What guidelines/instructions for process changes will be issued and used during training? In particular, what process changes will be designed to cope with public queries via email, including integration with other public communication channels, for example, via a CRM system?

· What email-enabling mechanisms will be employed? For example, will certain communications, such as meeting agendas or minutes, be moved to email-only circulation to encourage use of email? Will group distribution addresses be circulated to make group messages easier to send?

· How will email's disintermediating role be handled? If citizens, suppliers, other public servants, and so on, can now have direct email access to organizational staff, how may organizational processes need to be redesigned?

· How will issues of junk email/spam be handled, for example, via filtering technology?

· How will issues of archiving and deletion be handled, including storage space limits?

· What guidelines will be issued over personal use of email, and monitoring of email?

Sample user guidelines on email are included in the Online Appendix for Chapter 6.

Activities
Group assignment: You have been asked to develop an updated email system for a local government organization. Develop answers to the design questions listed, and be prepared to justify your design answers.

Practitioner: Do you have clear guidance on all the email design questions in your organization? If not, which are the priorities for guidance?

Designing a Web Site

As with any e-government system, design processes for a web site can be seen at three levels:

Strategic design
Here the key questions to be answered relate to:

· Purpose: ‘Why do we need a web site?’
· Audience: ‘Who will use this web site?’
· Content: ‘What data and transactional services need to be hosted by the web site to meet the needs of the audience and the purposes of the public agency?’
Tactical design
Here key questions to be answered include:

· Responsibility: ‘Who will be responsible, from inside or outside the organization, for the technical design and creation of the site and, from inside the organization, for the content and editing of the site?’
· Site design: ‘What will be the design guidelines for the site pages?’ (see below).

· Policy/standards compliance: ‘What policies and standards must site design and operation comply with?’ (for example, see discussion below on ‘cyber-liability’).

· Process design: ‘How will the back-office aspects of the site work: for example, answering emails, completing transactions?’.

· Marketing: ‘How will we promote the site to its target audience?’
· Sustainability: ‘How will we ensure the site is regularly monitored and updated?’
· Evaluation: ‘How will performance of the site be evaluated?’ (see below).

Technical issues will also be determined, such as the software infrastructure and hardware hosting for the site.

Operational design
Perennial issues arise related to centralization–decentralization tensions: as web sites grow, public organizations have to decentralize responsibility to individual work units. In doing so, though, they lose design and content control. A hybrid response is the creation of design guidelines.

Design guidelines can be quite specific, and aimed at giving a common look and feel for all pages within the ambit of a particular government. An example is given in Box 11A.1.

Box 11A.1

Look and Feel Guidelines, Harris County, Texas

The following web page look and feel guidelines are used (Jennings, 1999):

· Primary headers: The official county government navigational bar and logo must be displayed at the top of every page.

· Primary footers: Text links must exist for every page; email links to the webmaster and update dates should be used.

· Page size: No page must exceed 60 KB without a prior warning; pages can scroll down but should never scroll left; pages more than two screen pages long should make use of bookmarks.

· Browser compatibility: Pages should be viewable in all main browsers.

· Text: Standard county fonts should be used; blinking text should be avoided.

· Other: Java applets should be used sparingly; visitor counters slow access time and should be avoided.


The guidelines in Box 11A.1 are partly a response to the danger that e-government web sites may exclude certain users unless they are well-designed. Some users can only access the web via slow lines (hence the need to limit page size and also use of graphics, and avoid counters); may not have access to the latest browser version; and may not have access to ‘plug-ins’ necessary to run certain page scripts, such as Flash or Shockwave. In addition, designers need to take care over the screen resolution (not all users have access to high-resolution screens) and use of color (not all users can display large numbers of colors). Many designers will also want or need to ensure site accessibility for all users, as discussed in Chapter 6. A number of these design factors can be tested through online tools such as www.anybrowser.com.


Other web-building guidelines for government can be more generic, like those summarized in Box 11A.2

Box 11A.2

Web Site Usability Guidelines, Government of Canada

The Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat sets out some mandatory look and feel guidelines (covering issues like accessibility, email contact, standard text on copyright and privacy, common menu bar and metadata descriptors, bilingual language content). In addition to these compulsory elements, it also provides a set of questions that designers can employ to improve the usability of their e-government web sites. Questions posed relate to (TBCS, 2002):

· Interface: Clarity on purpose, location, benefits and layout of site.

