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I.
Background

The Government of Kazakhstan (the Government) plans to enable online provision of key government services as part of its e-government program. A list of possible e-services is currently being formulated and classified (informational, transactional, etc.) by a Working Group formed under the Informatization Commission. The Agency of Informatization and Communication (AIC) is coordinating this effort. The original number of possible e-services was 85 (see Annex 1) and this number has increased to more than 300 as of November 2005. The Government feels the necessity to prioritize among these services to achieve appropriate resource allocation. 

As part of the Joint Economic Research Program (JERP) on e-government program, this note aims to help the Government identify the appropriate approach in determining the plan for e-service roll-out. It provides an overview analysis of how different e-service project plans can be prioritized. 
The analysis in this note is based on international experience as wells as the presentations made by experts during a videoconference session on this subject on January 26, 2006 [More information in Annex 2]. This note forms a supplemental guidance note to the Main Report, which discusses key issues for the implementation of Kazakhstan’s e-government program. 

II.
Prioritization Challenges

Prioritization process is an essential component of e-government program. All governments implementing e-government program have gone through this phase with varying degrees of success. Prioritization is important for a number of reasons. First, it helps the Government achieve appropriate resource allocation among investment options. Also, analytical assessment entailed in prioritization is useful for creating a linkage between expected project outputs and program level objectives. Moreover, the estimation of expected benefits and costs inherent in prioritization requires the assessment of demand for e-services, since deviation in demand, both in term of the volume and speed of uptake, causes the change in the expected value generated by a given activity. This exercise will place the e-service project plans on realistic assumptions. Furthermore, the focus it brings to gauge the level of demand among user groups (citizens and businesses) will lead the way to stakeholder participation and consultation, which is critical in reducing the occurrence of supply-driven projects. In conducting prioritization, the following aspects have to be considered. 

· Program management structure

· Analysis of costs and benefits of e-service projects

· Prioritization framework - criteria, risks, and stakeholders

Program Management Structure: The nature of program management structure is important in the prioritization exercise, because it determines: i) at what level of governing structure the assessment for prioritization is conducted; and ii) under what sort of incentive mechanisms these responsible organizations operate. Some governments have chosen to take more centralized approach than others, but the third approach, which aims to strike the right balance between these two by emphasizing the facilitation role of the center, seems to be gaining momentum among leading e-government countries. Pros and cons of centralized and decentralized approaches will be discussed in this note. Kazakhstan seems to be in a transitional phase from decentralized to a more centralized approach at the moment. This transition is appropriate in ensuring that the program level objectives and project level outputs are incorporated into prioritization process. 

Cost-Benefit Assessment: Comparison of the relative values of projects is at the heart of prioritization process. This note discusses advantages and limitations for quantitative methods e.g. net-present value and return on investment and introduces the concept of public value of IT. A fairly systematic process to assess the value of IT investments exists within the Ministry of Economy and Budget Planning (MOEBP). The MOEBP assesses the IT project requested for funding based on both quantitative and qualitative methods including the estimation of net present value, which is an appropriate approach to take. The capacity within MOEBP to fully execute this mandate should be properly strengthened. Moreover, there is a gap in how this system can address the prioritization challenge at hand. This note discusses the need for a simpler method to narrow down the priority projects to a manageable level from more than 300 project ideas. 

Prioritization Framework: The first step is to determine the criteria and risks. The note discusses how prioritization was conducted by the governments of the United Kingdom and an Indian state of Andhra Pradesh. The process underscores the importance of getting broad based support from stakeholders.

The following section will discuss the prioritization methodologies from these three aspects. 

III.
Program Management Structure

3.1
Comparative Analysis

The program management structure defines the roles of the central coordinating agency and the implementing agencies in prioritization process. While the Main Report discusses the governing structure for overall e-government program implementation, this section focuses on the types of program management structure as they affect the process for e-service prioritization. 

International experience suggests that there are following three types of approaches to managing e-government program. 

1. Centralized top-down approach;

2. Decentralized approach; and

3. Goal-oriented facilitation framework with decentralized implementation

Centralized Approach: In the centralized approach, a designated central agency conducts the analyses and determines the priorities among e-service projects. The advantages of this approach are that it i) allows tighter control over the activities of implementing agencies; ii) makes the task of enforcing standards easier; and iii) centralizes the technical expertise which makes it easier to manage available technical skills. However, this approach tends to have little sensitivity to business and user requirements, since the decisions are made at the level with limited exposure to transactions. It is also difficult to craft incentive mechanisms for implementing agencies to take ownership and innovate. Additionally, since a substantive amount of processing (approval, assessment, etc.) may be required at the central level, it is susceptible to bureaucratization and backlogs. In addition, due to concentration of information at the center, there may be a perception of ‘big brother’ behavior on the side of the government.

