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Executive Summary

The Australian Government is considered a leader in digital service standards and was
one of the first jurisdictions globally to establish one. The DTA’s Digital Service
Standard (DSS) was published in 2016. Reviews of the DSS were completed in 2017
and 2021, and in 2021 some work was completed towards a refresh but was not
progressed past Beta. Assessments against the DSS are no longer consistently

completed.

Since 2016, much has changed in the landscape of digital government service delivery,
and there is an opportunity to refresh the standard. Rapid advancements in technology
have unlocked new opportunities to improve services and customers’ expectations for
service delivery have risen exponentially. The government landscape has also evolved,
as the Australian Government continues to target an ambitious forward-looking vision
for customer centric service delivery. There has also been significant increase in overall
digital maturity and familiarity with modern digital ways of working, meaning some

principles may no longer resonate or be aligned to strategic objectives.

Ensuring the DSS aligns to modern best practices will be important to achieving whole-
of-government (WofG) strategic objectives. It is a key part of the Australian Government
Architecture (AGA) and sets expectations for what good service delivery looks like
across WofG. It will help to achieve the Australian Government’s ambition for world
class digital service delivery, as articulated in the 2023 Digital and Data Strategy,

myGov User Audit and APS Review recommendations.

In May 2023, The Boston Consulting Group (BCG) was engaged by the Australian
Digital Transformation Agency (DTA) to conduct research into international and
domestic digital service standards and how to measure what good service delivery
looks like. This included desktop research into 17 comparable jurisdictions’ digital
service standards and measurement approaches. It also included interviews with 14
representatives from government digital service standards teams across 8 jurisdictions,
and over 10+ subject matter experts in design across the public and private sectors to

gain firsthand insights into lessons learned.

This document contains findings on lessons learned across 6 focus areas: principles,
services covered, compliance and adoption, supporting components, measuring

performance and maintaining the standard.

Research across the focus areas revealed several key findings which can be used to

inform future updates to the DSS.
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Governments globally are designing their digital service standards and principles to
signal change and target areas of lower digital maturity. Most standards set
expectations for both ways of working and service delivery outcomes to cater for
variability in WofG digital maturity. Research provides insight on potential ideas to
consider adding or de-emphasising, to account for new areas of interest and areas

which may no longer be resonating.

Most digital service standards are applied to new or renewed public-facing informational
and transactional services, although 40 per cent of jurisdictions researched have

expanded scope to include internal employee-facing services as well.

To drive adoption and compliance of standards, many jurisdictions have implemented
mandates, however not all are strongly enforced. Where standards are not mandated,
they are published only as guidance to set a north star for service delivery. The degree
of mandate and enforcement of standards is dependent on a jurisdiction’s culture, level
of centralisation, political trade-offs, availability of resources and presence of powers to
enforce consequences (e.g., funding controls, domain controls). Both approaches of
enforcing mandates and publishing standards as guidance have potential to drive

positive outcomes, but key success factors must be considered for each.

Regardless of approach to compliance, leading governments drive adoption by making
the standards useful through supporting manuals, playbooks, guides, reusable tools
and design systems. They have also invested significantly in enabling teams through
training, trusted advisory services, and communities of practice (CoPs). As digital
maturity increases over time, governments must move from early-stage educator to

mature advisor, to ensure the highest quality and consistency of services.

Most jurisdictions encourage the measurement of service delivery performance through
their digital service standards. Many governments include measurement principles,
recommend metrics for measurement, provide detailed guidance to support teams in
the selection of additional metrics, and advise teams in the use of data collected to
improve services over time. Some governments have also endeavored to understand

performance at a WofG level using these measurements or WofG analytics platforms.

Lessons learned indicate that standards should be refreshed regularly and maintained
centrally, while supporting components (guides, tools, design systems) should be
continually updated with input from the broader government community to ensure they
remain effective, useful and relevant. While many jurisdictions are not formally
measuring the effectiveness of their standards, some governments rely on formal and
informal feedback and other basic indicators (e.g. page downloads, number of

assessments completed) to measure use and effectiveness of the standard.
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Digital Service Standards

In May 2023, BCG was engaged by the Australian Digital Transformation Agency (DTA)
to conduct research into global digital service standards and service delivery
performance measures. The resulting findings will be used to inform a refresh of the
Australian Government’s DSS, identify opportunities to promote compliance and
adoption across agencies and provide considerations for the measurement of service

delivery performance across WofG.

Research included review of 17 comparable jurisdictions’ digital service standards and
measurement approaches. It also included interviews with 14 representatives from
government digital service standards teams across 8 jurisdictions and over 10+ subject

matter experts in design across the public and private sectors.

Figure 1: 17 jurisdictions selected for deep dive analysis

Government Standard

é Australian Govt DTA Digital Service Standard
7 % US Federal Govt USDS Digital Services Playbook
7 & Finnish Govt Principles of Digitalisation

:; Danish Govt Development Guide for Public Digital Services
7 o UAE Federal Govt Digital Customer & Digital Government Service Policy
7 5 Singapore Govt GovTech Digital Service Standards

a New Zealand Govt Digital Service Design Standards
“ e Federal Govt of Germany Service Standard

9 Estonian Govt Ig)i;c.;.it.:.al”Sér\.r.ic.e.i:’r.in.ci.plés

Organisation Standard

() UNDP UNDP Digital Standards

e Govt of Ontario Digital Service Standards
7 Q Western Australian Govt Digital Service Design Principles
@ South Australian Govt Digital Services Standards Policy
" @ Queensland Govt Digital Service Standards
7 e New South Wales Govt Digital Service Toolkit
° Victorian Govt Digital Design Principles
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Jurisdictions were shortlisted for this research based on two criteria; they have
implemented digital service standards or comparable policies, and they are considered
leaders in online service delivery. For example, they rank highly on both the UN E-
Government Online Service Index and E-Government Development Index (if included in

this index).

