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Preface 
 
Based on its commission from the Ministry of Government Administration, 
Reform and Church Affairs (FAD), Difi has surveyed existing and new 
common components in the public sector and evaluated the need to further 
develop these or to create new common components. Furthermore, we have 
developed a proposal for a management, administration and financing regime 
for such common components.  
 
This report is meant to provide a basis for the Ministry’s decision-making 
regarding which common components should be managed and administered as 
national common components; these are components that all public agencies 
that develop electronic services will be able to use.  
 
The report is based on examinations of a number of public reports as well as 
group interviews with central stakeholders in various public agencies.  
 
Difi's Department of IT-Governance and Coordination has been the project 
manager. The project has been carried out by Bjørn Holstad (Project Manager), 
Senior Advisor Jan Sørgård and Advisor Øivind Langeland. Senior Advisor Mona 
Naomi Lintvedt, Senior Advisor Jon Ølnes, Senior Advisor Sølvi Andersen 
Kirkemo, Senior Advisor Kristin Kopland and Senior Advisor Kirsti Berg have 
also contributed.  
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1 Summary 
The Ministry of Administration, Reform and Church Affairs' 2010 allocation 
letter to the Agency for Public Management and eGovernment (Difi) assigns 
the following tasks: 
 
”Difi shall identify existing and new common components, develop 
requirements for those who manage common components, and develop a 
basis on which the Ministry can decide on the responsibilities, priorities and 
financing of future common components.”   
 
Below, we describe the main recommendations that are discussed in further 
detail in the "Management, administration, financing and development of 
national common components" report. The purpose is to provide a clear 
overview of the recommendations so that decisions can be made about the 
future process. 
 
Background 
The background for this task is the Government's focus on common 
components as a main principle in the development of a round-the-clock 
electronic public administration. This focus is described in St.meld. no.17 (2006 
– 2007) An information society for all (henceforth referred to as Report no. 17), 
chapter 7.1:”The Government has decided that the realisation of a round-the-
clock public administration is to be based on ... development of common ICT 
components for the public sector.” The main reason for this focus is that it 
enables a more efficient electronic collaboration and ensures that the same 
solution is not developed multiple times. This focus is followed up on and 
furthered in St.meld. no 19 (2008-2009) Ei forvaltning for demokrati og 
fellesskap ("A public administration for democracy and community"; 
henceforth referred to as Report no. 19).    
 
In the Felles IKT-arkitektur for offentlig sektor ("Common ICT architecture for 
the public sector") report that was submitted to FAD in December 2007, the 
outcome of using common components is described as lower IT costs, higher 
quality solutions, improved data quality and greater frequency of changes and 
updates.  
 
Central concepts 
Components are defined as delimited parts of an IT solution. Software, 
hardware, databases etc. can be included in this term. A component may consist 
of multiple building blocks. All components have in common that they have a 
defined interface with other components. 
 
We distinguish between electronic services, which are public sector duties 
carried out with the assistance of IT solutions; and the components that make up 
these IT solutions.   
 
Common components or building blocks are defined as components in the IT 
solution that can be jointly used or reused in multiple IT solutions in the public 
sector. In other words, the common components are common "building blocks" 
that allow the development of electronic services. 
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Effectuation of the work 
We have identified some common components that are in the greatest demand 
across the public sector, and that thus have the greatest potential returns. These 
components are central to achieving the political goals of a user-oriented and 
efficient public administration, and we recommend that they are given the status 
of national common components. These components should be managed, 
administered, financed and developed within the same regime.  
 
The allocation letter assigned us the task of "identifying existing and new 
common components", and in the follow-up of this task we have chosen to 
propose common components that ought to be national common components. 
Additionally, we have pointed to the attendant challenges and development 
possibilities for these. We have also identified needs that can be met through 
common components.  
 
In developing the "requirements for those who manage the common 
components", we have developed proposals for common requirements for the 
role of common component manager. In developing the basis for ”[deciding] 
on the responsibilities, priorities and financing of future common components" 
we have found it necessary to draft proposals for a more coordinated 
management and administrative regime for the common components. We have 
also developed an alternative financing model.  
  
In consultation with the Ministry, Difi's task in this context is limited to 
outlining the appropriate principles and models for the management, 
administration and financing of national common components. Evaluating a 
reorganisation of responsibilities in sectors and agencies for specific current and 
future components is not part of the mandate or focus of this report.  
 
Central objectives 
In the Government declaration (the Soria Moria declaration), the Government 
stipulates that the reformation and regeneration of the public sector is to provide 
users with better services and also make the public sector more efficient by 
using fewer resources on administration. New technology and the internet are to 
be central tools in achieving these objectives.  
 
Report no. 17 emphasises that through electronic self-service solutions, users 
shall to a greater extent meet a user-oriented and efficient public sector. The 
development of common IT components is one of three main principles that this 
development is to be based on.  
 
Report no. 19 lists six overarching goals for public administration. Broad 
participation and efficient administration are central to these goals. Under the 
efficiency objective, four subsidiary goals are included that provide further 
details about this objective: Great overall resource use, clear areas of 
responsibility, management tools that ensure coordination, and good leadership. 
 
The use of common components contributes especially to two of the 
overarching goals detailed in these central documents: 
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• Increased service orientation 

• Increased efficiency 

 
Furthermore, there are a number of subgoals that affect these overarching goals: 
• Increased number of usable electronic services 

• Increased effect of IT investments (development and administration) due to 
reduced costs 

• Increased effect of IT investments due to an improved benefits realisation 
from IT based measures 

• Increased effect of IT investments through a shortened development of new 
services 

• Improved quality of the IT solution due to improved data quality 

• IT solution requires shorter time to execute its tasks due to an improved data 
quality 

 
The measures we recommend aim to contribute to the increasing realisation of 
these goals. 
 
National common components 
We propose five overarching national common components. These are 
proposed based on considerations made based on these criteria:  
• A state agency has the administrative responsibility for the components 

• The components meet needs across numerous sectors and/or administrative 
tiers  

• The components will be central to a number of electronic services 

• The components have considerable economic significance as a common set of 
possibilities for the development of electronic services and for benefit 
realisation in the agencies 

 
We recommend that the following be defined as national common components: 
• The Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities (basic information about 

legal entities) 

• National Population Register (basic information about persons) 

• The New Cadastre (basic information about property) 

• Altinn (-components) 

• Common infrastructure for eID in the public sector   

 
It has been our assumption that the recommendations made in this report will be 
implemented in the ordinary goal and performance-based line management, and 
that their implementation therefore will be evaluated by the relevant common 
component manager.  
 
The Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities 
Basic data about businesses is central to ensuring that public agencies are able 
to carry out their work. To this end, the Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities was created 15 years ago. It is managed by the Brønnøysund Register 
Centre. The Act on the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities 
stipulates that all Norwegian businesses are required to, or have the right to, 
register in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. All public 
agencies that need basic data about businesses are required to use the register, 
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while private businesses get access to public information through a commercial 
distributor.  
 
Proposals: 
• As a rule, the electronic addresses of businesses should be stored as basic data 

in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. An evaluation should 
be made about which types of addresses should be stored as basic data. 

• A review and evaluation should be made of who should be responsible for the 
maintenance of, for instance, the contact information. 

• Submitting changes electronically should be introduced as an option in all 
basic data registers.   

• The public sector's obligation to use the information in the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities must be better publicised.  

• A register of authorisations should be created to facilitate machine control of 
relevant roles and authorisations for all businesses registered in the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities.  

National Population Register 
Access to a central solution for basic information about persons is an important 
national common component in electronic public administration. To carry out 
their work, most public agencies depend on fast and simple access to updated 
and correct information about individuals. The National Population Register 
must be used when there is a shared need among most or all public agencies for 
basic information about individuals. The National Population Register is 
regulated by the National Population Register Act and is managed by the 
Norwegian Tax Administration. 
 
Proposals: 
• The National Population Register should be developed further to also include 

types of information important to electronic public administration. Initially 
this should focus on email addresses and mobile phone numbers.  

• The further development must also focus on services for accessing, registering 
and updating data in a solution for basic personal data. This solution should 
be based on the needs of the users.  

• It is also necessary to develop an administrative regime, decision making 
structure and pricing structure that promotes the use and quality of the 
register. 

• The regulations that regulate the National Population Register must be 
reviewed and modernised. This should include following the proposal in the 
basic personal data report on the introduction of a right and duty to use the 
National Population Register similar to that stipulated in the Act on the 
Central Coordinating Register of Legal Entities. Consideration must be made 
for necessary exemptions.1 

• Updating the National Population Register should be a central common focus 
in the public sector.  

 
                                                 
 
1 Also see the basic personal data report section 6.4.4 and Difi's response, page 5, section 7 
Interaction, in which the proposal to legislate a right and duty to use the National Population 
Register is supported: 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FIN/Vedlegg/sl/Horingsuttalelser/2008/oktober/69_dirikt.pdf 
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The New Cadastre 
The New Cadastre is the national property register and is a combination of the 
Landed Property, Address and Buildings Register (GAB) and digital cadastre 
maps. Thus the New Cadastre is a register that combines basic information 
about property with digital map information. Cadastral information is central to 
much of municipal case processing, to a number of state agencies and to all 
residents and businesses who own real estate. The New Cadastre Act requires 
all public agencies to use the New Cadastre in the processing of cases regarding 
cadastral units, buildings, homes or official addresses. The Norwegian Mapping 
Authority manages the New Cadastre.  
 
Proposals: 
• The requirement to use the New Cadastre as the authoritative source for all 

information regarding cadastral units, buildings, homes and official addresses 
in all public registers and in the execution of all public administration tasks, 
should be better publicised.  

• Electronic initial registration, registration of changes and publication of 
notices should be facilitated. 

 
Altinn 
The Altinn components offer services and a common platform that allow the 
public administration to offer electronic services to residents and businesses. 
Central to this system is a solution for the development and presentation of 
electronic forms, the submittal of data from these forms, the distribution of the 
data to public agencies and the option for agencies to send replies and other 
information to residents and businesses. The Brønnøysund Register Centre 
manages Altinn. 
 
Through circulars from FAD and letters to all Ministries from the Ministry of 
Trade and Industry (NHD), all public agencies are required to consider using 
the Altinn components.  
 
Proposals: 
• Sufficient competencies and capacities to meet the growing needs of existing 

and new service owners  should be ensured. We propose that various models 
and measures are evaluated and that the measures that will lead to the 
greatest effect are implemented. 

• The consequences of making the Altinn components even more flexible should 
be studied. This study should include evaluations of the consequences of 
allowing data capture based on forms from external portals and end-user 
systems. 
  

Common infrastructure for eID in the public sector 
A common infrastructure for eID in the public sector is a requirement for the 
development of electronic services. A common infrastructure for eID in the 
public sector, the ID portal, has been created. The ID portal facilitates electronic 
communication between residents and the public sector. The ID portal must not 
be seen as a specific technical solution, but rather as a shared term for the 
public sector's common components for identity administration and use of eID. 
There are a number of technical solutions behind the functional solutions in the 
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ID portal, and the portal will be developed in line with both the public sector's 
need for new services and with technical developments. Difi manages the ID 
portal. 
 
FAD circulars require all state agencies to use the ID portal. The municipal 
sector is encouraged to use the ID portal, but are not required to do so. 
 
The ID portal is in stable operation with a level 3 authentication through 
MinID. New services and service owners continue to join the ID portal. 
Authentication with eID level 4 from Buypass will be operational during 
autumn 2010, while the level 4 authentication from Commfides will be 
operational from winter 2011.  
New functionalities for the ID portal are being planned. Common solutions for 
signing and encryption require eID level 4. In the longer term, both advanced 
services and functional needs will require eID level 4 to be used in the ID 
portal. An eID level 4 to be issued by the state is being developed. 
 
Proposals: 
• The continued development of a common infrastructure for eID in the public 

sector is a requirement for many electronic services, and must therefore be a 
priority. 

• The financing and administration of the common infrastructure for eID in the 
public sector must be separated from the financing of the further development 
of the solution. We also recommend this separation for all national common 
components (see chapter 4.3). 

 
Management, administration and financing 
Report no. 19 recommends national common components and collaboration 
across agencies and administrative tiers in order to reach the political goals set 
for public administration. This requires a coherent management and 
administrative regime that supports this approach and these goals.  
 
Line responsibility, and goal and performance management 
Line responsibility and goal and performance management are foundational 
management principles in the public sector. Additionally, a number of 
mechanisms have been established to facilitate coordination between the public 
sectors. We see no reason to exempt the management and administration of 
cross-sectoral national common components from these foundational 
management principles. In our view, building on these principles will ensure 
clear areas of responsibility and form the basis for the well-functioning internal 
management systems that the management of an important support function 
requires. We also propose strengthening the coordination of the common 
components in five focus areas. 
 
Standardisation of the management role and a clear national responsibility 
The quality and trustworthiness of the national common components are critical 
to all public agencies that are to use the components in their own services to 
residents and businesses. In our view, this requires trust between the manager of 
the common components and the service owners with regard to the national 
common components' guaranteed functionality, availability, terms of use, etc. 
We propose strengthening the coordination of the management role. 
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Proposals: 
• Establish common obligatory principles (norms and requirements) for the 

management of national common components. 

• Create acceptance and prioritisation of the cross-sectoral comprehensive 
responsibility in the sectoral Ministries that have the line responsibility for the 
managers of the national common components. 

• Develop new cross-sectoral agreed-upon mandates for the national common 
components and anchor the mandates in the relevant lines of responsibility. 

• Include the new mandate as well as appropriate goals and management 
parameters in the allocation letters and management dialogue in the line 
management of the managers of the common components. 

 
A goal-oriented financing principle  
Given the opportunities that IT provides and that the national common 
components furthers, we believe that it is difficult to reach the goal and 
requirement for an efficient resource use in the public sector without each 
sector and agency working systematically on its own potential benefits. 
Additionally, in evaluating the need for and financing of the national common 
components, more emphasis should be placed on the potential benefits that the 
common components may create than on the benefit realisation they guarantee. 
Pressure to utilise a manifest benefit potential must be placed on all line 
management.  
 
In our assessment, this requires a cooperation model that has a goal of 
achieving a cross-sectoral synergy in the management and financing of the 
national common components. Though the costs will be borne by one agency, it 
is the potential benefits to the public sector overall that must form the basis for 
prioritisations and the choice of financing mechanisms. We propose 
strengthening the coordination of the financing of national common 
components. 
 
Proposals: 
• Decide that the financing of national common components is to be structured and 

ear-marked so that the financing form promotes the desired service development. 
This is to be a guiding principle. 

• Develop a guide for the analysis of potential benefits for public agencies when 
reforming and renewing using IT and national common components. 

• Develop a supplementary guide for a socio-economic analysis of national common 
components using the unique characteristics of the common components that 
create sets of possibility and potential benefits as a starting point. 

• Develop a cost-distribution key at the Ministry level for national common 
components based on potential benefits rather than on cost distribution based on 
use.  

 
Coherent prioritisation in a consensus-based committee structure 
Even with a standardisation of the management role, the public sector is left 
with the challenge of prioritising and coordinating needs and solutions across 
common components, common component managers and sectors. Without a 
coherent coordination and prioritisation mechanism to solve this challenge, the 
national common components may continue to be developed in a haphazard 
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manner and be unevenly utilised. In our assessment, this will reduce the 
potential and realised benefits.  
 
Difi's 2010 study of experiences from cross-sectoral IT projects points out that a 
clearly defined management model, consensus-based decisions, open and 
accepted conflict resolution mechanisms, and mutual trust and loyalty are 
important factors in a successful collaboration. Because no such mechanisms 
currently exist for the administration of national common components, we 
propose strengthening the coordination of the priorities that are made in relation 
to the administration of national common components. 
 
Proposals: 
• Establish a cross-sectoral, broad, consensus-based and binding Ministry 

committee. 

• Establish a cross-sectoral, broad, inclusive, consensus-based and binding 
Strategic senior management committee that is to have a central cross-sectoral 
coordinating role for eGovernment at the agency level and for the portfolio 
management of national common components in relation to the Ministry 
committee.  

• Establish appropriate supporting committees for the Strategic senior 
management committee focused on tactical leadership and, when necessary, 
on technical expertise.  

 
Coherent prioritisation in a common architecture 
Common components and management standards are closely connected. These 
are at the core of what we believe should be formally established as the 
common architecture for the public sector. If the national common components 
are to be broadly used in public administration, it is a prerequisite that 
appropriate organisational, semantic and technical management standards are in 
place at the latest when the common component is available. Common 
components must function in combination with the service owner's existing 
components and systems. Thus, the latter must also have implemented the same 
standards in order for the common components to be used in the electronic 
services.  
 
We propose instituting measures to ensure that the agency goals and the 
prioritised agency needs in the public sector govern the prioritisations in the 
development of both national common components and the most important 
management standards in the public sector.  
 
Proposals: 
• Formally establish a common architecture for the public sector based in 

national common components and the management standards of the 
Reference catalogue.   

• Include the prioritisation of the need for standards in the same management 
and administrative regime as for national common components. 

• Include the current standardisation committee as an expert committee in a 
comprehensive committee structure under the Strategic senior management 

committee. 
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Increased pressure on line management regarding reform and 
regeneration   
Even with a suite of national common components available, the most 
important and perhaps greatest challenges in reaching the actual objectives of 
the components will remain: The provision of new and better electronic 
services by all public agencies for residents and businesses. Increased 
efficiency and benefit realisation must be utilised to strengthen the service 
offerings in prioritised areas. 
 
The planning and implementation of reorganisation processes require strategic 
skills within IT based reform and regeneration, both at the Ministry level and at 
the agency level throughout all sectoral lines. When new technology is the 
central strategic tool, this often represents new skills that must be developed 
concurrently. Simultaneously, the general management and reform 
competencies must be strengthened and appropriate support functions must be 
developed. We therefore propose strengthening the pressure on line 
management regarding reformation and regeneration. 
 
Proposals: 
• Develop/further develop more common support tools and guides for 

departmental managers and agencies.  These tools and guides should focus on 
reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvement and reorganisation 
using IT and common components. 

• Develop and implement a competency and network programme for 
departmental managers in the Ministries focused on how IT can ensure 
reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvement and benefit 
realisations in the agencies. 

• Develop and implement a competence and network programme for strategic 
and tactical senior managers in the agencies. 

  
 
Management and administration principles 
For several of the focus areas we suggest establishing a few compulsory 
principles for the management and administration of the common components. 
Such principles may also support and clarify the proposals for several other 
focus areas. As these principles are important aspects of the planning of the 
proposed measures, we have developed a draft of a set of principles for the 
management and administration of common components.   
 
In total, we propose ten principles that relate to the following topics: 

1. Foundational management principles 
2. Foundational coordination principles 
3. Portfolio management 
4. Financing 
5. Overarching cross-sectoral responsibility 
6. Administrative regime 
7. Service statement 
8. Service owner involvement 
9. User involvement 
10. Professional operation and  administration 
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The specific contents of the proposed principles and their attendant rationale 
and implications can be found in appendix 1 of this report. We propose that 
both the principles and their implications be made compulsory. 
  
Identified needs for further development 
We have identified a number of needs for which common solutions should be 
considered. Here, we are not going to discuss whether these should be based on 
existing common components or whether new common components should be 
developed. This question must be further evaluated. However, we recommend 
that in evaluating solutions to meet these needs, the solutions should be seen in 
the context of a common architecture for the public sector.   
• Electronic addresses of individuals 

• Electronic addresses of businesses 

• Common electronic service for exchanging messages 

• National level 4 eID 

• Electronic signature 

• Encryption of electronic messages 

• Validating eIDs 

• Enterprise certificates 

• Joint administration of consents, profiles and identity information  

 
Recommendations 
Based on our evaluations in this report as well as the measures we propose, we 
have three main recommendations: 
• That the National Population Register, Central Coordinating Register for Legal 

Entities, New Cadastre, Altinn and the common infrastructure for eID are 
formally defined as national common components. 

• That the five proposed measures for management, administration and 
financing of the national common components are implemented.  

• That a joint strategy process for the five national common components is 
implemented, resulting in a joint strategy for these components based in the 
main measures detailed in this report. 

 
Though these are our main recommendations, we also believe that it is possible 
to implement many of the proposals for the individual common components 
and introduce solutions that meet identified needs simultaneously with the 
follow-up of the main recommendations. 
 
Implementation and criteria for success 
We propose that FAD chairs a process with the other Ministries (Ministry of 
Finance, Ministry of Trade and Industry, and Ministry of the Environment) to 
make a decision on whether the five national common components are to be 
seen in the context of the reform and regeneration of the public sector. 
 
To implement the strategy process and any of the measures proposed for each 
of the common components, we suggest that FAD collaborates with the 
responsible sectoral Ministries. It is our recommendation that FAD chairs this 
process. The identified needs for new common components must be further 
evaluated. These needs should also be clarified with relevant Ministries and 
should be seen in the context of the work on digital first choice.   
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We recommend that all management, administration and financing measures 
are implemented, though in a step-by-step process. As a starting point, the five 
focus areas can be implemented independently of each other, but in our view 
the focus areas will strengthen each other if all are implemented. The last three 
areas have the same committee structure, though with different mandates and 
perspectives.  The committee mandates may cover all perspectives, only some 
perspectives, or be expanded step-by-step. 
 
Specifically, we propose that the measures that are tied to the financing of the 
components are further evaluated in a follow-up to this report. Furthermore, a 
consultation and clarification round about the ten management and 
administration principles (and possibly the committee structure) should be held 
with central interested parties during the first half of 2011. The necessary 
decisions should be made to allow the new systems to be implemented in 2012.  
 
We believe the following success criteria are central if a decision is made to 
implement a new management system as proposed (all measures): 

1. The management level in the Ministries and the strategic senior 
management in central agencies  must be willing to establish a consensus-
based and binding committee structure. 

2. There must be sufficient competence and capacity in FAD/Difi to act as the 
secretariat for this committee structure. 

3. Sufficient flexibility must be allowed for in the processing of cases in the 
committee structure.   

4. The management and financing of national common components must be 
based on a cooperation model rather than on a competition model based 
in a cost distribution between the agencies. 

5. The right and sufficient competencies and resources must be available to 
build and implement the development programme that is to support a 
reformation and regeneration pressure on the line management.  
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2 Introduction 
2.1 Mandate 
In Difi's allocation letter for 2010 we were given the following tasks: 
 
”Difi shall identify existing and new common components, develop 
requirements for those who manage common components, and develop a 
basis on which the Ministry can decide on the responsibilities, priorities and 
financing of future common components.”   
 
To fulfil this assignment we have strived to put the strategy of using common 
components into a larger context. We have attempted to clarify the concept of 
common components, since this concept has been used differently in different 
contexts. We have also defined a number of other relevant concepts. 
 
In identifying existing and new common components we have chosen to point to 
the common components that ought to be national common components. We 
have also considered central challenges for these components and 
recommended attendant measures. Additionally, we have identified needs that 
should be met with the assistance of common components. 
 
In developing "requirements for those who manage the common components" 
we have developed proposals for requirements for the common component 
management role by suggesting ten principles for how the common components 
should be managed. In developing a basis for ”[deciding] on the 
responsibilities, priorities and financing of future common components" we 
have found it necessary to develop a proposal for a more coordinated 
management and administrative regime for the national common components. 
We have also suggested an alternative financing model.  
 
2.2 Delimitation 
We have limited the scope of this report to an evaluation of the common 
components for which there is the greatest cross-sectoral need and that 
therefore ought to be national common components.  
 
Shared semantics and metadata are clearly part of a common architecture for 
the public sector, but in this report we do not consider these aspects. Difi is 
separately working on a national metadata strategy.  
 
With regard to the management and administrative regime, the last section of 
measure 7.6 of Report no. 172 states that: In order to support the increasingly 

                                                 
 
2 Ministry of Government Administration, Reform and Church Affairs (FAD), 2006: 
St.meld.no.17 (2006-2007) An information society for all. 
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fad/dok/regpubl/stmeld/20062007/stmeld-nr-17-2006-2007-
.html?id=441497 
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complex electronic transactions in and with public administration and also 
contribute to a highly userfriendly administration which utilises scarce 
resources as efficiently as possible, an assessment will be made as to whether to 
establish shared components for the public sector. The measure will involve 
evaluating how this should be financed, managed and organised. (FAD, 2006, 
p. 126). 
 
In consultation with the Ministry, Difi's task in this context is limited to 
outlining the appropriate principles and models for the management, 
administration and financing of national common components. Evaluating 
specific allocations of responsibility in sectors and agencies for current and 
future components is not part of the mandate or organisation of this report.  
 
Report no. 19 3 makes it clear that common components must be developed for 
the entire public sector and not just for the state sector. We have therefore based 
our evaluations on the assumption that the management and administration 
regime for national common components also must fulfil the interests of 
municipalities and counties that in their role as service owners wish to use the 
national common components in their electronic services. 
 
Similarly, the management and administration regime must, to the extent 
allowed in law, fulfil the service owner interests of public enterprises that are 
not administrative bodies. This particularly applies to state enterprises such as 
the health authorities. We are also basing our evaluations on the assumption 
that the management and administrative regime applies to common components 
that are under state management. 
 
However, any common components that are only relevant to the municipal 
sector are not included in this report. This issue is being studied separately; 
FAD leads the work on highlighting new management and organisational 
possibilities for IT in the municipalities and between the municipalities and 
the state. We expect that assessments that only apply to the municipal sector 
will be made there.  
 
The same applies to solutions that are only relevant within state sectors and 
agencies. These are seen as sectorial responsibilities, though at the same time an 
assessment must always be made about whether they belong in a broader, cross-
sectoral perspective. 
 
In this report we do not provide any socio-economic analyses of the specific 
measures recommended for the national common components. We recommend 
that the proposed measures are further specified and studied by the common 
component managers or in separate studies organised by Difi. At the same time, 
we see the need for a method for a socio-economic analysis of the common 
                                                 
 
3 FAD, 2009: St.meld.no.19 (2008 – 2009) Ei forvaltning for demokrati og fellesskap ("A 
public administration for democracy and community"). HYPERLINK 
"http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fad/dok/regpubl/stmeld/2008-2009/stmeld-nr-19-2008-
2009-.html?id=552811"http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fad/dok/regpubl/stmeld/2008-
2009/stmeld-nr-19-2008-2009-.html?id=552811 
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components and other common solutions in cases where the investment is made 
by one unit and the benefits to a large extent are realised elsewhere. Difi has 
begun a collaboration with the Semicolon4 project to verify their proposal for a 
method that might serve as such a shared method for socio-economic analysis.  
 
2.3 Data basis and method 
Report no. 17 and Report no. 19 are the primary political documents that 
contain the central analyses, evaluations and goals of particular importance for 
this report. 
 
In addition to these Parliamentary Reports, we have used the evaluations and 
recommendations of the FAOS report5, as well as a number of strategy 
documents and reports developed by various agencies and in sectoral 
collaborations on various projects.  
 
The primary method has been to view the existing knowledge base in context, 
and to relate critical parts to central goals in Report no. 19 and Report no. 17. 
On this basis, we have used various reference groups and individual references 
(henceforth called "informants") to test hypotheses in several rounds, and 
reconciled the results with the existing knowledge base.  
 
Our informants have been representatives of potential common component 
managers and service owners at the agency architecture level, the IT manager 
level and the senior management level, as well as agency and Ministry 
managers who work on the challenges of cross-sectoral collaboration. The 
municipal sector has been represented by the Norwegian Association of Local 
and Regional Authorities and has been involved in a similar manner as select 
service owners. 
 
Furthermore, we have relied on IT theory, organisational theory and results 
from research on public administration. We have also focused on these 
systematic studies: the Office of the Auditor General's study of electronic in-
formation exchange and service development in the public sector, document no. 
3:12 (2007-2008) 6; Difi's recently completed study of experiences of 

                                                 
 
4
 The Semicolon project is a research project that aims to contribute to increased collaboration 

in the public sector. The project is focused on finding answers to organisational and semantic 
interoperability challenges through studying and solving practical problems owned by public 
agencies. The Brønnøysund Central Register, the Directorate of Health, the Norwegian Tax 
Authority, Statistics Norway, Det Norske Veritas, Karde, Ekor, Difi, the Norwegian 
Association of Local and Regional Authorities, the University of Oslo and the Norwegian 
Business School participate in the project. 

5 FAD, 2007: Felles IKT-arkitektur i offentlig sektor. Rapport fra arbeidsgruppen (FAOS-
rapporten.) ("Common ICT architecture in the public sector. Report from the working group 
[FAOS Report].") 
6 Office of the Auditor General, Document no. 3:12 (2007-2008) Riksrevisjonens undersøkelse 
av elektronisk informasjonsutveksling og tjenesteutvikling i offentlig sektor ("The Office of the 
Auditor General's examination of the electronic exchange of information and the development 
of electronic services in the public sector").  
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collaboration in the public sector that focused on how to organise, manage and 
finance cross-sectoral tasks7; the University of Oslo's survey report on IT 
management in Norwegian public administration8. 
 
With regard to the management and administration regime, the Office of the 
Auditor General, Difi, FAD and others have conducted several relevant studies, 
analyses and evaluations that in combination provide a broad basis for the 
development of principles and models for a coherent management and 
administrative regime for national common components. In evaluating these 
studies we have not found a need for a further collection of data.  We have 
therefore chosen to base our evaluations and proposals on existing studies and 
their analyses and conclusions.  
 
The Norwegian Government Agency for Financial Management's guides, the 
Ministry of Finance's KS1 and KS2 regimes, various literature on financing and 
pricing policies for common services, various texts about architecture, and 
select ISO standards have also been central references. 
 
No final summary of our recommendations has been made to the various 
reference groups, but we consider a broad consultation round for central 
elements of our proposals to be a natural part of the follow-up to this report. 
 
2.4 Central political objectives 
In the Soria Moria9 declaration, the Government states that it will focus on 
having a strong and efficient public sector that offers residents of Norway 
excellent services, freedom of choice and participation in decision-making 
processes. Because the needs of individuals are to be central to the content and 
organisation of the welfare services, user-orientation is a central objective. The 
purpose of the reformation and regeneration of the public sector is to achieve 
greater welfare and less administration; more local freedom and less 
micromanagement. 
 
The Government declaration also notes that new technologies and the internet are 
to be central tools in achieving these objectives.  
 

                                                 
 
7 Difi, 2010: Difi, 2010, Saman om felles mål? Erfaringar med organisering, styring og 
finanisering av tverrgåande oppgåver ("Together towards common goals? Experiences of 
organisation, management and financing of cross-sectoral tasks"). Report 2010:18 
8 Jansen, A. og Berg-Jacobsen, I. (2010): Undersøkelse av IT-styring i norsk forvaltning – en 
tilstandsrapport, desember 2010 ("An examination of IT management in Norwegian public 
administration - a survey report, December 2010"). University of Oslo, Norwegian Research 
Center for Computers and Law  
 
9 Office of the Prime Minister (SMK) 2005: Plattform for regjeringssamarbeidet mellom 
Arbeiderpartiet, Sosialistisk Venstreparti og Senterpartiet 2005-09 ("Platform for the 
Government cooperation between the Labour Party, the Socialist Left Party of Norway and the 
Centre Party 2005-09"). 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/SMK/Vedlegg/2005/regjeringsplatform_SoriaMoria.pdf 
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Report no. 17 emphasises that through electronic self-service solutions, users 
shall to a greater extent meet a user-oriented and efficient public sector. The 
development of common IT components is one of three main principles that this 
development is to be based on.  
 
Report no. 19 lists six overarching goals for public administration. Broad 
participation and efficient administration are central to these goals. Under the 
efficiency objective, four subsidiary goals are included that provide further 
detail about this objective: Great overall resource use, clear areas of 
responsibility, management tools that ensure coordination, and good leadership. 
 
These objectives also form the basis for the Government's strategy for the 
reformation and regeneration of the public sector10. The "Norway online" and 
"electronic services to everyone" objectives are collectively known as "digital 
first choice". This is the term used for the Government's policy for digitalising 
the public sector and thus establishing more and better electronic services. This 
means that digital communication is to be the primary channel for the dialogue 
between residents and public agencies, between businesses and public agencies, 
and within the public administration.  
 