Decentralized Approach: The decentralized approach is, on the other hand, based on the delegation of authority to implementing agencies while the central agency uses ‘whip’ and ‘carrot’ to achieve program level goals. The ‘whip’ would include, among others, legislation on service qualities; enforcement of measurable national goals; and imposition of budget ceilings. The examples of the ‘carrot’ are best practice awards, additional technical support from the center, and funding support from the central funding scheme. The proximity of the decision making agency to the business transaction makes it easier to design and implement the activities suitable for business needs. However, since the planning and implementation are conducted in a disparate fashion, government needs additional effort to realize scale advantages. 

The pros and cons of these approaches are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Pros and Cons for Centralized/Decentralized Approaches

	Centralized Approach
	Decentralized Approach

	Pros
	Pros

	· Tighter control

· Standards (technical, data, and service processes) easy to enforce

· Technical expertise and resources can be centralized, thereby easier to increase security, and manage available skill set strategically
	· Services selected/ designed with better understanding of business needs

· Design responsibility rests where operational responsibility is

· Easier to generate incentives

· Less bureaucracy/backlog, quicker decisions

	Cons
	Cons

	· Little sensitivity to business and user requirements

· Difficult to generate ownership within implementing agencies

· Big brother threat 

· Susceptible to bureaucratization and project backlog
	· Difficult to achieve economies of scale 

· Potentially important national goals e.g. PPP/ cooperation across agencies difficult to happen (agency based budget allocation)
· Possible to have conflicting priorities between agencies and central government 

· Special measures needed to create a national information infrastructure under common standards with interoperability 


Goal Oriented Facilitation: The third approach, which aims to strike the right balance between these two by emphasizing the facilitation role of the center, seems to be gaining momentum among those countries in the advanced stage of e-government. Under this approach, the central agency is expected to “facilitate.” A specific example of facilitation by a central agency is found in the e-Government Unit of the UK government. Its responsibilities include (see Annex 3 for more specific responsibilities of the E-Government Unit): i) formulating IT strategy and policy; ii) developing common IT components for use across government; iii) promoting best practice across government; and iv) delivering citizen-centered online services.

In this structure, the central unit is responsible for designing and monitoring the progress against comprehensive program level frameworks. The assessment of each activity is conducted against a pre-defined framework which clarifies the overall program level goals and desired outputs to achieve these goals. Implementing agencies are expected to design their projects in a manner consistent with this framework. They are also encouraged to cooperate to generate synergies by such means as sharing infrastructure and avoiding duplication. Furthermore, such a framework makes it easier for the central agency to identify the areas where potential for generating synergies exists, because it allows an enterprise view of IT need within the government. An example of such frameworks is the Federal Enterprise Architecture of the U.S. government discussed in the Main Report.

3.2
Kazakhstan’s Approach

It is difficult to characterize Kazakhstan’s current prioritization approach. Implementing agencies seem to have fairly large discretion in planning and rolling out the services (e.g. Tax filing system of the Tax Committee), while visible efforts are being made by AIC to enhance the centralization aspect through the ongoing process of coordinating the e-service implementation. Thus, it may be characterized as transitional phase from disparate decentralized structure to more coordinated program management approach. 

This transition is appropriate in ensuring that the program level objectives and project level outputs are incorporated into prioritization process. Development of a framework which specifies the relationships between the project level outputs and program level goals recommended in the Main Report would help advance this transitional momentum. This framework can clarify the expected roles of the central agency and implementing agencies
 in prioritization process. This process would help Kazakhstan shift its prioritization approach closer to the ‘facilitation’ path, which allows for active interaction between implementing agencies and the central agencies (AIC, MoEBP, and NIT). 

IV.
Assessment of Expected Benefits and Costs

4.1
Quantitative Methods

Prioritization involves assessment of expected benefits and costs. There are different ways to approach this issue. Quantitative approach is common in the private sector where such techniques as the Return on Investments (ROI), Net-Present Value (NPV), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), and the Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) are often conducted. Business leaders are asked to justify the investments for IT infrastructure, equipment and services in business terms, particularly after the end of IT boom in the 90’s. Governments around the world are in a similar situation. Public sector IT managers are feeling the need to justify the investments in a quantitative manner. 