· Structure and navigation: Intuitive organization and movement around site, clear and consistent use of wording and navigation clues.

· Content: Clarity and relevance of content to audience needs, support for all stages of transactional processes.

· Graphic design: Appropriateness of look and feel, clear and consistent branding, avoiding unnecessary overuse of graphics.

· Interactivity: Appropriate number of links, clear instructions for using list subscriptions, chat and email feedback, easy ways encouraging users to give feedback on the site (plus mechanisms to review and act on that feedback).

· Privacy and security: Compliance with government standards, clear privacy statements, risk assessment and monitoring.

· Search: Appropriate search interface, relevant display, online support, mechanisms for rating and amending search results.

· Help: Context-sensitive and searchable help with demos, FAQs and channels for human contact for further help.

Activities
Group assignment: You have been asked to develop a web site for local government to give information on, and generally support, the local elections process. Develop answers to the strategic and tactical web design questions listed, and create a basic outline for your web site using a web page creation package.

Group assignment: Locate an e-government web site, and evaluate it using the TBCS usability categories provided above in Box 11A.2.

Legal Design Issues: Cyber-Liability and Intellectual Property Rights

For public agencies setting up e-government systems with email or web-based components, the issue of ‘cyber-liability’ arises. Liability varies from country to country depending on the particular legal framework. Legal issues relating to privacy, access, security, ergonomics and usage were discussed in Chapter 6. Some other fairly common issues will be illustrated, using the example of the UK (Eversheds, 2000: 51):

· The key areas are defamation (libel or slander); product liability issues; liability issues in relation to information.

· So far as defamation is concerned, there is a clear link here to the contracts of employment of staff … Staff must be prevented from libeling others using email or website systems.

· If the [public agency] uses a website, a chat room or a bulletin board for the purposes of its services … then it must properly manage such a service to ensure that it is not liable for defamatory material posted by others.

· Where [public agency] websites contain hypertext links to other websites it must be clear that no liability is assumed in respect of the content of those sites that are beyond the [agency's] control.

· [Public agencies] should take advice on aspects of e-commerce (i.e. selling and buying over the Internet) in order to cover relevant points such as product liability.

· [Public agencies] should be alive to the changes in respect of all information given in websites or via technological means to ensure that they do not attract liability in respect of incorrect or negligent information being given.

· A system should be established to quality control and monitor all websites and new systems being developed.
Given these issues, there is a need to consider liability particularly in relation to human systems design for e-government, but also in relation to design of work processes and even technology.

The growth of e-government web sites has raised a number of other legal issues that public agencies must take into account in relation to intellectual property rights. These issues include (ibid.):

· Domain name registration: Ensuring not just the main web address but also potential variants that may be needed in the future are registered.

· Trade marks: Avoiding use of names that may be confused with existing trade marks, and trademarking any important names (e.g. related to joint venture with the private sector).

· Copyright: Clarifying who owns copyright of materials such as software with any contractors; and ensuring that all employment contracts for staff clarify that work undertaken for government belongs to government.

Activity

In-class: Review the areas of cyber-liability described. If you were head of an agency's e-government operation, which areas would you treat as most important, and why?

Web Policy

Because of the importance of the web within e-government systems, a number of governments are drawing together various design issues – that is, strategic, tactical, operational and legal – into a single web policy. A comprehensive example is that provided by the state of Western Australia. This provides guidance on requirements that government web sites should (GoWA, 2002: 8):

1. be developed with clear objectives, an appropriate business case and adequately resourced (finance and personnel) for the life of the project;

2. provide at least a minimum amount of information to foster consistency across government sites;

3. employ content that is accurate, current and created in a style that is appropriate for the web;

4. be well designed, taking account of recognised standards and protocols. The design of a government web site must be based around the needs of the audience of the site, aiming to be inclusive to all intended users, bearing in mind the wide range of customer circumstances, computer capability and technical knowledge;

5. ensure accessibility for the largest possible number of users across various sections of the community;

6. be managed in accordance with provisions outlined in the State Records Act 2000;

7. apply appropriate metadata standards;

8. take account of privacy concerns of the general public and implement strategies to ensure personal information is respected and protected;

9. ensure best practice in security is implemented and maintained in a manner consistent with best practices in IT security;

10. adhere to all relevant legal requirements;

11. be managed, maintained and marketed in a manner that ensures services of sufficient quality are delivered to users.
As can be seen, this therefore draws together a significant number of issues that have been discussed elsewhere.