Furthermore, this Government policy means that services will be offered 
digitally where appropriate. Digital offerings are not appropriate for, for 
example, frontline social services such as health and care services. However, 
support services such as booking appointments, receiving test results and 
notifications of calls for testing can typically be digitalised. Those who cannot 
or do not want to use electronic services must actively opt to use manual 
solutions if they so desire. Manual channels will thus be maintained for users 
who do not communicate digitally. 
 
The use of common components contributes especially to two of the 
overarching goals detailed in these documents: 
• Increased user-orientation 

• Increased efficiency 

 
Furthermore, there are a number of subgoals that affect these overarching goals: 
• Increased number of usable electronic services 

• Increased effect of IT investments (development and administration) due to 
reduced costs 

• Increased effects of IT investments due to a greater benefit realisation of IT 
based measures 

• Increased effects of IT investments through a shortened development of new 
services 

• Improved quality of the IT solution due to improved data quality 

                                                 
 
10 FAD 2009: Regjeringa sin strategi for fornying av offentleg sektor, 4.10.2007 ("The 
Government strategy for reformation and regeneration of the public sector, 4/10/2007") - 
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fad/dok/rapporter_planer/planer/2007/regjeringa-sin-strategi-
for-fornying-av-.html?id=482302 
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• IT solution requires shorter time to execute its tasks due to an improved data 
quality 

 
The measures we recommend aim to contribute to the increasing realisation of 
these goals. 
 

3 Clarification of concepts 
This chapter defines concepts that are central to electronic public administration 
and common components. This is necessary because the current usage of 
concepts is not standardised and there is significant variation in the way 
concepts are used. 
  
We base our use of the concepts in formal definitions from authoritative 
documents. Furthermore, we also build on descriptive definitions that to some 
extent have become common in public documents, articles, talks, etc.  
 
We suggest that the definitions that are used here should also be adopted in the 
Ministry's further discussion of common components.  
 
3.1 Public services, electronic services and digita l first 

choice 
In public agencies it is common to separate between tasks that involve the 
exercise of governmental power and tasks that provide a service.  Examples of 
the former include case processing related to administrative decisions in 
individual cases (for example, the exercise of the power of control and 
inspection in connection with determining the rights and duties of a person or 
business), while examples of the latter include providing treatment (health 
services) or road construction (transportation services) etc.  
 
The concepts must be seen in relation to each other, because tasks that involve 
the exercise of governmental power often precede tasks that involve the 
provision of services. An example of this may be administrative decisions on 
the rights of residents to a place in a nursing home, and the subsequent service 
provision by the public sector to fulfil this right. Public services is the overall 
concept used to describe both the exercise of governmental power and public 
sector service provision.  
 
As this report focuses on common components in the development of electronic 
public sector services, it is important to define what is meant by a service. A 
common view is that a service describes something that is carried out by one 
party for the benefit of another party; for example a hospital that provides 
health services to a patient. A service level is often tied to the service. The 
service level provides information about the expected availability and response 
time for the service. The service level tends to be determined by laws and 
regulations and is often detailed in the agency's service statements. 
 
Electronic services mean public administration services in which the tasks in 
the work and communication processes wholly or partially are based on 
computer systems. This often means that the interface with users (residents and 
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private or public enterprises) is digitalised. Digital and electronic services are 
synonymous concepts, but electronic services appears to be the most commonly 
used concept, and as it ties naturally with concepts such as eGovernment (see 
below) we find it appropriate to continue to use this concept. On this basis it is 
important to distinguish between the service concept as used to describe public 
sector tasks such as public services (as described above) and as used in other 
contexts to refer to electronic services that may include both types of public 
services (exercise of governmental power and public administration services). 
 
Developing electronic services is often described as digitalising manual work 
and communication processes. This concept is most commonly used when the 
content of what is achieved electronically is closely connected to the public 
service; in other words that the work and/or communication processes that must 
be carried out as part of the service are digitalised and are actually done using 
the electronic service. Here, no clear separation is made between the exercise of 
governmental power and service provision, and electronic services can be used 
in both contexts. 
 
The simplest form of an electronic service is when what is submitted as part of 
a work or communication process is done electronically. For example, residents 
and businesses can use an electronic form to submit necessary information via 
an electronic channel.  
 
There are varying levels of digitalisation of public administration tasks. Report 
no. 17 illustrates this situation through a service stage model that shows the 
relationship between different levels of complexity for the digital services and 
the level of user orientation and usability11. The EU has also developed a 
service stage model, but this has other variables than the Norwegian version. 
The service stage model has been criticised for presenting the situation as if 
increasing complexity necessarily leads to an increased benefit potential, 
increased user orientation and better service, which of course is not a necessary 
conclusion.   
 
In the management and administration regime for common components we 
have used three role definitions: Service owners, common component managers 
and the IT coordinator. Service owners are all public agencies that have or may 
have electronic services directed to residents, businesses and other public 
agencies. Common component managers are public agencies that have the 
overarching and comprehensive responsibility for the development and 
management of one or more common components in line with overarching 
management and administration principles. A common component manager can 
choose to organise its work so that the tasks associated with the role are wholly 
or partially carried out by others according to agreements made to this effect. 
However, the comprehensive and overarching responsibility will remain with 

                                                 
 
11 Statskonsult 2002: IKT i det offentlige 2002. Kartlegging av status for bruk av 
informasjons- og kommunikasjonsteknologi (IKT) i det offentlige (“ICT in the public sector 
2002. Survey of the status for use of information and communication technologies [ICT] in the 
public sector.”).  Notat 2002:4. http://www.difi.no/statskonsult/publik/notater/2002/n2002-
04.pdf  
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the common component manager. The IT coordinator  is the coordination line 
that is responsible for a coherent IT coordination across all sectors.  
 
It is important to note that this is a role model. This means that many agencies 
may have both a common component management role and a service owner 
role. What we want to highlight with the concepts and the role model is in part 
that the management responsibility for the common components crosses 
agencies and sectors and does not only apply to the agency's own services. The 
IT coordinator may have all three roles, which is currently the case.  
 
Please note that the service owner role is mainly discussed from a state sector 
perspective in which there is a Ministry at the top that sets the premises. In 
practice, municipalities, counties and state enterprises will also be service 
owners and have a municipal government, board or other equivalent as a 
contributing premise provider and final decision maker.  
 
Electronic public administration  (eGovernment) is defined differently in 
different contexts12. The definition of the eGovernment concept in this report is 
based on Schartum and Jansen (2007)13. They write that "...as a starting point, 
eGovernment must be said to include all aspects of how the public 
administration solves its tasks. In other words, the public administration body's 
own management (personnel and finance), the exercise of governmental power 
(administrative decisions, regulations, etc.) and any service provision (schools, 
hospitals, etc.)." (ibid p. 19). In keeping with the definition of public services in 
this report (see above), we do not discuss the public agency's internal 
management, such as in-house administrative support functions, as part of the 
eGovernment concept. This concept thus only covers the exercise of 
governmental power and service provision (public services). 
 
In keeping with this definition, electronic public administration can be divided 
into three subsidiary categories, according to Palvia and Sharma (2007).  

• Government-to-Citizen or Government-to-Consumer (G2C) 
• Government-to-Business (G2B) 
• Government-to-Government (G2G) 

There are, roughly speaking, four types of activities within each of these 
categories: 

• Information publishing (regulations, guides, discussion documents, reports 
etc.) 

• Two-way communication between the agency and residents, private 
businesses or other public agencies. 

                                                 
 
12 Palvia, S. and Sharma, S. (2007): "E-Government and E-Governance: Definitions/Domain 
Framework and Status around the World". Computer Society of India 2007. 
13 Schartum, D. W. et. al. (2007). ”Elektronisk forvaltning i NORDEN. PRAKSIS, 
LOVGIVNING, og RETTSLIGE UTFORDRINGER.” ("Electronic public administration in the 
Nordic countries. Praxis, legislation and legal challenges"). Oslo: Fagbokforlaget 2007  
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• Execution of a variety of transactions, such as processing application forms, 
disbursing tax returns etc. 

• Democratic governance (also called eDemocracy), for example through 
online consultation rounds, referendums, etc.  

Digital first choice means that digital communication is to be the primary 
channel for the dialogue between residents and public agencies (G2C), between 
businesses and public agencies (G2B) and between public agencies (G2G). 
Digital first choice is especially relevant for eGovernment, but it may also be 
relevant for other services that are not included in the eGovernment concept 
(see definition above).  
 
3.2 Architecture and components 
This is how Report no. 17 uses the concept of IT architecture:  

 

"... can be described as a regulation scheme for using ICT, which describes ICT 

structures and relationships within and between public bodies."   

 

Here, we use the ISO/IEC 42010:2007 definition of architecture as a starting 
point:  
 

”The fundamental organization of a system, embodied in its components, their 

relationships to each other and the environment, and its principles governing 

its design and evolution.” 

 

TOGAF 914 builds on this definition, but points out that architecture has two 
context-dependent meanings: 
 

”1. A formal description of a system, or a detailed plan of the system at a 

component level to guide its implementation. 2. The structure of components, 

their inter-relationships, and the principles and guidelines governing their 

design and evolution over time…” 

 

Architecture is about how a system is built with the help of components and 
about the relations between these. Architecture is also about the principles on 
which the management of the long-term development of the components is 
based. In this report it is appropriate to contextualise the architecture concept, 
as is done in TOGAF 9. 
 

According to Langhorst et.al.15, architecture has moved from mainly focusing 
on the IT solutions to increasingly becoming a discipline focused on seeing the 
entire enterprise in context. On this basis, enterprise architecture is defined in 
this way: 
 

                                                 
 
14 The Open Group, 2009: The Open Group Architecture Framework, version 9. 
15 Langhorst et.al (2009): Enterprise Architecture at Work. Amsterdam: Springer 2009. 
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”a coherent whole of principles, methods, and models that are used in the 

design and realization of an enterprise’s organizational structure, business 

process, information systems, and infrastructure.” 

 

In an enterprise architecture, the IT architecture is seen as part of the 
comprehensive architecture of the enterprise. Enterprise architecture is therefore 
both about which principles, methods and models are used for the organisation 
of the enterprise, how business processes are designed, and how the information 
systems and infrastructure are realised within a coherent context. This means 
that the enterprise architecture tries to develop a clear connection between how 
an enterprise is organised, how it processes its tasks and how the information 
systems and infrastructure should be designed to support these in the best way 
possible.  
 

In the development of the enterprise architecture, most frameworks recommend 
structuring the planning and documentation in different areas, such as: 
• Business Architecture 
• Data Architecture 
• Application Architecture 
• Technology architecture 

It is often the latter three parts that are referred to when IT architecture is 
being discussed. The IT architecture is thus a part of the enterprise architecture, 
which includes the information systems and infrastructure. The IT architecture 
(and indeed the enterprise architecture) may be constructed in an ad-hoc manner 
or be carefully and systematically planned. Often, the IT architecture in an 
enterprise has a long history and is a result of combination in which some parts 
have been designed systemically and according to a clear plan, while others 
have been built in an ad-hoc manner without being closely based in systematic 
plans and the enterprise architecture. 
 

Over time, a number of frameworks have been developed for enterprise 
architecture. The best known include TOGAF16, Zackmann17, DODAF18 and, 
not least, the Danish OIO Architecture guide19. These provide guidelines for 
how enterprises should work on architecture.  
 
Within public sector organisations, there are many common tasks as well as 
many common patterns for the ways that tasks are to be solved. Similarly to 
Report no. 17 and the FAOS Report, we therefore believe that it is possible to 
define an enterprise architecture for all or large parts of the public sector. The 
purpose of such a definition is to support the political objectives. This common 
enterprise architecture is referred to as the common architecture in the public 
sector. Here, we do not make any recommendations on whether to view the 
                                                 
 
16 http://www.opengroup.org/architecture/togaf9-doc/arch/ 
17 http://zachmaninternational.com/index.php/home-article 
18 http://cio-nii.defense.gov/docs/dodaf_volume_i.pdf 
19 HYPERLINK "http://ea.oio.dk/"http://ea.oio.dk/ 
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municipalities as one enterprise and the state as another, or whether to see the 
entire public sector as one enterprise. Yet precisely because there are a number 
of equivalent tasks, we do point out that it is possible to develop an enterprise 
architecture for the public sector that is more coherent than the existing 
architecture.           
 
At the moment, the common architecture in the public sector can be said to 
include the following parts:  
• Mandatory and recommended organisational, semantic and technical 

standards 
• Common architecture principles 
• National common components  

Additionally, it may be appropriate to point to laws and regulations as parts of 
the common architecture, as these in large part regulate the tasks of the public 
sector and thus also how IT is used. Furthermore, how IT is used and applicable 
laws and regulation interact: an increased use of electronic services in the work 
of the public sector will impact the development of applicable laws and 
regulations. 
 
In this context, components are defined as delimited parts of an IT solution (for 
example, the different parts that form an IT system). These parts may include 
software, hardware, databases etc. A component may comprise a number of 
building blocks, but common to all components is that they have a defined 
interface with other components20. 
 
One of the purposes of using the component perspective is to be able to see the 
various delimited parts of an IT solution in order to be able to assess both which 
parts of the solution may reuse components from other solutions and where one 
might be able to offer components for reuse at a later date. This provides the 
opportunity to make the development of new solutions and the management of 
existing solutions more efficient, both in relation to time and to costs.  
 
The division into components is to make a distributed system easier to 
understand and manage. For example, a proper division into modules provides 
the opportunity to configure and scale a component independently of other 
components and thus ensure reuse. An important aspect of components is that 
the information that is produced is "owned" by the component; in other words, 
functions and data jointly constitute one component. The purpose of the 
component is to provide service in such a context, and this also describes the 
functions that the component can fulfil21.  
 
Service orientation means that the architecture focuses on the functionalities 
the IT solutions offer and the service level of these functionalities, rather than 
                                                 
 
20 IEEE Std 610.12-1990: IEEE Standard Glossary of Software Engineering Terminology and 
ISO/IEC 42010:2007” Systems and software engineering – Recommended practice for 
architectural description of software intensive systems”.  
21 Evans, E. (2004): Domain-driven design: Tackling complexity in the heart of software, 
Pearson Education Inc. Boston: Addison Wesley2004 
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on the actual construction of the IT solutions. Though service oriented 
architecture requires its own technology/infrastructure, our starting point is that 
a service oriented architecture is about a particular perspective on the enterprise 
architecture. In this perspective, the focus is on which tasks are executed with 
the assistance of electronic services, rather than on which technical components 
or programmes are used in completing the task.  At the same time, at a more 
technical level the focus is on which services in the functionality area are 
delivered as a component or part of an IT solution rather than on the 
composition of the component or part. A service oriented architecture is a so-
called architectural style; other styles may be focused on components or on the 
information that is processed by the components.  
 

It is possible to have both perspectives in a common enterprise architecture for 
the public sector, in sector architectures and in the individual enterprise 
architectures. Such solutions are also in line with the architecture principles for 
the public sector22. A coherent view of the IT solutions in the context of the 
agency's tasks and how it solves these tasks is in any event what is most 
important. To handle the complexity in the enterprise architecture it is 
necessary to present this based in the various interests and perspectives of the 
parties involved. It is also important to present documentation techniques 
adapted to each party's perspective. 
 
3.3 Common components and national common 

components in the public sector 
The common component perspective is systematically used in  Report no. 17. In 
that report, the common components are described as an important part of the 
common IT architecture in the public sector. 
  
"The shared component layer contains a range of shared ICT components 
which public bodies need in order to offer self-service solutions effectively." 
 
Furthermore, chapter 7.3.4 states that  
 
"In order to achieve more effective electronic transactions and to avoid having 
to develop complex solutions more often than necessary, there is a need to 
establish a number of shared public sector ICT infrastructure components."  
 
In the follow-up to Report no. 17, work was undertaken to establish a common 
IT architecture in the public sector, and a broadly composed working group 
drafted the FAOS Report (2007).  In this report the concept is further specified:  
 
”Common components are ICT solutions that attend to the needs of the public 
sector within specific areas. Common components can either be realised by the 
public sector standardising an area/function; by establishing an overall 
solution; or by procuring a specific technical component that is included in an 
ICT solution that meets the needs of the public sector."   
                                                 
 
22 The Agency for Public Management and eGovernment (Difi) 2009: Overarching ICT 

architecture principles for the public sector Version 2.0 8 October 2009. 
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The FAOS Report abstained from defining the concept further, but 
simultaneously recommended that a distinction be made between, on the one 
hand, common specifications of requirements, defined interfaces, and standards, 
and on the other hand software that is an actual component. We believe it is 
appropriate to make such a distinction, and here we focus on technical 
components such as software, databases, hardware etc.  
 
On this basis, it is appropriate to define common components as components 
or building blocks (see above definition) in IT solutions that can be jointly 
used or reused in several IT solutions within the public sector. In other words, 
the common components are common "building blocks" that allow the 
development of electronic services.  
 

 
FIGURE 1 OVERARCHING COMPONENT DRAFT FOR ALTINN II, EXAMPLE OF COMMON 

COMPONENTS THAT ARE JOINTLY USED BY THE PUBLIC SECTOR. 

Joint use means that a common component is centralised and that one version 
of this component is used by several agencies simultaneously. Examples of 
joint use include the ID portal and the service engine of Altinn. In this context, 
reuse means that a common component is decentralised and that it exists as a 
separate occurrence in various agencies. LOS, which offers information and 
navigation structures for public sector services, is an example of this.  
 
Additionally, common components can be jointly used and reused 
simultaneously. For example, where a common component consists of several 
building blocks of which one is jointly used and another is reused.    
 
To reach the political goal of user orientation and an efficient public 
administration, we believe that the implementation of a number of select 
national common components is of particular importance. To identify these 
national common components in the context of this report, we have established 
four evaluation criteria:  
• A state agency is responsible for managing the component.  
• The component meets a need across many sectors and/or administrative 

tiers.  
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• The component is central to the existing and planned electronic services of a 
number of public agencies.                                                                  

• It has great socio-economic significance as a common set of possibilities for 
electronic service development and benefit realisation in the agencies. 

 
An electronic service may be constructed from common components and the 
agency's own components, which thus jointly form the architecture of the 
service. An example of this is when private individuals submit their taxes. In 
such instances the communication with residents is done with the help of Altinn 
and MinID, while the actual processing and calculation of taxes is done through 
a combination of the in-house electronic systems of the Norwegian Tax 
Authority and manual processes. 
 

4 National common components 
This chapter further describes the national common components (see chapter 3). 
A review has been made of the various components and services that have been 
considered as potential common components. As mentioned, the most 
important components have been characterised as national common 
components.  
 
In accordance with the definition of common components, it is important to 
remember that these national common components consist of a number of 
subsidiary building blocks and that in this context we will only in certain 
instances describe the architecture and the various building blocks that make up 
the whole. 
 
In the following, the identified national common components are described. 
Recommendations are also made for how the national common components can 
facilitate eGovernment to an even greater extent.   
 
For each common component we first present the evaluations that form the 
basis for our recommendation that it should be prioritised as a national common 
component (in accordance with the criteria mentioned in chapter 2.3). We then 
describe the current situation both in relation to the status of functional needs 
that are being met and the organisation of the management of the component. 
Next we describe experiences with the current organisation. Here, our focus is 
both on what has been successful and on what is seen as future challenges. In 
this section, the evaluations of the experiences of the current systems for the 
basic data registers (Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities, National 
Population Register and New Cadastre) are structured in relation to four 
overarching topics:  
Whether the register has content that is relevant to the users; in other words 
content that meets the needs of the agencies that are to use it. Whether the 
content of the register is of a satisfactory quality. Whether the register is 
available in a satisfactory manner. Whether the applicable regulations are 
appropriate; in other words whether the regulations that govern the register are 
updated and relevant in the context of the intentions of the register. 
User relevance, satisfactory quality, availability and appropriate regulations.  
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In the mandate of the working group that drafted the report Utveksling av 
grunndata på personinformasjonsområdet ("Exchange of basic personal data" 
or the "basic data report") 23, it is stated that basic information refers to data 
elements that are particularly important for the exchange and use of information 
in the public sector. This conceptualisation means that basic data can be divided 
into different areas, such as business, individual and property.  
 
4.1 Basic information about businesses 
4.1.1 The Central Coordinating Register for Legal E ntities as a 

national common component 
Many public agencies depend on quick and easy access to updated and correct 
information about Norwegian businesses in order to successfully complete their 
tasks. In part, this is information that is only of interest to a specific public 
agency, and in part it is information that is of common interest to many or all 
public agencies. Much of the latter information is stored in a number of central 
registers such as the State Register of Employers and Employees, the VAT 
Register, the Register of Business Enterprises, Statistics Norway's business 
register, the Register of Non-Personal Taxpayers after the ordinary assessment, 
Stiftelsesregisteret ("Foundation Register"), the Register of Bankruptcies, etc.  
 
Since 1995, the main task of the Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities has been to coordinate the information about businesses and public 
agencies that is available in various public registers and that tends to be 
repeated on forms and questionnaires. Instead of having each public agency 
distribute their own forms to the businesses, the Central Coordinating Register 
for Legal Entities ensures that the information is collected in one place. The 
main goal of the register is to protect the business sector from being required to 
submit overlapping sets of information, protect the state from carrying out 
excessive work on the registers, and improving the overview of existing data24.  
 
All public agencies that need basic information about businesses are required to 
use the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. The Act relating to the 
Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities states that all Norwegian 
businesses are either required to register in the Central Coordination Register 
for Legal Entities or have the right to do so. The Brønnøysund Register Centre 
maintains the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. Based on the 
above review, it can be concluded that the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities meets needs across sectors and administrative tiers. It is thus of 
considerable socio-economic significance and must be considered a national 
common component in accordance with the criteria laid out in chapter 3.  

                                                 
 
23 Ministry of Finance (FIN) 2007: Utveksling av grunndata på personinformasjonsområdet 
("Exchange of basic personal data", 2007) 
(http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FIN/Vedlegg/sl/Rapporter/Persondatarapport%20%20-
%2015%2006%202007.pdf) 

The mandate of the working group: 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FIN/Vedlegg/sl/Rapporter/Vedlegg1%20Mandat%20for%20
arbeidsgruppen.pdf 
24 Source: The Brønnøysund Register Centre 
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4.1.2 The current situation 
The Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities is regulated by the Act 
relating to the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities 3 June 1994, no. 
15.  Section 1 states that the purpose of the law is to "promote efficient 
exploitation and coordination of public information related to legal entities, sole 
proprietorships and other registration entities”. 
 
The organisation number that each registered legal entity is allocated makes 
registered entities clearly and easily identifiable. These also make it easier for 
public agencies to exchange information between themselves about the 
registered entities. All associated registers must use the organisation number 
and information from the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities, and 
must provide updated information to the register as soon as they have received 
and checked this information. Other public agencies and registers that are not 
connected to the register must nevertheless whenever practically possible use 
information from the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities in 
accordance with the Act relating to Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities  section 1. In practice, this means that all registers (databases and 
systems) that process information about legal entities must use the information 
in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities to the extent possible. 
The figure below attempts to illustrate this. 

 
 
The table below lists the associated registers, cf. the Act relating to the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities Act section 2: 
 
Register Administrator (maintains the 
register) 

Register Legal basis 

THE NORWEGIAN LABOUR 
AND WELFARE 
ADMINISTRATION 

The Employer part of the State 
Register of Employers and 
Employees  

National Insurance Act 
section 25-1 

THE BRØNNØYSUND 
REGISTER CENTRE 

The Register of Business 
Enterprises 

The Act regarding the 
Register of Business 
Reporting Obligations 
of 21 June 1985 no. 78  
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THE NORWEGIAN GAMING 
AND FOUNDATION 
AUTHORITY 

Stiftelsesregisteret ("The 
Foundation Register") 

Stiftelsesloven ("The 
Foundation Act") 
section 8 

THE NORWEGIAN TAX 
AUTHORITY 

Merverdiavgiftsregisteret ("The 
Value Added Tax Register") 

The Norwegian VAT 
Act chapter 14 

STATISTICS NORWAY Statistics Norway's 
Establishments and enterprises 
register 

 The Statistics Act 
section 2-2 

THE NORWEGIAN TAX 
AUTHORITY 

The Norwegian Tax 
Authority's Register of Non-
Personal Taxpayers after the 
ordinary assessment 

Act relating to the 
payment and collection 
of taxes 21 November 
1952 no. 2 section2 

THE BRØNNØYSUND 
REGISTER CENTRE 

The Register of Bankruptcies Act relating to 
bankruptcy 8 June 1984 
no. 58 section144 

TABLE 1: ASSOCIATED REGISTERS ACCORDING TO THE ACT RELATING TO THE 

CENTRAL COORDINATING REGISTER FOR LEGAL ENTITIES 

The Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities functions as a hub for 
central public registers and allocates a clear identifying number to registered 
entities. The register contains information of interest to all registers about these 
entities.  
 
In addition to the associated registers, information about legal entities is 
processed and handled in a large number of registers managed by public 
agencies. However, as these are not regarded as associated registers pursuant to 
the Act relating to the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities section 
2, they are not required to update the Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities. Nevertheless, the Act relating to the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities section 20 enables the register to collect updates from all 
registers that contain information about legal entities. The information needs of 
the various registers is to a large extent related to the tasks of each agency, but 
some also have a central role in the electronic coordination with other agencies, 
such as cross-agency processes. Tasks that require updated information about 
legal entities include control of businesses and the processing of cases such as 
licensing, benefits, collection of taxes and fees, statistics, etc. 
 
The Act relating to the Central Coordination Register for Legal Entities 
regulates both the right and the duty to register. Both private and public 
enterprises are subject to registration in the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities, cf. the Act relating to the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities section 4. The duty to register in the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities arises when the entity has a duty to register in an 
associated register, such as when an employer register their employees in the 
State Register of Employers and Employees. Legal entities that are not required 
to register in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities have the right 
to do so. 

Pursuant to the Act relating to the Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities section 5, the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities must 
contain information about the name, address, organisational form, purpose 
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(industry/branch), General Manager, owner or equivalent representative (if this 
is a legal entity, an actual person must also be listed as a representative) of the 
legal entities.  

In section 5 and 6, "address" means a mailing address and physical address, 
while section 6 second sub-section states that telephone number, fax number 
and other electronic addresses also can be registered, as can administrative 
information. This is interpreted to mean that the register can contain 
information on any electronic address that may be relevant to the purpose of the 
register, such as email address, various links to communication addresses, the 
business website(s), etc. 
 
The law also states that all registrations in the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities are administrative decisions pursuant to the Public 
Administration Act. This means that the Brønnøysund Register Centre annually 
processes approximately 400 000 cases related to the registration and updating 
of information in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities.  
 
All information in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities is 
public, with the exception of personal identification numbers and D-numbers. 
Key information can be obtained free of charge online and over the telephone. 
For a fee, users can be sent hard copies of the same information from the 
register. In 2009, 40 million searches for key information were registered.  
 
The Brønnøysund Register Centre maintains the Central Coordinating Register 
for Legal Entities and the associated Register of Business Enterprises. Statistics 
Norway is responsible for the registration and processing of public agencies 
(public administration).  
 
Public enterprises with their own organisational forms, such as municipal 
enterprises, are handled by the Brønnøysund Register Centre. Statistics Norway 
processes the cases directly in the case processing system for the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities; information can also be sent in 
batches.  
 
A collaboration forum has been created with participants from the register 
managers for all associated registers as well as the New Cadastre and the 
Ministry of Trade and Industry. The collaboration forum works tactically and 
considers joint challenges for the Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities and the various associated registers.  
 
The maintenance and development of the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities is carried out in accordance with an in-house list of priorities that 
is developed based on centrally provided directions (usually from the Ministry 
of Trade and Finance); the register's own initiatives; changes that are 
subsequent to meetings in the collaborating forum; and input from user 
organisations that is processed and included in the prioritisations.  
 
The responsibility for the control of information about mailing addresses is 
divided between the Brønnøysund Register Centre and the various agencies 
responsible for the associated registers. The Brønnøysund Register Centre has 
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the sole responsibility for the control of information about the share capital of 
businesses. 
 
4.1.3 Experiences with existing systems 
The legal entities that are not required to register in the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities nevertheless have the right to register. Most legal 
entities do register because an organisation number is necessary in a number of 
contexts. For example, an organisation number is required to become a bank 
client, to apply for a domain name from Norid, to offer payment services or 
financing services, to apply for a permit to have a lottery, to apply for a patent 
and for registration in the Register of Patents, to apply for registration in the 
Register of Non-Profit Organizations, etc. That most legal entities do register is 
shown by 34% of the legal entities in the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities only being registered there and not being registered in any 
associated registers. 
 
The register administrator considers the quality of information on business 
enterprises to be good. This assessment is based on the fact that most of the 
registered businesses notify the register of any changes as appropriate. The 
exception to this general rule are small businesses who are not always as 
attentive to such follow-up. The quality of information in associated registers is 
considered to be of uneven quality. 
 
With regard to the information about public agencies, the information on units 
and structure is considered to be good. According to Statistics Norway, the 
contact information for public agencies is often of uneven quality. This includes 
the degree of coverage, as some contact information is missing. For example, it 
often takes time for address changes to be submitted and registered. This may 
be because public agencies do not have the same incentives to register as 
business enterprises do. Statistics Norway have commenced an annual follow-
up of registered entities in order to ensure that the information is updated at 
least annually.  
 
As previously mentioned, the address (physical address and electronic address) 
is registered in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. The 
starting point is that the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities must 
always have the updated address of all Norwegian legal entities and of all 
foreign businesses registered in Norway.  The registers are currently updated 
every night in a separate process. For example, if the State Register of 
Employers and Employees has the most recently updated address, the 
information in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities is updated 
accordingly, and all other registers then use this address. It is proposed that in a 
new solution the update should happen continuously (online).  
 
With regard to information about public agencies (the state, county or 
municipality at the top, followed by the organisational tier and finally the 
enterprise) there are several registers that process information that is also in the 
Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities but that do not use the 
information from the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. 
Examples of such registers include the the Norwegian State Administration 
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Database (which is managed by Norwegian Social Science Data Services) and 
the public sector overview on Norway.no (the public sector database). Both 
contain information that could have been taken from the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities. It is our assessment that a greater coordination of 
the various registers in this area ought to be considered to ensure better quality 
data. Such coordination might also contribute to making the maintenance of the 
information in the various registers more efficient. 
 
The Brønnøysund Register Centre provides access to the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities online with the help of Web Service technology that 
ensures searches or updates of its own registers as the changes occur in the 
Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities (online). Several registers also 
run their own updates (batch). The costs of these services are entirely covered 
by the Brønnøysund Register Centre's budget and they are thus free of charge to 
public agencies. 
 
As of 1 July 2010, there were 64 public agencies and 139 municipalities that 
used these services through the Brønnøysund Register Centre. Additionally, 
there were 208 public agencies (municipalities/counties/state Ministries) that 
purchased the same services from the EDB Infobank that is supplied by A/S 
EDB. All private enterprises that want access to information in the register also 
use EDB Infobank.     
 
The Brønnøysund Register Centre has commenced follow-up of all 
municipalities and state agencies in Norway who need basic information about 
enterprises in order to ensure access and use. This has led to an increased use of 
the services. Over time it might also contribute to data quality improvements 
for public agencies.  
 
All users of services from the Brønnøysund Register Centre sign a user 
agreement. This is a service agreement about, for example, service levels. It 
also regulates the division of responsibility between the user organisation and 
the Brønnøysund Register Centre. 
 
Content that is relevant to the users 
As a national common component and hub in the exchange of enterprise 
information, the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities must contain 
the most important information based on what is appropriate for sharing and as 
public information. The information that is defined as basic data and is thus 
registered in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities changes over 
time. What should be considered basic data and what should be considered 
additional information could always be subject to debate. Nevertheless, one 
must ensure that the information that most users need can be found in the 
central common component so that this component is seen as relevant for the 
users. 
 