In valuing the benefits, the first step is to forecast customer take-up through identification of customers and their needs. This requires detailed market research and demand forecast for intended services. One of the toolkits accessible at the website of the UK Office of Government Commerce (OGC)
 - “Measuring the Expected Benefits of E-Government (August 2003)”
 provides guidance for undertaking this exercise. According to this document, two types of costs and benefits should be considered i.e. customer and government internal costs and benefits. They include monetary and non-monetary elements; and non-monetary part can be further classified into time-based and value-based (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: Measuring Customer Costs and Benefits
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[Source: Measuring the Expected Benefits of E-Government (version 1.4); August 29, 2003]

The costs and benefits are then discounted using appropriate discount rate to see whether the investments can generate adequately large benefits. It should be noted that the estimates for costs and benefits have to include non-IT elements. Non-IT costs would include, for example, business reengineering, managerial costs, additional human resources, and research and development. Secondary benefits should also be captured to identify the total effect. 
This method has an obvious strength in collapsing multi-faceted benefit-cost information into a comparable monetary format. However, many researchers have noted that the current practice of an exclusive focus on financial costs and benefits leaves out many important benefits. Calculation of net economic benefit is in many cases not possible as the intended outcomes are multi-dimensional and composed of both quantitative and qualitative indicators. A major portion of the costs are hidden and the majority of benefits of ICT-related projects are intangible. Defining benefits and costs in a meaningful way poses both theoretical and practical challenges. Information would be lost in attempting to collapse the multiple dimensions into a single indicator or monetized figure. Some of the key challenges recognized include difficulties in: 

(i) choosing a right discount rate; 

(ii) identifying all the secondary effects due to potential impact on broad segment of society; and 

(iii) comparing relative importance of the diverse roles governments play vis-à-vis their constituents. 

4.2
Public Value of IT (PVIT) and eGEP

In light of these difficulties, recent discussions on IT investments of government organizations are moving towards introduction of a concept of Public Value of IT (PVIT), which is articulated in terms of measures that demonstrate how IT related changes and investments contribute over time to improved constituent service level (e.g. time/cost for users to receive a government service), operational efficiency (impact on individual and across government organizations) and political return (degree of alignment with and impact on key policy areas)
. The US Federal Enterprise Architecture mentioned in the Main Report is one of the primary examples of such an attempt. 

The European Union is currently conducting a research project called eGovernment Economics Project (eGEP) to: i) identify and analyze the costs of setting-up, providing and maintaining eGovernment services in the European Union; ii) provide the basis of a measurement framework to assess the impact and performance of these services; and iii) provide an economic analysis of e-government impacts. In the draft report, it suggests the following performance measurement indicators which are in line with the approach to assess the values of an e-government project in a holistic manner. 

1. Efficiency:

a. Tangible financial gains

b. More efficient operations 

c. Better empowered public sector employees

2. Effectiveness 

a. Reduced administrative burden

b. Increased user value and satisfaction

c. Increased access to opportunities

3. Openness

a. Transparency and accountability

b. Openness and participation

c. Better cooperating public agencies

In summary, the key messages of the recent discussion on the assessment of expected value of e-government projects (or e-service projects) are:

· Although quantitative methods have their obvious strengths, purely cash or monetary based methodologies can overlook important benefits of e-government. 

· The value of e-government projects needs to be looked at from its likely contributions to business/policy outcomes. This involves assessing the totality of value they bring vis-à-vis predefined outcomes. Quantitative method can form a part of such an assessment.

· When assessing e-government project, e-government planners need to construct a model of both costs and benefits accrued over time. This requires a review of demand uptake/volume as well as costing and technical feasibility. 

An important point to note here is that while there are a variety of ways to estimate the benefits and costs, the first step to take in any of these methods is to define the program goals clearly. The program goals are the basis for prioritization criteria. 

4.3
Gap to be filled by the Government of Kazakhstan

An important part of the current approach of the Government is MoEBP’s assessment of the funding request for IT investments during budget allocation process. The assessment is conducted using both qualitative and quantitative methods in accordance with a pre-defined format, which is an appropriate approach to take. This process should form a key component of e-government program implementation in coming years, thus the capacity within MoEBP to assess the values of IT projects should be properly strengthened to fulfill this role. 

However, the challenge facing the Government now is slightly different in nature. The following gaps remain to be filled. 

· Systematic value assessment of potential e-service projects starts only when the project is proposed to MoEBP for funding. However, e-service projects considered at the moment include those which are at relatively early stage of conceptualization; therefore, it is difficult to assess the values of these projects in a rigorous quantitative manner.

· The assessment is conducted on the project based value, so there is little scope for comparing the strengths and weakness of the project ideas currently listed. 

What Kazakhstan currently needs is an exercise to narrow down the priority projects to a manageable level by comparing the pros and cons of more than 300 project ideas in the list. The following section presents a few examples of such a method. 