Figure 2: UN E-Government Survey (2022) rankings

Online Service Index (OSI) Scores E-Gov Develeopment Index (EGDI) Scores
Global Average:.61 Global Average:.56
&  Estonia 1.00 (B Denmark 0.97
&=  Finland 0.98 &=  Finland 095
{p  Denmark 0.97 @ New Zealand 0.94
@ Ssingapore 0.96 @ Austale 0.94
@ New Zealand 096 ((6) &  Estonia 0.94
@ Auwstaia 094 = USA 092
& USA 093 (o) %* UK 0.91
(' UAE 0.0 @ Singapore 0.91
b UK 0.89 (o UAE 0.90

@ Overall ranking in full list of countries surveyed
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Common Characteristics

Digital service standards are usually part of a broader digital government ecosystem.
While the composition of this ecosystem varies by jurisdiction, they share some
common characteristics or features. Almost universally, at the centre of digital service
standards are principles aligned to broader digital service delivery strategy. These
principles are supported by common components which vary by jurisdiction, but can
include design manuals/playbooks/guides, design standards/requirements, design

systems and communities of practice (CoPs).

On a broader scale, these standards work alongside wider government policies and
strategies (e.g. accessibility, privacy and security standards), core and common
platforms (e.g. digital identity, payments, notifications, central WofG service delivery
platforms), broader government reform agendas, and digital capability uplift and

enablement programs.

In Australia, the DSS forms a key part of the Australian Government Architecture
(AGA); a decision-making and policy framework that helps agencies develop scalable,
secure and resilient digital capabilities. Guides and Tools (e.g. requirements for

Australian Government websites) related to the DSS also form part of this architecture.

Figure 3: DSS within the Australian Government Architecture

Strategies

The Digital Service
Standard sits within
a broader ecosystem, Government
and is a key part of Architecture
the Austra”an o Designs Standards
Government 1
Architecture

Australian

Policies

Digital Service Digital Service
Standard Guides Standard
and Tools
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Value Drivers

Digital service standards set expectations for what good digital service delivery looks

like across WofG. In doing so, they can be designed to maximise value across 5 key

areas: aligning to WofG strategic objectives, improving customer and employee

experience, increasing speed and ease of delivery of digital services, encouraging

innovation and ethical use of technology, and driving efficiency and cost savings.

Figure 4: 5 ways digital service standards deliver value for customers and government

93,

Alignment to WofG
strategy

Provide clarity on what it means
to deliver digital services in
alignment with WofG ambition
for service delivery; drive
adoption of new ways of
working and increase use of
new technologiesto deliver

excellent services

Raise the bar on user
experience

Drive high quality customer
experience to deliver services
that meet user needs, build
trust and confidence in
government and increase
satisfaction, and deliver
employee facing services that
increase efficiency,

effectiveness and retention

Speed and ease of
implementation

Increase ease of delivery for
government teams, and
enable the delivery of high-
quality digital services at
speed and scale using
guides/playbooks, reusable
tools, patterns

and components

Innovation and ethical
use of data/tech

Enable a considered
approach to data usage,
privacy and security, and

support agencies to leverage
new and emerging
technologies for the delivery
of high-quality customer
experiences (e.g. tailored,
proactive, joined together) in

an ethical way

Drive efficiency and
cost savings

Reduce cost of delivery
through focusing on
reusability, and reduce
delivery risk and increase
value delivered through
supporting modern delivery
practices (e.g. guidance on
teaming, sourcing,
procurement, user research,

agile delivery)

It is important to consider target objectives when designing or refreshing digital service

standards. This is because the principles and supporting components required to

achieve each objective will vary. For example, principles and tools can be designed to

encourage the use of new and innovative technology, or design systems can be created

to increase ease and speed of delivery.

Focus Areas

This document contains findings on approaches taken by other jurisdictions and

lessons learned across 6 focus areas:

1. Principles

2. Services covered

3. Compliance and adoption

4. Supporting components

5. Measuring performance

6. Maintaining the standard

Findings from research have been organised to align to these six focus areas, as

presented in the sections of this report to follow.

Digital Service Standards and Measures
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This comparison reveals two main points of difference:

1.

Principle 13: Encourage everyone to use the digital service. 6 out of 16
jurisdictions included the same, or a very similar principle. The United Kingdom (UK)
Government originally included this principle but removed it in 2019, reflecting a
shift in focus towards designing services that people want to use rather than
encouraging people to use the service. Some governments, including the Victorian
State Government, have also included principles which focus on ease of use to

make digital the first choice for customers.

Principle 4: Understand tools and systems. 7 out of 16 jurisdictions included a
similar principle. Across these jurisdictions, there was significant variance in
specificity relating to technology requirements. For example, some jurisdictions’
principles specify requirements for modern, flexible, composable and scalable
architectures, whereas others focus on understanding technology and how it will be

procured and managed.

To identify additional ideas to consider for future iterations of the DSS, a mapping of

principles included by other jurisdictions but not reflected in Australia’s current DSS was

completed. This mapping identified 9 additional principles commonly adopted by other

jurisdictions.

Figure 6: Nine principles commonly adopted across jurisdictions

Category Principles Jurisdictions with this principle # of jurisdictions
A "l FC: Y
a Simple, easy and intuitive services * % N4 D e 0 0 7/16
g ) o UK Us DEN SIN ONT WA VIC )
User . - K3 I
. e Design end-to-end user experience % ?b . e O 5/16
Experience us UK SIN.__ONT _ VvIC
1 It 8 g o
e Relevant services (aware of user) w / 4/16
DEN SIN GER  vIC
[y
o Be good data stewards % 'b » C ‘ @ e @ 8/16
Trust and Data US FIN DEN UAE NZ UN  ONT NSW
71
e Use data/research to drive decisions % v e e 6 5/16
US DEN GER WA NSW
A
Tech Reliability e Operate reliable, resilient services ?UE :3 Lﬁ g 4/16
. o Plan and resource for lifetime of the service C w, C @ @ 6/16
Delivery and UAE  SIN NZ UN  ONT  NswW
Plannin . . -
9 e Assign leadership and accountability € & @ 0 0O 5/16
Us  FIN NZ UN  Nsw
Reusability e Use and contribute to common platforms, ':E "9 <= A‘) 9 e e o 816
components, and patterns UK FIN DEN SN GER WA Nsw VIC