Satisfactory quality 
It is important that the quality of the information is assured so that the those 
services that use the information can trust it. Experience suggests that increased 
use improves data quality. Public agencies depend on correct information both 
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in fulfilling their duties and to develop proactive services to the business sector. 
In particular, it is important to ensure that the information regarding public 
agencies also is of good quality, especially as this is important to electronic 
communication with and within the public sector. The use requirement for the 
public sector must also be better publicised. Above, we have also noted that 
there are a number of registers that process information that is also available in 
the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities but that do not use the 
Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities as their data source. It is our 
assessment that a greater coordination of the various registers in this area ought 
to be considered to ensure better quality data. Such coordination might also 
contribute to making the maintenance of the information in the various registers 
more efficient. 
 
Satisfactory availability 
Signature is an authorisation to act and sign on behalf of the entity in business 
transactions. Authorisation to sign on behalf of the entity can be allocated to the 
responsible manager, specific individuals or units. A full overview of those who 
are authorised to execute tasks on behalf of the entity is central to the creation 
of electronic services. It is therefore necessary to code such information so that 
a machine control can be made of the signature vis-à-vis the registered 
signature agreement. One of the great challenges for the Brønnøysund Register 
Centre as the register administrator is to maintain a reasonable case processing 
time also in the future. This is important because more and more registers 
process information about enterprises, and registrations and changes  impact 
this information.  
 
Appropriate regulations 
To function as intended, the national common components depend on an 
updated and relevant legal framework. With regard to the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities, we consider the current legal framework to regulate 
such issues as the use requirement appropriately, but as previously mentioned 
we recommend that the use requirement be better publicised. 
 
4.1.4 Summary and recommendations 
Today, information about enterprises is central to fulfilling public sector duties. 
In a future of increasing use of electronic communication, such basic data will 
be crucial to the execution of many of the tasks that public agencies are 
responsible for. 
 
The Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities and access to updated 
information in this register is in our assessment a national common component 
in a common public sector architecture.  
In our view, it is necessary to implement measures to improve both the quality 
and availability of the information. There also appears to be a need to develop a 
joint strategy for the administration of central basic data in the future, especially 
considering the expected increases in the use and dependence on the 
information.    
 
Proposals: 
• An option for submitting changes electronically should be introduced.   
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• As a rule, the electronic addresses of businesses should be stored as basic 
information in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. An 
evaluation should be made about which types of addresses should be stored 
as basic information. 

• A review and evaluation should be made of who should be responsible for 
the maintenance of, for instance, the contact information. 

• The public sector's obligation to use the information in the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities must be better publicised. 

• A central register of authorisations that facilitates machine control of 
relevant roles and authorisations for all legal entities registered in the 
Central Coordination Register for Legal Entities should be established.   

4.2 Basic personal data  
4.2.1 The National Population Register as a nationa l common 

component 
To carry out their work, most public agencies depend on fast and simple access 
to updated and correct information about individuals. In part, this includes 
information that is only of interest to a specific public agency, and in part it 
includes information about individuals that is of interest to all or most public 
agencies. Information about individuals that are of common interest to a large 
portion of public agencies can be described as basic personal data. 
 
The need for basic personal data is currently met through the National 
Population Register. However, some public agencies also maintain basic 
personal data in local registers. These challenges, which in some situations lead 
to an under-use of the National Population Register and an attendant over-use 
of local registers, will be discussed further below.  
 
The mandate of the working group that developed the basic data report states 
that the National Population Register today is central to nearly all public 
administration and planning related to individuals. The register meets important 
needs both in the public and private sectors. The register is widely used for 
addressing mail from institutional actors in the public and private sector, such 
as from banks; municipalities; and the tax, national insurance and benefit 
administrations.  Large state agencies have chosen to base themselves on the 
information in the National Population Register (the Norwegian Labour and 
Welfare Administration, the Norwegian Tax Administration, the Norwegian 
State Educational Loan Fund etc.)  
 
The address registered in the National Population Register is also a determining 
factor in administrative decisions by the public sector, for example in relation to 
benefits for single parents, taxation of children's assets, and education-related 
travel grants. The register reduces the need for these agencies to maintain and 
update their own registers, and is assumed to lead to quality and security 
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benefits.25 The use of the register also contributes to improving the quality of 
information in the National Population Register; because information is 
maintained in one location, residents do not have to report changes to each 
agency. Of course, residents have independent interests in a well-functioning 
central solution. Such a solution will make it easier for residents to access and 
have an overview of registered basic data about themselves. It also makes it 
easier for residents to update the information about themselves that they have 
the right to choose to update themselves. At the same time, residents may be 
assured that the public administration uses the basic data that the solution 
contains and does not use other data that the residents do not have an overview 
over. 
 
This shows that the National Population Register meets needs across a number 
of sectors and administrative tiers and is of great socio-economic significance 
as a common set of possibilities for electronic service development and benefit 
realisation in the agencies. On this basis and in accordance with the criteria this 
report uses to identify national common components (see chapter 2.3), we have 
identified the National Population Register as a national common component. 
 
4.2.2 The current situation 
The National Population Register is regulated in the lov om folkeregistrering 
("Act relating to the National Population Register") 16 January 1970, no. 1.26 
Several regulations have been issued based in the Act. The most central of these 
is the forskrift om folkeregistrering ("Regulations relating to the National 
Population Register").27 The legal framework describes who is responsible for 
the register, which types of information are to be registered, and to some extent 
it also further regulates how certain types of information are to be interpreted; 
for example, how to determine what the main domicile of a person resident in 
Norway is. Section 3 of the "Act relating to the National Population Register" 
stipulates that the Norwegian Tax Administration is responsible for the National 
Population Register. The "Regulations relating to the National Population 
Register" § 2-1 specifies which types of information are to be registered. 
Including or removing types of information from the National Population 
Register requires changes in this Regulation. 
 
The types of information in the National Population Register include address, 
marital status, occupation, district and more. Pursuant to the "Act relating to the 
National Population Register" chapter 1, each individual is required to inform 
the National Population Register where they live, that they have moved, etc. 
Paragraph 12 of the Act stipulates that public authorities are required to provide 

                                                 
 
25 Using the address registered in the National Population Register rather than using a mail 
address supplied by an identity thief is assumed to make identity theft more difficult. 
26 FIN: LOV-1970-01-16-1: Folkeregisterloven ("Act relating to the National Population 
Register"). http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/wiftldles?doc=/app/gratis/www/docroot/all/nl-
19700116-001.html&emne=folkeregisterlov*&& 
27 FIN, Norwegian Tax Administration: FOR-2007-11-09-1268 Forskrift om folkeregistrering 
("Regulations relating to the National Population Register")http://www.lovdata.no/for/sf/fd/xd-
20071109-1268.html 
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the National Population Register with the messages and information necessary 
to maintain the Register, notwithstanding the duty of confidentiality. 
 
Information in the National Population Register is thus partly based on 
administrative decisions made by the Norwegian Tax Administration, such as 
domicile; partly based on information received from another public authority, 
such as information from the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration regarding 
residency permits or from the County Governor regarding, for example, 
marriages; and partly based on information residents can change themselves, 
such as their mailing address. 
 
Paragraph 13 of the "Act relating to the National Population Register" states 
that private individuals may be given access to information in the Register if 
this is necessary in fulfilling legal rights and duties. Pursuant to the "Act 
relating to the National Population Register" §  9-3, no. 1, public agencies are 
given limited access to a set of key information that includes names, national 
identity number, address, family relationships, etc. when there is a documented 
need for such information. In other contexts, public agencies must have a legal 
authority to gain access to the information. 
 
Electronic access to the National Population Register is primarily provided via 
the interfaces offered by the distributor of the register. Examples of interfaces 
include online searches, data cleansing and data extraction. A few large state 
actors, including the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration, Statistics 
Norway and the Norwegian Directorate of Immigration, have entered separate 
agreements with the Norwegian Tax Administration and maintain their own 
copies of the National Population Register based on daily updates transferred 
directly in batch from the Norwegian Tax Administration. Agencies that do not 
have their own agreements with the Norwegian Tax Administration can also 
maintain their own copies of the National Population Register based in 
extractions and/or data cleansing from the distributor. The National Population 
Register services are user financed and the prices are set through tenders from 
commercial actors. On 1 January 2011, a new agreement with the distributor 
comes into effect.  According to the Norwegian Tax Administration, just over 
900 public sector agencies receive data from the National Population Register 
via the distributor. There are approximately 23 000 user identities, and annually 
there are approximately 20 million inquiries about individuals. Extraction and 
cleansing for those who maintain local registers is additional to this figure. The 
figures do not include use by agencies that maintain their own copy of the 
National Population Register based on direct transfers from the Norwegian Tax 
Administration. According to the basic data report, the Norwegian Labour and 
Welfare Administration alone has 220 million inquiries in their local copy of 
the National Population Register. At the same time, the above figures do not 
indicate whether the public sector's actual need for basic personal data is 
equivalent to the number of inquiries. This consideration is relevant both in 
relation to the types of information offered and how often the types of 
information are used. 
 



 
 
 

36 
 

4.2.3 Experiences of the current system 
The basic data report (Ch. 3 and 4) reviews the current situation and the 
disadvantages of the current National Population Register. The quality of the 
registered information is generally thought to be good. Quality issues are 
particularly related to certain types of information (such as births and deaths, 
where the time between the event and its registration can be unclear) and to 
information about individuals with a weaker connection to Norway than those 
permanently domiciled in Norway. For the latter group, it is a problem that only 
a few types of information are registered and updated. The report also 
highlights new data elements that could usefully be registered for the entire 
population: secondary addresses; mobile phone numbers; email addresses; and 
personal identity number of guardians, heirs and executors of the estates of 
deceased persons. The report proposes several changes to the access regime. 
Central aspects of the current regulations for access include the requirements 
for a permit28, conditions of access (for example, limited search options29) and 
transaction pricing for usage (inquiries/cleansing/extraction)30.  
 
The report highlights a number of potential areas of improvement for the 
National Population Register. However, it provides limited guidance for how to 
prioritise between the different needs. Some proposals require extensive 
changes, while others only require minor adjustments. The feedback Difi has 
received in connection with the work on the common components are mainly in 
line with the findings of the report. This feedback focuses on types of 
information that are not available, cases of poor quality data and a pricing 
structure that leads to the National Population Register being under-utilised. 
The feedback we want to particularly highlight is the need for a central 
updating of contact information for email and mobile phone numbers. 
 
Drawing on the positive experiences of the current National Population Register 
it seems reasonable to assume that a high level of information usage will 
contribute to high quality data, inasmuch as the incentive to update information 
is strengthened through the broad usage of the data. We assume that measures 
that remove or reduce existing barriers to usage should be prioritised in the 
future work on the National Population Register, as increased use will improve 
the quality of the register. In our assessment, it is particularly important to 
reconsider the pricing model. The current regime, in which the distributor costs 
are covered though transaction pricing, leads to the prices exceeding the 
marginal costs of increased use. This harms both the users (who use older 
information than the most current information available) and the National 

                                                 
 
28 Pursuant to the "Act regarding the National Population Register" § 13 second sub-section on 
providing information to private individuals, and § 14 on providing information to public 
agencies and for research purposes. 
29 Presumably, this particularly applies to users who when making an inquiry based on a 
national identity number also must provide the name of the person they are inquiring about. 
This both delays inquiries and makes it more difficult to find individuals who have changed 
their name.  
30 The pricing regime applies to users who access the National Population Register through a 
distributor. A handful of agencies maintain their own copy of the National Population Register.   
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Population Register (whose reputation is harmed by the use of outdated 
information). 
  
Content that is relevant to the users 
The data elements that are included in the current National Population Register 
are described in the "Act relating to the National Population Register" § 2-1. On 
the basis of this section, the basic data report lists suggestions for new data 
elements that ought to be included in the National Population Register. These 
include electronic ID, whether an individual is e-registered (consent to 
electronic communication), email address, mobile phone number, languages, 
form of Norwegian used, etc. Furthermore, a number of agencies have noted 
that there is a need for data that describes the user's preferences in relation to 
electronic communication, for example in the context of universal design. A 
central solution for basic data about individuals must handle the data elements 
that a large portion of the agencies need. The data elements included in a central 
register ought to be based on standardised formats and representations. In 
addition to the data elements that are stored, there will also be a need for the 
register to specify the appropriate group of persons on whom information is 
stored. A particular need has been identified for the register to provide a test 
census. 
 
Satisfactory quality 
In addition to needing to contain the relevant data elements, a central solution 
must also provide a satisfactory data quality. An agency must be able to use the 
solution secure in the knowledge that the information is of a satisfactory 
quality. What constitutes a satisfactory quality will vary between agencies 
depending on what the information will be used for. For example, an agency 
may use the information for statistical purposes and will thus require a lower 
quality than an agency that uses the information as a basis for its administrative 
decisions related to the rights or duties of residents. To ensure a satisfactory 
quality it is also important that there are routines for how an agency is to relate 
to errors in the information when the agency is not legally required to report the 
information in question. 
 
Satisfactory availability 
The solution must offer electronic services that enable agencies to, depending 
on their needs, easily extract and either register or update information about 
individuals.  The services must be easily available and have a low threshold for 
use. Examples of potential types of services for accessing information are 
searches, data cleansing and extraction. Various types of services can also be 
imagined for the entry of information, depending on the need for updates. For 
single ad-hoc updates, online updating may be useful, while batch updates will 
be used for greater numbers of updates. The services must have interfaces that 
the agencies see as appropriate, whether humans or machines are to use the 
service. This means that there must be options to use relevant search terms such 
as national identity numbers, flexible machine-to-machine interfaces that are 
independent of platform,; and user interfaces that provides the user with options 
for how to present the information. The availability of services the users find 
valuable and simple to use will lead to a quality spiral in that increased use 
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leads to a higher quality, which in turn leads to increased use.  
 
Appropriate legal framework  
As mentioned in the introduction, the National Population Register is regulated 
by its own laws and regulations. In order for a central solution to function 
according to its purpose, it requires a legal framework that does not hinder the 
utilisation of the solution as intended. For example, the legal framework must 
be formulated in such a way that those agencies that need access to the register 
in the course of carrying out their duties gain such access when they need it. 
Today, municipalities only have access to information about their own 
residents, yet they may also require information about residents of other 
municipalities. An illustration of this might be a nursing home patient who lives 
in a nursing home in one municipality and whose next of kin live in another 
municipality.  
 
In addition to meeting these requirements, as a common component the 
National Population Register must be subject to an administrative regime and a 
decision making structure that ensures that all interests are being looked after 
and that there is a pricing structure that is not an obstacle to the use of the 
register. The actual technical solution that is offered must also have some 
specific characteristics. For example, it must be flexible so that it relatively 
easily can be changed if need arises. Such flexibility is important in relation to 
both content and electronic services. Additionally, the solution must be 
designed in such a way that it is possible to use it from a number of different 
technical platforms. 
 
4.2.4 Summary and recommendations 
This chapter shows that a central solution for basic personal information is an 
important national common component in electronic public administration. 
Compared to decentralised and parallel solutions, this common component will 
contribute to making the public sector more efficient and ensure that the public 
sector uses better quality basic data when carrying out its tasks. Similarly, 
residents and businesses will indirectly find such a common component useful, 
because the public sector will appear better coordinated. 
 
Proposals:  
• An option for submitting changes electronically should be introduced.   

• The National Population Register should contain types of information 
important to electronic public administration. Initially this should focus on 
email addresses and mobile phone numbers.  

• The further development must also focus on services for accessing, 
registering and updating data in line with the needs of the users.  

• A pricing structure and a management and administrative regime must be 
developed that promotes use and quality. 

• The regulations that regulate the National Population Register must be 
reviewed and modernised. This should include following the proposal in the 
basic personal data report on the introduction of a right and duty to use the 
National Population Register similar to that stipulated in the Act on the 
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Central Coordinating Register of Legal Entities. Consideration must be 
made for necessary exemptions.31 

• Updating the National Population Register should be a central common 
focus in the public sector.  

4.3 Basic data about property 
4.3.1 The New Cadastre as a national common compone nt 
Today, the New Cadastre combines the Landed Property, Address and 
Buildings Register (GAB) and digital cadastre maps. Thus the New Cadastre is 
a register that combines text-based information with digital map information. 
Additionally, the New Cadastre contains information elements about ground 
contamination and cultural monuments. The New Cadastre is currently 
physically located in one database. Some municipalities have a local copy of 
the New Cadastre for their own use, for example for the purposes of analyses 
and report extractions. In practice, the municipalities' local versions of the New 
Cadastre are updated from the central New Cadastre databases several times a 
day. The Norwegian Mapping Authority has created a standardised interface 
that makes it easy to access information from the New Cadastre. They are 
currently working closely with the Geo integration project to create a new 
interface that works locally with the various case processing systems in the 
municipalities. In the longer term, the Norwegian Mapping Authority hopes to 
create a new universal interface that functions both centrally and locally.  

  
Other types of property related information that can be considered in relation to 
common solutions include information from the Land Register and planning 
information from the municipalities.  The Norwegian Mapping Authority has 
created an overarching interface to these systems that presents information from 
all these sources. 
 
The municipalities are the largest users of the New Cadastre.  A survey made in 
connection with the Geo integration project32 showed that the New Cadastre is 
connected to up to 40 systems within a single municipality. The data from the 
New Cadastre has a central role in the planning and implementation of spatial 
planning in the municipalities; for example in relation to the determination of 
boundaries, construction, land divisions and revocations. The New Cadastre is 
to be an authoritative source for all of this information, pursuant to Lov om 
eiendomsregistrering ("Act relating to the registration of property") 33

  § 1, and 

                                                 
 
31 Also see the basic personal data report section 6.4.4 and Difi's response, page 5, section 7 
Interaction, in which the proposal to legislate a right and duty to use the National Population 
Register is supported: 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FIN/Vedlegg/sl/Horingsuttalelser/2008/oktober/69_dirikt.pdf 
32 The purpose of the project is to contribute to the development and use of standardised 
interfaces between technical systems in the municipal sector (Source: Norwegian Mapping 
Authority) 
33 Ministry of the Environment (MD): LOV-2005-06-17-101 Lov om eiendomsregistrering 
("Act relating to the registration of property") http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-
wift/wiftldles?doc=/app/gratis/www/docroot/all/nl-20050617-101.html&emne=matrikkellov*&&  
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it is therefore important to all such municipal duties. Furthermore, § 31 of the 
Act also requires that all case processing done by the public sector and that 
makes use of cadastral units, buildings, dwellings or official addresses relies on 
the information registered in the New Cadastre.  
 
Statistics Norway and others who manage or relate to property related topics are 
also central users of the New Cadastre (such as the Norwegian Public Roads 
Administration and Statnett).  The New Cadastre has also been made available 
for the collaboration on Norway Digital 34. The power sector is one of the users 
of the information that has been made available through this project. 
 
As the above illustrates, the New Cadastre meets needs across a number of 
sectors and administrative tiers, and it is of great socio-economic significance 
as a common set of possibilities for electronic public sector service 
development and benefit realisations in the agencies. On this basis and in 
accordance with the criteria this report uses to identify national common 
components (see chapter 2.3), we have identified the New Cadastre as a 
national common component. 
 
4.3.2 The current situation 
The New Cadastre is regulated in the Lov om eigedomsregistrering 17 June 
2005, no. 101 ("The New Cadastre Act") and its regulations; these define the 
framework for registration in the New Cadastre and for use of the information. 
All Norwegian properties are entered in the register, and the registration 
includes information about area, boundaries, use and protection, buildings, 
dwellings, official address etc., pursuant to § 4. Information about cadastral and 
holding numbers and technical information about properties is available to 
everyone, pursuant to matrikellforskriften (the "New Cadastre Regulations") § 
13. Information about the title holder and, for example, detailed information 
about buildings, are not available to everyone, and pursuant to the "New 
Cadastre Act" § 30 an application must be made to the Norwegian Mapping 
Authority in order to access this information.  The Norwegian Mapping 
Authority is given clear guidelines in § 30 about the contexts in which cadastral 
information can be provided and thus be made available. There are also other 
laws that regulate issues related to the New Cadastre.  The Act relating to 
planning and the processing of building applications (the Planning- and 
Building Act) is an example of such a law35. Case processing under the 
Planning- and Building Act result in data that is submitted to the New Cadastre.  
 

                                                 
 
34 Norway Digital is a broad collaboration between public sector agencies and businesses that 
are responsible for the production of spatial information and/or are large consumers of such 
information (source: Norwegian Mapping Authority). 
35 MD: Act relating to planning and the processing of building applications LOV-2008-
06-27-71. Act relating to planning and the processing of building applications (the 
planning part) [Planning- and Building Act  (2008-06-27) http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-
wift/wiftldles?doc=/app/gratis/www/docroot/all/nl-20080627-
071.html&emne=bygningslov*&& 
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As a starting point, the New Cadastre is an authoritative source of all 
information about physical addresses in any public register, cf. § 31: "Public 
sector case processing that ties information to cadastral units, buildings, 
dwellings or official addresses must use the information registered in the New 
Cadastre."  
 
There are two governmental levels tied to the New Cadastre: Central and local 
cadastral authority. The Norwegian Mapping Authority represents the central 
cadastral authority. This includes responsibility for the administration, 
operation and development of the New Cadastre, cf. § 5a. The central cadastral 
authority is also responsible for the legal framework (the "New Cadastre Act" 
and its regulations), the training of users and the production of guides to the 
New Cadastre.  The municipalities represent the local cadastral authorities, 
which includes responsibility for maintaining the New Cadastre (registering and 
updating the New Cadastre), measurement of new properties and error 
corrections within the municipality, cf. § 5a. An expert group has been created 
for the New Cadastre. This group is composed of five municipal representatives 
and five representatives from the Norwegian Mapping Authority.  The expert 
group addresses questions on everything from the legal framework to the 
further development of the New Cadastre. The group also acts as an advisory to 
the public administration and in relation to the further development of the New 
Cadastre.  The Norwegian Mapping Authority also participates in the 
administrative group for the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. 
 
The figure below illustrates how information flows to and from the New 
Cadastre and the relationship between the New Cadastre and other central basic 
data registers such as the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities and 
the National Population Register. The Central Coordinating Register for Legal 
Entities supplies updated information about legal entities and business names 
every 14 days. The National Population Register supplies information about 
individuals and addresses, while the New Cadastre supplies address information 
to the National Population Register. There are bidirectional daily updates. 
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FIGURE 2 INFORMATION FLOW TO AND FROM THE NEW 
CADASTRE36 

 
There are currently three systems that have functionalities that allow them to 
update the New Cadastre. The Norwegian Mapping Authority has developed 
one of these, while the other two systems are provided by commercial 
suppliers37.  
 
The Norwegian Mapping Authority's own solution is in practice a case 
processing client and offers users the necessary updating functionality to carry 
out the maintenance of the New Cadastre. This solution is available free of 
charge to all municipalities. The client will continue to be developed in line 
with changes in the applicable laws and regulations, thus ensuring that those 
who maintain the New Cadastre always do so correctly. 
 
The interfaces in the Norwegian Mapping Authority's solution will also be 
developed further. At present, the interface specific to the Geo integration 
project is being implement. This is particularly focused on case/archive 
solutions.  
 
A number of municipalities use both a commercial solution and the solution 
supplied by the Norwegian Mapping Authority. The reason for this is that the 
commercial solutions have the advantage of communicating with other systems 
that the relevant suppliers and their collaborators supply. At the same time, the 
Norwegian Mapping Authority's solution always supports the functional needs 

                                                 
 
36 Semicolon 2009: Matrikkelens koblinger til kommunale fagapplikasjoner og tjenester, 
Rapport fra Geointegrasjonsprosjektet og Semicolon september 2009 ("The New Cadastre's 
connections to municipal technical applications and services. Report from the Geo integration 
project and Semicolon, September 2009").  

37 Norconsult Informasjonssystemer and Norkart 
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related to correctly maintaining the New Cadastre, which might not always be 
the case with the commercially distributed solutions.  
 
The Norwegian Mapping Authority is also working on a solution for read-only 
access (client) to information in the New Cadastre. The solution will have a 
search function for various information elements, such as cadastral and holding 
numbers.  
 
Furthermore, the Norwegian Mapping Authority plans to modernise and 
develop the access interface to improve its performance and so that it meets 
relevant standards. All municipalities and participants in the Norway Digital 
collaboration have access to wms and wfs web services for the integration of 
the New Cadastre with their own specific systems. These services will also be 
commercially available when in the new year the Norwegian Mapping 
Authority assumes responsibility for distributing its own data. 
 
4.3.3 Experiences with the current system 
The New Cadastre has been gradually introduced in the municipalities in the 
period between the autumn of 2007 and the spring of 2009. Norway Digital 
gained access to the New Cadastre on 11 January 2010. User frequency for the 
New Cadastre is illustrated by the fact that a year after the system went 
operational, 4-5 million inquiries are daily made in the New Cadastre, there are 
5-6000 changes made daily (2 million since start-up) and it has approximately 
6500 active users (individuals and systems). A survey organised by the Geo 
integration project shows that  information from the New Cadastre is used in 
70-80 different municipal tasks in Arendal municipality. 

Content that is relevant to the users 
Currently, changes in the registration of properties are not being logged in a 
way that makes it possible to recreate the history of the registration. A solution 
to this issue is being studied. Following the study, a specification will be 
created before the development of the solution begins. The next challenge is to 
handle municipal mergers. The first municipal merger takes place in 2011/2012 
and the New Cadastre must then be able to handle this change.  A third 
challenge is that rights in relation to real property, such as hunting, fishing, 
forestry and rights of use, are currently registered in the Land Register. There is 
a need to register these rights more accurately in the New Cadastre. 

 

Satisfactory quality 

The Norwegian Mapping Authority considers the quality of data and basic 
information on buildings, properties and addresses is considered to be relatively 
good. With regard to detailed information about buildings, the quality is not as 
good.  When the Land Division Act was introduced in 1978, the registration of 
this type of information was made compulsory. The Address and Buildings 
Register (GAB) was introduced in 1983 and after that date data was registered 
digitally. The Norwegian Mapping Authority sees a clear difference in the 
quality of data pre and post-1983. With regard to the quality of property 
information and property maps, the quality is better for densely populated areas 
than it is for rural areas. Another quality related challenge is that old data of 
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varying quality continues to exist. During the introduction of the New Cadastre, 
guidelines were provided that specified that something had to be done with 
regard to data consistency. However, no such guidelines were provided 
regarding data quality. The Norwegian Mapping Authority plans to implement 
quality improvement projects to improve the quality of old data.  

Satisfactory availability 

The challenges are currently the greatest in relation to the municipalities. The 
reason for this is that municipalities are differently organised. There are small 
municipalities in which single individuals inhabit a number of roles, one of 
which is to update the New Cadastre. Larger municipalities tend to have a more 
professionalised context for the updating of the New Cadastre. The Geo 
integration project has put a lot of effort into surveying the New Cadastre's 
interfaces with municipal IT solutions. In our view, these efforts should 
continue. We recommend that the development of open interfaces between the 
various electronic solutions of public agencies and the New Cadastre is 
facilitated.  
 
Appropriate legal framework  

The "New Cadastre Act" provides some mechanisms for when data must be 
registered and this means that updating requirements now are much clearer than 
they were previously. The Norwegian Mapping Authority is currently the 
supervisory authority responsible for following up with the municipalities. If 
there is a need for sanctions (such as an order), this is generally done by the 
Norwegian Mapping Authority bringing a case via the County Governor. 
Additionally, the law provides the option of requiring fees to be repaid to the 
citizens if the deadline for updates has not been met. The Norwegian Mapping 
Authority believes that it should be more vigilant about following up on this 
option. Today, this system is practised by for example Statistics Norway by 
making inquiries in the New Cadastre to check whether the registered address is 
an actual address. The role of the New Cadastre for the municipalities is 
evident, but an evaluation should be made of whether the obligation to use the 
New Cadastre should be better publicised in the state sector. The starting point 
is that the law is understood to stipulate that this information must form the 
basis for the execution of public services. 
    
4.3.4 Summary and recommendations 
Information on property is central to allowing all municipalities and a number 
of state agencies to fulfil their roles. It is particularly important that electronic 
interfaces are developed that ensure that information flows efficiently between, 
on the one hand, municipal and state systems, and on the other hand the New 
Cadastre. The Geo integration project is therefore an important measure to 
improve the data quality and access.  
 

Proposals: 
• The requirement to use the New Cadastre as the authoritative source for all 

information regarding cadastral units, buildings, homes and official 
addresses in all public registers and in the execution of all public 
administration tasks, should be better publicised.  
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• Electronic initial registration, registration of changes and publication of 
notices should be facilitated. 

 
4.4 Altinn 
4.4.1 Altinn as a national common component 
In 2002, the Norwegian Tax Administration, Statistics Norway and the 
Brønnøysund Register Centre joined together to create an internet based 
solution for submitting forms to public agencies. The solution, called Altinn, 
was launched in December 2003 and has been operational since. The 
Brønnøysund Register Centre is responsible for the administration of Altinn on 
commission from the Ministry of Trade and Finance.  
 
Originally, the main objective of this solution was to reduce the business 
sector's burden of reporting to public agencies. In time, facilitating 
communication between residents and public agencies became another Altinn 
objective. The goal is that in the future a common reporting and feedback 
structure should be implemented that is adapted to relevant business processes, 
independently of the state's divisions into agencies and administrative tiers.   
 
Since its implementation, a total of 29 agencies and three municipalities (Oslo, 
Drammen and Bærum) have joined the Altinn collaboration, and more than 400 
000 businesses have moved from a paper based to an electronic submission of 
public sector forms through Altinn. Altinn continues to expand and introduce 
new services. More than 50 million forms have been conveyed through Altinn 
since its inception. 
  
In the long term it is hoped that several hundred state agencies and 
municipalities will start to use Altinn in one way or another. All state agencies 
are required to consider using Altinn in all IT based developments (pursuant to 
P3/2009 from FAD38 and letter dated 8 April 2009 from the Ministry of Trade 
and Industry to the Ministries39).   
 
The planning of a new version of Altinn started already in 2005; that project (or 
programme) is to realise the new version, called Altinn II. The goal of Altinn II 
is for Altinn to become a cooperation hub for Norwegian eGovernment. 
Furthermore, as a transaction hub Altinn is to handle end-user services such as 
submission, reporting and access services. 
 
As a service hub, Altinn is to offer common public sector services that can be 
reused across public sector bodies. The services offered through Altinn can be 
produced locally in Altinn or in systems offered by a third party. Altinn will 

                                                 
 
38 FAD 2009: P3-2009 Circular  – Fellesføringar i tildelingsbreva 2010 ("Common guidelines 
for the allocation letters 2010"), the Ministry of Administration, Reform and Church Affairs, 11 
September 2009. 
39 The Ministry of Trade and Finance (NHD) 2008: Altinn – krav til begrunnelseom anskaffelse 
av elektroniske løsninger ("Altinn - requirements for an explanation of procurements of 
electronic solutions"), Ministry of Trade and Finance 8 April 2008. 
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work as central hub for these services in order to ensure a comprehensive 
infrastructure for public sector IT services.  
 
Altinn II will also ensure that Altinn will work regardless of the portal being 
used. This means that it will be possible to present the services in other portals 
(or in other end-user systems) even if they are developed using Altinn 
components. 
 
The need for Altinn as a hub for coordination and distribution of transactions 
between public agencies and residents/businesses has been thoroughly 
documented. The cost of the alternative solution, in which each agency 
develops its own solutions, is very high for the public sector as a whole (see 
chapter 7 of the FAOS Report). That there, as of June, were nearly 90 proposed 
services from more than 60 different state agencies also documents the need for 
Altinn.  
 
The benefit to the existing Altinn 1 service owners has been documented and 
shows a convincing effect. Two rounds of socio-economic analyses of Altinn II 
have been completed. These show a significant socio-economic effect. The 
potential benefits to the services that have been identified illustrate Altinn's 
considerable significance as a set of possibilities for electronic service 
development and benefit realisation. 
 