V.
Prioritization Framework: Criteria and Risk Factors

5.1
Examples of Prioritization Framework – UK and Andhra Pradesh

The key first step to compare projects is to define the prioritization criteria. The criteria are naturally defined based on the goals of e-government program. Typical strategic goals for e-government programs cited across countries are:

· more efficient government services

· better services to citizens – effectiveness/quality

· improve the ways the government deals with citizens – transparency, democracy, participation, etc.

On a practical level, the analyses of costs and revenues, security, and privacy become important elements to examine as well. In the case of a country like Kazakhstan, where the penetration of information infrastructure has not reached the level available in more advanced countries, the constraints posed by the infrastructure becomes a key factor to consider from feasibility perspective. In the following section, the examples of how the governments of UK and Andhra Pradesh in India conducted this process are described to showcase simple, but practical prioritization frameworks.

UK Example: The UK government started out their e-government program by setting their target as enabling all the government services online by 2005. This target involves little or no prioritization among services. The UK government quickly realized that this could lead to large investment for something rarely used by citizens, thereby failing to generate the public values comparable to costs. It also meant putting “as is” services online without taking advantage of improving the service quality. In 2002, Prime Minister revised target to deliver all government services online by 2005 with key services achieving high levels of use. 

The missions of their e-government program are
:

· Achieve long-term cost savings by using IT to transform the underlying processes by which Government interacts with and transacts with citizens and businesses

· Improve delivery of core public policy objectives and

· Build join-up government services around needs of customers by improving the speed, accessibility and convenience of e-services for all, and acting as a catalyst for customer-focused public services more generally

Based on these missions, the Government of UK initiated the prioritization of e-services. This process was later summarized by Gov3 (Government for the Third Millennium), a consulting firm based in UK. Gov 3 also formalized the e-service prioritization criteria which had been an informal process. These criteria include the followings. 
· Strategic fit: what are the key sources of public value which the government aims to create?

· User benefit: which projects will bring greatest benefits to citizens and businesses?

· Government benefit: high volume services offering scope for significant cost savings; and 

· Do-ability: how do projects vary in terms of cost, delivery risk and time-to-market?

Through this process, the UK government succeeded in defining 30 high priority services from more than 300 projects ongoing at the time (see Table 2). 

Table 2: UK Government – Prioritized Services

	Education

· Student loans

· Schools applications

· Curriculum online

· University applications
	Health

· E-prescriptions

· Registration of births/ deaths

· Hospital appointments

· GP appointments 
	Justice

· Citizen to CJS transactions

· Civil claims

	B2G

· PAYE end of year

· Filing accounts

· VAT

· Corporation tax

· Company registration
	Transport & Travel

· Tax discs

· Vehicle registration

· Driver services

· Transport Direct

· Passport applications
	Benefits & Personal Tax

· Retirement pension

· Benefit applications

· Tax credit applications

· Personal tax returns

	Land and Property

· Planning applications

· Conveyancing 
	Agriculture

· CAP payment

· Livestock tracking
	E-Democracy

· Voting

· Consultation 


[Source: Gov3 Foundation]

The UK government then identified high level strategic risks for each project
 to establish cross-government work streams to address them. As summarized by Gov3, the types of risks are as below.
· Services not delivered: Departments may fail to put services online, thus not meeting the 100% capability target

· Services delivered but not used: Services may be available electronically, but may not achieve significant levels of use, either because they are fragmented and so unattractive to users, or because customers have not developed a general understanding that business with Government can be done online, thus not meeting the ‘high levels of use’ target for key services

· Services delivered but at excessive cost: Program for e-government services may be delivered, but the cost may be higher than necessary, perhaps due to duplication or failure to realize benefits.

Andhra Pradesh, India: Another interesting example is the approach taken by the State of Andhra Pradesh (India). 
In the initial attempt to prioritize e-services for roll-out, the state government filtered government services based on various aspects of ‘impact’ and ‘feasibility.’ The impact parameters could include, for example:

· Visibility: Client segment using the service, frequency of use
· Value: A balanced score card type of approach focusing on clients, internal efficiency gains and financial impact
· Usage: Number of transactions
· Speed: How quickly can the service be rolled out
· Strategic alignment with government priorities and goals (outcome indicators).
Feasibility parameters would typically include the following:
· Ease of implementation: in terms of demand, processes and technology
· Technological feasibility: in terms of availability of local support and tested solutions
· Business models

· Stakeholder acceptance
It is also possible to map the e-service projects by scoring them on various aspects of benefits and risks. Some examples of benefits and risks are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Examples of Benefits/Risks – AP, India