Activities
In-class: Discuss which of the eleven web policy areas listed you feel is most important, and be prepared to say why.

In-class: Does it make sense for a public agency to have a web Policy that is separate from its eGovernment Policy?

eGovernment Web Site Evaluation

Evaluation of government web sites can involve a design-driven approach. This takes the type of design questions or guidelines listed above under ‘Operational Design’ and uses them as an evaluation checklist. However, this focuses on the inputs/processes of the web site.

Similarly process-oriented is the basic web site evaluation that uses the number of hits or the number of visitors to a site. Evaluation on this basis is a very inexact science. Sites may be cached elsewhere on the Internet or on a user's own browser, where hits will not be recorded on the main site – so hits may underestimate usage. On the other hand, many ‘visitors’ may be automated search or change monitoring systems that lead the hits figure to overestimate actual usage. Hits/visitor figures are therefore more useful as a relative rather than absolute tool: in monitoring trends rather than accurately reflecting actual usage, in identifying the most popular pages or the most popular routes into and out of the site, in identifying the proportion of users who use particularly important pages, and in estimating ‘stickiness’: the average number of page views per user visit. An alternative approach is the inclusion of a short script in each web page that runs – and sends data back to a home server – every time the page is viewed, regardless of the location (Chaffey, 2002).

Web site evaluation can also use the CIPSODA and CARTA checklist approaches outlined in the main text of Chapter 11. These are rather more output-focused, but more difficult to assess since they focus at least partly on the effects of the web site among a sample of its target audience. This approach can be supported by the use of online surveys.

In discussing evaluation, then, we have seen different approaches ranging – as per the discussion of performance evaluation in the main text of Chapter 6 – from the easier but less valuable input-focused approaches, to the harder but more valuable output-focused approaches. An alternative terminology for this range, specific to web evaluation, is provided in Box 11A.3

Box 11A.3

Web Evaluation Methods for eGovernment

Web-specific metrics for e-government evaluation can be divided into the following categories (adapted from Chaffey, 2002):

· Channel promotion: Measures that assess site users who have arrived at the e-government site via a referral from another web site. This can be used particularly to measure the promotion of an e-government site via a search engine or other referring site. It is essentially an input-focused measure.

· Channel behavior: Measures of usage of e-government site by users. The use of hits is described in the main text, and is a process-focused measure.

· Channel satisfaction: Measures can be process-focused by looking at the type of usability issues described in Box 11A.2, or be more outcome-focused by considering broader questions of how satisfied users are with the government data and/or services provided.

· Channel outputs: Measures of the actual outputs of e-government site use. This focuses on the D and A components of CIPSODA to look at the number of users who make use of web data to make a decision or action and/or the number of users who undertake web-based transactions. For online service transactions, attrition rate is an important measure – the percentage of users lost during each stage of a transaction.

Activity

Group class: You have been assigned by the head of a public agency to develop evaluation measures for the agency's main web site. Create a set of feasible, valuable evaluation measures and be prepared to justify your selection.

11A.2 Causal Evaluation: Why Did My eGovernment Project Fail?

(This section links from Managing and Implementing eGovernment, Section 11.5.)

Evaluation is a neglected but potentially very valuable part of the e-government systems lifecycle. The techniques presented in this section focus solely on evaluation of e-government failure (partial as well as total), and on ways to identify causes of that failure. They are based on the notion of design–reality gaps, discussed at greater length in the main text, particularly in Chapters 1 and 10.

To undertake such an evaluation, and using each of the seven ITPOSMO dimensions in turn, analyze two things. First, the organizational reality relating to each dimension that exists now following the attempted implementation of the e-government application. Second, the assumptions/requirements within the design of the e-government application for that dimension (if the design has changed significantly over time, choose the final design that was actually implemented).

Then, for each one of the dimensions, use a 0 to 10 scale to give a numerical rating that indicates the size of the design–reality gap on that dimension. Guidance is given in Chapter 10 on the meaning of particular ratings.

The gap rating scores for each dimension are ranked in a table in numerical order. An illustration is provided in the worked example below. Those dimensions which receive the highest gap rating are most likely to represent the causes of failure in the e-government project.

