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	Minutes of EURIM’s Transformational Government Planning Meeting

8th May 2006, Committee Room 8, House of Commons, kindly hosted by Margaret Moran MP

	

	Summary

	

	Meeting Objectives

	To identify the key issues, agree group priorities and plan group activity accordingly.

	

	Meeting Outline

	Members were informed that Transformational Government (TG) was a key priority for No. 10 and No. 11 and needed engagement from all stakeholders to ensure successful delivery. Members discussed a number of potential barriers – the disconnect between local and central government, the need for change of approach from command and control to collaboration, and the need for basic standards.  Members identified key areas that could usefully be addressed by EURIM:  1) Procurement issues – including the balance of risk and reward and the use of different procurement models; 2) The need for citizen-centric delivery, 3) The potential leverage of the Comprehensive Spending Review as a key driver for the TG programme; 4) The need to rebuild trust.  Four pieces of work were proposed:- a short overview of procurement issues, liaison with Stephen Timms on potential leverage through the Comprehensive Spending Review, a Select Committee Style Inquiry into citizen-centric delivery through the TG Agenda and some case studies demonstrating successful delivery of shared services.

	

	Group Priorities Identified

	1. Build confidence with the public, parliamentarians and business that Transformational Government can really deliver improved quality of service and efficiency.

2. Ensure that services are joined up around the citizen – citizen-centric delivery.

3. Keep digital inclusion at the centre of the Transformational Government agenda.

	

	Group Activities Agreed

	1. A short overview of procurement issues

2. Liaison with Stephen Timms on the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) and its potential leverage on the TG agenda.
3. A Select Committee style Inquiry, in the absence of any Committee addressing the need for citizen-centric delivery.
4. Case studies of successful shared service delivery, to help rebuild confidence and prove that shared services can deliver transformed services to citizens.

	

	Actions Undertaken

	1. DH to establish whether the TG agenda was embedded in the Local Government White Paper (2.7)

2. ALL to submit relevant case studies of successful shared service implementation (6.3)

	3. AW, ST, DH, JO to assist in establishing a Select Committee Style Inquiry (7.9)

4. JG and NG to consult members /colleagues regarding involvement in the Inquiry (7.9)

5. PC to assist with overview of procurement issues (8.1)

6. JG to confirm the progress already made on procurement (8.1)

	

	Documents circulated

	1. Agenda


	Next Meeting Date

	Meeting dates would be scheduled as required. 




Meeting Notes

	
	
	
	Action

	1
	
	Chairman’s Introduction
	

	
	1.1
	MM welcomed everyone to EURIM’s first Transformational Government (TG) meeting.  The TG programme was a key priority for government service delivery and had strong backing from No. 10 and No. 11.  Government and industry had to work together to deliver what had become a collective responsibility.  The key priority was to produce both increased efficiencies and radical improvements in service delivery. Secondly, public, parliamentary and business confidence had to be rebuilt after a series of well publicised IT failures.  A third priority was to ensure that digital inclusion was an integral part of the TG agenda and did not remain a separate parallel stream of ODPM activity.
	

	
	1.2
	MM outlined objectives for the meeting – firstly to identify the key areas for action and secondly to engage members to take them forward.  She reported that she had held a meeting with Jim Murphy and had a meeting scheduled with his replacement in Cabinet Office, Hilary Armstrong who was also responsible for Social Exclusion.  It was important to be able to present her with clear views of how industry and government could work together to deliver the TG agenda.
	

	
	1.3
	EF summarised the previous activity of the group, which had focused on rebuilding trust in public sector ICT project delivery.  They had structured a set of material around 5 main points – 1) identifying what constitutes a successful knowledge economy,  2) the contribution of ICT to the UK economy, 3) the reasons for success and failure in project delivery, 4) case studies illustrating success in both the private and public sector, and 5) an analysis of the issues raised and how successfully they were being tackled. 
	

	
	1.4
	MM asked members to suggest priority areas for group activity.
	

	
	
	
	

	2
	
	Suggested Priority Areas
	

	
	2.1
	DH observed that most of the major failures had been large-scale projects concerning central government.  80% of citizen interaction was with local government where a much greater percentage of projects were successfully delivered, on time and within budget.  Because they were seamless they did not attract publicity.  SOCITM and SIAG (SOCITM Information Age Group) were both concerned at the apparent disconnect between the TG process and local government representation. Local Government must be represented above and beyond the CIO Council to ensure that the TG process served public interests through local government. MM accepted the disconnect and asked to what extent local government delivery depended on successfully joining up delivery at central government level.
	