	Benefits
	Risks 

	· Decreased administrative costs

· Service delivery time improvement

· Service delivery quality improvement

· Free-up internal resources

· Enhanced transparency
	· Loss of government jobs

· Know-how/technology

· Time criticality

· Business impact




By properly mapping the projects according to the scores for these criteria, the sequencing of project roll-out can be determined. . The sequencing strategy of the AP government is as the following. Figure 2 is the illustration of this approach. :

Phase 1: 
Implement low benefit-low risk projects as pilots

Phase 2: 
Implement high benefit-low risk projects

Phase 3: 
Implement high benefit-high risk projects after appropriate risk mitigation measures developed through experience in previous phases

Phase 4: 
Implement low benefit-high risk projects after careful political deliberation

Figure 2: Project Mapping
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[Source: Government of Andhra Pradesh]
5.2
Implications for Current Challenges for Kazakhstan

These examples present relatively simple ways to narrow down the potential e-service projects to a manageable level. The key steps involved here are to:

· Start from the overall goals of the e-government program. For Kazakhstan, the defined objectives of the program are to provide fast and quality access to public services and improve public agencies’ effectiveness

· Identify the selection criteria. The criteria need to: i) be closely associated with the goals of Kazakhstan’s e-government program; ii) include assessment of benefits and costs accrue to different clients; and iii) include risks or “do-ability” factor, in particular infrastructure constraints in the case of Kazakhstan

· Map each project against the pre-defined criteria based on information obtained through such efforts as costs and benefits consideration, feasibility analysis, and demand assessment. 
To facilitate this process, the Government should also consider clustering long list of services currently listed as candidates for online delivery into reasonable groups. For example; some services may use the same database to deliver services. Instead of assessing the likely benefits, risks, and feasibility of each service, the assessment can be conducted for clusters. This process would highlight the importance of establishing building blocks which apply horizontally to multiple services. Such horizontal elements include shared infrastructure, shared services (operation, maintenance, etc.), standards, and legal/regulatory frameworks.  

The mapping of e-service projects would require consent of the relevant implementing agencies, because it would have implications for budget allocations to these agencies. The central agency, in this case AIC, has to exercise its leadership in coordinating the interests of relevant implementing agencies in the mapping process. For this process to be completed successfully, strong political support is essential. Moreover, the effort to encourage participation by these agencies throughout the prioritization process is important. The current process coordinated by AIC is, therefore, a very appropriate way to start the process. The next step for the Government is to have agreement among relevant agencies on the appropriate prioritization criteria. 

Stakeholders of this process are not limited to government organizations; citizens and businesses are the key stakeholder groups. Consultation with user groups can provide ample information to gauge user benefit, which is an important part of prioritization criteria.

VI.
Conclusions and Recommendations

A simple overview of prioritization process conducted in this note suggests the following. 

· A shift towards the hybrid program management structure would help incorporate the program level objectives and project level outputs into prioritization process

· Prioritization involves assessment of expected benefits and costs. In order to define these fundamental elements, assessment of supply side (infrastructure, human resources, and technologies) and demand side (demand uptake, needs, number of transactions, etc.) risks have to be conducted.

· MoEBP’s IT investment assessment is an important part of overall e-government program implementation – composite of qualitative and quantitative assessment is an appropriate approach to take, thus the capacity to conduct this assessment should be strengthened. However, what Kazakhstan currently needs is a simpler exercise to narrow down the priority projects to a manageable level by comparing the pros and cons of more than 300 project ideas in the list. 

· Defining the prioritization criteria is the next key step in the process. The criteria need to be closely associated with the overall objectives of the e-government program; and include risks or “do-ability” factor, in particular infrastructure constraints in the case of Kazakhstan.

· A simple mapping exercise can greatly facilitate the process to narrow down the priority e-services to a manageable level, but coordination to obtain broad based support for the prioritization results is important.

· Consultation with user groups can greatly help the Government assessing the demand, which has large impact on determining the size of the benefits to be generated from e-service roll out.
Annex 1

List of E-Service Projects under Consideration

	
	1. Tax and customs obligations

	1.
	Information provision on taxable entities and entities related to taxation of the basis of data provided by authorized bodies (register of tax payers and taxable entities).

	2.
	Information provision on tax payers registered by tax authorities, VAT-payers.

	3.
	Registration of VAT-payers, changing personal registration data of the pax payer.

	4.
	Collection and processing of electronic tax reporting, provision of services of transmission of electronic tax reporting via the taxpayer’s terminal from the offices of tax authorities.