It should be noted that the frequency by which principles appeared across standards

indicates what other jurisdictions have identified as relevant for their contexts but does

not provide an indication of whether principles are effective at delivering outcomes.
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Jurisdiction Additional principles adopted

e  Support those who need it
e  Only include elements that have a purpose

Western Australian e  Start with user needs, not government needs

Government
e Doless
e Understand context
e  Build digital services not websites
e Take a one-government approach
New South Wales e Deliver outcomes for customers, before solutions for government
Government . T
e Measure and improve, don’t spin up and drop
Victorian e Designed for mobile or tablet first
Government

e Fast: Quick to submit and provide efficient E2E service
e Aware of history

e  Aware of user

e  Solve the right problem

e  Progress over perfection

e Innovate with purpose

Leveraging input from these additional principles and insight from expert interviews,
additional ideas — beyond the 9 commonly adopted principles — were identified to

consider for future iterations of the DSS. For example:

e Ask for data only once e Harness new technologies to deliver

 Collaborate widely excellent services (e.g. Al)

e Have a modern technology stack * Deliver joined-up services

e Build transparency, accountability * Solve the right problem/clarity of

and trust objectives

e Leverage data and technology

ethically

Research also identified 4 principles currently included in the Australian Government’s
DSS which may be less relevant in 2023 or may not being resonating with all

stakeholders. These include:

o Multidisciplinary teaming: Potential that some departments/agencies with higher
digital maturity may have already adopted the multi-disciplinary teaming approach.
However, some agencies with lower digital maturity may still be working towards

fully integrating new ways of working.

o User centred and agile processes: Some agencies have historically found this
principle harder to achieve, as traditional government funding and governance

processes bias towards waterfall delivery approaches and up-front solutioning.
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Make the source code open: Some agencies have found this principle hard to
achieve in practice, as it may not always be possible or appropriate to publish

source code in the public domain.

Encourage people to use the service: Research identified a broader trend of
shifting from a “Digital by Default” approach whereby customers are encouraged to
use digital channels, towards designing digital services which customers want to

use and are their first choice.

Detailed mapping of principles across jurisdictions are include in Attachment A for

reference.

Emphasis on outcomes vs. inputs

Digital service standard principles can be designed to define expectations for what good

service delivery looks like from an or inputs/process, outputs or outcomes perspective:

Input/process-focused: Principles which are input/process-focused define
expectations for processes and ways of working which drive better digital service
delivery outputs and outcomes. Examples include understanding user needs,
testing the service, or adopting agile/multidisciplinary teaming approaches.
Output-focused: Principles which are output-focused define expectations for
tangible characteristics of digital services. Examples include using a standard
domain, asking for data only once, using digital identity or hosting on a common
platform.

Outcome-focused: Principles which are outcome-focused define the benefits that
good services are expected to deliver for customers, users and government.
Examples include meeting user needs, delivering secure services, operating reliable

services, or making services accessible, simple and easy to use.

Each approach delivers different benefits and may be appropriate for different

scenarios:

Input/process-focused principles are effective when there is variable digital
maturity across WofG and are intended to provide teams guidance on how to get
to good service delivery outcomes. A key benefit is providing design teams with the
authority to challenge the status quo and drive change by setting the expectation

for ways of working.
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Output-focused principles are effective when there is a desire to drive high levels

of consistency, and there is sufficient digital maturity across WofG to drive towards

target output. Output-focused principles have the added benefit of being objective

and easy to assess and provide flexibility on day-to-day delivery activities and

approaches.

Outcome-focused principles are effective when there is high digital maturity

across WofG. They increase focus on value delivery rather than process or meeting

specific requirements and allow for maximum creativity and innovation by providing

flexibility in how outcomes are delivered. They also allow for context to be applied

where single output-focused requirements might not fit all scenarios.

All jurisdictions included a mix of input/process, output and outcome-focused principles,

with varying degree of emphasis. The main driver for this blended approach is to

accommodate variability in digital maturity across WofG.

Figure 7: Percentage of principles which are input/process, output and outcome-

focused
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Lessons learned

Keep it short and simple: List of principles should be short, and principles themselves
should simple, clear and understandable. They should reflect concepts design teams
are passionate about, inspire them to deliver great services, and be easy to use and
navigate. For example, the Estonian Government strived to have no more than 10
principles, and the UK Government reduced their list of principles in 2015 (from 25 to
18) and 2019 (from 18 to 14).

Move the needle: The purpose of digital service standards is to raise the bar on digital
service delivery. Principles should be designed to target areas across government
which require capability uplift and not areas where capabilities have already been

mastered.

Balance aspiration with achievability: Whilst being aspirational, principles should
also reflect the constraints teams are working within and be realistically achievable for
design teams. For example, traditional government funding models tend to bias towards

waterfall delivery, and publishing source code may not always be feasible.

Include both outcome and process/input-focused principles: Principles should be
designed to bring everyone up to standard. In environments where there is variable
digital maturity, include principles which set expectations for ways of working

(processes/inputs) which will lead to target outcomes.

Avoid introducing barriers to delivery: Avoid principles which introduce unnecessary
red tape or administrative burden e.g. Ontario found a principle which requires teams to

test services with a minister and obtain sign off before go-live to be restrictive.

Reflect broader strategic objectives: Best practice principles reflect overarching
strategic objectives and provide clarity on how they support those objectives. This will

be important to drive adoption across WofG.

Accompany principles with guidance and support: Designers across government
want to deliver good services in alignment with the standards. Provide support to teams
so that they can achieve aspirations; supplement principles with guidance and
capability uplift, which will empower teams to meet the requirements and deliver

excellent services.

