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State of play
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

Challenges:
– Qualitative and/or bundled externality impacts

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

Tomorrow:
– Research and pilot in-depth explorations (2010 

timeframe)
– Long hanging fruits already for 2006-2007
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Measurement Framework Model

Net Costs
Set-up

Provision

Maintenance

Efficiency

Democracy

cashable financial 
gains

better organisational 
and IT architectures

better empowered 
employees

Inter-institutional 
cooperation

Openness and 
participation

Transparency and 
accountability

Political
Value

Financial & 
organisational Value

Constituency 
ValueEffectiveness

reduced admin. 
burden

increased user value 
& satisfaction

more inclusive 
public services
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eGEP MF: general and flexible

Institutional 
Mission

End 
Outcomes

StrategyBudget

Input Impacts

Program/ 
Project

Activities/ 
Outputs

= Planned / Sought

= Emergent

The Logic Model of Measurement

Missions / Strategies depend on country / agency
eGEP Framework elaborated at a general level
Further adaptation needed for application 
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Measurement data challenges
Consensus: go beyond supply side benchmarking

Challenges: costs and comparability of impacts data

Third party web assessment (a)

Web metrics (a)

Pop-up survey (a)

Internal self-assessment
Standard Cost Model estimates
Internal administrative records 

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

High
High
High
Low
Cost

LowMedium

HighVariable
Medium-highHigh

HighMedium
HighHighUsers satisfaction surveys (a)

MediumHigh
LowHigh
HighLowOfficial statistics

ComparabilityRelevanceData Sources

(a) Involvement in terms of the definition of a common methodology and of a comparable panel of services
to be measured
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From the model to indicators

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

Indicators selected to maximise relevance, 
minimise data gathering costs, ensure 

comparability  across EU 25

Recommended
Shortlist

80 indicators of eGovernment impact 
across efficiency, democracy and 

effectiveness
Full

Template
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1) Value Drivers

2) Composite indicators

3) Impact-Risks Matrix

Practical tool, consisting  of 7 Excel sheets, enabling a 
multidimensional measurement of eGovernment value   

Three concepts underlying the Implementation 
Methodology of our MF:

Implementation Methodology
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Phase 5

Global    
Composite  
indicators

Indicators 
Weighting 

(Composite 
indicators)

Phase 4Phase 3

Normalization 
of impact 
indicators

Phase 2

Identification 
of impacts

Phase 1

Identification 
of costs

Evaluation Procedure

EVALUATION NOT ACCOUNTING FOR RISK

EVALUATION ACCOUNTING FOR RISK

IMPACT-RISKS MATRIX
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How to use eGEP MF

eGEP
Bench-learning  

at: EU25, MS 
regional, levels

Sophisticated 
less comparable 

indicators

Micro-level 
business case 

& measurement

A public agency can:
Select  any of the indicators from eGEP full template 
according to its strategic priorities and:

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

Rely on eGEP multidimensional implementation 
methodology 

Benchmarking  
at: EU25, MS 

regional, levels

Simple fully 
comparable 
indicators

Agree with Member 
States indicators and 
methodology for new 

benchmarking

Use good practice 
framework and ad hoc 

groups to involve 
administrations

EU Stakeholders
Informed Actions
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General short list

3.1 % of public procurement above the EU threshold available electronically

5.2 Number of Unique Users of Online Forum
5.1 eParticipation sophistication indexeParticipati

on

4.2 Number of functioning pan-European online services

Key 
enablers

High 
impact 

services

Making 
efficiency & 
effectivenes

s reality
2.2 Amount of  information requested from citizens and businesses

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

3.2 % of public procurement above the EU threshold carried out 
electronically

2.3 Number of transactions fully completed online

2.1 Users’ satisfaction with eGovernment services 

1.2 Public websites degree of compliance with international accessibility 
standards

1.1 Usage of eGovernment services by socially disadvantaged groups
No Citizen 
left behind

INDICATORSSign-
posts
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2010 Signposts indicators

Benchmarking6) % ∆ in # of administrations using common eIDMutually 
recognised eID

Bench-learning4) % ∆ in case handled in a given time period

Bench-learning5) % ∆ in public e-procurement index
High Impact 
services for 

users

Benchmarking3) % ∆ eGovernment users satisfaction index
Bench-learning2) % ∆ in time saved by citizen&businessICT for effective 

and efficient 
government

Benchmarking1) % ∆ in eGOV usage by disadvantaged groupsNo Citizen left 
behind

ApplicationIndicatorsSignposts

6 indicators, aligned with the Ministerial Declaration, for 
immediate EU25 measurement
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Short Term Road Map

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

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

2006: Through Steady Consultation with Member States Stakeholders:
Select and operationalise indicators for benchmarking
Identify the panel of services to be benchmarked
Define data gathering and score construction methodology
Launch a limited pilot benchmarking for feasibility and reliability appraisal 

2007 
Launch first benchmark establishing zero-measurement baseline
Extract new insights from bench-learning exercise
Revise benchmarking methodology after first run for second measurement
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Annex:
Example of Implementation Methodology 

Application
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Project impacts
Driver Impacts Description Unit of 

measurement
Total Expected 

Benefits
Baseline  
Year 1* Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Cashable Financial 
Gains K€ Full Time Equivalent gains K € 25.000 95.000 90.700 85.600 82.300 74.200 70.000