	5.
	Information provision on the settlement of accounts with the budget.

	6.
	Clarification of tax legislation of the Republic of Kazakhstan, provision of electronic “hotlines”/

	7.
	Distant public discussion of the changes to be introduced in the Tax Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	8.
	Provision by the central and local governments of the information on the status of the budget revenue and arrears by tax payers.

	9.
	Collection of electronic forms of documents and reporting according to the customs legislation of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	10.
	Provision of advisory and information support to the external business operations.

	11.
	Provision of information for customs clearance operations by individuals and organisations.

	
	2. Entrepreneurship and business

	12.
	Information provision on registration (re-registration, termination) of companies.

	13.
	Arrangement of electronic public procurement.

	14.
	Information on state registration and legalization of rights for movable property and real estate.

	15.
	Provision of information for the state register of the licensee for property evaluation.

	16.
	Information provision on goods and services prices at the markets.

	17.
	Information provision on investment (innovative) projects (virtual technopark).

	18.
	Admission of applications of individuals and companies related to entrepreneurship and business issues.

	
	3. Social protection and employment

	19.
	Facilitation in the employment of the unemployed and search of specialists qualifying to the requirements of employers.

	20.
	Formalization of applications and documents, contracts related to accumulation pension funds.

	21.
	Information provision on entry and transaction of depositors’ funds, preparation of applications for handing out the pensions accumulated.

	22.
	Admission of applications of individuals on issues related to pension provision and employment.

	23.
	Information provision on the rules of attracting foreign labour, issue of licenses for operations requiring attraction of foreign labour and export of labour from the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	
	4. Education, science and health care

	24.
	Information provision on the key public health indicators of population in the Republic of Kazakhstan and performance of health institutions.

	25.
	Information provision on the registered drugs, disinfection and deratisation means, substances prohibited for import and application in the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	26.
	Information provision on the organizations licensed for the provision of services in education, science and health care.

	27.
	Information provision on diagnosis and treatment of diseases at all levels of health care provision.

	28.
	Information provision on quality and quantity of higher institutions, scientific and medical institutions.

	29.
	Information provision on the key performance indicators of the education and science institutions.

	30.
	Admission of applications of individuals on education and health issues.

	
	5. Law enforcement

	31.
	Provision of access to the national register and sample control bank of legal and regulatory documents of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	32.
	Information provision on the issues of public order and ensuring public safety.

	33.
	Admission of applications of individuals on public order enforcement.

	34.
	Information provision on employment by law enforcement bodies.

	35.
	Admission and recording of applications and collection of data required for entry to the law enforcement educational institutions.

	
	6. Economy and trade

	36.
	Information provision on the issues of national budget forming, implementation of social-economic and fiscal policy, on the status and forecast of socio-economic development of Kazakhstan.

	37.
	Information provision on transport and communication system of the country: roads, civil aviation, aerospace systems.

	38.
	Information provision on socio-economic status in agriculture and in protection and quarantine of plants.

	39.
	Admission of documents to finance the implementation of inventions and innovation projects. 

	40.
	Admission of documents for mineral use licensing.

	41.
	Information provision on all mineral use including the entities tendered for the mineral use right.

	42.
	Information provision on tenders and contracts on mineral use rights.

	43.
	Information provision on the procedure of setting and approval of tarifs for municipal services.

	44.
	Information provision on the existing tariffs for municipal services in various regions of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	45.
	Provision of legal advice on public agreements for provision of municipal services by the suppliers.

	46.
	Information provision on the organizations licensed for the production, transmission and sales of power and heating, water supply, sewerage, telephone communication services.

	47.
	Admission of applications of individuals on the issues of economy, trade and provision of municipal services.

	48.
	Information provision on classification of land by classes and use, quality and quantity factors.

	49.
	Information provision on external trade statistics in the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	50.
	Formalisation and admission of customs documents.

	
	7. Defense, national security and management in force-major

	51.
	Advice on enhancement of fire measures of settlements and entities irrespective of the ownership forms.

	52.
	Information provision on instructions of the public fire authorities.

	53.
	Proposals and involvement in the solution of fire arrangement on entities.

	54.
	Information provision on licensing the activities related to erection, installment and maintenance of fire equipment.

	55.
	Admission of applications by individuals related to the issues of defense, national security and prevention of force-major situations.

	56.
	Information provision on call-up for the army service for the fixed period, contract-based service and the information on local military authorities.

	57.
	Information provision on military educational institutions of the Republic of Kazakhstan, rules, entry procedures and training conditions.

	
	8. Environment protection

	58.
	Information provision on the condition and pollution of environment, environmental status of some entities, impact of operations on the environment.