Develop principles using a consultative approach: Generate buy-in by consulting
widely to gain alignment on principles, target outcomes and ways of working. To do this,
ground all standards refreshes in feedback from the WofG community and industry

experts as appropriate.
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3. Services Covered

Common criteria

Research indicates that when jurisdictions apply thresholds or criteria to define the
scope of services covered by digital service standards, they tend to do so across 5
dimensions:

Table 2: Common criteria used to define scope of services covered

Dimension Description

User Base Customer facing services or internal services

Purpose Informational or transactional services

Service Owner Services delivered by government or outsourced services

Service Age New/refreshed services or high priority existing services

Other High transaction volume, high cost or high impact (e.g. interdepartmental) services

Approach taken varies by jurisdiction. Areas of greatest variance in approach across

jurisdictions include user base and service age.

o User Base: All jurisdictions apply digital service standards to customer facing
services. Increasingly, jurisdictions are moving to expand scope to also include
internal, government employee-facing services. 40 per cent of jurisdictions have
already done this, and one additional jurisdiction interviewed identified this as a
consideration for the future. The New Zealand Government includes both user

bases, but limits scope of internal services to those which are interagency.

e Purpose: All but one jurisdiction (UK Government) apply digital service standards to

both informational and transactional services.

o Service Owner: All jurisdictions apply digital service standards to services delivered
by or under the direct control of government. One jurisdiction (New Zealand

Government) also includes services outsourced to delivery partners.

o Service Age: All jurisdictions apply digital service standards to new or refreshed
services. Some jurisdictions also apply these standards to existing services
(Australian Commonwealth Government, Finnish Government, Danish Government,
UAE Federal Government, and Singapore Government). This criterion is sometimes
qualified by additional thresholds such as services delivered after a specific date or

existing high transaction volume services.
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L essons Learned

Focus on new or refreshed services: Requiring services already delivered be brought
up to standard can impose significant burden on agencies to upgrade services. Existing

services will likely require additional funding to bring services in line with the standards.

Include both transactional and informational services: Governments across all
jurisdictions are designing digital service standards to set expectations for both

informational and transactional service delivery.

Apply it to everyone equally: Most jurisdictions apply digital service standards to all
parties involved in delivering services delivered by or under the direct control of
government. This includes 3™ parties designing and delivering digital services for
government (i.e. system integrators, or services where ongoing management of
technology solution is outsourced, but service delivery responsibility is under the direct

control of government).

Uplift experience for customers and internal users: Set expectations for good
service delivery, regardless of user base and target uplift in customer and employee
experience. Improving internal services which sit behind customer facing service
delivery will equip customer service employees to better meet customer needs and
increase efficiency and effectiveness whilst also improving employee engagement and

retention.

Focus on impact: While digital service standards may be written to be applicable to all
types of new and refreshed services, thresholds can be applied for compliance activities
to focus on highest impact areas; for example, services that are customer facing, high
volume, cost or impact, or internal services that are interagency, support customer

facing processes or have high user bases.
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4. Compliance
and Adoption

Compliance archetypes

Governments leverage a variety of mechanisms to drive compliance and adoption of
their digital service standards. Broadly speaking, these can be categorised into three
main archetypes, reflecting the degree to which digital service standards are mandated

and enforced. The three models for compliance include:

1. Centrally mandated and enforced: Compliance to standards is mandatory,
assessments are completed to check compliance, and levers are applied to enforce

compliance.

2. Centrally mandated, but not enforced: Compliance to standards is mandatory,
but execution of formal assurance processes and enforcement activities are limited

or not conducted.

3. Published as guidance only: Standards are developed as set of best practices

only. Compliance is not mandatory or enforced.

Figure 10: Benchmarking of jurisdictions’ compliance models across three archetypes
Centrally mandated, @ Published as
but not enforced guidance only

@ Centrally mandated @

and enforced
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There are pros and cons for each of the three archetypes, and several reasons were
identified as to why governments might take one approach over another. The main
drivers included organisational culture, political window/opportunity, and availability of

sufficient powers and resourcing to assess and enforce compliance.

Archetype 1: Centrally mandated and enforced

The centrally mandated and enforced approach can lead to faster adoption of the
standard compared to non-enforced mandates and sends a strong signal for change to
the government community. It provides a mechanism to intervene in failing projects and
avoid negative service delivery outcomes (e.g. through de-risking project, or halting
delivery). It can also be quite effective as a lever to drive change by giving delivery
teams across WofG the authority to challenge the status quo and push for adoption of
new ways of working. Overseas, it has also proven to be an effective signal for change

to the market (system integrators).

Challenges associated with this approach include that there are political trade-offs,
especially in highly de-centralised or federated delivery environments. Compliance
activities such as staged assessments also have the potential to be resource intensive
and may introduce administrative burden to both the assessment team and delivery
teams. If assessment activities are not fully integrated, they can also fail to drive real
change (e.g. assessment at the start of a project only assesses intent). Another
challenge other jurisdictions have tackled include that some aspects of the standards by
necessity are not prescriptive, and may be perceived as subjective, and lead to

ambiguity in assessments.

Jurisdictions typically this approach when:

e The central digital office has sufficient powers to enforce consequences for non-
compliance including spend controls or domain controls

e The organisational culture favors top-down mandates or executive orders to drive
change.
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Archetype 2: Centrally mandated, but not enforced

When standards are centrally mandated, but not enforced there is still potential to send
a signal for change across government. In addition, teams across WofG are still
provided the authority to challenge the status quo and push for adoption of new ways of

working; without significant resourcing required for compliance activities.

A key challenge with this approach is that mandating without consequences or levers to
enforce can undermine authority in the long term. In addition, adoption is likely to be
slower than centrally mandated and enforced standards, unless paired with useful
supporting components and enablement techniques which make using the standard
easier than any other delivery approach (e.g. reusable tools with compliance out-of-the
box).

Jurisdictions typically this approach when:

e Mandate obtained, but central digital agency lacks powers to enforce
consequences, or resources to conduct assessments

e The organisational culture favors top-down mandates or executive orders to drive
change

Archetype 3: Published as Guidance Only

When standards are published as guidance only, they can also be very effective at
driving adoption of best practices, but only if paired with useful supporting components

and bolstered by enablement and awareness activities.

The upside of taking this approach is that there are less political trade-offs. However,
this approach is also less likely to send a strong signal for change and there is potential
for only some agencies or teams to adopt the standards, which can lead to pockets of
excellence and widening the maturity gap and service quality differential across
government. The guidance-only approach will not provide teams with the same level of

authority to challenge the status quo and drive change within the agencies.