4.4.2 The current situation 
The Altinn portal currently provides access to more than 700 different public 
services (with forms). Many of these are links, but more than 200 have been 
developed using the Altinn platform. For example, the Norwegian Tax 
Administration uses Altinn for tax returns, which involves reporting from 3.5 
million users and 2.5 gigabytes of data within a short timespan. 
 
The Altinn name is primarily associated with the portal for reporting by the 
business sector. Yet this is too narrow of a conception, as Altinn now also 
consists of a number of components that can be used to develop services that 
can be presented in different portals. Additionally, Altinn is a programme and 
Altinn central administration is the Brønnøysund Register Centre's organisation 
for operations and administration. Altinn can therefore accurately be said to be 
three things: 
• A portal for the business sector's communication with the public sector 
• National ICT components that can be jointly used by public agencies 
• A common operations, administration and development organisation 
     
In the present context it is primarily bullet points two and three that are of 
interest. With regard to national ICT components, in practice Altinn currently 
consists of two parallel solutions that co-exist: Altinn 1 and Altinn II. Altinn 1 
does not have an architecture that enables a great deal of flexibility. In order to 
make such flexibility possible, the solution is currently being updated to a more 
future-oriented modular platform through Altinn II.  
 
Altinn 1 was procured in 2002 and was launched in June 2004. The work on 
Altinn II began in 2007 and version 1 was launched in June this year.  
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Version 1.0 of Altinn II includes the establishment of a foundation that consists 
of a technical platform and standard solutions such as for forms and workflow. 
A new service development solution is provided for the development of 
electronic end-user services and for making these services available.  
 
Version 2.0 will include more extensive changes. For example, it will support 
two new types of services: a coordination service and an improved access 
service. The solution will also be extended to include the ability to handle 
sensitive personal data and support for data splitting. Splitting data means that 
submissions from users can be divided and the different parts sent to a number 
of distinct recipients.  
 
Version 2.0 includes an improved support for advanced submission services. In 
the first instance, this will apply to tax returns for wage earners, pensioners and 
the self-employed. According to plan, version 2.1 will be introduced in 
February 2011. 
 
Altinn II will offer a number of standardised service types when it is fully 
implemented. The table below describes these; both those that currently exist 
and the services that will be included when Altinn II is completed. 
 
 
 
Service type Description 
Submission 
services 

This is the most common Altinn service. The form that is 
developed and presented in Altinn is filled out in the 
Altinn portal (after login) or in an end-user system that 
the user employs. It is then is signed and submitted. 
Started and submitted forms  and files can be saved on 
the user's main page in Altinn. 

Response data is sent to the service owner. The service 
owner can also place the form in each individual user's 
work list and alert the user to deadlines etc. A 
submission may consist of a form, a set of 
interdependent forms and/or enclosed files (set of tasks). 

Reporting services Public agencies send information/notifications to the 
user's main page in Altinn. The notifications support 
HTML and enclosures. The user can be notified via 
email or text  message that the information has been 
made available for access or processing. The service 
owner gets information about which sent messages have 
been opened and may require that the recipient 
acknowledges receiving the notification within a specific 
deadline. 

 

The notifications are stored on the end-user's main page 
in Altinn for a set time period, or may be deleted by the 
user. 



 
 
 

48 
 

Access services The agencies may make information in their own 
registers (such as case processing solutions or electronic 
case archives/files) accessible to an individual user or the 
user's representative. 

Linking services Login via Altinn for services on other websites. The user 
can reach the service from the agency's own website and 
from Altinn, but must always go through Altinn for 
authentication and, if necessary, authorisation. 

Replies to the user can be provided through the Altinn 
notification service. The level of integration between 
Altinn and the external website varies between services. 

Distribution 
services 

Altinn is used as a distribution central between public 
agencies and between public and private enterprises 
when large quantities of data are to be distributed. No 
presentation is developed in the portal for this service. 
Information is gathered from the agency's case 
processing solutions/registers and is distributed to one or 
more public or private recipients through Altinn. 

Coordination 
services 

A coordination service consists of several services that 
are tied together to form a cohesive process between one 
or more end-users and one or more public agencies. The 
process may extend over a period of time and various 
actors may execute their steps one or more times. 

TABLE 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE VARIOUS STANDARD SERVICE TYPES IN 

ALTINN.  

In order to understand Altinn II it is important to look closer at the main 
divisions in the architecture that it is built on. A main division is between what 
is called the end-user solution and what is called the service development 
solution. 
 
The end-user solution is that part of Altinn II that ensures that all operational 
user services are processed through Altinn II; from the pre-completion of data 
via temporary storage for continued completion of the form, to logging, 
archiving and submitting the form to the service owner's systems. The end-user 
solution consists of a number of components at various levels that can be joined 
together in different types of services.  
 
The service development solution is Altinn II's framework for the development 
of services in Altinn II. This can be used by the service owners themselves or 
by commercial actors that have completed training in the use of the framework. 
This is mainly focused on developing electronic forms that the end-users can 
use to complete a public service task. 
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FIGURE 3 OVERARCHING OUTLINE OF THE ARCHITECTURE; RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

THE END-USER SOLUTION AND THE SERVICE DEVELOPMENT SOLUTION (SOURCE: THE 

BRØNNØYSUND REGISTER CENTRE) 

With regard to the integration between the end-user solution and the service 
owner's technical systems and various end-user systems (portals etc.), the 
architecture is based on loose couplings between them. This is one of the 
aspects that enable the services to be presented in different portals (portal 
independence).    
 

 
FIGURE 4: ALTINN II CONNECTIONS BETWEEN SERVICE ENGINE AND EXTERNAL 

SYSTEMS. THE SERVICE ENGINE IS THE CENTRAL COMPONENT IN THE END-USER 

SOLUTION. 

Altinn II went operational in June 2010 and thus the new platform was 
introduced. However, this does not mean that Altinn 1 has been phased out. A 
number of services continue to run on this platform, including the tax return 
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service. The plan is for all services to migrate to Altinn II version 2 when it 
goes operational (planned for 2011) and that Altinn 1 then will be phased out. 
Today the solutions co-exist based on the reuse of Altinn II components that are 
used for authentication, authorisation and searches in basic data registers. The 
co-existence is seamless so that the end user does not notice that it actually is 
two different solutions. Yet this represents a solution with a high degree of 
complexity and equivalent risks. It is therefore important that the migration of 
the services from Altinn 1 is implemented as intended in order to reduce the 
risks. The experiences from putting Altinn II into operation shows that the 
complexity of this platform is sufficiently high.  
 

  
FIGURE 5 ALTINN 1 AND ALTINN II CO-EXISTENCE 

The architecture of the end-user solution in Altinn II is to a large extent based 
on components in which the principles, i.e. the functionality, in a component is 
highly cohesive. There is also a loose coupling between the components in the 
solution; in other words, a component does not depend on the internal 
construction of another component. This facilitates the development of services 
that only use some of the Altinn components. 

Overarching representation of the end-user solution components: 
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FIGURE 6: OVERARCHING OVERVIEW OF THE ALTINN II COMPONENTS  

4.4.3 Experiences with existing systems 
Altinn is available to all residents and businesses and they can choose to use 
various parts of Altinn in different ways. Users have access to Altinn both via a 
dedicated portal solution and specific end-user systems when these are 
integrated with Altinn. Typical user groups for end-user solutions are: 
• An individual representing him/herself as a private person (for example, 

submitting tax returns) 
• An individual representing her/his own business (for example, submitting 

the annual report and accounts) 
• An individual representing a business  
• An individual representing one of the agencies that participate in the Altinn 

collaboration 

By creating a modular architecture a greater flexibility is achieved than that 
possible in Altinn 1. In Altinn II, service owners can use one specific service 
(for example, the distribution service) in one context and another service (for 
example, the submission service) in another context, or use several Altinn 
services in one end-user service.  
 
Subject to certain requirements, this also provides the opportunity to further 
develop some of the Altinn services independently of each other. For example, 
the notification service might be further developed so that it can receive and 
distribute documents and notifications from other solutions in public agencies 
without this being tied to a service developed in Altinn's service development 
solution. Altinn II also allows greater freedom to develop new standalone 
components or further develop some of the current components without this 
development significantly affecting the other components.   
 
One of the main challenges for the Brønnøysund Register Centre as a common 
component manager is that fulfilling the needs of all who wish to use Altinn is 
currently difficult. Even using common components, many tasks must be solved 
for current, new and future service owners: advising in connection with the 
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drafting of proposals; information about routines etc.; arrange advising in 
relation to service development, etc. This might be described as a shortfall of 
organisational capacity.  
 
It is probably impractical to meet all proposed needs within a short timeframe, 
and there will therefore always be a need to have a schema for prioritising 
between proposals. The input from our informants suggests that the current 
situation is nevertheless one in which the organisational capacity should be 
improved in order to increase the number of services that are realised. 
   
The portfolio of proposals that are made to Altinn are prioritised by the 
Brønnøysund Register Centre according to these criteria: More than two 
agencies must need the service, and of these, the agencies that show the greatest 
potential benefit in a cost-benefit analysis are to be prioritised. The plan is for 
the services to be put into operation three times a year.  
 
The prioritisation is of course also about how Altinn is managed, financed and 
administered, see chapter 4. Here, we note that it is a challenge both for Altinn 
and for the continued development of eGovernment if the administrative 
organisation is not scaled according to need. Additionally, there is a need to 
evaluate measures to ensure that service owners can collaborate on common 
services in Altinn; not least, there is a need to consider how to meet the 
requirements of the municipalities.   
 
Public agencies are developing an increasing number of services that could 
have been developed in Altinn. This applies to both state and municipal 
services. In the state sector, this situation continues despite the two Circulars. 
There may be multiple reasons for this, including: 
• Lack of knowledge of the possibilities in Altinn; the decision to introduce 

electronic services is made at a lower level in the agency. 
• Unfamiliarity with the Circulars. 
• The service was not at the time prioritised as a new service in Altinn.  
• Wish/need for full control of the service within the agency.  
• The user financing model of Altinn means that the service is insufficiently 

cost-effective when, for example, it is compared to the development of 
services using the agency's own resources. 

• Etc.  
  
It must be ensured that the common components have frameworks and 
possibilities that allow them to be scaled in accordance with the needs in the 
public sector. If such organisational scalability fails, there is a danger that this 
will hinder the development of electronic services. There are several ways in 
which this can be achieved, for example:  
• Increased competency development in external agencies, both within areas 

of use and in relation to facilitation. 
• Increased professionalisation of the various roles related to the facilitations 

made for new service owners. 
• Increased collaboration with those who administer other common 

components.  
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• Ensure that there are fewer organisational interfaces, for example by 
ensuring that service owners to a greater extent collaborate about the service 
owner role. 

• Etc.   

  Though Altinn II represents a great improvement in terms of being more 
flexible and scalable, further measures to this end are required. An example of 
this is the question of whether the end-user solution should be able to receive 
data from external sources (external portals and end-user solutions); in other 
words from solutions that are not developed in the service development solution 
in Altinn.  
 
Today, there is a requirement that the forms/services that are to be processed in 
the end-user solution and be shown in the portal must be developed in the 
service development solution. This means that they must be based on metadata 
sets that Altinn defines in SERES (common metadata definitions) and that are 
developed in the products that are supported by the solution, i.e. Microsoft 
Infopath and Microsoft Office Forms Server.  
 
Forms in electronic services that are not based on Altinn's service development 
solution cannot currently be reused in Altinn. Many municipalities have 
invested in such services, and may need the supplementary services that Altinn 
offers beyond the submission service. It is our view that this issue should be 
investigated further, as should the question of how the flexibility may be 
increased and whether this would be cost-effective. There is of course a need 
for common metadata definitions, but there is also a need to facilitate the use of 
forms that have been developed and run in other form portals (for example in 
the municipalities). This is currently being evaluated by Altinn.  
 
With regard to the notification service in Altinn, the architecture supports the 
processing of notifications that have been produced in external systems. In such 
cases, the service development solution is used to register the source and the 
desired transmission method. The Norwegian Industrial Property Office 
currently uses Altinn to distribute various types of messages to their users, 
without using any of the other Altinn services.  
 
In order to distribute messages between residents/businesses and public 
agencies that do not use other Altinn services, functions that support this must 
be developed. It can reasonably be expected that the same functions that are 
supported for service owners that use other services also are supported for 
external agencies (that are not service owners). One of the implications of this 
is that some metadata about the messages transmitted to/from external users 
must be defined and stored. In our view, this is primarily a question of 
organisational capacity, security and financing of the development activity. 
 
There will be a need for Altinn to be further developed in line with the growing 
needs of the public sector. Most likely, both the technology and the 
functionalities will be under constant development. The purpose of pointing to 
these issues here is to illustrate that there is a need to make strategic evaluations 
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of whether Altinn is to be opened for external solutions, which would 
contribute to increased flexibility.  
 
4.4.4 Summary and recommendations 
Altinn is very important as a national common component, and offers services 
and a platform that allows the public administration to provide electronic 
services to residents and businesses. Altinn II offers an even more flexible 
solution that provides a significant set of possibilities and potential for 
development of new electronic services.  
 
In order to make use of this potential it is important that the organisational 
capacity challenges are handled and scaled in step with increased use and the 
introduction of new service owners. Furthermore, new collaboration models 
must be facilitated for service owners. 
 
We also see a need for an assessment of whether the Altinn solution should be 
made even more flexible through facilitating the reuse of various Altinn 
services by external end-user systems.  
 
We find that it is crucial that the future administration and development of 
Altinn focuses on making sure that the Altinn potential can be utilised as much 
as possible. In summary, we propose that the following measures be 
implemented: 
• Sufficient competencies and capacities to meet the growing needs of 

existing and, in particular, new service owners should be ensured. We 
propose that a variety of models and measures are considered. 

• The consequences of making the Altinn components even more flexible 
should be studied. This study should include evaluations of the 
consequences of opening for data from external portals and end-user 
systems.  
 

4.5 Common infrastructure for eID in the public sec tor 
4.5.1 Common infrastructure for eID as a common com ponent 
In Report no. 17 the Government proposes a common infrastructure for 
electronic identity (eID) as a common component. The report further states that 
a common eID infrastructure is a prerequisite to the authentication, encryption 
and signing that are seen as critical functions in a secure eGovernment. This is 
also followed up in the FAOS Report, which notes that there is a need for a 
common solution for authentication and authorisation.  
 
Difi is responsible for the eID programme that started in 2009, and its main 
goal is to establish and run a common infrastructure for eID in the public sector. 
The ID portal has been established as a common solution that facilitates 
electronic communication between residents and the public sector. The ID 
portal must not be seen as a specific technical solution, but rather as a shared 
term for the public sector's common components for identity administration and 
use of eID. There are a number of technical solutions behind the functional 
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solutions in the ID portal, and the portal will be developed in step with both the 
public sector's need for new services and with technical developments.  
 
In FAD's Circular P4/201040 Samordning og styring av IKT-relaterte 
investeringer i staten ("Coordination and management of ICT related 
investments by the state") of 16 November 2010 to all Ministries, FAD requires 
all state agencies to use the ID portal. An equivalent requirement was made in 
FAD's Circular P3/2009 Fellesføringer i tildelingsbreva for 2010 ("Common 
guidelines for the 2010 allocation letters"). The municipal sector is encouraged 
to use the ID portal, but are not required to do so. In the Government's focus on 
digital first choice, a common infrastructure for eID is considered to be one of 
the building blocks of a common digital platform. 
 
Only public agencies and agencies that work on behalf of the state and that are 
wholly or partially financed by the state can be connected to the ID portal. 
Altinn has included the same delimitation on which agencies can be connected 
to that solution. Altinn and Difi collaborate on the implementation of the 
delimitation. 
 
4.5.2 The current situation 
The ID portal is a common authentication solution for public sector services. 
When a user needs to access a service that requires authentication, the user is 
sent to the ID portal where s/he chooses eID and completes the authentication. 
The user is then returned to the service and has been logged in. The ID portal 
supports single sign-on (SSO), so that a user can navigate between public sector 
services without needing to complete the authentication process for each 
service. 
 
As of November 2010, the status of the ID portal can be summarised thus: 
• The ID portal is now in stable operation with a level 3 authentication 

through MinID. More than 700 public sector services are available through 
the ID portal.  

• Version 2.0 of the ID portal was operationalised on 8 November 2010. In 
addition to MinID, this version also supports login with Buypass smart card 
level 4. Support for login with Commfides smart card level 4 will be 
introduced at the beginning of 2011.  

• Before the end-user can choose which eID to use for authentication, the 
relevant service owner must have migrated to version 2.0 of the ID portal. 
The migration is ongoing and is to be completed during the first half of 
2011. The service owners make suggestions about when they wish to 
migrate.  

The table below provides an overview of central services in the ID portal as of 
October 2010, service owners, and use patterns for each service.  

 

                                                 
 
40 FAD 2010: Circular P4/2010 Samordning og styring av IKT-relaterte investeringer i staten 
("Coordination and management of ICT related investments by the state") 16 November 2010. 
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Service  Service owner  Use pattern  

Tax return for private persons (PSA) The Norwegian 
Tax Administration  

23/3 - 30/4 

Tax returns for the self-employed (PSAN)   23/3 - 30/5 

Tax notification   June and 
October 

Tax deduction card   Year round 

Change of address notification to the 
authorities 

  Year round 

VAT   Every two 
months 

Property value   1/9 - 15/10/2010 

Employment status form The Norwegian 
Labour and 
Welfare 
Administration 
(NAV)  

Year round 

Work   Year round 

Your payments   Year round 

Pensions   Year round 

Apply for loans and stipends   The Norwegian 
State Educational 
Loan Fund  

Year round 

Apply for deferred payment   Year round 

Fixed interest rate    Year round 

Health Insurance Card Helfo Year round 

Changing GP   Year round 

My deductibles   Year round 

Norwegian Universities and Colleges 
Admission Service: Online application, 
evaluation, transcript 

Universities and 
colleges 

1/2 - 1/8 

Vigo (application for upper secondary school)  Counties  1/1 - 1/8 

Altinn Brønnøysund 
Register Centre  

Year round 

Energy certification of buildings  Norwegian Water 
Resources and 
Energy Directorate  

Year round 

Pension calculation Norsk Pensjon  Year round 

Change of address notification  Posten  Year round 

Reporting side-effects of medications  Norwegian 
Medicines Agency  

Year round 

Access to MinSide  Difi    

A number of municipal forms, see the 
overview on the next page  

136 municipalities 
and counties 

Year round 

TABLE 3: OVERVIEW OF CENTRAL SERVICES, SERVICE OWNERS AND PATTERNS OF USE 

 
Principles for use of eID in the ID portal: 
The eID in the ID portal is to be based on two main principles: usability and 
equality.  
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Usability for the end-user is ensured through: 
• Use of associated eIDs in the ID portal is free of charge for the end-user. 

The end-user will freely be able to choose among associated eIDs that 
satisfy the security requirements for the relevant service. 

• eIDs at a security level can also be used to access services that require a 
lower security level.  

• The ID portal will offer a user interface for choosing among associated 
eIDs. 

To ensure an effective service production of high quality services for the end-
user, it is of crucial importance that the associated eIDs are treated equally. The 
equality principle is ensured by: 
 

• The service owner cannot reserve their services against one or more eIDs 
that are associated with the ID portal. This means that all service owners 
that offer level 4 services must accept all associated level 4 eIDs. All 
service owners that offer level 3 services must accept MinID (level 3) and 
all associated level 4 eIDs. 

• All eIDs associated with the ID portal at a given security level must have a 
common and satisfactorily risk level. All level 4 eIDs that are associated 
with the ID portal must offer services41 for authentication, signing and 
message encryption.  

About MinID 
MinID was launched in December 2006 as a temporary security solution for 
Minside. Login was then based on pin codes issued by the Norwegian Tax 
Administration and a password chosen by the user.  
 
In 2008, MinID 2.1 was launched with one-time codes issued via SMS as an 
alternative to the pin codes. MinID was separated from Minside and was 
established as a security solution that could be used without the service needing 
to be associated with Minside. In December 2008, approximately three million 
residents were sent pin codes in the mail.  
 
In November 2009, the solution was upgraded in accordance with requirements 
from, amongst others, the Norwegian Tax Administration. Users who have 
forgotten their password can now reset the password if they have access to at 
least two out of three authentication factors: mobile phone, pin codes or email 
address. Residents can order new pin codes via SMS and an online order form. 
The codes are sent by first class mail to the address registered in the National 
Population Register.    
 
The Norwegian State Educational Loan Fund has phased out their own login 
system and MinID is also the primary login system for tax returns and 
ordering/changing tax cards. As of 2010, MinID is also used as login to services 

                                                 
 
41 FAD 2010: "Kravspesifikasjon for PKI i offentlig sektor"   ("Requirement specifications for 
PKI in the public sector"),, version 2.0, published 23/8 2010. 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FAD/Vedlegg/IKT-politikk/2010_Kravspek_PKI_norsk.pdf  
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provided by the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration, Vigo and the 
Norwegian Universities and Colleges Admission Service.  
 
MinID satisfies level 3 in the Rammeverk for autentisering og uavviselighet for 
elektronisk kommunikasjon med og i offentlig sektor ("Framework for 
authentication and irrefutability in electronic communication with and within 
the public sector"). MinID is a two factor solution. Users are thus protected 
against misuse even if one of the authentication factors is misplaced. Users do 
not have to meet in person to receive the authentication factor. Users are alerted 
electronically to any changes in their user profile (email address, mobile phone 
number).  
 
In connection with MinID being used for services that reach new target groups,  
mass-mailings of pin codes take place. Thus, during the winter for 2010, pin 
code letters were sent to all 16 year-olds so that they could apply for upper 
secondary school using MinID. 98-99% of the applications were submitted 
electronically, and more than 95% of 16 year-olds in Norway now have MinID. 
  
 
Approx. 90% of all logins using MinID now take place using codes sent via 
SMS. 
 
MinID has grown rapidly, and is now being used by more than 2.3 million 
residents. The table below shows the development of the number of users and 
the number of  logins using MinID in the past years. 
 
Year Number of MinID 

users 
Number of authentications a year 
using MinID 

2008 774 411 1 520 468 
2009 1 572 750 5 481 898 
2010 (per 1/10) 2 257 849 11 046 555 
TABLE 4: OVERVIEW OF NUMBER OF USERS AND NUMBER OF AUTHENTICATIONS USING 

MINID BETWEEN 2008-2010 

eID level 4 that can be used in the ID portal 
In 2009, Difi held a competition for association with the ID portal for 
established eIDs at security level 4. A competitive dialogue was held with 
BankID, Buypass and Commfides. On 29 April 2010, Difi entered a contract 
with Buypass AS and Commfides Norge AS.  
 
Authentication using Buypass smart card was implemented when the ID portal 
version 2.0 went operational in November 2010. Commfides will be 
implemented at the beginning of 2011. Through the establishment of a common 
solution for authentication at the highest security level, Difi has enabled the 
development of advanced electronic services. 
 
4.5.3 Experiences with the existing system  
The establishment of MinID and the ID portal has been very successful and 
seen a massive growth in the number of transactions as well as a significant 
trickle of new services and service owners. 
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The efforts to establish a common infrastructure for eID in the public sector has 
as of 2009 been organised as a Difi programme. A management group for the 
programme has been created with participation from central service owners: the 
Norwegian Tax Administration, the Directorate of Health, the Norwegian 
Labour and Welfare Administration, the Norwegian State Educational Loan 
Fund, the National Police Directorate and the Brønnøysund Register Centre.  
 
In connection with the migration to version 2.0 of the ID portal, each service 
owner must sign the Samarbeidsavtale om bruk av ID-porten ("Cooperation 
agreement regarding use of the ID portal"). The cooperation agreement 
regulates cooperation between the parties, including each party's rights and 
duties. For example, it is an important prerequisite that it is the service owner 
that sets the security level for each service, after completing a risk assessment. 
The cooperation agreement creates several forums that are to ensure a 
successful cooperation. 
 
The financing of the programme has become a challenge. Over the course of 
2010, the eID programme can be said to have been "hurt by its own success." 
An increasing share of the allocated funds must be used for the operation and 
administration of established solutions. Not least, the user volume for MinID, 
combined with the solution in which one-time passwords are issued via SMS or 
pin codes are sent by letter, have led to significant costs. As the costs are related 
to volume, they are also difficult to predict.  
 
The current financing model, in which there is a central financing of the 
operation, administration and development of the ID portal and MinID in a 
separate item on Difi's budget, is inappropriate. Funds for further development 
of the solution should be separated from the operation and administration costs.  
 
4.5.4 Summary and recommendations 
A common infrastructure for eID in the public sector is a requirement for the 
development of electronic services. Difi is the manager for the common 
components and through the eID programme a common infrastructure for eID 
in the public sector, the ID portal, has been created. The ID portal facilitates 
electronic communication between residents and the public sector. The ID 
portal must not be seen as a specific technical solution, but rather as a shared 
term for the public sector's common components for identity administration and 
use of eID. There are a number of technical solutions behind the functional 
solutions in the ID portal, and the portal will be developed in line with both the 
public sector's need for new services and with technical developments.  
 
FAD circulars require all state agencies to use the ID portal in the same manner 
that use of Altinn is required. The municipal sector is encouraged to use the ID 
portal, but are not required to do so. 
 
The ID portal is in stable operation with an authentication level 3 using MinID 
and an authentication level 4 using Buypass, and eventually also Commfides. 
New services and service owners continue to join the ID portal.  
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New functionalities for the ID portal are being planned. Common solutions for 
signing and encryption requires eID level 4. In the longer term, both advanced 
services and functional needs will require eID level 4 to be used in the ID 
portal. eID level 4 issued by the public sector is being planned as part of the 
work on a national ID card. 
 
Proposals: 
• The continued development of a common infrastructure for eID in the 

public sector is a requirement for many electronic services, and must 
therefore be a priority. 

• The financing and administration of the common infrastructure for eID in 
the public sector must be separated from the financing of the further 
development of the solution. We also recommend this separation for all 
national common components; see chapter 4.3. 

 
4.6 Identified common needs  
In this subsection, we describe functionalities that are described in different 
contexts. These are all functionalities that the representatives of the agencies 
that we have spoken with believe will have great benefit potential as common 
solutions. What these functionalities share is that they are not currently realised 
as common solutions.  
 
We have not had the mandate or opportunity to evaluate these in detail in the 
current report. Further analyses are therefore required before any decision is 
made about whether to realise these functionalities. Many of the needs should 
be seen in conjunction when they are solved. Here, we briefly describe each 
area of need as far as possible and at an overarching level. We believe that the 
areas of need described here show the need for a common architecture in the 
public sector. 
 
4.6.1 Electronic addresses of individuals 
As the public sector develops and changes over time, in part due to being 
digitalised, the need for types of information about individuals also changes. In 
the basic data report, a number of new types of information are proposed that 
will meet the public sector's changing needs, for example for email addresses 
and mobile phone numbers. 
 
In a digitalised public sector, communication will occur through various 
electronic services. Email or SMS will not be used to actually communicate, but 
will facilitate the electronic services that are used to communicate. For 
example, these allow residents and businesses to receive alerts or one-time 
codes for login to the various electronic services.  
 
As most public agencies need to communicate with residents, they need types 
of information such as email addresses or mobile phone numbers, just as they 
previously needed mailing addresses to contact residents.  
 
Many public agencies have already and individually collected these types of 
information from the residents they need to communicate with. This means that 
the various agencies already have systems that use these types of information. 
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To include these two specific types of information in a central solution for basic 
data about individuals may therefore quickly provide a benefit to the agencies, 
because the types of information are currently being maintained by each 
individual agency and with varying levels of quality. 
 
Even if it becomes clear that the agencies have a common need for the types of 
information it may still be that their quality requirements differ depending on 
the context in which the information is used. For example, it may be that an 
agency that is to use the  information to alert a party about a right or duty will 
have higher quality requirements than an agency that is to use the  information 
to distribute general information. If these two types of information are to be 
included in a central register, the quality must be at such a level that it satisfies 
the agency that has the highest quality requirements. 
 
There are a number of quality related questions. First, one must decide whether 
residents are to be required to or only have the option to register these types of 
information. The basic data report states that registering the two types of 
information and allowing the residents to update the information themselves 
will lead to a satisfactory quality.  
 
Second, the frequency of change of the information is another important 
question. Email addresses change frequently as the users change their internet 
provider or as internet providers change their domain names. The possibility of 
transferring mobile phone numbers may contribute to the content of this 
information type changing less frequently, but allowance should be made for 
residents frequently changing their email addresses and mobile phone numbers, 
whether on their own or on others' initiative. 
 
Additionally, there is a question of whether the public sector knows when the 
content of these types of information changes, as it would in relation to changes 
in e.g. marital status. With regard to changes in mobile phone numbers or email 
addresses, there is no automatic way for the public sector to gain access to this 
information unless the registered individuals themselves notify the public sector 
or update the information.  
 
Independently of who is responsible for maintaining the information types, the 
solution must allow for a simple and quick way of updating them. This is 
especially important in cases where the information type is expected to change 
very frequently. A simple and quick updating process relates to the technical 
aspect of the solution as well as the case processing.  
 
If the information type is used by several agencies, a rational solution would be 
for it to be accessible from a central register. A central register may be realised 
through various technical solutions. For example, one may choose a distributed 
register with a common entrance in which the data elements are maintained by 
a number of public agencies. The details of the technical solution will not be 
discussed here, but must be further evaluated when the needs and requirements 
have been surveyed. In relation to the email address and mobile phone number 
information types, there are several potential registers that these may be stored 
in.  
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Currently, there are at least two central registers that contain the two 
information types: the MinProfil database in Altinn and the user registered 
information in MinID. These two registers have a number of aspects in 
common; for instance that the consent of residents has been collected for the 
purpose of allowing the information to be used in connection with MinID or 
Altinn. The information can therefore not automatically be used by other 
agencies without first getting consent for such use. Yet there are a number of 
advantages to using one of these solutions. For example, the information types 
are already registered for a large number of residents. Another important point, 
especially when the registration of the information is voluntary, is that residents 
have an incentive to register the information in these solutions because it is to 
their advantage. 
 
An alternative to these two registers is the National Population Register. 
Currently, this register does not register these two types of information, cf. the  
folkeregisterforskriften ("Regulations relating to the National Population 
Register")42. However, it will probably be easy to ask the users of MinID or 
Altinn, for example in connection with login, for a new consent and then to 
transfer the information types to the National Population Register.  
 
Folkeregistermyndigheten ("the National Population Register Authority") has 
extensive experience of administering basic data and can quickly offer the 
necessary services (through a distributor) to ensure that residents and businesses 
can register, update and extract the two types of information. The disclosure of 
the information will as a starting point be included in the current legal 
framework (the public administration have access when documenting its need, 
while private individuals gain access in order to fulfil legal rights; see the 
chapter on basic personal data). Furthermore, using the National Population 
Register will also contribute to a central updating of the records as the register 
currently is the central register for basic personal data. To only use a central 
register will also contribute to an increased quality and make it easier for 
residents and businesses to maintain an overview of the information. 
 
Recommendation: 
• The National Population Register is expanded to include the electronic 

addresses of individuals, independently of any other modernisation of the 
National Population Register. 

4.6.2 Electronic addresses of businesses   
The mainstreaming of electronic public administration will depend on correct 
information about businesses. A need that has been identified through Difi's 
survey is access to updated information about the electronic addresses of 
businesses. It may also be envisioned that for example enterprise certificates for 
signing on behalf of businesses may be issued based in authorisation structures 
or by allocating an electronic mailbox to the business when it is registered in 

                                                 
 
42 The Regulations must be presumably be changed if information about email addresses and 
mobile phone numbers are to be registered. 
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the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities and is allocated an 
organisation number that can be used in all electronic communication with the 
public administration.   
 
The purpose of an overview of the electronic addresses of the business is to 
ensure that a document is routed to the correct recipient. Routing a document to 
the correct recipient means that the receiving business can send the document to 
the correct electronic address based on the document that is received. In turn, 
this means that a business can steer different documents to different receivers.  
 