	59.
	Information provision on the implementation of strategic environmental documents.

	60.
	Information provision on the violations of nature protection laws of the Republic of Kazakhstan and on measures applied to them.

	61.
	Information provision on investments in nature protection actions and payment of penalties for environment pollution.

	62.
	Provision of access to the data of natural resource cadastres.

	63.
	Weather forecast information.

	64.
	Information provision on investments in nature protection measures, payment of penalties for environment protection and for damages caused to the nature by violation of environmental legislation in the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	65.
	Admission of applications of individuals on environmental issues.

	
	9. Culture, sports, tourism and information zone

	66.
	Provision of access to the lists of national combined teams by sports types and calendar of the national sports events.

	67.
	Information provision on licensing the provision of physical culture and rehabilitation, sports services and the information on organizations licensed for such services.

	68.
	Information provision on accrediting the republican public associations in physical culture and sports.

	69.
	Information provision on the performance of sportsmen from the Republic of Kazakhstan at the international and national sports events.

	70.
	Information provision on the participation of the Republic of Kazakhstan in the international tourist exhibitions and tourists events.

	71.
	Information provision on the culture and arts institutions in the Republic of Kazakhstan.

	72.
	Provision of access to the data of “Cinema directory of Kazakhstan”.

	73.
	Provision of access to the number of historic and cultural memorials.

	74.
	Information provision on licensing the activities related to archaeological and restoration works on the historical and cultural memorials.

	75.
	Admission and consideration of applications by individuals and organizations operating in youth policy.

	76.
	Information provision on the national information policy, licensing the activities of TV and/or radio broadcasting, recording mass media.

	77.
	Information provision on interrelation with political parties, public associations, non-governmental organizations, trade unions.

	78.
	Information provision on book marketing and publishing activities.

	79.
	Admission of applications by individuals on culture, sports and tourism, mass media, publishing, internal political stability.

	80.
	Issuing articles on sociology, political science and region science.

	81.
	Issuing permits for starting publishers, copying centers, import and operation of colour copiers.

	82.
	Advisory services on formalisation of documents for the right of airing mass media products.

	
	10. Diplomacy and international relations

	83.
	Information provision on legalizing consulates.

	84.
	Information provision on the issue of visas of the Republic of Kazakhstan, formalization procedures for diplomatic and official passports.

	85.
	Admission of applications by individuals on entry (exit) to (from) the Republic of Kazakhstan.


Annex 2

Summary of VC Session on Prioritizing e-Services: Lessons from International Experience

Date:

January 26, 2006

Speakers:

· Åke Grönlund, Professor of Informatics, Örebro University, Sweden  

· Graham Walker, The Gov3 Foundation, Former Director of Strategy at the UK’s Office of the e-Envoy. 

· David J. Molchany , Chief Information Officer (CIO), Fairfax Country, Virginia
VC Chair:  
Deepak Bhatia, Manager, E-Government Practice, World Bank
The session identified three major approaches that have been tackled in prioritizing e-services:
Centralized top-down: In this approach, a central agency decides upon e-service priorities and mandates a particular group or agency to implement the program. Agencies are governed through this process by detailed regulation. Examples include Korea, Russian regions, Singapore
Decentralized: In this approach, government agencies are perceived as business units, with considerable independence, controlled by goals and performance rather than detailed regulation. E-Service selection in this approach is decentralized to departments, with the central government guiding the process through ‘whips and carrots’. Examples include most Western countries, but in different forms. Netherlands and Sweden are highly decentralized, but UK is more centralized in direction and oversight.
Goal-oriented decentralized: This approach is becoming an increasingly popular option because of the limitations of decentralized systems. In this version, decentralization is still the approach, but a central unit is empowered as facilitator, in charge of comprehensive frameworks that are introduced into a decentralized system.

 

The trend has moved from decentralized to ‘Goal-oriented’ decentralized management, but individual services are increasingly centralized, e.g. e-banking is replacing bank branches, and in the public sector, call centers are replacing govt. offices. The specific case examples of the UK and that of Fairfax County, USA were explored within the context of goal-oriented decentralization, to contrast service prioritization at the national level with that of the local level.

The priority for the UK national e-government program was initially for all services to be offered online by 2005, in a measure to push agencies that were lagging in online service delivery to make progress towards e-government. Despite early progress, the targets were amended over the years to reflect a business case for particular online services, with a shift in focus towards the provision of core services and on citizen take-up. By 2005, however, 95% of government services were made online, with key services achieving high take up rates. The focus at this point, is on the complete transformation of government through e-processes.