Jurisdictions typically this approach when:

e The government is highly de-centralised from either a delivery model or
organisational culture perspective

e They favor other mechanisms to drive change (e.g. legislation)

e Active choice to focus on empowering agencies to deliver outcomes through
capability uplift and enablement, rather than enforcement
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Case Study | Rapid assessments conducted for projects <$5m to check

alignment to NSW Design Standards

What they did:
3 main assessment mechanisms are implemented in NSW for digital projects:

¢ Rapid Assessments completed on projects <$5M delivered through
Restart Fund (specifically assesses alignment to NSW Design
Standards): This includes mostly small seed and scale projects and is
conducted at 3 points in project delivery to assess compliance to NSW
Design Standards. Assessments are not mandatory unless something is
identified to be failing and include attending ceremonies and reviewing
project backlog over a few days.

e Assurance for all projects funded through the Digital Restart Fund:
Project assurance and assessment for alignment to Digital Service
Standards is conducted at various stages throughout delivery. These
assessments do not specifically assess alignment to NSW Design
Standards.

o Assurance through the wider Gateway Review Process: Health checks
completed across project delivery lifecycle; however focus is broader and not

directly linked to compliance against the NSW Design Standards.
Lessons learned on key success factors:

e Digital Restart Fund provides strong levers for enforcement to standards, and
has been important to enabling NSWs approach

e Rapid assessments are funded through $15k charge back model, providing
more sustainability to resourcing approach

e Assessments to date specifically against the NSW Design Standards have
focused on lower value/risk projects. Conducting assurance at scale for
larger projects specifically against these standards will require increased

integration with WofG digital assurance processes.
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Case Study | UK Service Standard mandated and enforced through spend

controls and domain controls

What they did:

Assessments are conducted throughout project lifecycle, at defined stages in the
delivery process. They are run by a panel of 4-5 experienced specialists from the
digital government community and take approximately 4 hours to complete.

Agenda includes:

1. 10 Mins: Overview of service including problem statement, target users, user

needs, and work done to understand users' wider journey
2. 20 mins: Walkthrough of user journey and what has been

3. 2-3 hours: Questions from the panel on decisions made and process for
building service. These questions change based on where the project is in

the delivery cycle
Service is assessed as ‘met’ or ‘not met,” and outcomes are published.
Lessons learned on key success factors:

e Domain Control: Power to prevent services from being published to any

GOV.UK domain if they do not meet requirements

e Spend Controls: Mandate to prevent release of funding to projects during

delivery, which were not meeting standards

e Peer Review Model: Experts seconded from across WofG to perform
assessments, reducing resource intensiveness. Participation in this process

viewed as a “corporate responsibility”

e Published Results: Publicly publishing results of assessment provides

incentives to align with standards

o Lightweight Assessment Process: Assessment process not intended to
drive creation of new content or large time dedication; limited to half day

activity
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Case Study | Ontario Government moved to mandate and enforce service

standards over time

What they did:

Where they began: Started journey by developing a helpful best practice
standard without a mandate or compliance mechanism and then began to
integrate into assurance processes over time. Before mandate established, they
achieved buy-in by socialising the standard with the CIOs of each agency and
establishing credibility through a realistic yet aspirational and useful set of
principles and supporting components. Focus was largely on enablement and
included providing services to support agencies to deliver (e.g. trusted delivery
partner/advisor services out to government). Assessments were optional and

self-completed.

Where they are now: Over time they increased mandate and implemented a
team to conduct more formalised compliance and assurance activities. Today
more than 150 assessments are conducted per year. They built increased

authority through:

e Embedding requirement to comply with standards and use design system in

broader government directives and legislation

o Working with Treasury to embed into the budget process, with treasury

directing projects to conduct assessments

¢ Over time working with various boards across WofG to integrate into broader

WofG ecosystem

When completed, assessments receive “pass/course correct/halt”
recommendation and advice on how to course correct. Focus is still largely on
enablement through leveraging assessments to identify projects that need help,

and then providing support, advice and delivery partner services.

Lessons learned on key success factors:

e Ontario was able to successfully increase authority over time, by first building

robustness in standards and credibility

o Assessments are framed as an opportunity to receive support, rather than

enforcement an activity focused on consequences

o Dedicated assessment team with strong capability and capacity drives

compliance and adoption activities
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Lessons Learned

Begin with establishing necessary levers: The mandate and enforce approach is
most effective once the foundational controls are in place - compliance activities without
levers to enforce can undermine authority. Enforcement mechanisms could include
funding levers, control over publishing to the central platform, or the ability to
recommend project halts. Assessments should also be integrated into WofG assurance

processes to give the standards additional credence from the top-down.

Make meeting the standard measurable: In defining what it means to achieve
objectives, clear, measurable criteria should be established to objectively assess

achievement.

Include assessments across project lifecycle: Assessing services at all stages of the
project lifecycle is the most effective compliance approach as it provides the ability to
set projects up for success at the start, intervene early, and conduct quality assurance

along the way.

Have a lightweight assessment process: Design assessments to be light weight such
that they do not drive creation of significant new content and limit time and resources
required. Avoid uncontrolled addition of new requirements over time, as doing so can

create additional bureaucracy and resource intensity as the list of criteria grows.

Leverage peer assessments: Using experts seconded from across government to
conduct peer assessments can help to create an environment where assessments are
viewed as constructive learning opportunities rather than audits and also provides the

benefit of leveraging resource capacity to avoid needing a dedicated assessment team.

Have a transition plan: Enforcement of mandates can be progressively phased in over
time to drive familiarity with the processes involved and understanding of target
outcomes. A transition plan defines which services will need to comply and when,
prioritising higher impact services first. For example, Queensland Government has
developed a detailed transition plan which defines requirements across 3 phases.
Recommendations from the review of New Zealand’s Digital Service Design Standard in
2019 included phasing in mandatory assessment and reporting over a 2-year period to

provide agencies with adequate preparation time.

Digital Service Standards and Measures Page 31 of 74



OFFICIAL: SENSITIVE

5. Supporting
Components

Regardless of degree of enforcement used, research showed that all jurisdictions aim to
drive compliance and adoption by making the standards useful through easy-to-use
guides, tools, and reusable components that teams want to use because they make

their jobs easier and uplift capabilities required to deliver good services.