Rating is a subjective process but a rough guide to likelihood of a particular dimensional gap being a cause of failure is shown in Table 11A.1.

Table 11A.1 Design–reality gap scores and likely contribution to e-government failure
	Gap score
	Likelihood of dimension being contributor to failure

	8.1–10.0
	Very likely

	6.1–8.0
	Likely

	4.1–6.0
	Possible

	2.1–4.0
	Unlikely

	0.0–2.0
	Very unlikely


Rather than simply accepting the scores and rankings, it makes sense to first discuss the order and scores that have emerged, to see whether they reflect the perceptions of key stakeholders. For example, the ranked list of dimensions – with likely failure causes clearly identified – can be circulated for further comments to those stakeholders, or can be used as the basis for ‘lessons learned’ workshop.

Knowledge about the likely causes of failure can then be disseminated to others who would find it useful; and subsequently applied. It can be applied in two main situations.

To salvage the existing e-government project

An understanding of failure will typically be applied to try to revive the existing e-government project, and turn it from failure to success. This will mean paying special attention to the identified causal dimensions in order to reduce the gap between design and reality on that dimension.

For example, imagine the staffing and skills dimension emerges with the highest gap score as the strongest individual cause of an e-government failure. What should the current project team do? They can do one or both of two things:

· Revise the staffing and skills assumptions within the e-government application's design in order to make them more like the current reality of staffing and skills within the organization. For example, they could simplify the interface and processes within the e-government application in order to reduce the complexity of skills required to use the application.

· Take actions that change the reality of existing staffing and skills within the organization in order to make that reality closer to the staffing and skills assumptions within the e-government application's design. For example, they could undertake an intensive training program to develop necessary skills, knowledge and attitudes.

To assist future e-government projects

The knowledge developed from identification of failure causes can also be applied on subsequent e-government projects, in an attempt to reduce their risk of failure. This will mean paying special attention to the identified causal dimensions in future projects to ensure that the gap between design and reality remained small. However, this makes the assumption that gaps causing failure on one project will be the main cause of failure on later projects. This might be true, but it might not be. Design–reality gap analysis assumes that one size does not fit all, and that gaps are different on different projects. In other words, it is better to start design–reality gap analysis from scratch for any new project rather than try to rely on the results from a previous project. Those previous results may give you some background guidance, but no more than that.

Worked Example

A new web-based procurement system was implemented last year by the Ministry of Transportation in Gedactia. Introduction of the system was promoted and partly funded by a central government initiative, which put in place many of the formal skills and technology required, but the project had relatively little internal support.

Evaluation shows that the e-procurement system is little used. It has significantly undershot on its objectives, which set clear goals for the value of electronically made purchases to be achieved within one year, and for the savings to be made through e-procurement.

Why did this e-government project partially fail? An answer is given below.

Questions, answers and ratings
Information

Question: What is the gap between the information assumptions/requirements of the new e-procurement system design, and the information in use in reality in the Ministry?

Answer: The project consultants made use of a fairly generic design for the e-procurement system. In reality, this matched some core elements of information used in Gedactian public sector procurement. However, the Ministry of Transportation still makes use of slightly different information to this ‘one size fits all’ assumption, causing some need to supplement or even subvert the system. In reality, also, there are shortcomings in availability of information that the design assumes would be present – a list of all government suppliers, accurate pricing information, and a clear set of guidelines on procurement have not yet been produced. Thus there was a fair-sized gap between the information assumptions of the design and organizational realities.

Gap rating: 6.5

Technology

Question: What is the gap between the technology assumptions/requirements of the new e-procurement system design, and the technology in use in reality in the Ministry of Transportation and its suppliers?

Answer: The e-procurement system design assumed the presence of a set of robust Internet connections, web servers, and procurement software within the ministry; it also assumes the presence of Internet-connected systems in a broad range of suppliers. Much of this IT infrastructure is now operational in the ministry, though issues still remain about levels of IT access among smaller suppliers.

Gap rating: 3

Processes

Question: What is the gap between the work processes required for successful implementation of the new e-procurement system design, and the work processes in use in reality in the Ministry of Transportation and its suppliers?