	
	2.2
	NG agreed that local government must be fully involved.  As a supplier he was concerned that openness and information sharing had declined over the last 18 months, for example the  e-Envoy’s Interoperability Working Group, which involved suppliers, local and central government and SOCITM and had proved essential to the development of shared services, was no longer active. There was no substitute for involving the supplier community at an early stage. Secondly, better governance was needed to ensure that successes were acknowledged and exploited.
	

	
	2.3
	AW reported that the recent Shared Services Briefings had resulted in unprecedented supplier involvement – and created an open, helpful community working on governance and inter-supplier co-operation.  JR added, however, that one problem had been the level of active engagement required of suppliers who were concerned that they were being exploited for free consultation without visible business opportunity. ST agreed that this issue had to be kept in mind.  
	

	
	2.4
	PV observed that this new approach reflected a change from the traditional command and control exercise to a genuine attempt to work out what was needed through co-operation and open discussion with industry counterparts. A mix of the two was needed so that debate could be fostered under some kind of control and all could benefit from the consultation. 
	

	
	2.5
	JG reported that feedback from the eGU would shortly provide more encouragement on shared services. Stephen Timms’ reappointment to Treasury was good news. 
	

	
	2.6
	DH was concerned that the Local Government White Paper was still in draft form and lack of clarity on local government was causing planning blight.  MM replied that although in practical delivery terms the exact configuration was not known, everyone was well aware of the direction of travel.  AH agreed – absence of clarity should not be an excuse to put off decisions, but instead should provide the opposite freedom – to get on with things.  
	

	
	2.7
	DH asked whether there was still time to influence the Local Government White Paper to ensure the Transformational Government agenda was being embedded in the document.  PV replied that deadlines had slipped to October so there was still scope for influence. DH agreed to follow up this issue.
	DH

	
	2.8
	AH continued that suppliers should by now wish to avoid large-scale central government projects.  The traditional command and control approach was bound to fail – delivering the technology was hard enough without the political and social factors that complicated delivery.  He agreed that common standards were important but once achieved, communality could be hard to maintain. The answer to many stovepipes was not one large stovepipe.  NG agreed that standardisation was not the answer but pointed out that basic standards such as those on the internet could provide a good platform and this was acknowledged by the TG programme.
	

	
	
	
	

	3
	
	Procurement Issues
	

	
	3.1
	PC raised the issue of procurer–supplier relationships.  Traditionally, specifications would be issued to manufacturers without prior discussion but over time this inefficient process had gradually been replaced far more productive collaboration.  However, large-scale government procurement processes still reflected the old approach and policy change was needed to bring the supplier and buyer communities together at an earlier stage.
	

	
	3.2
	JO felt that it was important to demonstrate the commercial relationship between suppliers and government and make an explicit break from previous behaviours.  OGC framework documents stressed the need for partnership but focused on supplier performance without measuring client performance.   JG replied that things had since moved on and guidance for both sides on behaviour during procurement and pre-procurement was now available.
	

	
	3.3
	MM asked whether there was scope for a piece of EURIM work on this issue or whether it had already been handled by other groups?  PC replied that there was growing awareness of supplier-side issues, particularly regarding the imbalance of risk and reward between industry and government but these needed to be set into context.  AH agreed – the apportionment of risk in contracts needed re-examination – government was too keen to outsource all risks and then throw money at problems and this attracted the wrong kinds of bids from the wrong kinds of suppliers. It was vital to strike a better balance.
	

	
	3.4
	JG reported that OGC was involved in a consulting process for guidance and was now reviewing contracts. There had been a substantial shift in approach but getting recommended behaviours adopted was a big challenge. Intellect was checking how much of the supplier input had actually been taken up. 
	

	
	3.5
	PV observed that the largest current procurement exercise was Heathrow Terminal 5 which was using a different strategy to that of IT projects. The Olympic Games procurement models might also be of interest. Local Government procurement models were also different.  It was clear that the traditional procurement relationship had to be transformed. 
	

	
	3.6
	AW was concerned that the right contracting vehicle should be used for each project – one that focused on the business benefits.  She added that large shared service contracts would be expensive because too many types of contract were being managed.  The important thing was to rationalise and reduce the number of contracts.    
	