For example, an electronic invoice can be steered to one electronic receiver, 
while an order can be steered to another and an electronic letter to yet another 
electronic receiver. To use Difi as an example: an order confirmation can be 
sent to Difi's mail room; electronic invoices and any credit advice can be sent to 
the Norwegian Government Agency for Financial Management invoice 
reception which in turn starts the internal process in relation to Difi's financial 
system; while documents and cases from external sources are steered to the 
mail room.  
 
For private businesses, such a register easily enables the exchange of different 
types of electronic messages with all types of agencies in different ways. Such 
an address register may be expected to ensure the quality of the content by 
recipients enriching the content beyond the information that is extracted from 
the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities. The Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities has a legal basis for registering electronic addresses. 
It is therefore natural that such addresses are registered there. 
 
At the moment, we envision four areas of use in which such information will be 
central: 
• Electronic document flow between public agencies. Exchange of documents 

between public agencies can be done from system to system; this is done by 
using the agencies' address for electronic documents to send documents at 
various security levels and volumes. Yet this may also be done by sending 
the document to the agencies' message boxes by using their message box 
addresses. 
 

• Electronic message exchange between residents/businesses and public 
agencies. Here, we envision residents using the message boxes of public 
agencies, and the address to these for communication of information at 
various security levels. Similarly, public agencies can use the address to 
publish messages or documents in a secure manner. A 1:1 relationship 
between the organisational number and message box is recommended (only 
one message box for each business). This is to be a permanent address that 
indicates where the business is to receive electronic information for the 
business.  

 
• Electronic message exchange on the eCommerce platform: For 

eCommerce, the information can be used at the point of access (Altinn and 
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the eCommerce platform). The point of access receives all information in a 
standard format and re-routes it.  

 
• Electronic exchange with Norwegian and foreign companies for orders 

and invoices as well as credit advice. Primarily used to address invoices to 
the right recipient and to the right recipient location. The database should 
contain an electronic address where the invoice/message is to be delivered 
and the party that receives the invoice must use the organisation number as 
an search key to find the electronic invoice. This information may also be 
facilitated as part of the Norwegian SMP that the PEPPOL infrastructure 
uses in the exchange of documents across national boundaries. 

It may be envisioned that there are a number of information elements and 
functional requirements connected to such a common component. What is clear 
is that an evaluation must be made of what should be considered basic data (and 
registered in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities pursuant to 
section 5 and 6) and what should be considered additional information (and be 
included in a dedicated register). Examples of information elements include: 
Delivery address for various types of messages, message profiles (formats) that 
are supported, supported document types, certificate types, the ERP/case 
processing systems of the business, etc. It is also possible that such a solution 
becomes a catalogue of the electronic eID certificates of businesses. 
 
Furthermore, this requirement can be met in various ways, but the connection to 
the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities is in our view obvious. 
Additional information and services can be included in different ways, but in 
this context the main alternatives will be: 
• Each agency creates its own solution according to its own needs (the null 

alternative). 
• Build on existing solutions (Altinn) 
• Develop a new, free-standing common component  

We do not here include a further analysis of these questions, but want to point 
out that the creation of a solution for all public agencies should be able to 
receive electronic invoices and that the international platform for eCommerce 
(the Norwegian section) will be based on the use of Altinn. Thus it may be that 
the assessment will be focused on the extent to which such an address register is 
to be created as a common component in relation to Altinn or whether it should 
be established as a separate register tied to the Central Coordinating Register 
for Legal Entities. 
 
Recommendation: 
• A common register is created for the electronic addresses of businesses, and 

this register is either connected to or part of the Central Coordinating 
Register for Legal Entities. 

4.6.3 Common electronic service for exchanging mess ages 
Residents, businesses and public agencies need to communicate electronically. 
This communication can consist of both structured data (e.g. in an XML file) 
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and unstructured information (e.g. text in an email). The content may include 
sensitive information and less sensitive information.  
 
In order to fulfil the requirements for this communication, Report no. 17 and 
the FAOS Report propose that a common solution is created that all residents 
and business can use to receive electronic messages from all public agencies.  
 
Report no. 17 (chapter 7.3) points to an archive/mailbox as an important 
common component for the entire public sector. It also notes that at that time 
there were two parallel solutions: one in Altinn and one in Minside. The reports 
also noted the need for greater coordination.  
 
The FAOS Report discussed this question further (chapter 5.3.5). The report 
notes that ” A common solution for a message box would be much more effective and 
cost-effective than all agencies having to maintain equivalent solutions", but there are 
no further analyses that document this. The report uses the concept generic 
message box for the entire public sector, in contrast to specific message boxes 
for various functional areas.  
 
Another analysis of the requirements, advantages and challenges of a common 
public sector electronic message box was commissioned by FAD and carried 
out by Rambøll in 200843. Rambøll tend strongly towards one common message 
box in their cost-benefit analysis, but also note that the assessment is made on a 
somewhat limited basis.  
 
Today, some agencies use the message box on Minside (Bergen municipality 
and Vernepliktverket [the "Compulsory Military Service Authority"]: 
approximately 500 00 messages in 2010) and some use Altinn (9 service 
owners and approximately 2.9 million messages in 2009). Several agencies 
have created their own solutions for the exchange of messages (The Norwegian 
Labour and Welfare Administration, the Norwegian State Educational Loan 
Fund, the Norwegian Government Agency for Financial Management and 
others). In 2010, Difi organised a survey of select agencies which showed that 
most include a message box in their IT strategy or in specific development 
plans.  
 
Most electronic communication of messages between public agencies, residents 
and businesses currently take place using standard email (this does not apply to 
system to system information exchange). The problem with the email channel is 
that it does not satisfy the requirements for sufficient security to send 
confidential information. Furthermore, agencies are unable to control whether 
the recipient has received and opened the message, and thus they lack the 
necessary basis to meet requirements in eForvaltningsforskriften (the 
"Electronic Public Administration Regulations"). A third problem is that 
important public sector information is mixed with so-called junk mail (for 
example, spam).  

                                                 
 
43 Rambøll 2008: Utredning – offentlig elektronisk meldingsboks. Rapport til FAD ("Study - 
public sector electronic message box. Report to FAD"), Rambøll oktober 2008 
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Current solutions for message boxes in Minside and Altinn have a much higher 
security level than ordinary email inasmuch as a two factor authentication is 
required to access messages from public agencies in a central internet solution 
with an encrypted communication channel. However, the solutions do not 
satisfy current requirements for reading messages with a particularly sensitive 
content, which would require message encryption (end-to-end between the 
sender's equipment and the user's client/computer) and signing services.  
 
Today, the Minside and Altinn message boxes are only used for sending 
messages to residents, businesses or other public sector services. As far as we 
know, this also applies to the other solutions that have been established in other 
public agencies. Many agencies would mostly have their needs met by using 
one of these solutions for the distribution of messages.  
 
Since the FAOS Report was written, we see that the development has been 
towards more agencies creating their own solutions for the distribution of 
messages and documents; that the need for two-way communication has 
become ever more topical; that regular email is increasingly being used by 
public agencies despite the security risk; and that current email solutions are 
developing towards integrating security solutions. 
 
With regard to submissions to public agencies, these will need to have as much 
of the information as possible in various messages be structured through, for 
example, the user putting the information in a form prior to it being sent to the 
agencies.  
 
Though this topic has been discussed in Report no. 17, the FAOS Report and 
Rambøll's study, strategic questions remain about whether a common generic 
message box for the public sector should be created. Some of these questions 
are: 
• Which central needs will a common generic message box be able to meet for 

residents, businesses and public agencies beyond those that are mentioned here 

or in the source documents? 

• Will establishing a common generic solution for the entire public sector be socio-

economically beneficial? 

• Which models for establishing a common solution are most cost-effective? Reuse 

existing solutions in the public sector (Altinn or Minside), procure services or 

other models? 

• Do the users of public agencies want such a solution and which effects will it 

have for them? 

• Which central risk elements may be applicable to the various models and how 

should these be handled? 

As the currently available basis documents do not answer these questions, we 
recommend that they are studied further. 
 
• An analysis should be drafted that discusses the above issues and that can 

form the basis for the decision-making about any future implementation of 
message box solutions.  
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4.6.4 National level 4 eID  
National ID cards is a project headed by the Ministry of Justice and the Police. 
The National ID card will be a physical identification document issued by the 
police that will be a valid travel document within the Schengen area. 
 
In connection with the National ID card, the eID programme has been given the 
responsibility of creating a publicly issued eID on level 4 with the National ID 
card as the carrier. The Ministry of Justice and the Police will be responsible for 
the operative issuing of national eID, and the issuing will occur through 
recipients meeting in person at the passport offices. 
 
In the original plan the National ID card with eID was to be ready in the third 
quarter of 2011. Currently, there is uncertainty regarding the financing of the 
cards, and the launch of the National ID card will be delayed by at least 12 
months.  
 
There are a number of publicly issued cards that may be used as carriers of the 
national eID, for example student cards and conscript service cards. Thus far, 
the decision has been that only the National ID card is to be the carrier, and this 
means that a national eID is similarly delayed. 
 
However, in the creation of a national eID, Difi will seek to facilitate that the 
eID at a later date can be used on other carriers. In the longer term, it may also 
be desirable to let more accessible offices issue the eID. A study is being 
undertaken of whether it is possible to create a national eID on mobile phones 
using SIM cards from the mobile phone companies. 
 
The law proposed to the Parliament, lov om nasjonalt ID-kort med offentlig 
utstedt eID ("Act relating to national ID card with publicly issued eID" or the 
"ID card Act") is planned for introduction to Parliament during the autumn 
session. The text of the Act is relatively general and provides a legal basis for 
the regulation of the issuing of eID etc., in supplementary regulations. The 
proposed Act assumes that National ID cards can be issued to individuals from 
the age of 13. The regulations must clarify whether the same age limit is to 
apply to eID. Being of age may be a requirement, especially for signing. The 
age limit will to some extent impact the scope of distribution for the eID.  
 
Based on the delay that has arisen for the National ID card, a study should be 
made of the possibilities for establishing another carrier of the national eID and 
possibly also a realisation with another eID issuer than the Ministry of Justice 
and the Police. This is in keeping with the alternatives that were considered in 
the Strategi for eID og e-signatur i offentlig sektor ("Strategy for eID and e-
signature in the public sector", FAD 2007). However, no such study is currently 
being undertaken. 
 
Recommendation: 
• Establishing a national eID level 4 must be prioritised and financed. 
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4.6.5 Electronic signature 
Acts, regulations and rules contain many references to signing. For electronic 
communications, it is necessary to specify what is to be accepted as an 
electronic signature. 
 
Electronic signatures are regulated through the esignaturloven (the "Act relating 
to electronic signatures", henceforth the "Electronic Signatures Act")44 which is 
enacted based on the EU esignature directive45.  The "Electronic Signatures 
Act" § 3 defines three types of electronic signatures: 
• Electronic signature: Data in an electronic form that is tied to other 

electronic data and that are used as authentication methods.  
• Advanced electronic signature: An electronic signature that in accordance 

with the "Electronic Signatures Act" is clearly tied only to the signer, can 
identify the signer, and is tied to other electronic data in such a way that if 
these are changed after signing the change will be discovered. 

• Qualified electronic signature: An advanced electronic signature that is 
based in a qualified certificate and created by an approved and secure 
signature creation system. 

 
A (basic) electronic signature can be implemented through the authentication of 
the user, creation of data to be signed (for example the filling in of a form) and 
an explicit action in which the user submits it ("signs"). Traceability is ensured 
through logs that connect authentication, data and submission.  
 
An advanced, and thus also qualified electronic signature, can with currently 
accessible technologies be realised through the use of a PKI based eID. An 
advanced signature is a cryptographic checksum calculated based on the 
document content in which the encryption is done with the user's eID. 
 
The "Electronic Signatures Act" § 6 states the following about the legal effects 
of an electronic signature: "If in law, regulation or in any other manner a 
requirement is laid down for signatures in order to obtain a specific legal 
effect, and the provision may be implemented electronically, a qualified 
electronic signature shall in every case meet such a requirement.  An electronic 
signature which is not qualified may meet such a requirement." 
 
For nearly all public services, signing is regulated so that one (basic) electronic 
signature is sufficient. The eID programme believes that the common 
components for such signing is already in place through the authentication in 
the ID portal and Altinn's solution of submission (with signing). 
 
However, there are also clearly service owners who need advanced signatures. 
Examples include the Norwegian State Educational Loan Fund (agreement 

                                                 
 
44 NHD: LOV-2001-06-15-81, Lov om elektronisk signatur ("Act relating to electronic 
signatures"). http://www.lovdata.no/all/nl-20010615-081.html  
45 EU 2002: «Community framework for electronic signatures», Directive 1999/93/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council, 
http://europa.eu.int/information_society/eeurope/2002/action_plan/pdf/esignatures_en.pdf  
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about educational loans), registration of real property (both the Norwegian 
Mapping Authority and the Brønnøysund Register Centre - the Register of 
Mortgaged Moveable Property), tenders made in public sector procurement 
processes and in several areas in the health sector.  
 
Qualified signature is currently not being offered in the Norwegian market, and 
no needs have been identified that could only be met through the use of 
qualified signature. However, qualified signature is in extensive use in a 
number of European countries. 
 
According to Difi's 2010 allocation letter, one of Difi's prioritised tasks is to 
implement a solution for electronic signatures. As a solution for a (basic) 
electronic signature is currently operational, the eID programme is only looking 
at advanced signatures. The implementation has been postponed to 2011, and it 
is likely that the solution will be implemented in Altinn (not yet determined). 
 
A division must be made between signing and the verification of an advanced 
signature. Signing implemented in Altinn will primarily cover the cases in 
which what is signed is created in an interactive service, for instance through 
the signing of a form, However, allowance must be made for the public sector 
to receive a document that has been signed in another way, for example an 
excerpt of registered security interests that is signed in dialogue between a user 
and the user's bank. Therefore, a need has been identified for common 
components for the verification of (eID and) electronic signatures (see below). 
 
Recommendation: 
• The creation of an advanced electronic signature must be prioritised and 

financed.  

4.6.6 Encryption of electronic messages  
Encryption is necessary to protect information in the transfer of data over 
networks and in any storage of the information. There are several types of 
encryption. Many needs are covered by the creation of an encrypted 
communication channel between two (or more) IT systems while the 
information remains legible within the IT systems. Furthermore, many 
encryption needs in the interface with users are solved through a secure 
communication channel (https-based services). 
 
Encryption can also be done at the message level. In practice, this requires the 
use of PKI-based eID. The message constitutes a "self-protecting" unit that can 
be transferred and temporarily stored between the sender and recipient without 
needing to make demands regarding the security of subsidiary communication 
channels and IT systems. 
 
Large agencies in the public sector, such as the Norwegian Labour and Welfare 
Administration, the Norwegian Directorate of Health and others have demanded 
message encryption. In signing an agreement for eID suppliers in the marked in 
the spring of 2010 (Buypass and Commfides), it was therefore an absolute 
requirement that the eIDs must support message encryption. This is also a 
requirement for national eID. 
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Message encryption can for example be implemented by the service owner 
encrypting a message to the user. The encrypted message is (transferred to and) 
stored in a message box. The user logs in to the message box and gets the 
encrypted message that is then decrypted with the local use of the user's eID.  
 
There may be a need for solutions that provide access (decryption) without 
enabling the user to save a legible document to his or her computer. For 
example, health information is unlikely to be distributed in a way that lets the 
user store it locally, but the user does need access to the health information. 
 
At the other end, there may be a need for services that lets the user encrypt 
messages to recipients in the public sector. Most likely, such encryption will be 
done with the use of the service owner's enterprise certificate. Such a solution 
enables a secure communication also where no direct communication channel is 
established (for example, in a https-based web service that the user logs in to) 
between the user and the service owner. 
 
Encryption is an operation that is challenging with regard to usability. It is 
therefore probable that there is a need for a service that offers "assisted 
decryption" (download and decrypt) to the users. Similarly, there may be a need 
for a service for "assisted encryption" (download the recipient's certificate and 
encrypt) when a user is to send an encrypted message to a recipient in the 
public sector. 
 
The ID portal does not currently have an encryption solution, but the eID 
programme hopes to realise such solutions. The timing for this has not been 
determined.  
 
The actual message encryption must necessarily be done end-to-end between 
the relevant actors, but to realise end-to-end encryption depends on catalogue 
services that are discussed below.  
 
Encryption solutions lead to a need for catalogue services tied to eID. When a 
public agency is to encrypt a message to the recipient, for example a private 
individual, the public agency must first in a trustworthy manner extract the 
person's eID certificate (PKI based eID is required). Similarly, an individual 
who is to encrypt a message to a recipient in the public sector must gain access 
to the correct enterprise certificate for the recipient. 
 
All suppliers of PKI based eID offer certificate catalogues, but when there are a 
number of suppliers and it might not be known which supplier the user/agency 
uses, searches become cumbersome. 
 
As mentioned above in section 4.6.2, there is a need for an electronic receiver 
and address register in various contexts. As a starting point, this could cover 
both private and public enterprises. For example, an assessment may be made 
of whether information about the certificates, email addresses or other 
electronic addresses of private individuals are to be registered in the National 
Population Register (cf. section 4.6.1). 
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Recommendation: 
• A study should be made of a solution for the encryption of electronic 

messages, and such a solution should be implemented. 
• A study and assessment should be made of whether the National Population 

Register and the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities should 
define and contain the eID certificates of individuals and enterprises, and 
also act as a common catalogue service.  

4.6.7 Validating eIDs 
The purpose of a validating service is to check the status of a PKI based eID (a 
certificate). An eID can be recalled before expiry, and the recipient (of an 
authentication or a signed message) is obliged to check that the eID has not 
been recalled. All eID suppliers are required to have validating services, and 
these must meet the requirements in current standards. 
 
In Norway, a detailed specification46 has been established that describes how a 
validating service is to be used to extract the personal identification number of 
the eID owner. PKI based eIDs do  not contain national identification numbers, 
but rather contain another unique number that can be translated to a single 
national identity number. This system seeks to avoid unnecessary exposure of 
national identity numbers. 
 
On authentication (login) in the ID portal a call to the validation service of the 
eID suppliers (Buypass and Commfides) has already been implemented. This is 
the mechanism in the ID portal for the extraction of national identity numbers 
from the eID suppliers on login. 
 
On reception of a signed message, a public agency will normally need to check 
the status of the eID, especially because if it involves extracting national 
identity numbers, a separate integration with the validation service of each eID 
provider for each service owner will be cumbersome. 
 
In connection with the implementation of advanced electronic signature (see 
above), it is therefore suggested that a common validation service in the ID 
portal is implemented so that service owners have one integration point for 
status check, including the extraction of national identity numbers. 
 
The receipt of signed documents (or eID used for another purpose) from abroad 
poses several validation challenges. The document will typically be signed 
using an eID from an unknown issuer, and in addition to checking the validity 
of the signature and eID, the recipient must also verify that that quality (for 
example, equivalent to Personal - High) is satisfactory. There are more than 100 
issuers of eID at the Personal - High level in Europe, and in addition there are 
issuers of eIDs at a lower level and/or from other parts of the world. 

                                                 
 
46 The SEID project: Leveranse Oppgave 2: Grensesnitt for tilgang til oppslagstjenester 
("Deliverable Assignment 2: Interface for access to search services"), December 2004, see: 
http://www.npt.no/ikbViewer/Content/44962/SEID_Leveranse_2_v1.02.pdf  
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The PEPPOL47 EU project has developed specifications for advanced validation 
services that are to handle this situation. Difi is in a procurement process 
(deadline for tenders is 13 December 2010) for a validation service from a 
private supplier "in the market". The tender is based on the PEPPOL 
specifications. The service will tentatively be established on 1 March 2011. 
 
The service will be tested in PEPPOL in connection with pilot projects for 
tenders in electronic public procurement in which advanced electronic 
signatures are a requirement and in which one wishes to be able to receive 
tenders from abroad. 
 
The agreement with the supplier will have an extension clause that enables Difi 
to transfer the service to become a component in a national infrastructure for 
eID. For example, it may be envisioned that there is an integration with Altinn 
so as to enable Altinn to receive signed documents from other countries in 
connection with "Point of single contact" in accordance with the EU Service 
Directory or other services, or for authentication of foreign users. 
 
The figure below (from the PEPPOL project) illustrates this situation. A 
recipient in Norway ("Country 2") receives a signed document from "Country 
1". The validation service is used to check both status and quality. If necessary, 
the service can call an equivalent service in "Country 1" to execute the task.        

Signer

XKMS (or 

OASIS DSS)

Country 1 Receiver

Validation

Service

Validation

Service

Signer’s CA

Country 2

XKMS

OCSP (or CRL)
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…

…

Qualified CAs 
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Other CAs 
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Response signed 

by ”local” VS
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FIGURE 7: PEPPOL, PAN-EUROPEAN PUBLIC PROCUREMENT ON-LINE 

4.6.8 Enterprise certificates 
The recommendation that a solution for enterprise certificates is established 
emerges as early as in the study Uten penn og blekk ("without pen and ink") 
from February 200048. The eForvaltningsforskriften ("Electronic Public 

                                                 
 
47 Pan-European Public Procurement On-Line, se http://www.peppol.eu  
48 Ministry of Labour and Administration (AAD) 2000:”Uten penn og blekk”, Bruk av digitale 
signaturer i elektronisk samhandling med og i forvaltningen ("'Without pen and ink', Use of 
digital signatures in electronic cooperation with and within the public administration").  



 
 
 

73 
 

Administration Regulations") recommend enterprise certificates for signing 
during case processing, for example for signing an administrative decision to be 
sent to a recipient in the private sector. 
 
The scope and range of application for such certificates has not yet been 
determined, but enterprise certificates are envisioned used at three levels: 
• Individuals can obtain enterprise certificates and use these instead of 

personal certificates when signing for a public agency (for example, in a 
decision in which the name of the officer making the decision is part of the 
document) and in some instances for authentication/login. 

• Enterprise certificates can be used in automated processes in enterprises for 
the sending and reception of messages, especially for signature/validation 
and encryption/decryption. This can be seen as an expanded functionality of 
mail handling (send/receive). 

• Enterprise certificates can also be used within a secure and trustworthy 
message infrastructure if/when such infrastructure is created. This can be 
seen as an expansion of, and connection to, message box solutions. 

Enterprise certificates must be usable for authentication, encryption and 
signing. The certificates contain information about the enterprise's name and 
organisation number. The certificate may also contain an email address or other 
contact information. It will be natural to base the information on the 
information in the Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities (see chapter 
4.1). 
   
With the implementation and use of enterprise certificates, the use of personal 
eIDs for work purposes is avoided. Tests have shown that people have a strong 
negative reaction to requirements to use their personal eID at work. An 
alternative for enterprise certificates used by individuals is employee 
certificates that identify both the person and the enterprise. A study should be 
made of the extent to which employee certificates are necessary in the public 
sector; for example, whether there is a requirement for personal signatures in 
certain cases. 
 
In line with the issuing of other authorisations and rights in an enterprise, the 
enterprise certificates will also include requirements for the administration of 
roles and authorisations. Which individuals are to use certificates on behalf of 
the enterprise must be managed through separate registers that tie employees to 
roles and authorisations. Such an authorisation register currently exists in 
Altinn, but only in relation to authorisations for Altinn services. In the Central 
Coordinating Register for Legal Entities the role hierarchy is registered for all 
enterprises, but currently this register is not available for machine control and 
only contain a few roles. 
 
Recommendation: 
• A study is initiated that surveys the need for and any common measures to 

realise the use of enterprise certificates in the public sector, including 
employee eID. 
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4.6.9 Joint management of consents, profiles and id entity 
information  

Chapter 7, which among other things discusses legal consequences of the use of 
common components, shows that there is a clear division between consent 
according to the Public Administration Act (eForvaltningsforskriften; 
"Electronic Public Administration Regulations") and consent according to the 
Personal Data Act. According to the "Electronic Public Administration 
Regulations" § 8, the user must explicitly have accepted the use of electronic 
communication in order to receive an administrative decision. This is often 
referred to as consent, though the regulations do not use this term. It is currently 
unclear whether a public agency can collect a general consent to have all 
communication between the user and the agency take place electronically.  
 
The Personal Data Act section 11 stipulates that personal data  only shall be 
used for explicitly stated purposes that are reasonably justifiable in the agency 
of the controller. Furthermore, without a new consent the information cannot 
later be used for purposes that are irreconcilable with the original purpose of the 
consent.  
 
In both contexts the agencies must register the consent the user has provided 
and must be able to document the context of the consent. Each agency is 
responsible for ensuring that it meets this requirement. This may possibly be 
done when a service is initially used, and  in both contexts the user may consent 
already during login through the ID portal. The consent information must then 
be kept on behalf of the various agencies (under one access management regime 
that ensures satisfactory information security).  
 
For example: In the current solution, when a user is authenticated in the ID 
portal, the service owner receives their national identity number and security 
level. If the ID portal is integrated with the National Population Register, this 
can be expanded by allowing the service owner at the time of authentication to 
ask the ID portal to also be issued with other information about the user. Prior 
to issuing the information the ID portal can present the information to the user 
and ask for consent. In connection with the service owner's agreement about use 
of the ID portal, an evaluation must be made of what information the service 
owner shall have the right or opportunity to collect in this way and in the 
specific context.  
 
This can be done by, for example, creating a register for consents in which 
users can store consents that have long-term validity and that can be referred to 
instead of asking explicit questions in each instance. 
 
Several service owners have asked for such possibilities to be made available. 
Information about parents/guardians for the legally incompetent or those not of 
age is one example, but it might also be an official address or something else. 
Today, each service owner must do their own search of the National Population 
Register and the user's opportunities for access are very limited. A central 
integration in the ID portal with a controlled dissemination of authenticated 
identity attributes will be a significant simplification and improvement. 
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With a starting point in a broad definition of electronic identity as "the 
collection of all electronic information that can be connected to the person", it 
is clear that the public sector keeps and uses a lot of identity information. The 
administration of this information can obviously be greatly improved, as, for 
example, the Personal Data Report, NOU 2009:1 "Individ og integritet" 
("Individal and integrity")49 and others note. 
 
The National Population Register is the central source of identity information, 
but there are also other public sector sources. For example: Nasjonalt Helsenett 
("National Health Net") and the Norwegian Institute of Public Health, in 
collaboration with Difi, are implementing a pilot project in which a user (in this 
case medical personnel) is first authenticated (using their national identity 
number) in the ID portal. The result of the authentication is used to collect the 
user's roles from the Health Personnel Register and the combination of 
authentication and confirmed roles is used to determine access to the 
vaccination register in the Norwegian Institute of Public Health. This is a 
solution that points toward "cross agency access" to information within the 
health sector.  
 
Another example is the connection to the Central Coordinating Register for 
Legal Entities for extraction of information about roles in agencies. Altinn 
currently uses such information from the Central Coordination Register for 
Legal Entities; in other words, information about who is registered as the 
General Manager, Chairman of the Board, accountant, auditor etc. is extracted 
from Altinn. This is used as a starting point for the authorisation done in Altinn. 
Then, those who hold these roles will be able to delegate them to other users or 
organisations. Private individuals will be able to do the same, though with the 
starting point as a private individual. When an electronic service is established 
in Altinn, the service owner determines which roles are to have the right to 
execute the various operations in the service. Additionally, the user can 
delegate roles, create their own roles, or delegate individual services or even 
operations for individual services, or instances of services. 
 
In this context, identity information may also include profile information. 
Profile information is typically information that is used to adapt an electronic 
service to the user's needs and to contact the user through alerts, etc. The 
information may include the preferred form of Norwegian, adapted design, 
electronic address to which alerts about administrative decisions are to be sent 
(mobile phone number, email address and other electronic addresses) etc. 
 
Today, both the ID portal and Altinn store their own profile information. This 
means that, for example, users must register the same information in several 

                                                 
 
49 NOU 2009: 1 Individ og integritet, Personvern i det digitale samfunnet. Utredning fra 
Personvernkommisjonen oppnevnt ved kongelig resolusjon 25. mai 2007 ("Individual and 
integrity. Privacy in the digital society. Study from the Privacy commission formed through 
Royal Resolution 25 May 2007"). Issued to the Ministry of Administration, Reform and Church 
Affairs 13 January 2009.  
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/fad/dok/nouer/2009/nou-2009-1.html?id=542049 
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places. Additionally, most public agencies with personalised services have their 
own profile information for their users. This applies to public agencies such as 
the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration, the Norwegian State 
Educational Loan Fund, the municipalities and others. Currently there is no 
synchronisation of these registers and the users must themselves update their 
information in several locations in order to assure the quality of the service, for 
instance for SMS alerts.   
 
Some service owners use profile data from Altinn and others use the 
information from the ID portal.   
For example, the Norwegian Tax Administration uses profile data from Altinn 
to send alerts to their users. They find that the profile data in the ID portal is 
more visible to users and is thus more frequently updated than the Altinn profile 
data. The Norwegian Tax Administration receives many complaints from users 
about missing alerts because the alert has been sent to the wrong mobile phone 
number or email address. The users also find that they have done what is asked 
of them, as they have updated the data registered in the ID portal when logging 
in using MinID. It is difficult for them to understand that MinID is used as a 
login solution but that the profile data that is employed is stored elsewhere.  
 
It is therefore recommended that the public sector considers coordinating user 
registered data in one common solution. As described above, an evaluation has 
been made about whether this can be seen as basic data about an individual and 
therefore be registered in the National Population Register either as additional 
information or in a profile database connected to the National Population 
Register. 
 
It is important that the future work on identity administration is coordinated 
with international activities. Identity administration is one of the three large 
focus areas (ELSA - European Large Scale Action) in the EU Commission's 
ICT R&D strategy50 (paragraph 3.4 of the strategy document) from 2013 
onwards. Focusing on this area also in Norway will thus be in line with 
European developments. 
 
To prepare for the ELSA focus a three-year thematic network under EU's CIP 
programme starts in December 2010: SSEDIC (Scoping the Single European 
Digital Identity Community). Difi, represented by the eID programme, is part of 
the SSEDIC core team. Difi is also a central player in the development of a pan-
European solution for electronic signatures in the PEPPOL project, and keeps 
an eye on solutions from other international projects. 
 
Recommendation: 
• A study is initiated to evaluate a common solution for the administration of 

consent, profiles and identity information. 
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5 Management, administration and financing 
of common components 

When looking at how national common components should be managed, 
administered and financed, we have used the central goals for IT and common 
components in Report no. 19 as a starting point. These goals focus on creating 
an efficient public administration that is online with residents and businesses. 
This requires that public agencies use common components and collaborate in 
the choice of technical solutions and electronic infrastructure. The goals also 
aim to ensure that the general management and organisation of the public sector 
(including for IT and common components) is characterised by an efficient 
overall resource use, clear lines of responsibility, management tools that ensure 
cooperation, and good leadership.  
 
The Standing Committee on Local Government and Public Administration's 
recommendation to the Norwegian Parliament51 suggests that there is broad 
political support for these goals. In our view, these goals are also clearly 
supported by equivalent recommendations by IT and organisational experts. We 
have therefore emphasised these IT, management and organisational goals; 
especially in our approach to and drafting of proposal for the management, 
administration and financing of common components. 
 
We also based our approach on the assumption that though Report no. 19 and 
other political documents have clear goals for collaboration, common 
components, open standards, information exchange across sectors and 
administrative tiers, etc.; organisational theory, public administration research 
and several specific analyses clearly indicate that reaching cross-sectoral goals 
in the public sector can be challenging. Fimreite and Lægreid (2004)52 note that 
the Ministries tend to be represented as silos with a weak horizontal 
coordination. They argue that the horizontal cooperation mechanisms in the 
central public administration are poorly developed and that consequently it is 
difficult to achieve a coordinated effort in areas that cross Ministry boundaries. 
The Office of the Auditor General similarly focuses on IT challenges in 
Document no. 3:12 (2007-2008). The Office is critical both of the instruments 
used for the coordination of IT policies, and of the cross-sectoral achievement 
of IT goals. Christensen et. al. (2009)53 emphasise that public organisations are 
different from private organisations in that they are multi-functional, have a 
politically elected management and that they normally do not operate in a 
market characterised by free competition. In order to understand public sector 
organisations, they believe it is necessary to draw on both an instrumental 
perspective on organisations (which include a hierarchical version and a 
negotiation version) and on institutional perspectives focused on culture and 
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myths. Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) also point to the continuous actions and 
reactions that often take place between various interest groups in and around the 
public sector in the negotiation and interplay between specialisation, 
coordination and decentralisation. The establishment of common components is 
a form of specialisation that must find its place within the overall picture that is 
partly illustrated by the above. 
 