 

Prioritization of e-Services in UK uses a 3 pronged approach:
1. Identify key priorities –this involves looking at user benefits, i.e. which services offer the greatest conveniences; Government benefits, i.e. high volume services that would benefit from IT; Strategic fit, i.e. mainstreaming into public service priorities and key government goals; Do-ability, i.e. services that offer quick wins and show benefits early on to create enthusiasm

2. Identify high-level strategic risks of the programs –UK organizes risks into 3 main categories: Risk that the service wouldn’t be delivered; risk that it would be delivered but wouldn’t be used; and risk that it would be delivered but at high costs. All services delivered from the center of govt. fall within one of these categories. 

3. Ensure clear accountability in the government structure.

Most major departments in the UK government have CIOs and have formed a CIO council, which makes recommendations for e-services to a higher level ministerial sub-committee and provides a framework for their operation.

 

Fairfax County, VA is a very customer-centric government, focusing on e-localization, which involves understanding the local customer, community and culture, and designing a customized e-service program that reflects this understanding. Citizen participation plays an extremely important role in the County e-government program, and the County Strategic Direction is developed in consultation with constituents, who also have representation on the County CIO advisory committee.  

E-Services are prioritized taking into account citizen focus groups and surveys to see what services businesses and citizens need and are responding to. All services are piloted before being rolled out, with test audience responses determining overall service prioritization and expansion. Citizen feedback changes the County e-service program continually.

Whatever strategy is chosen, there are 3 basic goals for e-government cited around the globe, for which governments typically want to select/stimulate services:
1. More efficient government service production

2. Better services to citizens

3. Improved transparency and accountability

Annex 3

UK Government e-Government Unit – Responsibilities

[Based on the description in the website of the E-Government Unit: 

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/e-government/responsibilities/] 

The objectives of the E-Government Unit are: 

1. To stimulate joined up business led IT strategies and policies 

2. To support citizen-centred public service reform 

3. To maximise the re-use and consistent application of common ICT components and systems across government 

4. To promote and assist joined up identification and authentication across the public sector 

5. To enable corporate service transformation 

6. To be an IT ‘change agent’ 

7. To sponsor cost effective IT security 

8. To increase IT-enabled change capability/capacity 

9. To support ‘mission-critical’ projects 

10. To build partnerships with IT suppliers 

11. Stakeholder Management 

12. Local Government Stakeholder Management 

13. Improving confidence in Government IT 

14. Common Infrastructure Development 

15. Delivery of Directgov website [External website] 

16. Delivery of Knowledge Network products 

Head of e-Government/UK Government Chief Information Officer is also the Central Sponsor for Information Assurance (CSIA). The CSIA provides a central focus for information assurance in promoting the understanding that it is essential for government and business alike to maintain reliable, secure and resilient national information systems.
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Phase 4: Projects to be implemented after careful political deliberation





Phase 2: First projects to tackle after Pilots





Phase 1: Ideal for pilots











Benefits





High





High





Low





Risks (political, et al)








� The responsibilities of AIC, NIT, MoEBP, and the Informatization Commission are discussed in the Main Report.


� OGC is an independent office of the U.K. Treasury reporting to the Chief Secretary to the Treasury � HYPERLINK "http://www.ogc.gov.uk/" ��http://www.ogc.gov.uk/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ogc.gov.uk/sdtoolkit/workbooks/businesscase/HMT%20Guidelines%20Version%201.4.pdf" ��http://www.ogc.gov.uk/sdtoolkit/workbooks/businesscase/HMT%20Guidelines%20Version%201.4.pdf� 


� Beyond ROI in e-government: introducing the Public Value of IT, Andrea Di Maio, Research Vice President at Gartner, eGovernment Newsletter n°6 - December 2003, Interoperable Delivery of European eGovernment Services to public Administrations, Business and Citizens (IDABC) [http://europa.eu.int/idabc/en/document/1917/544] 


� The vision of UK’s e-government program is embodied in a quote by Tony Blair: “For the public services, the real opportunity is to use information technology to help create fundamental improvement in the efficiency, convenience and quality of our services… Our plan is not only to offer more convenient access to services but also to transform how we organize mainstream delivery.”


� The risks in question here are different from project based feasibility risks, which are taken into account when choosing the 30 projects (see “Do-ability” criteria above).


� Summary and speakers’ bios at: � HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTINFORMATIONANDCOMMUNICATIONANDTECHNOLOGIES/EXTEGOVERNMENT/0,,contentMDK:20794424~menuPK:702592~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:702586,00.html" ��http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTINFORMATIONANDCOMMUNICATIONANDTECHNOLOGIES/EXTEGOVERNMENT/0,,contentMDK:20794424~menuPK:702592~pagePK:148956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:702586,00.html� 
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