	
	3.7
	MM concluded that there was scope for a brief overview on different forms of procurement and different procurement models.  This might also include the balance of risk and reward and the issue of involvement of smaller suppliers and the third sector.  The latter had emerged as a particular issue in the current Digital Challenge, which was failing to involve smaller suppliers or the third sector in delivery.  If these parties – who were closest to the most needy citizens – were not involved, there would be major implications for digital inclusion. 
	

	
	
	
	

	4
	
	Citizen-Centric Delivery
	

	
	4.1
	PC observed that transformation had to be driven by the citizen community where there was currently a complete lack of engagement.  MM agreed.  Citizens would not engage unless they could see the benefit of those services being delivered. Was there scope for modelling backwards – defining what citizens actually wanted?  PC felt that this fitted the exclusion agenda perfectly.  Citizens were complex, however, and some were excluded through choice.
	

	
	4.2
	PV noted that much depended on whether citizens were treated as subjects or customers.  The IT industry rarely conducted market research, often because they did not like the answers they got.  If the industry were to be citizen-centric they must build their offering around genuine requirements. Government was usually unwilling to do market research and even less willing to publish results, and in this way differed from an industry CEO who could use poor results to drive change.  
	

	
	4.3
	AH agreed. Many large scale projects were user hostile, implementing all the right features in all the wrong ways.  The primary attraction for citizen and business engagement was saving time – if it took longer online, no-one would use it.
	

	
	
	 
	

	5
	
	Other Drivers for Transformation Agenda
	

	
	5.1
	DH asked what the key drivers for transformation were.  Was it simply cost reduction? Was it the need to focus on the citizen’s needs and choices, and by so doing, shifting resources to areas where excluded people could be better served?  Was it exploiting the link to the shared services agenda?  JR replied that cutting costs was the key driver. Departments were already making cost reduction settlements for 2008 with specific targets. He added that David Varney was currently preparing a report for Treasury on this subject.   
	

	
	5.2
	MM disagreed - money was one driver but the real imperative was that people would not use services that were poor quality and did not answer their changing needs. The purpose was to ensure that those who needed public services the most would use and value them, and this required a citizen-centric approach. This was the key political driver. 
	

	
	5.3
	AH noted that the government could resort to legislation to force adoption – but this would effectively be an admission of failure. The problems were not technical but political and social – scope creep was a major cause of failure and should be viewed by suppliers as a risk, not as potential extra revenue. Cultural change was needed. 
	

	
	5.4
	JR noted that shared services could not happen unless incentives were aligned in both private and public sectors. LR agreed – those whose departments would suffer as a result of change would always resist it.  
	

	
	5.5
	LR continued - in terms of project management, the goal of any project must be shared by leaders and stakeholders - the important thing was to identify customer needs.  He welcomed the focus on innovation.   PV noted that Tesco recently revealed that most innovative ideas came from their workforce and public sector employees were under-utilised in this sense. He cited case studies from Finland and California on changing service delivery problems into opportunities.
	

	
	5.6
	PC referred to another Finnish case study – Finland had gone from the highest incidence coronary heart disease in Europe to the lowest, through education, which had resulted in huge savings on health spending. The UK would do well to join up its thinking in this way. 
	

	
	5.7
	MM concluded that the discussion had raised issues on the next spending round that could be explored with Stephen Timms, including the institutional barriers within Whitehall that would have to be overcome, and the need for more incentives.  The 2008 Spending Review could achieve much greater impact than the Gershon reforms. No. 10 was interested in engaging with front line staff to make that happen without creating union opposition.
	

	
	
	
	

	6
	
	Rebuilding Trust
	

	
	6.1
	SM reminded members that the first key priority was rebuilding trust and asked how this issue should be tackled.  All major stakeholders had to see clear benefits from transformational government to make it happen. The TG agenda was about effective delivery and treasury savings, it was not about technology per se.  
	

	
	6.2
	DH reported that a high-level marketing campaign on the take-up and outputs of local and national projects had just been launched.  
	

	
	6.3
	EF reported that previous work had identified 6 robust case studies of successful ICT project delivery and 10 case studies of successful shared service implementation had been selected for investigation, covering both the public and private sectors.  She asked members to submit any case studies they were aware of.
	ALL

	
	
	
	

	7
	
	Select Committee Style Inquiry
	

	
	7.1
	PV noted that previous discussions with Jim Murphy and William Perrin had set out the way the CIO Council would work. There was an opportunity to help set this agenda by writing a Select Committee-style report. 
	