Answer: The e-procurement system design required a set of formal, rational work processes that deal efficiently with procurement. These proposed work processes are not often being followed, with both staff and some suppliers preferring to stick with their more traditional – sometimes informal – methods of procurement.

Gap rating: 6.5

Objectives and values
Question: What is the gap between the objectives and values that key stakeholders require for successful implementation of the new e-procurement system design, and their real current objectives and values?

Answer: The e-procurement system design assumed a procurement system that values rational functioning within public agencies, such as freedom of procurement from political interventions. The design assumed objectives of greater efficiency (whatever the impact on jobs), and of the spread of e-government. The reality now is somewhat different, though it varies from stakeholder to stakeholder. Central government – who have been driving the project – largely share these objectives and values; as do the project consultants, IT vendors, and a few suppliers. Many senior officials still do not share them: they were either happy with the earlier status quo or they have other priority objectives than e-procurement. In general, they have not been convinced to change their views by demonstrations of the system in action. They continue to support a politicized rather than rational culture within the Ministry of Transportation, and they see no particular value in the spread of IT within government. Many clerical staff within the ministry similarly do not share the design objectives and values: they fear that a fully successful implementation could threaten their jobs, their skills, or their sources of power.

Gap rating: 7.5

Staffing and skills
Question: What is the gap between the staffing numbers and skills levels/types required for successful implementation of the new e-procurement system design, and real current staffing and skills?

Answer: The e-procurement system design assumed the presence of a whole range of competencies for both its implementation and its ongoing operation. For example, it assumed a reasonable-sized team with good experience of designing and implementing e-procurement systems; it assumed good knowledge within that team of Gedactian public sector specificities; it assumed some capacities within the Ministry of Transportation to manage the implementation contract and the procurement system; and it assumed a set of hands-on IT skills among clerical staff in the ministry. In reality, a number of these competencies were present at the start, or have been developed. The project team had good experience and, though it knew little about the inner workings of the Gedactian public sector, it has been placed on a steep learning curve thanks to implementation. The ministry had a limited set of management expertise, and this situation has change a bit, but not to the required level. Clerical staff and staff in some suppliers have been training in the skills necessary for operation of the e-procurement system, although they are generally unwilling to operationalize those skills.

Gap rating: 3.5

Management systems and structures
Question: What is the gap between the management systems and structures required for successful implementation of the new e-procurement system design, and real current management systems and structures?

Answer: The e-procurement system design assumed some limited changes to management systems compared with organizational reality, with the introduction of some IT management of the web systems, and some changes to oversight mechanisms for procurement. The IT management process for the web system has been introduced but there are still no oversight mechanisms for procurement. The design assumed no significant changes to Ministry of Transportation or supplier structures and, in practice, there have been no changes.

Gap rating: 2

Other resources
Question: What is the gap between the other resources (money, time, other) required for successful implementation of the new e-procurement system design, and real availability of those resources?

Answer: The e-procurement system design assumed two sets of financing to be available. First, a larger sum for introduction of the system; second, a smaller ongoing sum for system operation and maintenance. Both of those sums have materialized, although recurrent funding is only to be provided by central government for two years. The design also assumed a relatively gentle timescale, using an incremental approach in roll-out of the system. This timescale has been matched with only a minimal amount of slippage, although physical roll-out must be differentiated from operational roll-out: in other words, the system is there, but not much used.

Gap rating: 1.5

Results

The dimensions are sorted into numerical order, and presented as a table, as shown in Table 11A.2.

Table 11A.2 Worked example gap scores and likely failure cause
	Dimension
	Gap score
	Likelihood as cause of failure

	Objectives and values
	7.5
	Likely

	Information
	6.5
	Likely

	Processes
	6.5
	Likely

	Staffing and skills
	3.5
	Unlikely

	Technology
	3
	Unlikely

	Management systems and structures
	2
	Very unlikely

	Other resources
	1.5
	Very unlikely


Conclusions and Action

Design–reality gaps on three dimensions – objectives and values, information, and processes – have been identified as the most likely causes of this e-government failure. These dimensional gaps can now form the focus either for remedial action on the existing project and/or for risk reduction strategies in future projects. Further details about actions to take can be found in Chapter 10 of the main text.

Activity

Group assignment or practitioner: Identify a fairly detailed case study of e-government failure. Use the design–reality gap method to identify most likely causes of failure. What conclusions and recommendations can you draw out from your analysis?
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