Guides, design systems and tools

Many government jurisdictions have built service manuals, playbooks, guides, reusable

tools, and design systems to increase usefulness for design teams and drive adoption.

Service manuals, playbooks and guides

This includes easily accessible and digestible guidance that supports teams to deliver
great digital services by providing thought leadership and direction on key topics. The
intention of these materials is to target capabilities that require uplift and focus on

enabling teams through development of specific skillsets.

Case Studies | Guidance supports teams to align with service standards

NSW Government has published detailed guides that are housed in their digital
service toolkit to build delivery team capabilities across a range of topics relevant to
good service delivery. Topics include agile delivery, user research, testing and

continuous improvement, technology and tools, accessibility.

UK Government provides thorough guidance on how to meet accessibility
requirements in the “accessibility and assisted digital” section of their service
manual. Content includes advice on designing and setting up assisted digital
support, but also provides detailed explanation on how to navigate related

government processes such as accessibility audits.

Victorian Government publishes 23 digital guides covering a range of topics
including accessibility, producing multilingual content, making projects open
source, researching user experience, deciding if a mobile app is needed,

measuring how content performs, and understanding API design principles.
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Other reusable tools

This includes helpful toolkits, templates, method cards, and analytics platforms that
enable teams to incorporate approved methods into their delivery processes. These
tools help to increase ease and speed of delivery and reinforce good practices in areas

where additional support is needed.

Case Studies increase ease of delivery

Queensland Government has a widely used Human Centred Design (HCD)
toolkit that includes case studies, checklists, method cards, templates, interview
guides and key questions to help teams put people at the centre of the design
process. Not only do these tools help to build critical design skillsets, but they also
help to streamline the research and design processes with ready-made materials

and resources.

The Government of Ontario provides a toolkit on inclusive design. It includes
posters, design cards, guidance on questions to identify communication barriers in

delivery, and a detailed guide on how to meet requirements.

Singapore Government offers a low cost WofG web analytics tool (that supports
their digital service standard by enabling agencies to integrate measurement
capabilities into their services. It couples with reusable components which
agencies can use to collect customer feedback, and also provides
recommendations and self-assessment functionality to identify areas for

improvement (e.g. accessibility).
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Enablement and awareness

Increases in digital maturity have necessitated the move from early-stage educator to
mature advisor to ensure the highest quality and consistency in services. In addition to
useful guides and tools, governments are providing enablement and awareness

activities to drive adoption of their digital service standards.

More specifically, they are investing heavily in enabling teams to use the standards

through training on critical digital capabilities, enablement/trusted advisory services,
vibrant CoPs, and promotion of the standards and their value proposition. Interviews
identified that other jurisdictions view these activities as critical to the success of the

standards.
Training

This includes e-learning modules, in-person trainings, and informal knowledge sharing
to create a common understanding of the standards and how to implement them in

practice. Additionally, trainings can be provided to build the digital capabilities needed
to deliver the requirements of the standards, covering topics such as inclusive design,

agile methodologies, and others.

Enablement

Expert practitioners and members of the government community advise and support
delivery teams at various stages of the project lifecycle to augment capabilities where

gaps are identified and to drive alignment to standards.

Communities of Practice

Teams of expert practitioners and topic enthusiasts that convene to share best
practices and lessons learned and, in some cases, maintain a body of knowledge or
thought leadership relevant to the implementation of the digital service standards. CoPs
serve as a mechanism to provide teams with guidance and support and drive uptake of

standards across the WofG community.

Awareness and Visibility

Materials intended for promotional and awareness purposes, including outreach
materials to publicise the standards and the value they deliver. Posters, stickers,
printable Kanban boards, and infographics can help to align the government community

and increase awareness of the core tenants of the standards.
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Case Studies | Governments globally are investing in enablement and

awareness to drive the success of digital service standards

UK Government provides free training and certifications through the Civil Service
Learning platform. This includes a 45-minute overview of the UK Government’s
Service Standard, aimed at individuals working in multi-disciplinary teams that are
developing digital services. The training is intended to educate teams on the

purpose and use of the standard so that they know how to implement it in practice.

Government of Ontario has a team of experts in service delivery that are
available to provide design assistance to delivery teams across agencies when
requested. The central team serves as a trusted delivery partner and advisor to
address capability gaps and focus on the most challenging areas within the

standard.

Victorian Government has several well-established CoPs made up of subject
matter experts that develop, own and maintain a robust set of how-to guides to
provide practical support for service delivery. The CoPs regularly provide feedback
on, and review and update the guides to reflect the latest advancements in service

delivery and ensure that they are living documents.

Singapore Government has created infographics and published them publicly to
generate awareness of the standard and provide them in an easily consumable

format for quick reference.
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Lessons Learned

Above all else, focus on making the standards useful: Make the standard more
useful, and drive adoption and compliance by investing in building supporting
components such as guides, playbooks and reusable tools and components that

improve speed of delivery for design teams, making their jobs easier.

Create useful packages: Package materials in way that makes it easy for practitioners
to apply the standards. For example, this could include grouping materials by topic or
creating bundles of minimum requirements that clearly define which requirements

design teams (or delivery partners) must meet.

Avoid reinventing the wheel: Use open-source resources where possible and avoid
investing effort into developing content which already exists or is easily accessible

externally (e.g. link to guidance provided by other jurisdictions).

Be practical: Reduce barriers to adopting central tools and guides by making them
easy to find and use. Take a journeys-based approach to the standards themselves that
considers what practitioners actually need at various phases in the design process.
Provide practical guidance on what it means to apply the standards, accounting for links

to broader government processes.

Enable people: Provide training and support to build capabilities that enable
practitioners to meet the minimum requirements of the standard. Deliver support to

ensure they are confident in using the standard itself.

Build strong Communities of Practice: Bring together design and architecture
experts from across government to actively share learnings and contribute to and
champion WofG digital service design best practices and thought leadership, and drive

awareness and adoption of the standard.

Align with your purpose: Prioritise investment in components that support strategic
objectives most. For example, digital service standards can drive high consistency and

speed to delivery, while guides and playbooks can uplift digital capability.