	
	7.2
	ST agreed that EURIM was in a particularly good position to do this because of its relative objectivity and its membership composition, which was not limited to industry.  PV added that the only group to have explored these issues was the All-Party Management Group but no follow-through exercise had resulted from the discussions.  MM agreed that this was not being picked up in Parliament by any other group.
	

	
	7.3
	AW asked what such a report should highlight – how should they define the content and who was the audience?  PV replied that the primary audience comprised Stephen Timms and Hilary Armstrong.    
	

	
	7.4
	MM asked members for feedback on the Select Committee Inquiry suggestion.  
	

	
	7.5
	ST was strongly supportive – this was a good way of transmitting messages to parliamentarians and could raise EURIM’s profile considerably.  PV warned that it could involve considerable resource but agreed that it could be very effective, particularly if modelled on that done by the All Party Internet Group. He suggested a number of potential “Committee members” including Lord Brooke, Mark Todd MP and nominees of Stephen Timms and Hilary Armstrong. There was potential for major impact. 
	

	
	7.6
	ST added that the members must be cross-party. Companies had to be persuaded to attend and submit evidence, data would have to be collated and a report would be expected to follow and should be launched and publicised. The results, however, could be exceptional.
	

	
	7.7
	MM agreed that considerable work was involved but observed that there were many parliamentarians committed to driving this agenda who would help get these messages across and raise profile in parliament. This one piece of work could be used to help influence key ministers to leverage change. The process had great potential.
	

	
	7.8
	PV noted that if the exercise worked to help industry bid for projects that were deliverable and profitable, and that would benefit Ministerial reputations, everyone had an incentive for making it work.
	

	
	7.9
	MM asked for volunteers.  AW, ST, DH, JO all agreed to help.  NG agreed to ask his colleagues for feedback and JG agreed to check with Intellect membership. 
	AW, ST, DH, JO,  NG, JG

	8
	
	Chairman’s Summary
	

	
	8.1
	MM summarised the proposed outputs so far:  Firstly, a short overview of procurement issues had been suggested. She asked for volunteers to help structure and collate material.  PC agreed to help.  JG noted that Intellect had an active and well established procurement group and agreed to check the work done to date on that issue to ensure there would be no duplication.  
	PC, JG

	
	8.2
	MM continued that a second piece of work involved liaison with Stephen Timms on the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) and its potential leverage on the TG agenda.
	

	
	8.3
	Thirdly, MM raised the issue of Citizen Centric Delivery – how could they ensure the citizens interests were being met through the TG programme? Work in this area  must link to the Digital Inclusion agenda.  She supported a Select Committee style Inquiry, in the absence of any Committee addressing this issue, to highlight these issues. 
	

	
	8.4
	Finally, case studies of successful shared service delivery would help to rebuild confidence and prove that shared services could deliver transformed services to citizens.  EF listed a number of successful case studies that she had identified.  SOCITM had also done work in this area so EURIM’s objective was to complement, not duplicate, existing material. 
	

	
	
	
	

	9
	
	Timescales, Next Steps and Conclusion
	

	
	9.1
	MM asked members to consider timescales for delivery.  PV noted that departmental plans were due to be finished by May but these were unlikely to be final figures. The Spending Review White Paper was likely to be more of a Green Paper and was due in October-November.  It would therefore be necessary to have outputs, press releases and headlines available in October.  This was agreed.
	A

	
	9.2
	MM concluded that the group would undertake the four pieces of work outlined above:  a short overview of procurement issues, liaison with Stephen Timms on potential leverage through the Comprehensive Spending Review, a Select Committee Style Inquiry into citizen centric delivery through the TG Agenda and some case studies demonstrating successful delivery of shared services. This was agreed.  
	A

	
	9.3
	MM proposed, and it was agreed, that the next meeting date would be scheduled as and when required.
	A

	
	9.4
	MM thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting.
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	Organisation

	Paul
	Cheshire
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	Emma
	Fryer
	EURIM
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	Greenaway
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	Grundy
	Intellect

	Andrew
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	IMIS
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	Hopkins
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	Sylvia
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	O’Brien
	IBM

	Lord
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	Cansoy
	Intellect

	Philip
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