5.1 Line responsibility, and goal and performance 

management (the null alternative)   
When determining how to manage and administer the common components, we 
believe that it is appropriate to use existing public administration management 
and coordination mechanisms. These should be developed as necessary unless 
there are important reasons for choosing other mechanisms. 
 
Current management regime 
There are currently two basic management principles for state activities: line 
responsibility, and goal and performance management. Line responsibilities are 
anchored in Ministerial governance and the Minster's constitutional 
responsibilities. The principle means that the person responsible for the 
performance within a specific area must control the resources and tools 
necessary to reach the relevant goals, and must have the authority to use them. 
The manager may delegate tasks and the right to make decisions within limited 
areas, but it is the manager, and in the last instance the Minister, who normally 
is responsible for the decisions the organisation and its employees make. Of 
course, this system requires routines for information flow and reporting in the 
line management. 
 
Goal and performance management has been the overarching management 
principle in the state since the late 1980s. Goal and performance management is 
to ensure that available resources are used for activities that lead to the best 
performance, and that the agencies reach the goals that have been set. All state 
agencies must analyse their performances and evaluate whether alternative 
priorities are needed. The achievement of the set goals must regularly be 
assessed within a more long-term perspective, and should preferably be 
compared with the achievements in other agencies. Goal and performance 
management is based in Bevilgningsreglementet (the "Allocation regulations") 
§ 9 and in Reglement for økonomistyring i staten ("Rules for financial 
management in the state") § 4. As a management principle, goal and 
performance management supports Ministerial governance and line 
responsibilities. Goal and performance management is to be used regardless of 
whether the tasks in question are technical and executed within the line 
management or are support functions executed either within the line 
management or in separate units that perform support functions within the 
sector or to other sectors. In practice, it is only a question of the target group 
and structure of the goals. 
 
Organisationally, the establishment of a national common component can be 
seen as a specialisation in which a task that could previously be executed at all 
management levels is now being done in one place on behalf of multiple units. 
The main purpose of such a specialisation is to improve efficiency, quality 
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and/or the benefit potential. This must also be considered the main purpose of 
creating national common components in the public sector.  
 
Within a business, such specialisation is very common, especially in regard to 
administrative tasks that to a large extent are carried out by administrative units. 
Yet such specialisation also takes place between the agencies in the public 
sector. For example, FAD is responsible for a number of joint tasks for wage 
and employer policies on behalf of all Ministries and their subsidiary agencies. 
Departementenes servicesenter (the "Service Centre for the Ministries"), a 
subsidiary of FAD, is responsible for a number of the joint administrative 
services for all Ministries. Likewise, the Norwegian Government Agency for 
Financial Management (a subsidiary of the Ministry of Finance) is responsible 
for a number of administrative budget and wage services for many public 
agencies from a number of sectors. The Brønnøysund Register Centre (a 
subsidiary of the Ministry of Trade and Industry) and subsidiary agencies of a 
number of Ministries have a larger or smaller share of their agency goal and 
task portfolio tied to specialised services that offer support functions across the 
organisational pyramids that each sector represent.   
 
This shows that a functional specialisation of cross-sectoral tasks is common in 
the state. Furthermore, these functions are not organisationally located in one 
Ministry. There may be various political, historical and technical reasons for 
this.  The latter means that the cross-sectoral support function has such a strong 
technical connection to technical tasks in one sector that it has been considered 
inappropriate to separate the cross-sectoral tasks and locate them in a separate 
unit and/or to locate them in another Ministry. The central basic data registers 
are good examples of such technical sectorial links. Thus, several Ministries 
and their subsidiary agencies have responsibilities for cross-sectoral goals and 
tasks. These must be managed through the lines of responsibility and goal and 
performance management in the same way as the Ministry or agency's technical 
tasks, though using appropriate cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms. 

Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) point out that the Norwegian form of government 
is a hybrid, in that it is simultaneously cabinet-focused and Minister-focused. 
This means that the central actor varies between being the Government in 
plenary and each Minister. A Government conference is thus a central coord-
inating forum. Many Ministry cases are discussed and decided in these 
conferences, though the formal decision is made by the Minister or by the King 
in Council. 

The Instructions for Official Studies and Reports is another coordination 
measure. This instruction obliges the Ministries to collaborate on cross-sectoral 
issues. However, in reality the Ministries have considerable freedom to 
determine the extent of the collaboration. A third coordination measure is the 
allocation letters. These are developed as a management and coordination 
instrument that Ministries use in relation to their subsidiary bodies. However, 
Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) claim that there is limited cross-sectoral 
coordination of the allocation letters. 
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Furthermore, some Ministries have a special responsibility for coordination 
within specific target groups and target areas as part of their portfolios: the 
Ministry of Trade and Industry for the business sector, the Ministry of Local 
Government and Regional Development for the municipalities, the Ministry of 
the Environment for the environment and mapping data, the Ministry of 
Government Administration, Reform and Church Affairs for IT, etc. A fifth 
coordination measure is collegial organs that have cross-institutional functions. 
Over time, such organs have become increasingly common. The 
eKontaktgruppen ("eContact group"), organised by FAD, is one example of 
such collegial coordination organs within the field of IT. The "eContact group" 
exchanges information, discusses follow-up of national IT policies, and 
discusses and prepares any joint budget initiatives for IT. Following a period of 
limited meetings, the "eContact group" has recently been revitalised. Collegial 
organs are most systematically used as coordinating measures for the 
processing of EU/EEA cases. A system of framework memorandums has been 
introduced; these aim to ensure better coordination of EU related cases across 
sectors and administrative tiers.  

Lately, the Government, with the Minister of Reform at the helm, have 
introduced a number of coordination mechanisms within the field of IT. In 
order to ensure better user orientation and increased coordination across public 
agencies, it has been decided that IT solutions in state agencies are to be built 
on common architecture principles. Through Circulars and allocation letters the 
architecture principles have been made mandatory for state agencies that are 
developing new IT solutions or significantly changing existing solutions. It has 
also been made mandatory to use central common components and common 
solutions whenever these fulfil the requirements or purpose of the new or 
changed IT solutions. Furthermore, FAD has recommended that the 
municipalities also make use of the architecture principles and central common 
solutions, though these have not been made mandatory for the municipal sector.  
 
A regulation on IT standards have been created as § 15 a. (on electronic 
communication) of the Public Administration Act. The purpose of the 
regulation is to contribute to ensuring that state and municipal bodies use IT 
standards that facilitate and promote electronic coordination between public 
agencies and between the public sector and the community at large. Thus far, 
the regulation has only to a limited extent been used as a coordination tool.  
 
As shown above, a number of different coordination mechanisms have been 
created within the basic line management principles; these are to ensure both a 
comprehensive perspective on the public sector and the maintenance of cross-
sectoral interests in the public sector. There also appears to be a pattern in 
which some mechanisms change character or new mechanisms are created as 
challenges change or arise. Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) note that central state 
agencies have seen a great deal of change in a short time period with regard to 
management models, organisational forms and coordination principles. Though 
the changes mainly have contributed to strengthening the vertical coordination 
internally in the various sectors, and only to a limited extent have strengthened 
the horizontal coordination across Ministries, Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) 
believe that these changes show that there is flexibility and a willingness to 
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change in the system.  Similarly, Report no. 19 points to other studies that also 
show that we have a state administration that is willing and able to change. 
 
Though the municipalities are not directly governed by the state, the same basic 
principles generally apply. Jacobsen (2009)54 points out that three quarters of 
the municipalities have introduced goal and performance management as a 
routine aspect of municipal activities. The use of performance indicators is also 
central to KOSTRA ("Municipalities-State-Reporting") and these thus reflect an 
indirect overarching goal and performance management across the public 
sector. This focus is also illustrated by the ever-increasing use of a rights-based 
legislation in relation to the services that municipalities are responsible for. 
Furthermore, the Norwegian Parliament allocates significant parts of the money 
for the municipal sectors based on suggestions from the Government. 
 
The line responsibility principle is also foundational to the municipal sector. 
The political tier represents a hierarchy of responsibilities and delegation 
(Jacobsen 2009). The administrative tier represents a hierarchy for the 
implementation of political decisions, with a deputy mayor or chief 
administrative officer as the head. There are equivalent structures and systems 
within other public agencies that for various reasons are not ordinary public 
administration bodies. 
 
Management alternatives that have been considered 
National common components are important common resources across 
agencies, sectors and administrative tiers. There appears to be a clear ambition 
in Report no. 19 and Report no. 17 for the common components to jointly 
create a set of possibilities for significant reform and regeneration, increased 
efficiency and benefit realisations in all public agencies. The exploitation of this 
set of possibilities through specific electronic service development, 
organisational development and reform is a line responsibility in each agency. 
Currently there are several managers of what must be termed national common 
components and many hundred public agencies with a great interest in ensuring 
that common components are managed, administered and available in an 
appropriate manner. This is therefore an area that requires sound management 
and coordination based on the goals of good overall resource use, clear lines of 
responsibility, and management instruments that ensure coordination and good 
leadership. The null alternative (the current situation) is based on the basic 
principles of line responsibilities and goal and performance management, 
further supplemented by a set of coordination mechanisms. As shown above, 
there are currently a number of such coordination mechanisms, but there is also 
room both for further mechanisms and for a strengthened coordination when 
necessary. 
 
One possible alternative is that one Ministry and one or a few subsidiary 
agencies are assigned responsibility for developing, financing and making 
available the necessary common components for the entire public sector. This 
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represents a reorganisation of responsibility in the public sector that this report 
does not evaluate further. Nevertheless, it is important to make clear that any 
change in the lines of responsibility in our view predominantly relates to a 
further professionalisation of the management role. Managerially, the proposal 
does not introduce anything radically new, but may be a further functional 
specialisation of cross-sectoral tasks. Above, we have shown several current 
examples of such specialisations. Thus, the proposal does not change the basic 
management principles or the coordination challenges. The basic management 
principle of such a support function (with one or more specialised units) will 
still be based on linear responsibilities and goal and performance management. 
At the same time, the public sector will be entirely dependent on there being 
appropriate coordination mechanisms in place between this/these units and all 
agencies that are to use the common components in their service development. 
 
In this context it is also important to note the difference between the traditional 
administrative support services and the type of common services represented by 
the common components. The common components are building blocks for 
technical electronic services in the individual agencies. National common 
components must therefore support the primary agency goals and the priorities 
of each agency in a very different way than the traditional administrative 
support services. This provides unique cross-sectoral coordination challenges 
regarding what the most important requirements of the national common 
components are and the prioritisation of these in the future public 
administration process. This is also the central management challenge, which in 
our view is not significantly changed by locating responsibility for the national 
common components in fewer agencies and Ministries than at present. In 
accordance with our mandate, we take no further position on whether changing 
the system of responsibility for the common components is useful and 
appropriate. 
 
It has also been proposed that the private sector should be responsible for the 
common component development in the public sector. In this context it is 
important to note that there is no conflict between having common solutions as 
national common components and using a private sector supplier. Even with an 
extensive use of private suppliers, the public sector must be a professional 
customer which knows its own needs, is organised in an appropriate manner 
and is coordinated in its demands and order placements when basic common 
solutions are needed. The public sector is organised in a number of agencies of 
varying sizes. Without coordination, many small and mid-range agencies and 
municipalities will likely not have the skills or finances to make the necessary 
investments that can enable a satisfactory IT reform and reorganisation. 
Similarly, without the necessary coordination larger agencies and municipalities 
are likely to each make the same basic IT investments rather than make one 
joint investment. These multiple investments then lead to increased costs for the 
public sector seen as a whole. In our assessment, without coordinated IT 
investments the total set of possibilities for reform and reorganisation in the 
public sector will not reach its potential. At the same time, the practical coor-
dination challenges, the overall IT investments and the local skill requirements 
will increase.  
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Private businesses will be central suppliers both for the national common 
components and electronic services, and for systems in each of the public 
agencies. However, some of the services from the private sector will be 
supplied to the common component managers, while other private sector 
services will be supplied to each agency and municipality for their specific ser-
vice development. In our view, it is precisely such a conscious organisation of 
responsibilities, goal-oriented use of private businesses and competition for 
common solutions and agency solutions that can provide a sound resource use 
for the public sector overall. This can also provide a basis for the realisation of 
reorganisation benefits that can then be used in prioritised areas. Thus, the use 
of private sector businesses does not alter the basic management principles for 
those who are responsible for the common solutions in the public sector. Nor 
does it alter the cross-sectoral coordination challenges around the most 
important requirements of, and prioritisations for and between, the national 
common components. 
 
Points of intervention 
The administration of a national common component must in our evaluation be 
seen as a support function for all public sector agencies. Though the Ministries 
are sometimes represented as silos with a weak horizontal coordination, Difi 
sees no significant reason to exempt the administration of cross-sectoral 
national common components from the basic management principles of line 
responsibility and goal and performance management. In our view, any 
weaknesses in the horizontal coordination should be solved by strengthening 
the coordination and not by moving away from the basic management 
principles. If we assume that Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) and the studies that 
Report no. 19 references are right, then the system also shows both flexibility 
and a willingness and ability to change when necessary. Applying the basic 
management principles in the state to the national common components will, in 
our view, ensure clear lines of responsibility and form the basis for the well-
functioning internal management systems that the management of an important 
support function requires.  
 
On this basis, we believe that the best point of intervention in relation to the 
discussion of basic management systems is to decide that the management and 
administration of the common components is to be based on line 
responsibilities and goal and performance management, supplemented by the 
current coordination mechanisms. At the same time, we see a clear need to 
strengthen the coordination in five areas in particular. In the following five 
subsidiary chapters we discuss this in further detail. 
 
5.2 Standardisation of the management role and a 

clear national responsibility 
A main purpose of the national common components is that they are to be used 
in a secure and cost-effective manner as part of the electronic services of other 
public agencies. At the same time, each agency is responsible for its own 
services. The quality and trustworthiness of the national common components 
are therefore critical to the agencies that are to use them. In our view, this 
requires trust between the manager of the common components and the service 
owners with regard to the national common components' guaranteed 
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functionality, availability, and terms of use. There must also be systems and 
routines that ensure that the further development of common components 
occurs in dialogue with the service owner and with a view to meeting cross-
sectoral needs. 
 
Challenges in the current situation 
In Document 1 (2009-2010)55 the Office of the Auditor General states that the 
audit for 2008 showed that several ICT systems and registers of cross-sectoral 
significance are being developed by individual agencies and that in these 
processes the tasks and goals of the agency in question are given primary 
importance. Thus the register quality is not adapted to the needs of other 
agencies. The Office of the Auditor General has also pointed to weaknesses in 
the quality assurance of data entered in various systems. Furthermore, the 
Office of the Auditor General states that the lack of coordination of ICT 
systems and weaknesses in the routines that are to assure data quality may lead 
to delays in case processing, calculation errors, payment errors, loss of income 
for the state, and that the users are not assured equal treatment. 
 
When central registers that are national common components are primarily 
developed as sectoral solutions based on sectoral needs (as the Office of the 
Auditor General points out) then, according to our informants, a great number 
of copies of the registers emerge, with various additional information included 
based on the different sectoral needs. This additional information then tends to 
be updated in a number of registers and agencies, resulting in an uneven data 
quality. The data quality in the common components may also be seen as poor 
if the time requirements for updates only are based on sectoral needs and not on 
the actual broader needs in the public sector. Thus a limited service owner 
involvement in the administration of the common component can lead to 
reduced data quality for service owners other than the agency or sector that has 
the main responsibility for the common resource. 
 
Furthermore, several of our informants claim that there has been, and to some 
extent continues to be, too little comprehensive thinking on behalf of the public 
sector, even when information sharing actually takes place. Instead of defining 
agency registers as a common resource or a national common component and, 
through a broad cross-sectoral collaboration, developing a coherent access 
strategy for all public agencies, there has been a tendency for the Ministry and 
agency responsible to individually focus on so-called distribution strategies. 
These strategies have often been based on private sector entities receiving the 
public data free of charge from the public manager of the data. The private 
sector entity has then sold them on, including to public agencies, under varying 
guidelines. Responsible Ministries and agencies have thus considered 
themselves done with their "national responsibility" while at the same time 
many public agencies have not been able to afford buying back public sector 
electronic information in an appropriate manner.  
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According to our informants, this situation has had, and continues to have, 
significant consequences for some public agencies. These consequences include 
extra bureaucracy, creation of local copies of registers, poorer data quality, 
reduced ability to reform, and case processing and service provision that are not 
of optimal quality.  
Several managers of central basic data registers have now ended this 
distribution strategy and instead facilitate a more suitable access strategy for 
other public agencies that need access to achieve reform, efficiency 
improvements and benefit realisation.  
 
If we assume that the data administrators have a responsibility to the entire 
public sector, a challenge these administrators may face is that others are not 
familiar with their change of strategy. According to our informants, several 
public agencies continue to purchase information from private suppliers in the 
"old way" instead of using the new service offered by the managers of registers 
and national common components. Questions are also posed about whether the 
service owners are sufficiently involved. Several informants see the managers 
as putting primary emphasis on their own tasks and sectoral goals. Yet this may 
be understandable when the overarching Ministry and the Ministries 
collectively do not focus clearly on a comprehensive responsibility for national 
common components. 
 
There appears to be a poorly established sense of cross-sectoral comprehensive 
responsibility in the Ministries and agencies that are responsible for the national 
common components. This is not in line with Report no. 19's goal of clear lines 
of responsibility and sound overall resource use in the public sector. Part of the 
reason for this situation may be that the Ministries have not previously seen the 
importance of allocating a comprehensive responsibility for the national 
components and therefore it has not been done. However, the Office of the 
Auditor General notes in Document 1 (2009-2010) that common registers and a 
good flow of information contribute to an efficient public administration and 
that the coordination of ICT systems is crucial for the exchange and efficient 
use of information across sectors and administrative tiers. In this perspective, a 
comprehensive responsibility for a national common component requires much 
more than a distribution strategy.  
 
Even newer solutions that appear to be national common components have 
partially been created somewhat haphazardly and individually. There have not 
always been clear and common cross-sectoral guidelines for what it means to be 
a national common component and there have been no national requirements of 
the management role. Some common coordination measures have been taken at 
the  agency level: for instance, on the initiative of Difi and the Brønnøysund R-
egister Centre a focus has been placed on the coordinated development of the 
Altinn components in the Altinn II project and the eID components. 
Furthermore, the Altinn organisation has several years of experience in their 
management and administrative regime with service owner involvement and the 
system created by the guidelines for prioritisations provided by the Ministry of 
Trade and Industry. Some of this is currently been revised. As a new common 
component manager, Difi has in the creation of its administrative regime reused 
elements of the Altinn regime whenever appropriate and in line with the 
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guidelines provided by FAD. However, there are no common national 
guidelines for managers of national common components.  
 
The understanding of the responsibilities and content of the management role 
for national common components therefore seems to differ widely both for 
older and newer common components and between Ministries and agencies.  
 
Points of intervention 
If the public sector is to achieve its central goals for reform using ICT, we 
believe there are three central points of intervention in relation to the 
aforementioned challenges: 
• A formalisation at the Ministry and agency level of the cross-sectoral 

comprehensive responsibility for the administration of the national common 
components  

• A standardisation of how the management role is to be carried out 
• A linkage between compliance with standardisation requirements and the 

goal and performance management in line management 
 
Common national norms and requirements for the managers of national 
common components are in our view an important basis for establishing clarity 
and trust between the agency service owners and the common component 
managers about the organisation, development and guaranteed functionality, 
availability and terms of use for the national common components. In our view, 
the necessary trust is also dependent on compliance with the norms and 
requirements being systematically measured and included as a central part of 
the departmental management of the common component manager. The 
responsible Ministry and Minister will then also have to answer to other 
Ministries and Ministers if the compliance fails, which in turn would lead to a 
reduced likelihood of achieving the Government's goals for a number of sectors 
that depend on the national common component. Emphasising such 
responsibility across line management and management systems will build on 
and strengthen the basic management principles in the public sector. It will also 
support the basic coordination mechanism that the Government as a collegial 
entity represents.    
 
Clarity about the scope of the responsibilities and content of the management 
role will also provide a much better basis for the productive involvement of 
other sectors and agencies in evaluations of cross-sectoral needs for changes in 
national common components. With an appropriate administrative regime, the 
public sector will thus to a large extent reduce the risk of important national 
common components being administered and developed primarily as internal 
solutions in a specific sector or agency, which is how the Office of the Auditor 
General describes the current situation. There is a need for clarity about the 
responsibilities involved and a standardisation of the management role, thus 
ensuring a systematic involvement of cross-sectoral service owners who 
themselves report results and challenges through their line management. This 
will contribute to making the Government's overall evaluation of important 
reforms of the public administration more comprehensive and more in line with 
the Government's common goals.  
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In addition to acceptance, prioritisation and formalisation in the Ministry that 
has the cross-sectoral comprehensive responsibility for national common 
components, the main measure proposed in this area is that the management 
role should be standardised through a set of overarching principles and their 
attendant implications; central requirements that must or should be complied 
with. In our assessment, both the principles and their implications should be 
mandatory for the managers of the common components.  
 
The use of overarching principles that must be complied with is nevertheless a 
soft coordination mechanism. Such a standardisation is about creating clear and 
equal expectations around central issues for those who are to manage something 
on behalf of a collective of agencies across sectors and administrative tiers. At 
the same time, in our view it is necessary to provide room for the local exercise 
of judgement and a practical implementation of the principles. The cross-
sectoral requirements must function well with the common component 
manager's sectoral guidelines and independent historical and professional 
choice of methods, internal management, etc.  
 
Furthermore, having all common components be managed in the same manner 
is not a goal in itself. Different types of common components may need 
different types of management regimes. To enforce an absolute sameness in the 
way that a detailed and rule-bound management would do, may inappropriately 
restrict both the common component manager and the service owners. What is 
important is that all common comonent managers, in collaboration with the 
service owners, implement systematic evaluations and revisions and find 
agreed-upon solutions for centrally specified areas. 
 
It will be very important to standardise the management role through a set of 
overarching principles. Furthermore, measurements of compliance with these 
principles must be tied to goal and performance management in the line 
management. In combination, these will ensure a sufficient coordination of 
national common components, as discussed in Report no. 19. In our assessment, 
it will also provide a much better basis for a good overall resource use in the 
public sector, especially in combination with a clearly stated comprehensive 
responsibility by the Ministry in charge. The latter will also help create clear 
lines of responsibility in accordance with the goals of Report no. 19 and within 
an area that currently does not appear to be characterised by sufficient 
coordination, good resource use or clear lines of responsibility. 
 
Proposals: 
In our view, the main measures that should be undertaken to strengthen the 
execution of the management role are: 
• Establish common mandatory principles (norms and requirements) for the 

management of national common components. 
• Create acceptance and prioritisation of the cross-sectoral comprehensive 

responsibility in the sectoral Ministries that have the line responsibility for 
the managers of the national common components. 

• Develop new cross-sectoral agreed-upon mandates for the national common 
components and anchor the mandates in the relevant lines of responsibility. 
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• Include the new mandate as well as appropriate goal and management 
parameters in the allocation letters and management dialogue in the line 
management of the managers of the common components. 

 
5.3 A goal-oriented financing principle  
Report no. 19 clearly states that the public sector must change along with 
societal changes, the changing needs of the population and changed political 
goals. The lines of responsibility are set, but public administration policies must 
support the sectors in their improvement efforts and facilitate learning between 
different parts of the public administration. Smart solutions developed in one 
place should be available for use elsewhere. Public administration development 
is to be characterised by a coordinated and comprehensive approach. 
 
 Report no. 17 states that:  

The government’s aims here are two-fold. We want the users to be met 
by an open, accessible and coherent public sector offering integrated 
and fully digital services via sound electronic self-service solutions. We 
also want to effectivise and free up resources through the use of ICT in 
order to strengthen public welfare provisions, while reducing 
administrative burdens. Both of these aims are enabled by the 
appropriate use of ICT. 
…. 
The establishment of cross-sectoral common components will underpin 
the development of decentralised solutions and function across divides 
and public administration tiers. One example of this type of common 
components are the solutions for secure authentication (logging in) of 
persons and businesses. 
…. 
Observance of these principles will to a greater extent than previously 
call for cross-sectoral coordination functions within areas such as 
standardisation, use of concepts and financing. This will also dictate the 
need to devise new ways of organising and managing work processes. 

 
National common components are thus important measures in the reform and 
regeneration policies with regard to the goal of new and better electronic 
services to residents and businesses, good overall resource use in the public 
sector, and efficiency improvement and benefit realisation that is to be used to 
strengthen the service provision in prioritised areas. In order to achieve this, all 
central choices that may impact the goals for national common components 
must be centred on the desired effect.  
 
On this basis, our approach targets the way in which the mechanisms for 
financing the common components impact the goals the Government wishes to 
achieve through the common components. Report no. 19 notes that IT 
investment is one of the great coordination challenges in the state 
administration.  
 
Challenges in the current situation 
Difi's 2010 study of experiences of cross-sectoral tasks notes that different 
projects are currently financed in different ways, for example through ear-
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marked budget allocations, different forms of joint financing between 
participating actors, and user payments in various combinations. According to 
our informants, similar variations in the forms of financing also apply to other 
projects and components that currently appear to be national common 
components. There are no clear links or common purposes behind the different 
financing choices. An important reason for this situation appears to be that 
several of the national common components were originally created through 
different sectoral initiatives and for a more limited purpose and target group 
than current technological capabilities allow.  
 
According to both Difi's study and our informants, a particular challenge for the 
financing of cross-sectoral tasks is that costs and benefits are not linked. In 
other words, investments made by one agency and sector may primarily benefit 
another agency. Another challenge is that benefits may accrue significantly 
later than when the costs are incurred. Informants also find that the state budget 
processes are unable to handle the need to invest in order to realise benefits at a 
later date or in other sectors and agencies.  
 
Furthermore, the Office of the Auditor General's study of electronic information 
exchange and service development in the public sector (Document 3:12, 2007-
2008) shows that a lack of financing for cross-sectoral IT measures and projects 
is a problem. For example, 60 percent of the examined agencies state that the 
financing of cross-sectoral measures is deficient. Additionally, 45 percent of the 
agencies emphasise that it is problematic that the development costs are borne 
by one agency while the benefits accrue to other agencies. In the Office of the 
Auditor General's study, the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration 
notes that IT generally is not afforded a central place in the state budget and 
allocation letters. There is thus a risk that a goal that does not have the firm 
basis that the state budget or allocation letters would provide consequently does 
not have the right incentives for coordination in subsidiary agencies. In this 
context, the Ministry of Government Administration, Reform and Church 
Affairs says that IT measures organised by central state actors tend to be less 
successful in gaining financing when compared with IT development within 
specific sectors. The Norwegian Tax Administration points out that state 
agencies are measured based on the specific services they offer, and that 
activities such as cross-sectoral coordination therefore tends to not be 
prioritised. The Office of the Auditor General notes that concern has previously 
been expressed about the lack of importance attached to the financing of cross-
sectoral measures. 
 
According to our informants, state budget prioritisations appear to focus much 
more on the costs of common components than on the savings and benefit 
potential they represent across public sectors. Both departmental and agency 
management also appear to have a limited focus on systematic analyses of the 
potential benefits to each agency offered by the new framework conditions that 
new technologies and national common components represent. Thus the 
potential benefits of improved national common components may be under-
communicated. Between the sector and agency focus in the state budget and the 
lack of a goal-oriented stimulation of financing for the development and 
utilisation of common components across agencies and sectors, the public 
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sector overall risks paying multiple times for the same types of basic IT 
functionalities. At the same time, many smaller agencies do not gain access to 
the basic functionalities that they need to implement the expected efficiency 
improvements and reform and regeneration. 
 
The FAOS Report (2007) refers to Gartner's analysis of the Danish state's IT 
expenses, in which it is argued that there is at least a 20% annual savings 
potential associated with a state-wide coordination of IT investments56. The 
FAOS report goes on to note that if we assume the same savings potential in the 
Norwegian public sector, this could represent a NOK 1.3 billion annual 
reduction of public sector IT investments compared to the current situation. 
Even assuming that this is a very tentative figure, the Gartner and FAOS 
analyses show that promoting joint IT investments whenever appropriate 
instead of focusing on sectoral or agency investments should lead to a 
significant annual cost reduction while enabling the same IT functionality in the 
public sector overall. 
 
Thus far, the managerial focus on IT benefits have primarily emphasised a close 
connection between investments in specific electronic services and the 
estimated benefits that legitimise these investments. Current guidelines for 
socio-economic analysis are also heavily focused on this connection. As shown 
by the Difi and Office of the Auditor General's studies, it seems to be difficult 
to finance common solutions that do not have this type of connection, unless 
these solutions for political reasons are particularly in focus. This may be a 
satisfactory solution when the electronic services are to be developed within 
one agency or as part of a collaboration between a small number of agencies. 
However, it leads to great challenges in financing the development and 
operation of common components that may lead to substantial national benefit 
potentials that must be utilised and realised by someone other than the common 
component manager. The requirement to have a close connection between 
specific benefits and financing thus constrains the development of the set of 
possibilities and the benefit potential for the public sector in general.  
 
Similarly, the limited focus in departmental and agency management on 
analysing potential benefits as something that can be realised in all agencies, 
may also lead to a limited focus on the central and broadly accepted political 
objective of creating an efficient public administration tailored to the needs of 
residents. Indirectly, this might mean that those with no desire to reform, or 
who do not understand the possibilities contained in the broad political support 
for reform and efficiency objectives, are allowed to determine the direction of 
IT developments. The Government then risks becoming responsible for a 
reactionary policy instead of leading a proactive reform policy as outlined in the 
introduction to Report no. 19. On this basis, we believe that it is important to 
include the benefit potential concept in the agenda for the departmental and 
agency management, and in the financing of national common components. 
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In our view, Difi and the Office of the Auditor General's studies, Gartner's 
analysis of equivalent issues in Denmark and our informants all illustrate that a 
main challenge in the public sector is to establish effective financing 
mechanisms for central common solutions that ensure good overall resource use 
and exploit potential synergies across sectors.  
 
These are the same challenges that groups of companies face. Altenborg (1998) 

57 points out that there was a long-standing trend in many companies as well as 
within public administration in which the relationships between business areas 
were managed in a way that imitated the relationship between independent 
companies. According to Altenborg (1998), the purpose of this management 
style is to control costs. At the same time, she notes that there is another side of 
the coin. A consequence of this management style is that it becomes more 
difficult to use synergies across business areas. This situation creates a danger 
of suboptimal use of resources; in other words, though the costs for each 
business area are reduced, the benefit for the company overall would have been 
greater if each business area also considered the consequences for other busi-
ness areas as part of their decision-making process.  
 
According to Altenborg (1998), this management method leads to the business 
areas having an arms-length relationship with each other and in part also with 
group management. A competitive relationship between the business areas thus 
develops. Performance measurements often reflect this situation, in that each 
business area is measured individually. This impacts the business culture, 
attitudes and the channelling of efforts very clearly. By organising the 
management of the relationship between business areas almost as if they were 
separate firms, there is a risk that the business areas also behave as if they were 
separate firms. According to Altenborg (1998), it is also likely that this 
management method increases the internal transaction costs. 
 