Drive awareness: Communicate the value and purpose of your standards and drive
awareness of and familiarity with the content, processes and requirements. This will
generate buy-in and increased adoption and compliance. For example, the Danish
Government promotes their Design System as a free resource for agencies that

enables faster delivery and provides accessibility out-of-the-box.
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Additional Guidance and Tools

Beyond recommended metrics, 7 out of 12 jurisdictions also provide additional
guidance and support on how to use metric data to improve services once collected.

Highlighted examples include:

Victorian Government: Provides guidance on recommended actions if not

meeting minimum performance threshold (e.g. update or retire services with
less than 1000 session per year or low customer satisfaction)

UK Government: Provides guidance on how to choose analytics tools and

Ala
\ 4

how to complete usability benchmarking for a website or transactional
service

New Zealand Government: Advises teams to identify unusual patterns

L

using analytics and performance measurement tools, make changes to
services based on the results of analysis, and further use analytics to
measure the success of changes

New South Wales Government: Recommends setting up an ongoing

©

monitoring process throughout the life of the service and identifying triggers
(e.g. set amounts of time, drops in technical performance, defined increases
or decreases in metrics) to signal the need for improvements or fixes to the

service

Multiple jurisdictions are also providing access to useful tools such as Google Analytics
360 suite, other WofG analytics platforms, and reusable components to capture

customer satisfaction to make it easier for design teams to measure performance.

Figure 16: Performance Measurement Tools and Reusable Components
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Lessons Learned

Get everyone to measure the basics: Encourage teams to measure the 4 core
metrics at minimum: customer satisfaction, digital uptake, completion rate, cost per
transaction. This provides a baseline to compare individual service performance over
time, and potentially can be used to compare performance to benchmarks or WofG

targets

Provide guidance on how to select good metrics beyond this: Provide guidance on
the process for selecting metrics that align with the context of individual services (e.g.

user base or type of service).

Put the data in context: Set high-level targets for the core metrics and provide
guidance to put the metrics in context. For example, the Singapore Government sets
targets for 6 key metrics and provides visibility of WofG averages/benchmarks through

the WofG analytics platform.

Provide support to make the data actionable: Expand upon measurement guidance
to provide suggestions for how to use the data collected, including for continuous
improvement. Also provide guidance on what actions might be appropriate if
performance is low, and where to find additional support to address recommended
actions. For example, Victorian Government provides guidance to update or retire

services with less than 1000 session per year or low customer satisfaction.

Provide reusable WofG tools: Provide access to reusable tools that can be embedded
into services to help teams measure performance easily. For example, some central
digital agencies provide reusable components to capture customer satisfaction and
feedback such as ready-made sentiment checkers that can be embedded into service.
WofG tools and analytics platforms can also be useful in providing detailed information

about service performance and highlighting areas requiring improvement.

Measure performance across WofG: Provide central reporting mechanism for teams
to report on core metrics to give an indication of WofG progress towards customer
centric service delivery goals. This can be in the form of central reporting platforms or

automatic capture and transmission of data through web analytics platforms.
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/. Maintaining the
Standard

Refreshing the standard

Most jurisdictions researched have reviewed and refreshed their standards at some
point since development in order to keep them relevant, up-to-date, and useful for
stakeholders. However, few have established a regular cadence for review and refresh
with the exception of the South Australian Government, which reviews its standards

every 2 years, and the Singapore Government, which conducts twice-yearly reviews.

Figure 17: Benchmarking of digital service standards refreshes across jurisdictions
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In jurisdictions where multiple reviews have occurred, refreshes have been prompted by
changes in strategic objectives (e.g. release of new WofG digital strategy), digital
maturity or practitioner needs. Case studies for 3 of the government jurisdictions with

frequent refreshes are included as follows.
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Case Studies | Governments have refreshed standards to address changes

in strategic objectives and practitioner needs

UK Government refreshed standards to better meet design team needs: UK
Government first updated its standard in 2015 to consolidate the original 25
principles down to 18, focusing on the points that required most capability uplift
based on understanding of practitioner needs. A second refresh occurred in 2019
to further reduce the number of principles down to 14. This refresh also removed
“digital” from the title of the standard to emphasise the importance of solving the

whole user problem.

Danish Government refreshed standards to reflect changes in strategic
objectives: The Danish Government refreshed its standard in 2015 to align with
the objectives articulated in newly released digital government strategy, shifting
focus from “digital by default” to citizen centric service delivery. At this stage, the
government released new design principles and started on their journey to build a
common design system. Currently, the Danish digital service standard is under

review with a focus on inclusivity and accessibility.

New South Wales Government refreshed standards to better meet design
team needs: NSW Government completed Beta testing of its standard in 2019,
which generated feedback on usability of the standards. Based on the findings
from Beta testing, the standard was published in two separate formats to meet the
needs of different audiences—a holistic view of principles for policymakers,
executives and communications professionals and a project checklist view for
product managers and delivery teams. In 2022, the standard was again refreshed
to better serve practitioner needs by streamlining the principles, revising the
structure to be more practical for day-to-day work and streamlining content to fit

more seamlessly into existing processes.
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Measuring effectiveness

Analysis of research and interviews determined that few governments have robust

methodologies in place to measure the effectiveness of the standards. Generally, this

was regarded as a challenge, as there is no clear proxy which isolates the impact of the

standard. Metrics such as customer satisfaction, digital take-up and digital service

indices are influenced by a number of other factors.

Instead, most jurisdictions currently rely on informal feedback, formal surveys and basic

indicators such as number of page visits or downloads of materials to measure the

effectiveness of standards:

Victorian Government: Leverages ongoing discussions within CoPs to
provide a continual feedback loop and an understanding of how the
standard is being used and which parts are most effective. In addition, the
government conducts trainings on the standard and relevant service
delivery topics, which are followed by surveys to collect feedback from the
users of the standard. Indicators such as page views/downloads are also

referenced to understand which digital guides are used most frequently.

Danish Government: Currently planning a cross-government survey to
determine if and how the standards and design system are being used.
Review is specifically intended to understand the current degree of

awareness and helpfulness to inform future updates.

