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State of play

Q The Measurement Momentum:
— Awareness of the urgency of demonstrating impacts:
— In 2005, €11.9bn was spent on eGov in EU25, and the figure
is growing, 60% at regional level
O Challenges:
— Qualitative and/or bundled externality impacts

O Today:
— Consolidated supply side benchmarks
— Increasing knowledge on users
— Emerging methodologies to measure impacts

0 Tomorrow:

— Research and pilot in-depth explorations (2010
timeframe)

— Long hanging fruits already for 2006-2007
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eGEP MF: general and flexible

The Logic Model of Measurement
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0O Missions / Strategies depend on country / agency
0O eGEP Framework elaborated at a general level
0O Further adaptation needed for application

Measurement data challenges
O Consensus: go beyond supply side benchmarking

0O Challenges: costs and comparability of impacts data

@ Jnvolvement in terms of the definition of a common methodology and of a comparable panel of services
to be measured

From the model to indicato

80 indicators of eGovernment impact
across efficiency, democracy and
effectiveness

Indicators selected to maximise relevance,
minimise data gathering costs, ensure
comparability across EU 25

Some fit for EU25 macro quantitative benchmark

Others for EU supported peer-to-peer bench-learning among
selected administrations

All for usage at micro-level by public agencies




Implementation Methodology

Three concepts underlying the Implementation
Methodology of our MF:

1) Value Drivers
2) Composite indicators

Evaluation Procedure
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5
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How to use eGEP MF
EU Stakeholders
Informed Actions

Use good practice
framework and ad hoc
groups to involve
administrations

Bench-learning Sophisticated
at: EU25, MS less comparable
regional, levels indicators

A public agency can:

= Select any of the indicators from eGEP full template
Micro-level according to its strategic priorities and:

business case = First use them for ex ante business cases
& measurement = Then for steady and continuous measurement

= Rely on eGEP multidimensional implementation
methodology




General short list

;',gs'zs INDICATORS

" 2.1 Users’ satisfaction with eGovernment services
ing

omeleneyé | 2.2 Amount of information requested from citizens and businesses

s reality

2.3 Number of transactions fully completed online

igh 3.1 % of public procurement above the EU threshold available electronically
;::c,ﬂ 3.2 % of public procurement above the EU threshold carried out
electronically

4.1 Number of transactional public services with legally binding and mutually
recognised elD

4.2 Number of functioning pan-European online services

2010 Signposts indicators

6 indicators, aligned with the Ministerial Declaration,
immediate EU25 measurement

1) % A in eGOV usage by disadvantaged groups | Benchmarki

\CT for effective
and effcient
government
High Impact

services for 5) % A in public e-procurement index

Bench-learning
users

2006-2007: Through Good Practice Framework and ad hoc group:

= Involve administrations grouped by typology of services and/or
administrative layer and with their contribution:

= Select and operationalise more sophisticated indicators
= Define common implementation methodology

= Launch first pilot exploration by January 2007




Annex:
Example of Implementation Methodology
Application

Project impacts
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Evaluation overview at Year 6
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Thank You all for Your Attention!
Questions ?