The main message is that if the strategy in a group of companies is to develop 
operational synergies, then a collaborative model for the management of the 
business areas is more appropriate than a competition model. In the present 
context, the same applies to the management of each agency within the public 
sector. Using a collaborative model in the management of a group of 
companies/the public sector involves a centralisation of critical functions, 
extensive integrative mechanisms between the agencies, a greater focus on the 
effects of the group/public sector's overall performances than on the 
performances of each agency, and a consciously centralised/coordinated use of 
financing mechanisms and other management mechanisms, depending on what 
best serves the group or public sector overall (Altenborg 1998). This system 
does not apply to all areas, but it does apply to those areas that are connected to 
critical synergy functions, such as national common components. 
 
Here, we also find it necessary to discuss the report Gevinstrealisering – 
målinger og metoder ("Benefit realisation - measurements and methods", 
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2009)58 that Devoteam daVinci wrote on assignment from FAD. This report 
notes that the introduction of new or improved IT solutions is considered 
perhaps the most important engine for innovation and development in the 
public sector. According to Devoteam daVinci, it is therefore a weakness that 
the current benefit realisation models with few exceptions only to a limited 
extent focus on innovation and development. They claim that if the models 
focused more on innovation and development, then this might promote 
innovation related to the implementation of eGovernment projects. 
 
The evaluation of the  Høykom projects (Høykom 2008)59 showed that there are 
strong indications that the benefit concept is understood too narrowly in relation 
to public sector IT projects, as there is an excessive focus on economic 
variables. According to the Høykom evaluation, this focus may be the result of 
existing methods for benefit realisation having been developed to support 
business logics and having subsequently been transferred to the public sector 
without the necessary adaptations being made. The Høykom report states that a 
broad debate about the benefit concept should therefore be encouraged in order 
to better include traditional public sector values such as participation, 
democracy, the rule of law, and privacy. In such a context, the potential 
significance of national common components far exceed a narrowly conceived 
cost distribution question about an IT system. 
 
Points of intervention 
For the public sector to achieve vital reform and efficiency objectives, we 
believe there are two central points of intervention related to the 
aforementioned challenges: 
• A clear focus on the benefit potential of new technology and common 

components in departmental and agency management, and in the financing 
of national common components. 

• A common goal-oriented financing principle for national common 
components that promotes the desired service development in the public 
sector. 

 
Given the opportunities that IT provides and that the national common 
components furthers, we believe that it is difficult to reach the goal and 
requirement of an efficient resource use in the public sector without each sector 
and agency systematically focusing on its own potential benefits. Similarly, in 
the evaluation of the need for, and financing of, national common components, 
more emphasis should be placed on the benefit potential that the common 
components create than on the benefit realisation they can guarantee. Pressure 
to utilise a manifest benefit potential must be placed on all line management. In 
our view, this is the way that the public sector can achieve the broadly agreed-
upon political reform and efficiency objectives, and the management systems 
and guidelines should therefore promote this approach.  

                                                 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

93 
 

 
Furthermore, in our assessment there is clearly a need for what Altenborg 
(1998) calls a collaboration model: this includes a strong focus on cross-
sectoral synergies in the management and financing of national common 
components. Though the costs will be borne by one agency, it is the potential 
benefit for the public sector overall that must be the focus for prioritisations, the 
choice of financing mechanisms and the collective management of the public 
sector. Incentives and measures must focus on providing the greatest 
opportunities to realise important common goals and benefits in the public 
sector overall, rather than on ensuring the lowest costs (when seen in isolation) 
to each agency responsible for the common components. If there is a greater 
focus on cost reduction than on the realisation of benefit potentials, the set of 
possibilities provided by the common components may be significantly 
curtailed. Consequently, the reform, efficiency improvement and benefit 
realisation measures will also not reach their greatest potential.  
 
In our assessment, the key is for the decision makers to consistently choose the 
financing form for the national common components that best promotes the 
desired service development in the public sector overall. This is the case 
regardless of which sector or agency is, or naturally stands out as, a national 
common component manager. We are, of course, talking about a service 
development that is socio-economically profitable and/or desired politically. 
Thus, in our assessment this goal orientation should be the determining 
financing principle for national common components.  
 
If potential common components are not seen as especially important in relation 
to the broad service development desired for the public sector, they should be 
financed as previously: through existing framework conditions and 
management systems in the relevant sectors and agencies or through agreed 
joint financing systems. In our view, they should then not be considered 
national common components. 
 
However, for national common components that politicians and/or Ministries 
believe are central to the desired reform, a goal-oriented financing principle 
creates a collaboration model that clearly provides synergy effects for the 
management and financing of the components. 
 
National common components must be assured a management and operation 
financing that promotes their stable functioning and ensures that they fulfil 
requirements, expectations and professional service level agreements. In our 
assessment, this requires ear-marked allocations of funds for their management 
and operations. If the operation and user costs create annual uncertainty, budget 
mechanisms must be created that can handle this and ensure the stability of the 
common component's service delivery to all public agencies that use the 
common component in their own electronic services. The manager of the 
common component must be systematically and appropriately followed up on 
by the responsible department manager. The departmental manager must ensure 
that the common component is managed in a way that ensures cost-effective 
operations, the appropriate use of private subcontractors and the necessary 
competition between these subcontractors. If there is a skill shortfall in relation 
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to such departmental management, we believe skill improvement measures or 
professional management support should be instituted. Such skill shortages 
should not lead to an alternative financing model that negatively affect the other 
public agencies that the common component is to support.  Mixing the 
financing of the operations of such a common component with the managing 
agency's other tasks (if any) must also be avoided. Such a situation would lead 
to competition within the agency, and this would make it difficult to follow up 
on the financing of the national tasks of the common component and may also 
be destructive in relation to the cross-sectoral synergy objectives of the 
common component. 
 
If the Ministries decide that new national common components or new 
important functionalities of the same character are to be developed and 
established as a new, important common set of possibilities for cross-sectoral 
reform and efficiency improvement, then the financing of this should in our 
view be ensured through an ear-marked budget item. Professional project 
implementation and departmental management must be required, but this must 
be secured though agency competencies or professional assistance, rather than 
through combining a collaborative model and a competition model in the 
management and financing of common components. The financing of new 
national common components or significant new functionalities must also not 
be combined with the ordinary allocation of funding for administration and 
operations. Such combination would lead to a new competition model between 
the two independent tasks, and the losers will likely be the public agencies that 
the common components are to support.  If new components or functionalities 
are created, a sufficient administration and operation budget must be allocated 
once they are operational. This is therefore a consideration that must be 
included in the evaluations made regarding the creation of the component or 
functionality. 
 
This discussion shows that a goal-oriented financing principle in practice means 
that all parts of the costs of the national common components that the 
Ministries (on recommendation from the agencies) believe are central to a 
broad service development and the desired reform should be predominantly 
financed through ear-marked budget items allocated to the common component 
manager. At the same time, this financing should generally and in the short or 
long term be done through a reduction of the sectoral budget to the Ministries. 
The reductions should be made in accordance with an overarching distribution 
key based on benefit potential rather than on cost distribution based on use. 
This system helps stimulate the desired service development and benefit 
realisation in all public agencies within the same overall economic framework.  
 
In this system, there will be no agreement costs or transaction costs associated 
with the use of national common components by public agencies for the 
provision of electronic services to residents and businesses. At the same time, 
the Ministry in charge can choose to reduce the budgets of each agency based 
on an expressed expectation in the management dialogue that IT and national 
common components are to be used to realise the agency's benefit potential. In 
our view, this will allow the public sector to achieve a sound collaboration 
model that provides synergy effects in the management and financing of com-
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mon components. In combination with the financing principle we propose, this 
may significantly stimulate and promote the desired service development and 
efficiency improvements across all sectors and agencies.  
 
Locating the proposed distribution key at the Ministry level also makes it easier 
for the Ministries to discuss the redistribution of resources between agencies 
and sectors according to Government signals regarding the allocation of 
resources freed through the use of IT to prioritised areas. 
 
We do of course understand that it might be culturally challenging to establish 
such a cross-sectoral financing model for the national common components. 
However, we believe that if the cross-sectoral benefit potential of common 
components is sufficiently well understood, then the establishment and follow-
up of the model is about a good and consensus-based management at the 
Ministry level; goal and performance oriented departmental and agency 
managers in the public sector generally; and professional agency managers in 
the common component manager agencies. The goal of creating a reform-
oriented and efficient public administration with good overall resource use 
should in our assessment trump the cultural challenges. 
 
Proposals: 
In our view, the main measures that should be undertaken to strengthen the 
coordination in this area are: 
• A decision that the financing of national common components is to be 

structured and ear-marked so that the financing form promotes the desired 
service development. This is to be a guiding principle. 

• Development of a guide for the analysis of potential benefits for public 
agencies when reforming and renewing using IT and national common 
components. 

• Development of a supplementary guide for a socio-economic analysis of 
national common components. The guide should be based in the unique 
characteristics of the common components that create a set of possibilities 
and potential benefits. 

• Development of a cost-distribution key at the Ministry level for national 
common components based on potential benefits and not on cost 
distribution based on use. 
  

5.4 Coherent prioritisation in a consensus-based 
committee structure 

The evaluations in this subsidiary chapter are focused on the coordination 
requirements for the national common components as a coherent entity. These 
components are to create a new, common set of possibilities for extensive 
reform, efficiency improvement and benefit realisation that each agency and 
sectoral organisation should and must utilise. If this is to succeed, we believe 
that the public sector's overall suite of available national common components, 
as well as the composition of these components, must be coherent and tailored 
to agency needs in all sectors. This requires good collaboration across sectors 
and administrative tiers. 
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The needs of each agency are readily identified when the agency performs an 
analysis of which measures may be implemented in order to achieve sectoral 
objectives and the cross-sectoral reform and efficiency improvement objectives 
stipulated by the Ministry in charge. The basic structure of the goal and 
performance management means that it is the Ministries that define goals and 
central framework conditions, while the subsidiary agencies identify and 
implement the appropriate measures to achieve these goals. The Ministries must 
also follow up on the agencies through systematic management information and 
periodic evaluations. At the same time, the departmental management dialogue 
is to function as a vertical balancing mechanism with regard to what is actually 
possible to achieve within current framework conditions and to ascertain 
whether there is a need to adjust the framework conditions.  
 
With good strategic management skills both in the Ministries and agencies, all 
sectors should achieve an appropriate exchange in the departmental mana-
gement dialogue, for instance around the framework conditions that the national 
common components represent. As the common components are cross-sectoral, 
it is also necessary for the cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms to provide 
sufficient horizontal coordination between the sectors. Cross-sectoral 
collaboration and coordination is particularly important because of the central 
role that the national common components can play for the benefit potential and 
benefit realisation in all sectors. 
 
Challenges in the current situation 
Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) claim that the Ministries tend to be represented as 
silos, that the Ministry managers are focused on their own sector, and that this 
contributes to a horizontal fragmentation. In their view, this situation leads to a 
focus on one's own area of responsibility and thus leads to greater challenges 
for cross-Ministry coordination. At a time when topics increasingly cross 
Ministry boundaries, the strong sectoral focus may contribute to significant 
coordination problems. Fimreite and Lægreid (2004) also point out that the 
strong sectoral focus is somewhat compensated for by the creation of cross-
sectoral coordination groups and committees. However, a characteristic of the 
collegial coordination organs is that they tend to be non-binding advisory 
organs rather than binding organs that promote consensus across Ministries. In 
practice, it is therefore difficult for coordination based on such cross-sectoral 
committees to function within a hierarchical, sector-based central 
administration.  
 
This conclusion is also supported by Difi's 2010 study of cross-sectoral IT 
projects. That study points out that a clearly defined management model, 
consensus-based decisions, open and accepted conflict resolution mechanisms, 
and mutual trust and loyalty are important factors in a successful collaboration. 
There are currently no binding mechanisms around the suite of national 
common components. This is likely based on the fact that the clear focus on 
common components as a cross-sectoral reform measure is quite new. 
However, in its 2008 audit (Document 1, 2008-2009) the Office of the Auditor 
General pointed out that several IT systems and registers of cross-sectoral 
importance are developed in individual agencies, that primary importance is 
attached to that agency's tasks and goals, and that this may lead to a number of 
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negative effects for other public agencies and for the state overall. The Office of 
the Auditor General has also previously pointed out (Document 3:12, 2007-
2008) that when sectoral priorities are given precedence over common priorities 
in what should be important shared solutions, this might lead to a fragmented IT 
development that will eventually lead to increased costs.  
 
Even with the standardisation of the management role that we have proposed, 
the public sector is left with the challenge of prioritising and coordinating needs 
and solutions across common components, common component managers and 
sectors. Without a coherent coordination and prioritisation mechanism, the 
national common components will likely continue to be created in a somewhat 
haphazard manner. They will consequently also be used differently based on 
their histories and on there being little to no coordination of sectoral initiatives. 
In our assessment, this will reduce the potential and realised benefits. If only 
the management role is standardised, this might lead to an unfortunate 
imbalance in the power and dependency relationships between the individual 
common component managers and service owners to the benefit of the common 
component managers. It might also lead to a positional struggle between 
different common component managers.  
 
In the field of IT, FAD is responsible for the cross-sectoral coordination 
between the Ministries. At the agency level, Difi is responsible for IT 
coordination (Difi was established in 2008). The Office of the Auditor General's 
study of electronic information exchange and service development in the public 
sector (Document 3:12, 2007-2008) shows that up until that point, FAD had 
mainly coordinated through the use of plans/strategies, various advisory 
forums, and guidance. The Office of the Auditor General is critical of the goals 
achieved, and states that when the goals for cross-sectoral IT measures have not 
been reached the failure to achieve them will have consequences for the reform 
and regeneration of the public sector in a number of different policy areas. 
Therefore, the Office of the Auditor General questions whether FAD is 
powerful enough and has sufficient tools available to reach the goals set for IT.  
 
As we noted in the null alternative, FAD has recently initiated the creation of 
several new cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms in the form of common 
architecture principles, self-declaration forms for common IT related 
requirements, a changed budget routine for IT related proposals, etc. FAD 
points to several of these mechanisms and to the creation of Difi in its response 
to the Office of the Auditor General's report in Document 3:12 (2007-2008). 
Yet on the basis of what we have discussed above, it would be natural for FAD 
to consider whether new and more binding and guiding coordination 
mechanisms may appropriately strengthen the cross-sectoral comprehensive 
coordination and management of national common components.  
 
Though the focus on common components as a cross-sectoral reform tool is 
quite new, the associated opportunities and challenges are not. This emerges 
clearly from the Office of the Auditor General's above-mentioned report. 
Several of our informants also point out that for a long time signals have been 
sent by many sectoral lines about the need for and potential of national common 
components. Furthermore, signals have been sent about the need for a more 
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coherent management, development and use of these across sectors. According 
to several of our informants, the reason that no comprehensive cross-sectoral 
efforts have been made in this area until now is that there are insufficient 
strategic reform and IT skills among departmental managers in the Ministries 
and among the senior management of many agencies. When the needs and 
suggestions are reported upwards through the agency and sectoral line 
management, there is often a sense that the consequences, opportunities and 
needs of new cross-sectoral common solutions and common measures are not 
emphasised or are not listened to.  
 
Though the same needs are reported in a number of sectors, it appears as if the 
challenge this poses to existing skill sets, combined with a historical sectoral 
focus and few cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms in the field of IT, means 
that the actual cross-sectoral support for the needs and suggestions 
disintegrates. Furthermore, it does not help that the feedback on the design of 
agreed-upon needs and drafts of solutions takes place sectorally, in the context 
of a weak cross-sectoral tradition for collaboration and without extensive cross-
sectoral coordination mechanisms. The proposals that reach the Ministries from 
the sectors regarding solutions to cross-sectoral common needs may therefore 
seem somewhat contradictory and this may contribute to their receiving less 
attention and priority, as clear sectoral needs and sectoral solutions are 
prioritised. 
 
The importance of a comprehensive and coherent coordination both at the 
agency and Ministry level clearly emerges in Difi's 2010 study of experiences 
of cross-sectoral tasks. This study also shows that the agencies often see the 
creation of a well-functioning coordination at the Ministry level as one of the 
greatest challenges of cross-sectoral collaboration. This challenge is particularly 
evident during the budget processes that the Ministries are responsible for, in 
the financing of cross-sectoral measures, wherever costs and benefits are 
unevenly distributed among the agencies, and where benefits accrue 
significantly later than the costs are incurred.  
 
This conclusion is also supported by the Office of the Auditor General's study 
of electronic information exchange and service development in the public sector 
(Document no. 3:12, 2007-2008).  The Office of the Auditor General's study 
asked both Ministries and agencies to consider a set of claims about obstacles 
related to the following areas: economics, IT systems, data definitions, laws and 
regulations, and organisational obstacles. The agencies generally saw the 
obstacles described as more significant than the Ministries did, and for some of 
the obstacles described the answers diverged significantly. This particularly 
applied to financing and obstacles related to IT systems. The Office of the 
Auditor General notes that when the Ministries and agencies have different 
relationships to the challenges that the agencies face in their work, this may 
explain some of the divergent understandings of the obstacles. The Office of the 
Auditor General's analysis shows that the Ministries have an important role to 
play in the development of services and in ensuring that these are efficient; for 
example, in relation to legislative changes and in ensuring an appropriate 
financing. Furthermore, the Office of the Auditor General states that the 
divergent experiences of the obstacles may be a limitation both in the 
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prioritisation of the correct measures and in ensuring that the agencies 
sufficiently emphasise electronic information exchange and reuse across the 
public administration.  
 
Points of intervention 
In order for the public sector to achieve an appropriate prioritisation and 
coordination of needs and solutions across common components, common 
component managers and sectors, we believe there are four central points of 
intervention in relation to the aforementioned challenges: 
• A binding and consensus-based Ministry-level committee. 
• A binding and consensus-based Strategic senior management committee at 

the agency level, supported by appropriate subsidiary committees at the 
tactical management and technical levels. 

• A coordinating Ministry with a coordinating directorate as the link between 
and support for the consensus-based committees. 

• Inclusion of the municipal sector in relevant committees at the agency level. 
 
In our assessment, the important and correct coordination points within the field 
of IT are precisely at the intersection of the Ministry and agency levels; in other 
words, in the Ministries in their roles as departmental managers, and among the 
agencies' senior management. We believe it is important and right to maintain 
the separation between the Ministries as the collective goal and premise 
providers and the agencies as the collective implementers of the set goals and 
premises. We therefore propose two separate committees; yet the two 
committees must be linked so that the Ministry level is well supported by 
clearly agreed-upon and coordinated advice and recommendations from the 
agency level. There is a natural link here in the line between FAD and Difi, in 
which comprehensive IT coordination is already a line responsibility.  
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FIGURE 8: BINDING, CONSENSUS-BASED FORUMS 

The proposal for two such committees is based in a consistent and clear 
feedback from our informants that a coherent, coordinated and binding 
decision-making system must be created for the national common components 
and strategic IT development in the public sector. Furthermore, our informants 
note that such a system must include both the Ministry and agency levels. The 
FAOS Report (2007) addressed the same challenges that we have discussed 
here, and also outlined a model with an equivalent coherent management 
structure both at the agency and Ministry level. This has yet to lead to any 
specific follow-up. We build on the evaluations and basic recommendations of 
the FAOS Report, but change the focus somewhat. 
 
The purpose of this committee structure is achieve better coordinated and more 
coherent prioritisations and decisions within the cross-sectoral field of IT. In 
our view, establishing a Ministry committee60 at the Ministry level and a 
Strategic senior management committee61 at the agency level ensures the 
necessary and important links both horizontally between sectors and vertically 
between main levels. Ministries currently have two main roles: as secretariats 
for the political leadership and as the implementers of the policies that are 
enacted. The latter includes managing departments and subsidiary agencies. 
Within the framework for departmental management, some Ministries authorise 
directors to manage the external department. However, sectoral responsibilities 
and the associated overarching goal and performance management as defined in 
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the financial legislation will always remain in the Ministries, regardless of the 
extent to which they delegate management to directors. It is precisely this role 
as the premise provider in the departmental management that we believe must 
be better coordinated at the Ministry level.  
 
As we showed in the null alternative, we have proposed that line responsibility 
and goal and performance management shall be foundational management 
principles in the management of the common components. We stand by that 
proposal here, but at the same time we add two cross-sectoral coordination 
forums that have the power to make decisions and coordinate. In practice, this 
proposal means that we gather four groups into two consensus-based and 
binding committees at the Ministry level and at the strategic senior management 
level in the agencies. At both levels the actors that have the line responsibility 
and the decision-making authority for the national common components are 
brought together with a selection of the actors whose framework conditions and 
room for action is affected by the decisions the first group makes. Combined 
with a clearer comprehensive mandate for the national common components, 
we believe that this will provide the necessary basis for developing sound, 
agreed-upon and binding strategies, solutions, recommendations and decisions 
both at the agency level and at the departmental level in the Ministries. 
Whoever makes the formal decision remains formally responsible for the line 
management and authority, but the decision is made in the committee meeting. 
 
An important starting point for the proposal is that the Instructions for Official 
Studies and Reports is considered insufficient as the sole basis for the 
coordination, though its principles will be important in the case preparation for 
the committee. It is one thing to make decisions mainly within one's own area 
of line responsibility while sitting in one's own office and considering 
consultative statements. It is something quite different to reach a decision with 
great consequences for other sectors and through a consensus-based process 
involving representative managers at equivalent levels and whose framework 
conditions will be significantly shaped by the decision. Of course, both 
processes must be based on sound case preparation, but when the decisions are 
made regarding such demanding and important coordination topics as national 
common components and other strategic IT choices for the entire public sector, 
then we believe that the consensus-based committees provide a better basis for 
good, cross-sectoral agreed-upon decisions. In our assessment, case processing 
in the coordination committees is best suited to the Government's goals and 
guidelines. The same applies to the composition of agreed-upon needs, 
recommendations and prioritisations at the agency level. 
 
In order to ensure well-functioning processes and good decisions within 
organisational structures, it is necessary to have clearly defined goals and 
expectations, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, clear descriptions of 
processes, and a sound case preparation. This system must be developed for 
these committees in the same manner as it has been for equivalent processes 
within the sectors. Having been given clear and agreed-upon recommendations 
from the Strategic senior management committee, the Ministry committee will 
have a sound basis for their case processing and decision-making. Nevertheless, 
the processes should be designed in such a manner that there is sufficient time 
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for the relevant Ministry to do an internal review in advance. Yet in our 
assessment it is crucial that the representation in the Ministry committee is at 
such a level that the committee's consensus-based process includes room to 
manoeuvre and decision-making powers. We believe that this requires that the 
participants in the Ministry committee must at a minimum be Director 
Generals. The feedback we have received suggests that one of the central 
criteria for success is the involvement of senior Ministry management so that 
actual and binding decisions can be made.  
 
The Strategic senior management committee at the agency level is, like the 
Ministry committee, dependent on sound case preparations. In Difi's 2010 study 
of experiences of the organisation of cross-sectoral tasks, the good experiences 
from the EFFEKT programme62 are particularly highlighted, both in regard to 
Ministry involvement and in regard to having multiple forums with 
representation from each level of the organisations. For instance, the 
programme has created a preparatory programme advisory in which the partners 
are represented by technical personnel.  
 
We believe that it is crucial to institute a similar Tactical management 
committee in the preparatory technical process that takes place in advance of 
cases being discussed in the Strategic senior management committee. The 
purpose of this is to ensure that a consensus is encouraged and that cases 
needing agreed-upon solutions at both the strategic and tactical levels receive 
an appropriate and comprehensive processing. Without such preparatory 
processes in the Tactical management committee, the strategic decisions may 
be made without a sufficient technical basis and support in the agencies. This 
might also create an unfortunate imbalance in the power and dependency 
relationships that exist between the agencies, to the advantage of the secretariat 
for the Strategic senior management committee.  The latter committee should 
primarily function as a coordinator and ensure that there is sufficient cross-
sectoral involvement and consensus. 
 
Depending on the type of case being discussed, there may additionally be a 
need for more technical studies in ad-hoc based cross-sectoral committees. 
These might replace other advisories, committees or working groups that 
currently do the same work for specific areas of collaboration or for specific 
sectors.  In relation to the common components, we want to particularly 
emphasise the important role of enterprise architects who, with a focus on 
goals, areas of responsibility and known work processes, can analyse the 
appropriateness of the existing organisation, processes and uses of technology. 
They can also look at how a new functionality in the common components may 
impact the reform and benefit potential in the agencies. Letting the enterprise 
architects from different agencies find agreed-upon proposals for solutions to 
common challenges may often be a very important foundation for decisions by 
the tactical and strategic management. This might also lead to mutual learning 
and better solutions across agencies. The figure below shows the coherent 
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committee structure placed in a role model with the most important groups of 
actors associated with the common components. 
 

 
FIGURE 9: NEW FORUMS IN A COHERENT STRUCTURE  

The agency level committee structure will thus be more complex and 
demanding than the Ministry level committee structure. Nevertheless, this is 
mainly about what we already discussed above: clearly defined goals and ex-
pectations, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, clearly described processes 
and sound case preparation both in and between the committees that are 
involved, and in relation to the relevant line organisations. In order for such 
processes to be successful, it is necessary to also have a secretariat that is 
sufficiently and professionally staffed with both administrative and technical 
personnel. In our assessment, FAD as the coordinating Ministry in the field of 
IT will naturally chair the Ministry committee and also act as that committee's 
secretariat. Difi, as FAD's directorate, is an obvious choice for the equivalent 
role for the Strategic senior management committee and its subsidiary support 
committees. Using this organisation also ensures that there will be a natural link 
between the two committees through the existing coordination line between 
FAD and Difi; IT coordination is already the purpose of this line. The Ministry 
committee and the Strategic senior management committee are thus naturally 
included as a cross-sectoral coordination mechanism that covers both horizontal 
and vertical coordination. 
 
It is not our goal here to outline all aspects of the regime for goals, 
expectations, roles, process descriptions etc. that must be established for the 
proposed committees. These specifications must be developed by the secretariat 
that is assigned responsibility for supporting the committees, in consultation 
with the committees themselves. Nevertheless, we do mention some central 
elements here. These must be finalised as the committees are established. 
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The most important goal of the Ministry committee will be to ensure a coherent 
strategy, prioritisation and financing for the overarching management and 
premise provision for the national common components. This committee must 
also ensure an appropriate portfolio management of the national common 
components at the Ministry level. The Ministry committee should make the final 
decision on overarching priorities, allocations of responsibility, mandates and 
frameworks for each of the national common components. It should consider 
special annual goals of cross-sectoral importance for the common component 
managers, and be central in an annual evaluation of whether the common 
components have functioned according to cross-sectoral expectations and 
obligations. Decisions or conflicts that must be brought to the Government 
should have a coordinated recommendation from the Ministry committee. In our 
view, the meetings of the Ministry committee should be timed in relation to the 
processes around the state budget, the annual reports from the managers of 
governmental institutions, and the drafting of the allocation letters. This means 
that the committee should meet approximately 3-4 times a year.  
 
The most important goal of the Strategic senior management committee is to 
ensure a sound cross-sectoral IT coordination though a strategic focus and clear 
strategic recommendations and decisions on the opportunities, challenges, 
goals, strategies and measures for cross-sectoral eGovernment in the public 
sector. The committee will be the advising portfolio manager for national com-
mon components though clear and consensus-based recommendations to the 
Ministry committee regarding priorities, division of responsibilities, mandates 
and frameworks for each of the national common components.  The Strategic 
senior management committee should furthermore make binding strategic 
consensus-based decisions about the future priorities and management of the 
national common components. It should also implement a coordinated 
evaluation of the national common components, with binding and action-
oriented consensus-based conclusions. An especially important function for the 
Strategic senior management committee is to identify or suggest strategic 
management advice for central cross-sectoral focus areas and common projects 
of great socio-economic significance. In connection with especially important 
measures, the committee or parts of the committee may fulfil this function, but 
the most important function is to provide management advice. The meetings of 
the Strategic senior management committee should also be timed in relation to 
the processes around the state budget, the annual reports from department 
management and the drafting of the allocation letters. At the same time, the 
meetings must be timed in relation to the meetings of the Ministry committee 
which the Strategic senior management committee is to support in some 
contexts. We believe approximately 4-5 meetings a year will be appropriate. 
 
The Tactical management committee will play an important support function 
for the Strategic senior management committee, especially in the tactical part of 
the overarching portfolio management of the national common components. 
The Tactical management committee will be the most important process partner 
to the portfolio administrator for the common components in relation to the 
priority system that the Strategic senior management committee and 
Departmental management committee represent. Difi will be the most obvious 
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portfolio administrator, as we are the directorate responsible for coordination in 
the field of IT. 
 
In this management and administrative regime, both common component 
managers and public agencies generally must be able to report needs and 
proposals to the portfolio administrator. The portfolio administrator should 
group and evaluate the needs and proposals in relation to the existing 
components in the national portfolio. The needs and proposals should then be 
discussed in the Tactical management committee prior to a strategic evaluation 
in the Strategic senior management committee. On the basis of the priorities 
and decisions on responsibilities made there, the necessary analyses, drafts of 
final mandates and other decision-making documents should be developed in a 
collaboration between the manager likely to be assigned responsibility for the 
product, the portfolio administrator and any other centrally involved actors. The 
results from this collaboration should be processed in the Tactical management 
committee before the Strategic senior management committee makes a final 
consensus-based decision within the applicable framework (or a final 
consensus-based recommendation for measures that must be processed in the 
Ministry committee).   
 
With regard to the composition of the central committees there are a great 
number of units both at the Ministry and agency levels. As the committee 
structure should promote consensus and be binding, the management lines of 
those most affected by the decisions (the national common component 
managers) must be represented on the committees. The management lines of the 
central cross-sectoral coordinators and of agencies of particular societal 
importance in which the decisions have the greatest political and socio-
economic consequences must also be represented.  Additionally, it is important 
to ensure that the composition of the committee is manageable in terms of its 
size while also ensuring a broad cross-sectoral inclusion in committees that are 
focused on facilitating and stimulating a broad and extensive reform and benefit 
realisation in all sectors and agencies.  
 
We expect that the Ministries will find an appropriate way of selecting 
participants to the Ministry committee. With regard to the Strategic senior 
management committee, we believe it will be useful to have some permanent 
representatives and some rotating representatives elected by the other strategic 
senior managers. This system will enable the committee to have sufficient 
importance, decision-making power, and involvement by all implicated parties. 
The election of representatives can easily be done electronically; such elections 
will in our view strengthen the character of the committees by ensuring that 
they are broadly inclusive and important to all who can vote in the election. The 
permanent representatives should in our view be representatives of agencies at 
the directorate level, with  
• line responsibilities for national common components 
• a central, cross-sectoral responsibility for coordination  
• responsibility for areas of particular societal importance 
• a prominent role as a spearhead for reform and regeneration using 

eGovernment 
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The other representatives in the Strategic senior management committee should 
be elected from all senior managers in state agencies that are part of the public 
administration structure.  
 
As a starting point we expect the two committees to have up to 10 
representatives each. We also believe that it is important for the municipal 
sector to be represented, and propose that the Ministry of Local Government 
and Regional Development represent the municipal sector at the Ministry level. 
The municipal sector should also have an appropriate representation in the 
Strategic senior management committee and its subsidiary committees. 
However, who these representatives should be must be seen in the context of, 
and be decided as part of, the work being done by FAD and Ministry of Local 
Government and Regional Development in collaboration with Difi and the 
Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Authorities to make visible the 
new management and organisational opportunities within the field of IT for 
the municipalities and between the municipalities and the state.  
 
Whether FAD, as the Ministry responsible for a coherent IT coordination, 
wishes to continue with existing forums such as the "eContact group", should 
be determined by the Ministry based on their objectives. However, we want to 
emphasise that the purpose of the management structure outlined here is to 
create a consensus-based and biding decision-making arena that in a 
coordinated manner can follow up the Government's decisions for cross-
sectoral areas. In our assessment, this requires a very different approach, power 
and preparation than the traditional non-binding advisory and information 
organs.  
 