UK Government: Dedicated cross-government heads of profession
convene CoPs that hold brainstorming sessions to elicit input and
feedback on the standard, helping to identify gaps or areas for future
development of content. These communities also use collaboration tools
and forums (e.g. Slack) to informally gather feedback on content from the

broader government community and users of the standards.

Singapore Government: Centrally owned and managed WofG analytics
platform provides capabilities to assess services against key requirements
of the standard and provide technical scores and recommendations for
improvement (e.g. accessibility score). Effectiveness of tool itself as a
supporting component to standard is measured through comparison of

assessment results before/after implementing recommendations.
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Lessons Learned

Review standards regularly: Establish a regular review cycle (e.g. every 2-3 years in
alignment with digital strategy refreshes) and make updates to account for changes in
digital maturity, technology, government strategic priorities, and practitioner needs. For
example, the New South Wales Government has tested the usability of its standards
with stakeholders and updated the structure and format several times to address

practitioner needs.

Avoid conducting refreshes in a silo: Centralise ownership of principles but consult
widely during refreshes. Principles should be owned and managed by a central team
but updated using input and feedback from the broader community through CoPs,

surveys, collaboration platforms or formal consultation.

Continuously improve supporting components: Guides, manuals and other tools
should be seen as living artifacts that are continually updated to capture the latest

advancements in service delivery

Harness capacity and expertise from WofG community: Leverage the WofG
community and external experts to build robustness into guides and materials and
ensure that they align with capability needs. Use a distributed or open-source model for

guides and design systems where practical.

Measure effectiveness: Understand how the standard is being used and identify areas
for improvement through basic indicators (e.g. page downloads, number of
assessments completed) and formal and informal feedback. Leverage CoPs to provide

an ongoing feedback loop and conduct regular surveys to inform refreshes.
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8. Conclusion

Research across the focus areas revealed several key findings which can be used to

inform future updates to the DSS.

Governments globally are designing their digital service standards and principles to
signal change and target areas of lower digital maturity. Most standards set
expectations for both ways of working and service delivery outcomes to cater for
variability in WofG digital maturity. Research provides insight on themes to consider
integrating into DTA’'s DSS when it is refreshed. Findings also include opportunities to
potentially de-emphasise some areas which may no longer be resonating or where

modern ways of working are already being established across WofG.

When designing standards to be used in service delivery, governments must determine
which services are within the scope of the standard. Across jurisdictions researched,
most apply standards to new or renewed (i.e. rebuilt or undergoing significant updates)
informational and transactional services that are public facing. Many governments are
expanding the scope of standards to also include internal employee-facing services,

specifically those that are high impact, cross agency or connected to front-end services.

While governments all have the common objective of driving compliance and adoption
of their digital service standards, there are several approaches to achieving this goal.
Three main archetypes can be used to define the various models for assessing and
enforcing compliance to standards, each with pros and cons. These include standards
which are centrally mandated and enforced, those that are centrally mandated, but not
enforced, and those that are published as guidance only. The selection of approach to
compliance is dependent on a jurisdiction’s culture and preferred levers for driving
change, level of centralisation of delivery models, political trade-offs, availability of
resources, and presence of powers to enforce consequences (e.g. funding controls,
domain controls). Both approaches of enforcing mandates and publishing standards as
guidance have potential to drive positive outcomes, but key success factors must be
considered for each. When choosing the enforcement approach, it is critical that the
necessary levers are in place to derive compliance. When publishing standards as
guidance only, governments must provide support and enable teams to build the

capabilities needed to deliver good services.

Regardless of degree of enforcement used, all jurisdictions aim to drive compliance and

adoption by making the standards useful through supporting components. Governments
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can promote use of the standards by accompanying them with service manuals,
playbooks, guides, reusable tools and design systems that people want to use because
they help make their jobs easier. They can also increase compliance by building
capabilities and enabling teams through the training and support that designers and

developers need most to be successful.

Increases in digital maturity have necessitated the move from early-stage educator to
mature advisor to ensure the highest quality and consistency of services. Leading
governments have invested significantly in enabling teams to use the standards by
delivering training to increase digital capabilities, providing trusted advisory services to
agencies, cultivating vibrant CoPs, and creating awareness of the standards and their

value proposition for customers and government.

Most jurisdictions researched use their digital service standards as a way to encourage
teams to measure service delivery outcomes. Almost 80 per cent include a principle
within their standards on measuring performance of services, and 90 per cent provide
both recommended metrics for measurement and detailed guidance to support teams in
the selection of additional metrics. Many also provide suggestions for ways to use the
data collected to improve services moving forward. Often governments have
recommended measurement of 4 core metrics: customer satisfaction, digital take-up,
cost per transaction, and completion rate. Three government jurisdictions measure
performance against core metrics at a whole-of-government level. Some also provide
teams with access to WofG analytics platforms to enable more granular measurement

and benchmarking of performance across WofG.

Lessons learned indicate that standards should be refreshed regularly (e.g. every 2-3
years) and supporting components should be continually maintained. Some jurisdictions
are leveraging the broader government community to drive development and
maintenance of guides, tools and other supporting components. While many
jurisdictions are not formally measuring the effectiveness of their standards, many rely
on formal and informal feedback (e.g. surveys and feedback from CoPs) and other
basic indicators (e.g. page downloads, assessments completed) to understand how the

standard is used.
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9. List of abbreviations

Acronym Definition

AGA Australian Government Architecture

AUS Australian Commonwealth Government
APS Australian Public Service

BCG Boston Consulting Group

CoP Communities of Practice

DEN Danish Government

DSS Australian Government Digital Service Standard
DTA Australian Digital Transformation Agency
FIN Finnish Government

GER Federal Government of Germany

Govt Government

HCD Human Centered Design

NSW State Government of New South Wales
NZ New Zealand Government

ONT Government of Ontario

QLD State Government of Queensland

SA State Government of South Australia
SEO Search Engine Optimisation

SIN Singapore Government

UAE UAE Federal Government

UK UK Government

UK GDS United Kingdom Government Digital Service
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
us United States Federal Government
USDS U.S. Digital Service

VOC Voice of Customer

VIC State Government of Victoria

WA State Government of Western Australia
WofG Whole-of-Government
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