More empowered 
employees

# of public administration 
trainees # 1000 550 650 730 820 900 1.000

Better organizational 
architectures

# of in case handled protocols  
in a given time of period # 250 120 130 160 200 220 250

Reduced Admin. 
Burden

Khr time saved by citizen & 
business h 150.000 100.000 120.000 135.000 140.000 145.000 150.000

Increased User Value 
and Satisfaction

eGovernment users satisfaction 
index Score 1 35% 47% 59% 64% 72% 85%

More inclusive public 
services # of inclusion related e-services # 45 10 20 25 32 37 45

Inter-operable 
administrations

# of administrations using 
common eID # 32 12 15 18 23 27 32

Openness and 
Participation

# of services involving a two-
way interaction with users # 40 23 25 27 32 35 40

Transparency and 
Accountability

Externally assessed 
transparency index Score 90% 40% 50% 65% 74% 82% 90%

TOT

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Governance

Example
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Project indicators
Driver Impacts Description Unit of 

measurement
Baseline  
Year 1* Measure Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Cashable 
Financial Gains % ∆ in K€ Full Time Equivalent gains** K€ 95.000 (K€t- K€t-1)/ K€t-1 4,53% 9,89% 13,37% 21,89% 26,32%

More empowered 
employees % ∆ public servants eGov/ICT skills # 550 (#t- #t-1)/ #t-1 18,18% 32,73% 49,09% 63,64% 81,82%

Better 
organizational 
architectures

% ∆ in case handled in a given time of 
period # 120 (#t- #t-1)/ #t-1 8,33% 33,33% 66,67% 83,33% 108,33%

Reduced Admin. 
Burden % ∆ in time saved by citizen & business Hr 100.000 (ht- ht-1)/ ht-1 20,00% 35,00% 40,00% 45,00% 50,00%

Increased User 
Value and 

Satisfaction

% ∆ eGovernment users satisfaction 
index Score 35,00% (St- St-1)/ St-1 34,29% 68,57% 82,86% 105,71% 142,86%

More inclusive 
public services

% ∆ in usage of inclusion related e-
services # 10,00 (#t- #t-1)/ #t-1 100,00% 150,00% 220,00% 270,00% 350,00%

Inter-operable 
administrations

% ∆ in administrations using common 
eID # 12,00 (#t- #t-1)/ #t-1 25,00% 50,00% 91,67% 125,00% 166,67%

Openness and 
Participation % ∆ in two-way interaction with users # 23,00 (#t- #t-1)/ #t-1 8,70% 17,39% 39,13% 52,17% 73,91%

Transparency 
and 

Accountability

% ∆ in externally assessed transparency 
index Score 40,00% (St- St-1)/ St-1 25,00% 62,50% 85,00% 105,00% 125,00%

TOT

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Governance

Example
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Project Composite Indicators
Driver Impacts Description Suggested    

wheights Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Cashable Financial 
Gains % ∆ in K€ Full Time Equivalent gains 40,63% 1,84% 4,02% 5,43% 8,89% 10,69%

More empowered 
employees % ∆ public servants eGov/ICT skills 34,38% 6,25% 11,25% 16,88% 21,88% 28,13%

Better organizational 
architectures % ∆ in case handled in a given time of period 25,00% 2,08% 8,33% 16,67% 20,83% 27,08%

100,00% 10,17% 23,60% 38,97% 51,60% 65,90%
Reduced Admin. 

Burden % ∆ in time saved by citizen & business 35,71% 7,14% 12,50% 14,29% 16,07% 17,86%

Increased User Value 
and Satisfaction % ∆ eGovernment users satisfaction index 35,71% 12,24% 24,49% 29,59% 37,76% 51,02%

More inclusive public 
services % ∆ in usage of inclusion related e-services 28,57% 28,57% 42,86% 62,86% 77,14% 100,00%

100,00% 47,96% 79,85% 106,73% 130,97% 168,88%
Inter-operable 

administrations % ∆ in administrations using common eID 37,93% 9,48% 18,97% 34,77% 47,41% 63,22%

Openness and 
Participation % ∆ in two-way interaction with users 34,48% 3,00% 6,00% 13,49% 17,99% 25,49%

Transparency and 
Accountability % ∆ in externally assessed transparency index 27,59% 6,90% 17,24% 23,45% 28,97% 34,48%

100,00% 19,38% 42,20% 71,71% 94,37% 123,19%

 EFFICIENCY COMPOSITE INDICATOR

 EFFECTIVENESS COMPOSITE INDICATOR

 GOVERNANCE COMPOSITE INDICATOR

Efficiency

Effectiveness

Governance

Example
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Project risk weighting
Driver RISKS Risk impact 

measure Probability Risk type 
weights

Overall 
risk 

weight

Weighted 
Expected 

value Year 2

Weighted 
Expected 

value Year 3

Weighted 
Expected 

value Year 4

Weighted 
Expected 

value Year 5

Weighted 
Expected 

value Year 6
20% 0%
40% 0%
60% 20% 12%
80% 40% 32%
100% 40% 40%

0,84
20% 5% 1%
40% 10% 4%
60% 0%
80% 0%
100% 85% 85%

0,90
20% 5% 1%
40% 0%
60% 0%
80% 0%
100% 95% 95%

0,96

21,10% 34,84% 46,13% 58,91%
Efficiency 
Composite 
Indicator

Operational Risk 0,4

9,09%Political Risk 0,3

External Risk 0,3

Example
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Evaluation overview at Year 6
REVENUE / RISK M ATRIX
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Thank You  all for Your Attention!
Questions ? 
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