Sent: 04 January 2006 14: 34
To: |IT Strategy Project Team
Subj ect: COMMENTS ON TRANSFORVATI ONAL GOVERNVENT PAPER

You asked for conments.

Para 27, 36-38. The Custoner Goup Directors are a very good idea
and it is exactly right to appoint about 3 and learn fromthe
experience. They will have to be very capabl e individuals and

consi derabl e support to devel op sound projects and the investnent
progranmes will need to be managed to support their work. Selecting
and rewarding individuals to be Custoner Group Directors will be
difficult.

Para 28. How is the Service Transformation Board to get information
on designs that contradict its principles? They will need to have
al |l designs reviewed i ndependently. You could have a procedure that
forces every O to have an independent check that all designs conply
with the principles and to refer all ones that are not clearly within
the design principles to the secretariat. | suggest that every CO
wi Il need soneone, say a transfornational strategy conpliance officer
to read and assess plans and advise the CO

Para 33 (3). The centralization of websites is exactly right and

| ong overdue. There should be nuch sinpler provision of the services
— in principle govt could (and probably shoul d) have one service
provider for all websites and departnments could publish their
informati on on their naned website which woul d be provided by the
central provider. You will need appropriate controls - such as a
requi renent to refer any expenditure on any website to HMI - to
prevent departnents continuing with their existing websites by one
nmeans or another. O | suppose the strategy conpliance officer could
approve these plans too

Para 46. The I T professionalismsection is not strong enough —
better training and use of skills need to be supported and the reward
of those who display the use of skills to achieve results. Wthout

rewar di ng the people who use skills, you'll not encourage the mass to
devel op skills. Also we need to inprove the way we recruit people
into govt IT. | suggest that we need sonething |like a fast-stream

for IT professionals - sonme of the people who are not quite suitable
for the fast-streamcould be remarkably good for devel opnent as I T
prof essional s and keen to join the public service - we'll need to
develop a training plan for them wth the aimof them becom ng the
proj ect managers and govt ClGs of the future.

Para 48. The key to reliable project delivery is well trained and
conpetent staff, particularly project managers, working on projects
and the proper resourcing of projects. Sound plans and frequent
nonitoring of progress against plans are inportant. Changing
procedures and tools nmay not have a very great inpact. | think
better project managers need better pay and pronotion and effective
assessnent and reward of project managenent. Also, but |ess
inmportant is proper definition of the scope and objectives of a
project and proper change control, these are also worth nentioni ng
Al this needs to go in the |ater version of the docunent.

Para 48(3) and 56. There is a key need for sinplification of policy
so that it can be easily inplenmented and your paper supports this,
but not strongly enough. Part of the transformation of policy to

i mpl enentation should be pilot inplementation (para 48 (3)),



preferably the pilot inplenentation of sinple and conpl ex
alternatives to policy, so that the benefits of sinplicity show
through clearly. Also draft policy should be assessed for
inmplenmentation - crucially by the people who will inplenment it -
before it is finalised and the people who do this should have
sufficient weight in the final decision as to what the policy is -
this will be conpletely counter to the civil service culture and
extrenely difficult to achieve. (Part of the problemw th govt is
projects is the conplexity of policy - generally govt policies and
solutions are vastly nore conplicated than private sector ones and we
tend to pay, train and recruit less well and then we wonder why govt
is poor at delivery. But conplex policy is seen as good and subtle
and the rewards for developing it high, while the rewards for
devel opi ng achi evable policy are zero.)

Para 50. Part of the problemwith suppliers is our top-|evel
managenent of them W need training for managers in nanagi ng
contracts. They should be assessing nmatters such as the overal
performance of the individual |eading the supplier's perforamance and
the overall performance of the supplier and feeding back to the
supplier, quite possibly at the MD level for large contracts. W
al so have sonme fairly poor suppliers. Partly this is because we do
not use our experience of how existing suppliers work in our work of
selecting suppliers - I'mtold procurenent |aw nmakes this difficult —
that is worth investigating further. The current arrangenents for
sel ecting suppliers do not reduce the chances of suppliers who have
gi ven us poor work of being selected. |If we had better assessnent of
supplier performance and we circul ated that back to suppliers and
ot her government departnments for themto use in selection of
suppliers, we would put nore pressure on suppliers to perform
conpetently. W could usefully assess suppliers on matters such as

speed in inplenmenting solutions

busi ness useful ness of sol utions

additional costs paid to supplier in addition to contracted
m ni mumns

time spent discussing contractual natters with suppliers

time spent discussing natters that are apparently clear in the
contract

We also need to sinplify the paperwork processes we use for tender
assessnent - they are too long and detailed, the private sector is
sinpler and nore effective at this.

Also all teams selecting suppliers tend to not talk to the existing
custoners and managers of the existing suppliers (they always quote
commerci al confidentiality) and so the requirenent suppliers are
given tends to be poor and out of date. The nanagers of procurenents
need to be trained to sinplify the paperwork and work openly with
col |l eagues with rel evant experience and to use assessments of

exi sting suppliers in assessing tenders.

Also | hear that the private sector sinply gets rid of poor
suppliers, we could do with nore frequent break clauses in contracts
- say every two years

Para 55. Mre sharing would be good, but we'll need processes and
peopl e to nake that work. W shoul d devel op nore expertise in new
subjects at the centre and find ways of transmitting it to
departnents. The successes of the Customer Goup Directors would be
good to use for this purpose.



You'll need to keep up the pressure on CIGs to deliver the strategy
or they'll be able to ignore it. That may need to invol ve pernanent
secretaries in driving the work of CIGs in that direction.

John Gol di ng