The committee structure we propose here is in our view of crucial importance 
for a future coherent and sound cross-sectoral IT coordination in the public 
sector. Through clear, agreed-upon and binding recommendations and 
decisions, these committees should ensure a more coherent structure both 
between the national common components and in relation to strategic IT 
measures in the public sector generally. The purpose of this is for the national 
common components to appear as the common resources they should be, across 
agency and sectoral boundaries, and that their future development takes place 
within a coherently prioritised framework and not based in the priorities of 
single Ministries or agencies.  
 
Proposals: 
In our view, the main measures that should be undertaken to strengthen the 
coordination in this area are: 
• Establishing a cross-sectoral, broad, consensus-based and binding Ministry 

committee based on these stipulations: 
o A coordinated IT management of national common components 

through portfolio management supported by a Strategic senior 
management committee at the agency level must be a clear objective. 

o It must listen to and build on coordinated and agreed-upon 
recommendations from a Strategic senior management committee at 
the agency level. 

o Clear consensus-based decisions must be made within the limits of the 
participants' authorities and clear consensus-based recommendations 
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must be given whenever the decision-making authority is higher up in 
the hierarchy. 

o Obligations and expectations of the departmental management of the 
common component managers must be stated and followed up 
through feedback on performances and joint evaluations. 

• Establishing a cross-sectoral, broad, inclusive, consensus-based and binding 
Strategic senior management committee that is to have a central cross-
sectoral coordinating role for eGovernment at the agency level and for the 
portfolio management of national common components in relation to the 
Ministry committee.  

• Establishing appropriate supporting committees for the Strategic senior 
management committee focused on tactical leadership and, when necessary, 
on technical expertise.  

 
 
5.5 Coherent prioritisation in a common architectur e 
We have previously limited our main focus in this report to national common 
components. We have done this in order to ensure a clear prioritisation of the 
common components that are most important and that have the greatest socio-
economic significance for the public sector overall. Through the proposal made 
in the previous chapter for a committee structure and an overarching portfolio 
management regime, we suggested a mechanism that would ensure that this 
important prioritisation is made by those we believe are responsible for it: first, 
the strategic senior managers in the agencies responsible for achieving the 
Ministry goals, and secondly in the Ministries that are the central premise 
providers for the common component managers and the agencies in general. At 
the same time we emphasised the importance of these decisionmaking levels 
being well supported by technical consensus processes and committees at 
different levels and across agencies and sectors. 
 
Our focus in the following is on the entirety of the common resources that the 
national common components are part of, and the need to see the most 
important of the former in connection with the management and administration 
of the latter.  
 
Challenges in the current situation 
Report no. 17 sees common components as part of a common architecture and 
states that: 

The objective of ICT architecture is to get different ICT systems to fit  
together and work together well.  A well-functioning ICT architecture in 
the public sector can contribute  
both to better user information and to more effective use of public 
resources. 

 
Standards are another central element, and are commonly divided into three 
groups: 
• Technical standard: standards for how IT systems should be designed, 

including user interfaces and interfaces with other IT systems. 
• Semantic standard (meaning and interpretative standard): standards that 

clarify the meaning of the content of the data. 
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• Organisational standard: standards that clarify the organisation, roles, 
processes and any agreements between collaborating partners. 

 
When the relevant authority has made such standards mandatory or 
recommended for all or parts of the public administration, these tend to be 
called public administration standards. 
 
Report no. 17 says the following about public administration standards: 

Internal electronic interaction within a public body, between bodies or 
with citizens and business and industry assumes that ICT solutions can 
“talk together”.  We therefore need common standards which ensure 
that interfaces between systems work as intended. 
…. 
Standards play a role at all levels of the structure. They enable the ICT 
systems in each individual organisation to work together. They are also 
important for the interaction with common public sector ICT 
components, and for the interface with the external world. 

 
Report no. 17 thus shows that common components and management standards 
are closely connected.  If the national common components are to function as 
intended and be broadly used in public administration, it is a prerequisite that 
appropriate organisational, semantic and technical management standards are in 
place at the latest when the common component becomes available, and likely 
much in advance. Common components must function in combination with the 
service owner's existing components and systems. Thus, the latter must also 
have implemented the same standards in order for the common components to 
be used in the electronic services.  
 
The importance of this is further supported by the studies done by the Office of 
the Auditor General. In Document 3:12 (2007-2008) the Office of the Auditor 
General states that their study of electronic information exchange and service 
development in the public sector shows that goals for security solutions, public 
administration standards and a common IT architecture have not been met. 
This, in turn, has meant that the implementation of other measures has been 
delayed. The Office of the Auditor General further notes that though the 
Ministry of Administration, Reform and Church Affairs have initiated 
numerous and varied measures to facilitate cross-sectoral information 
exchange, no clear prioritisations have been made. The Office of the Auditor 
General also claims that a fragmented IT development in which agencies develop 
systems independently of overarching requirements for standardisation and 
architecture will lead to agencies having IT systems that do not "talk together". 
 
In our assessment, these comments highlight a clear need for the overarching 
prioritisations around the responsibility for, and development of, important 
public sector standards for electronic collaboration being made in the same 
prioritisation and portfolio management regime that we proposed for the 
national common components in the previous chapter.  
 
Thus far, the Standardisation council, as the independent technical advisory, has 
had the main responsibility for the prioritisations that have been made for 
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mandatory and recommended public administration standards. The council has 
been composed of a set of broadly experienced members, but it has not had a 
clear and cross-sectoral anchoring in the strategic prioritisations that public 
agencies must make to reach the goals set by their Ministry. In our view, it is 
necessary to ensure that the council has such a basis. 
 
Points of intervention 
In order for national common components to be utilised well, we believe there 
are two central points of intervention that must be made in the overall context 
that the common components are part of: 
• National common components and established public administration 

standards must be seen as an interdependent core in a common IT 
architecture for the public sector. 

• The future development of core areas of this architecture must be 
prioritised, managed as a portfolio, and administered as a coherent whole 
based on the same principles previously described for the common 
components. 

 
When Difi was created it took on the role as a secretariat for the Standardisation 
council in the drafting of proposals to the Minister of Reform regarding 
mandatory and recommended public administration standards. The 
Standardisation council currently makes its recommendations to Difi in Difi's 
role as the manager for the Reference catalogue for mandatory and 
recommended public administration standards. On Difi and the Standardisation 
council's recommendation, FAD makes the final decision on mandatory 
standards through making changes in the regulations on IT standards.  
 
In 2010, Difi was given a more prominent technical role in relation to the 
common components.  This role has been particularly focused on the drafting of 
this report on the management, administration, financing and prioritisation of 
common components. On the basis of this situation and our experiences from 
the work on standards, we believe that a final follow-up of the measures 
outlined in Report no. 17 regarding the creation or formalisation of the contents 
of an overarching common architecture for the public sector should now be 
implemented. We consider the work over the past few years on standardisation, 
metadata and common components to form an important basis for such follow-
up.  
 
Our work on a common architecture has thus far been based on the foundation 
provided by Report no. 17, but we have not finalised our technical analyses of 
how the common architecture of the public sector should be designed. In our 
current view, the core of such an architecture is a distributed model of 
responsibility with several co-managers that are each responsible for one or 
more parts. National common components that can have different managers are 
examples of such parts of a common architecture. An equivalent distribution of 
responsibility currently exists for standards, where for example the National 
Archives of Norway has the central administrative responsibility for NOARK. 
However, there may be a need to further specify or make this responsibility 
somewhat clearer for technical standards related to NOARK. Such specification 
and clarification may also be necessary in relation to a number of agencies that 
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have an evident role as a co-manager in a common architecture. An evaluation 
should also be made about whether there should be a clear assignment of 
responsibility for different central semantic areas that need a stronger focus on 
semantic standardisation.  
 
The key that binds the architecture together will be a systematic set of 
overarching organisational public administration standards.  In our assessment, 
these should be managed by Difi, as we are the most natural manager of the 
composition of the public sector's common architecture. The architecture 
principles that the Government has decided on are one such overarching public 
administration standard that Difi already is the manager of. In this type of 
overarching regime, various co-managers can be responsible for different 
organisational, semantic and technical public administration standards.  
 
The figure below shows a role model that includes responsibility for standards, 
national common components and the overarching responsibility for a common 
architecture. This figure also attempts to illustrate that the link in the 
architecture is a reference to the parts that the different co-managers are 
responsible for. This is equivalent to what the Reference catalogue currently 
provides for standards. In this way the Reference catalogue can be expanded to 
document the entire architecture. The role model in the figure below also 
illustrates the main point in this focus area: that the prioritisation of the 
development of important standards should be included in the comprehensive 
prioritisation and portfolio management regime that we have previously 
outlined for national common components. The final prioritisations will then be 
made by the Ministry committee63, Strategic senior management committee or 
the Tactical management committee, depending on how far-reaching the 
subsequent consequences or guidelines are for the agencies and Ministries that 
have the administrative responsibility for the standards and thus also for the 
follow-up of the prioritisations. In this system it will be the primary agency 
goals and the prioritised agency needs in the public sector that govern the 
prioritisations in the development of both national common components and the 
most important management standards in the public sector. 
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FIGURE 10: MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE COMMON ARCHITECTURE IN 

THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

A common architecture can be used by each agency's internal architecture, and 
thus create a coherent architecture for the public sector. The information 
security that Report no. 17 focuses on will naturally be implemented both in the 
form of organisational public administration standards at the overarching 
common level, and through the implementation of organisational and technical 
standards by those responsible for these for the national common components 
and for the agency architectures. It may also be appropriate to establish separate 
organisational standards that make it possible for agencies that are able to offer 
common components that are not national common components, to themselves 
introduce these in the public sector's common architecture and thus 
systematically make them available to others. However, it is very important that 
clear requirements are made of common components that are introduced by the 
agencies. 
 
This is an outline for the design of a common architecture that in our view must 
be completed in 2011. In this context, our main point has been to propose that 
the management and administration of national common components should 
not be an independent activity but rather be an integrated aspect of a 
management and administration of prioritised parts of a common architecture. 
These architecture parts should in our view be seen in relation to each other and 
should be prioritised based on the goal of creating a coherent eGovernment in 
the public sector, based on the agencies' agreed-upon prioritisations. 
 
Proposals: 
In our view, the main measures that should be undertaken to strengthen the 
coordination in this area are: 
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• Formally establish a common architecture for the public sector based in 
national common components and the management standards of the 
Reference catalogue (with the architecture principles as a formally set 
standard).   

• Include the prioritisation of the need for standards in the same management 
and administrative regime as for national common components. 

• Include the current standardisation committee as an expert committee in a 
comprehensive committee structure under the Strategic senior management 
committee. 

 
5.6 Increased pressure on line management regarding  

reform and regeneration  
Even with a suite of national common components available as a set of 
possibilities, the most important and perhaps greatest challenges in reaching the 
actual objectives of the components will remain: New and better electronic 
services to residents and businesses from all public agencies, and efficiency 
improvements and benefit realisations that are used to strengthen the service 
provision in prioritised areas. Our focus in the following is therefore on the 
potential need for coordination of the basis for the public sector needing 
common components: the reform, regeneration and efficiency improvement for 
each agency and sector that IT and the common components are to assist in. 
 
Challenges in the current situation 
Part of the line responsibility is that each agency and sector must identify their 
own development opportunities and benefit potentials, make their own priorities 
and develop new electronic services for their agency. This includes the 
implementation of necessary reorganisation processes to realise the benefits that 
new ICT solutions and new methods of working can provide. It is these basic 
analyses of the agencies' own opportunities for development and benefit 
potentials that should drive national prioritisations of the common components 
that the agencies' electronic services need. To stimulate, prioritise and manage 
such analyses and reorganisation processes requires strategic skills within IT-
based reform and regeneration, both at the Ministry level and at the agency 
level and in all sectoral lines.  
 
When new technology is the central strategic tool, this often also represents 
new skills that must be developed concurrently. Simultaneously, the general 
management and reform competencies must be strengthened and appropriate 
support functions must be developed. This is also highlighted in Document 3:12 
(2007-2008), in which the Office of the Auditor General points out that new 
and more user-oriented services require far more collaboration than previously 
between agencies regarding electronic solutions. According to the Office of the 
Auditor General, new services require reorganisation and organisational 
adaptations that impact each agency as well as other collaborators. This is a 
management responsibility, and both Report no. 17 and Report no. 19 focus on 
the importance of managers seeing the potential of ICT solutions, that they 
collaborate with others on good solutions and use ICT in a goal-oriented and 
strategic agency management. 
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However, in our assessment there are clear indications that the skills necessary 
to implement reforms and the required support tools for managers at various 
levels have been insufficiently developed.  In Document 3:12 (2007-2008) the 
Office of the Auditor General points out that the goal of an increased electronic 
information exchange in the public administration has a poor foundation in the 
Ministries and state agencies.  The Office of the Auditor General states that 
sufficient knowledge in the Ministries and agencies about ICT is crucial in 
ensuring that sound solutions for electronic information exchange are 
developed, but that a third of the agencies in their study do not see themselves 
as having the right skills for this task.  
 
Several of our informants are also critical of the strategic ICT reform skills 
currently held in the Ministries and agencies. The systematic analysis of the 
benefit potential that the agencies may gain from the use of ICT and common 
components that we argued for in the chapter on goal-oriented financing prin-
ciples are also rarely used in the agencies and rarely asked for by the 
departmental management. 
 
In Jansen and Berg-Jacobsen's (2010) study of IT management in Norwegian 
public administration, several Ministries called for a clearer, overarching, 
binding set of objectives for the use of ICT in public administration. These 
requests were made despite the ICT objectives in Report no. 19 being quite 
clearly focused on reform and efficiency improvements in all agencies that the 
sector line management are responsible for. The feedback from the Ministries 
that emerges in Jansen and Berg-Jacobsen's study supports the views of our 
informants as well as the conclusions reached by the Office of the Auditor 
General. It indicates that several departmental managers find it difficult to 
understand ICT as a general strategic tool in the implementation of reform and 
regeneration in the various sectors. In this perspective, the desire for clearer 
common goals is a symptom more than a necessary measure. If the skills related 
to the use of ICT for renewal and regeneration, and possibly also the 
management skills, are too weak, then these must be strengthened. In Document 
3:12 (2007-2008), the Office of the Auditor General notes that a lack of 
knowledge about the opportunities provided by ICT is an obstacle in the 
utilisation of relevant common information and in the further development of 
public sector services. 
 
In Document 1 (2009-2010) on the audit for 2008, the Office of the Auditor 
General also points out that the audit has illuminated weaknesses in the 
departmental management in several Ministries. Some of these weaknesses 
relate to the creation of goals and performance requirements, the setting of 
management parameters and reporting requirements. The reporting of results 
does not always highlight whether the agency has achieved its goals, and in 
some instances the audit has questioned whether the reporting is trustworthy 
and verifiable. Furthermore, in some instances questions have been asked about 
whether the Ministry follow-up of subsidiary agencies has been satisfactory. 
According to the Office of the Auditor General, several Ministries state that 
they are working on developing the goal and performance management within 
the Ministry's areas of responsibility. Jansen and Berg-Jacobsen's study (2010) 
similarly shows significant discrepancies in the general and ICT-specific 
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departmental management. Several Ministries see ICT primarily as a tool and 
not as a strategic instrument. 
 
Such weaknesses and challenges can in our evaluation be further exacerbated 
when what is being promoted, managed and followed up in departmental and 
agency management is important for the reform of the public sector and 
requires strategic skills that are insufficiently represented in the public sector. In 
our assessment, this directly affects the realisation of the cross-sectoral reform 
objectives on which the common component goals are based, and this may lead 
to an undesirable spiral. An insufficient focus on reform and regeneration leads 
to a limited focus on national common components, and a limited focus on 
these leads to common components that do not function in a satisfactory 
manner as tools of reform and regeneration. The result may be that the work on 
reform, efficiency improvements and benefit realisations in the public sector 
becomes passive, does not reach its potential and is only focused on by those 
who are especially interested.  
 
All examples in Difi's 2010 study on cross-sectoral tasks indicate that a main 
challenge is to facilitate and ensure benefit realisation in each agency. The 
clearest mechanism in place for benefit realisation can currently be found in 
Altinn, which is managed by the Brønnøysund Register Centre and the Ministry 
of Trade and Industry. In Altinn, cross-sectoral measures have been taken to 
strengthen each agency's focus on benefit realisation in the follow-up of 
national investments made in a cross-sectoral common component. If a public 
agency (regardless of its sectoral belonging) is to use Altinn, the Altinn 
organisation requires the creation of a benefit realisation plan for the relevant 
services. New Altinn services are furthermore prioritised based on their socio-
economic significance. This can provide positive incentives for a focus on 
benefit realisation in agencies that actively develop their electronic services, 
have services with great socio-economic potential and that wish to use Altinn.  
 
However, in our assessment the Altinn requirement can also serve as an excuse 
for inaction in the ordinary departmental line management. We do not see the 
requirement as providing an incentive to agencies that are not focused on 
reform, electronic service development and benefit realisation. Furthermore, it 
does not put any pressure on the vertical line management in relation to 
expectations that systematic analyses of the benefit potential in the agencies are 
completed, nor does it create expectations that the set of possibilities created by 
ICT and common components be utilised. Difi's 2010 study points out that the 
benefit realisation plans to a larger extent must be based in the Ministries and in 
the ordinary departmental line management if the benefit realisation is to 
succeed. The study also shows that this is challenging. The agencies generally 
appear to have limited knowledge of and sound methods for benefit realisation, 
and too little specific attention is generally being paid to the agencies' work in 
this area.  
 
The same conclusions are drawn in the evaluation of the Høykom projects 
(Høykom 2008). The evaluation suggests that the line management only to a 
limited extent have been involved in reporting on the benefits of the projects. 
This impression is further strengthened by a lack of detail in the benefit real-
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isation plans and generally weak descriptions of the effects and benefits in the 
end of project reports. Existing studies show that the system does not 
sufficiently include line management and that in terms of actually realising 
benefits the effects are limited.  
 
To clearly express and follow up on expectations about reform, reorganisation 
and benefit realisation is in our evaluation a central line responsibility and is not 
a responsibility that can be handed over to common component managers, 
grants managers or other third parties. In the long run, delegating such 
responsibilities might hide the actual challenge. It is line management that must 
set priorities based on their own agency goals and benefit potentials, and it is 
line management that must demand and implement reform, reorganisation and 
benefit realisation. It is also line management that must decide how to utilise 
realised benefits. Without clear expectations, a clear focus and vertical follow-
up in line management, there are also no horizontal expectations being 
expressed across Ministries and agencies in relation to a further strengthening 
of the common components in order to further facilitate the benefit potential 
that likely exists in the public sector.  
 
Points of intervention 
With line responsibility and goal and performance management being 
foundational management principles in the public sector, it is clear that the 
responsibility for reform and benefit realisation is in the line management. 
However, in our assessment this should not hinder an appropriate coordination 
that can promote a good overall resource use across sectors, and sound 
management in the public sector. We believe that there is a great difference 
between, on the one hand, having a common cross-sectoral measure in one area, 
and on the other hand, diverging from line responsibility and the goal and 
performance management principle. If the former leads to the latter, we believe 
that it is poorly organised. The cross-sectoral efforts must be organised to 
function as a coordination mechanism that strengthens the line management's 
skills, available tools and ability to implement measures and that does not 
replace, weaken or disregard line responsibilities.  
 
On this basis, if the public sector is to achieve the reform and efficiency 
improvement in each agency and sector that the common components are to 
assist in, we believe that there are three central points of intervention that must 
be made in relation to the aforementioned challenges: 
• Appropriate common management tools and guidelines for the management 

and utilisation of the set of possibilities that new technology and common 
components provide must be available at the departmental management 
level and agency level.  

• Skill improvement and network building for departmental managers, 
focused on departmental management of reform, efficiency improvement 
and benefit realisation based in new technology. 

• Skill improvement and network building for strategic and tactical senior 
managers in the agencies, focused on reform, efficiency improvement and 
benefit realisation based in new technology. 
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Some of the most important management tools in the goal and performance 
management in the public sector are sound management parameters based in 
clear objectives. Such management parameters may be created along the entire 
chain of performance and thus illuminate both specific performances and 
development over time. Some parameters can also be used to compare agencies 
or the state of affairs in the state or public sector over time.  
 
There is currently no common set of relevant management parameters related to 
the management and utilisation of the set of possibilities provided by new 
technology. We believe that such a common set of management parameters can 
contribute to simplifying and strengthening the departmental and agency 
management. In particular, we would like to point to the natural link between 
what we address here and FAD's focus on digital first choice. In our view, good 
national common components are a prerequisite for digital first choice, and 
digital first choice in turn represents a central implementation of the goals for 
reform and efficiency improvement that forms the basis for the focus on 
common components. Common management parameters will therefore simplify 
the management of both the general and the specific reform and regeneration 
efforts. 
 
In our view it is also an advantage that the Ministries in this way both 
separately and jointly can have, coordinate and analyse equivalent management 
parameters across agencies and sectors. This can be used systematically and be 
an indicator of the overall status for common cross-sectoral objectives set by 
the Government. The experiences may at a later date be transferable to other 
cross-sectoral measures. If necessary, this might also form the basis for the 
creation of a common electronic reporting system for cross-sectoral 
management parameters that are of great managerial significance for the 
Ministries and the Government. 
 
In the chapter on goal-oriented financing principles we advocated a clear focus 
on the benefit potentials of new technology and the common components in the 
departmental and agency management. One of the measures we proposed was 
to develop a guide for the analysis of potential benefits for public agencies 
when reforming and renewing using IT and national common components. This 
is a measure that just as naturally belongs here. Similar guides should in our 
view be considered for specific reorganisations in which new electronic 
services and new work processes can provide the desired efficiency 
improvement, quality improvement and possibly a freeing of resources. To be 
conscious of the latter from the moment a measure has been decided on and 
through the entire development and reorganisation process is especially 
important. The above discussion about who should demand and follow up on 
benefit realisation plans are precisely about this topic. 
 
Guides for how allocation letters and the departmental management dialogue 
can appropriately manage and follow up on the reform and reorganisation 
process must also be considered. In our assessment there is no reason for the 
significant differences between the Ministries in this area, as shown in for 
example Jansen and Berg-Jacobsen's (2010) study. We believe the primary 
issue is a need for skill improvement. 



 
 
 

117 
 

 
The report Bedre samordning og styring av store og/eller strategisk viktige 
IKT-prosjekter i staten ("Improved coordination and management of large 
and/or strategically important state ICT projects", FAD, 2008)64 has a similar 
focus. The report is clear that wherever ICT is part of the tools that are used to 
achieve reform, reorganisation, changed work processes or rule changes, ICT 
and financial knowledge are not in themselves enough. It is also necessary to be 
knowledgeable about topics related to organisation, routines, culture, 
motivation and management. Such issues affect the management of the process, 
and it may be necessary to implement measures in order to realise a planned 
benefit. Many ICT solutions have functionalities that are not being used. In 
projects of a certain size it is therefore important to focus on knowledge and 
learning in the above-mentioned areas. 
 
This cross-Ministry report states that many Ministries will rarely have large 
ICT projects and may therefore have limited experience in the field. One 
relevant measure that has been mentioned is to get help though input from 
external experts. Peer review may possibly be used in ICT projects. A topic is 
reviewed  by 4-6 experts over the course of, for example, one work week. The 
activities of the collegial group will typically include: Review of key 
documents, interviews with employees and interested parties, observations and 
providing a short and constructive analysis, possibly including uncovering 
risks. According to the report, this procedure has a lot in common with a quality 
audit.  
 
In our assessment, these are good examples of relevant skill improvement 
measures. To achieve a more significant and durable reform and regeneration 
pressure, which we believe to be necessary, measures to reach this goal should 
be put together systematically. We therefore believe that a coherent programme 
of skill improvement and network building must be created for departmental 
managers and agency managers. The latter may include both the strategic and 
tactical levels.  
 
In the concept for the programme we include an extensive set of measures over 
a 3-5 year period in which systematic departmental conferences and reform and 
benefit realisation conferences function as the consistent linkages. These may 
be supplemented with an appropriate network that is expanded over time. Clear 
obligations and expectations can be stated and followed up in the networks. The 
focus in the networks must be on both inspiration to reform and on meeting 
specific needs in the execution of the management and reform roles. The 
frequency of network meetings must be such that continuity is ensured but at 
the same time not so frequent as to feel like a burden.  
 
The implementation of the programmes that are necessary to support the focus 
on reform and regeneration is arduous. Cost estimates and analyses of goals and 
measures must therefore be more thorough than usual. These must be carried 
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out prior to any final decisions being made and the detailed planning and 
organisation starting. At the same time, we want to emphasise that strategic ICT 
skills is just one part of any such programme. The focus is really on 
management and organisational development, with reform and regeneration 
through the strategic use of ICT just being a starting point and central tool. The 
programmes should therefore primarily be headed and run by groups with 
expertise in management and organisational development, helped by strategic 
ICT skills and strategic departmental and agency skills. In appendix 2 we 
propose a number of relevant supporting measures that may be appropriate for 
the proposed programme.  
 
As previously shown, the national common components are central tools in the 
reform and efficiency improvement in the public sector. At the same time, they 
represent a new dynamic and interdependence between all sectors. Together, 
the common components are to create a coherent set of possibilities for public 
agencies and should also be governed by the agreed-upon needs of the agencies.  
 
The national common components are to support the achievement of goals for 
reform, efficiency improvement and benefit realisation in all sectors, but the 
responsibility for reaching these goals must remain in each line management. If 
the line responsibility and the strategic IT management through the line 
management is not strengthened and focused on at the Ministry and agency 
levels, there is an increased risk that the electronic service development is only 
done by especially interested agencies rather than being an important reform 
and efficiency measure in the public sector. This is why we have included this 
last focus area as a central element in the management and administration of the 
national common components. 
 
Proposals: 
In our view, the main measures that should be undertaken to strengthen the 
coordination in this area are: 
• Develop/further develop more common support tools and guides for 

departmental managers and agencies.  These tools and guides should focus 
on reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvements and 
reorganisation using IT and common components. 

• Develop and implement a competency and network programme for 
departmental managers in the Ministries, focused on how IT can ensure 
reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvements and benefit 
realisations in the agencies. 

• Develop and implement a competence and network programme for strategic 
and tactical senior managers in the agencies. 

 
5.7 Critical success factors 
Report no. 19 clearly states that national common components and 
collaborations across agencies and administrative tiers is central to achieving 
important public administration goals of reform, efficiency and quality. This 
requires a coherent management and administrative regime that supports this 
approach and these goals.  
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Our proposals are built on basic management principles and existing 
coordination mechanisms, and include a strengthening of the coordination 
within five focus areas for which we have identified particular challenges. 
 
Furthermore, we believe that there are five critical success factors related to the 
proposed focus areas: 
1. The management level in the Ministries and the strategic senior 

management in central agencies must be willing to establish a consensus-
based and binding committee structure. 

2. Sufficient competence and capacity in FAD/Difi to act as the secretariat for 
this committee structure. 

3. That a sufficient flexibility is allowed for in the processing of cases in the 
committee structure.  

4. The management and financing of national common components must be 
based on a cooperation model rather than on a competition model based in a 
cost distribution between the agencies. 

5. That the right and sufficient competencies and resources are available to 
build and implement the development programme that is to support a 
reformation and regeneration pressure on line management.  
 

According to most of our informants, a successful creation of a coherent, 
common and binding decision-making structure for eGovernment and national 
common components at the Ministry and agency levels is the most critical 
factor in ensuring a coherent IT coordination in the public sector. Studies done 
by Difi, the Office of the Auditor General and others all support this 
conclusion. In our evaluation, the current "Skate" committee should undergo 
some changes in its composition but then constitute the proposed Strategic 
senior management committee at the agency level. At the same time, we believe 
it is imperative for sound cross-sectoral case preparation and consensus 
processes that this Senior management committee is supported by a tactical 
management committee. We consider FAD's approach to be of critical 
importance at the Ministry level. A broad understanding of the importance of 
the committee structure to achieving central reform and efficiency objectives 
must be created, at the very least in key Ministries. "Key Ministries" here mean 
Ministries that are responsible for the managers of the national common 
components, such as FAD, the Ministry of Trade and Industry and the Ministry 
of the Environment; other central coordinators such as the Ministry of Finance 
and the Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development; as well as 
Ministries of particular societal importance such as the Ministry of Labour, the 
Ministry of Health and Care Services and the Ministry of Justice and the Police. 
It will be preferable for other Ministries to join, but their participation only 
becomes critical in the context of increasing the focus on and pressure for 
reform and regeneration in the line management. 
 
In order to ensure well-functioning processes and good decisions within 
organisational structures, it is necessary to have clearly defined goals and 
expectations, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, clear descriptions of 
processes, and a sound case preparation. These are particularly important in the 
management committee structures that we have proposed. To ensure the 
success of such committees, it is important to have a well-functioning 
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secretariat that in collaboration with other key actors develops and follows 
established processes. The secretariat must be sufficiently and professionally 
staffed with administrative and technical personnel, so as to ensure that decis-
ions are made on the basis of set premises and appropriate technical knowledge, 
are quality assured and are developed at the appropriate decision-making level. 
Within such a demanding area as national common components, there are 
multiple tiers that must be supported and this requires an overall solid and 
strong secretariat function. Such a function is currently not being played by 
either Difi or FAD. A sufficient staffing of this function is therefore a critical 
success factor for the proposed committee structure. The budget requirement 
for the secretariat has been estimated in the chapter on financial/administrative 
consequences. A good solution to this requirement must emerge from the 
departmental management dialogue between FAD and Difi. For the public 
sector and for the IT coordination overall, a sufficient and competent staffing of 
the secretariat in Difi and FAD is a crucial success factor. 
 
The third critical success factor we have mentioned is a manageable and 
flexible level of ambition in the strategic portfolio management of prioritised 
components in the committee structure. With the establishment of the joint 
prioritisation and decision-making structure that has long been called for, it may 
be that "everyone" wants "their" cases to be heard independently of any actual 
"importance" and that the committees therefore will have too many cases 
covering too many details. In our assessment this will cause the structure to fail, 
both as an important shared forum for prioritisations and as forum that is 
interesting to managers at a sufficiently high level. It is therefore important that 
cases are processed and decided on at the lowest approved level.  At the same 
time, it is imperative that cases that are of great principled or cross-sectoral 
significance must be brought into the portfolio management and be processed at 
the strategic and Ministry levels. In our view, we will thus be facing processes 
that in part must find their form during the process, but all core actors must also 
understand the importance of making the correct prioritisations and correctly 
channelling the various types of cases. This requires a sound understanding of 
the roles among co-managers in the architecture, a strict portfolio 
administration and a strong loyalty to the collective and to the established 
committees among all managers of national common components and public 
administration standards.  The crucial factor here is that all involved Ministries, 
agencies and actors in the Ministry committee, "Skate" and the Tactical 
management committee are loyal to their common interests; strict but also 
flexible in their prioritisations and are able to see the important strategic 
connections. 
 
The fourth success factor relates to the conclusion from both Difi and the Office 
of the Auditor General's studies that the financing of common solutions is seen 
as a considerable challenge in the agencies. National common components are 
not in themselves useful, but provide a great potential for use and benefits in 
agencies across sectors and administrative tiers. The studies required and the 
financing form that is chosen may therefore either hinder or promote the 
development and use of appropriate national common components and thus the 
broad reform, service development, efficiency improvements and benefit 
realisation that is desired in the public sector and that common components can 
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encourage. It is therefore a critical success factor that there is a regime for 
completing studies and a financing form for national common components that 
encourage the reform, efficiency improvements and benefit realisation in all 
sectors and agencies that is desired politically and that is socio-economically 
profitable or justifiable. We have advocated a greater focus on the benefit 
potential both in agencies and in the explanation for central national common 
components. We have also argued that the management and financing of central 
national common components should be done in a synergy-based cooperative 
model in the public sector and not in a cost-distribution competition model 
between the agencies. This requires ear-marked allocations to national common 
component managers, cost-free use of national common components in the 
systems and services of public agencies, and possibly a cost distribution key at 
the Ministry level based on benefit potentials. 
 
The fifth success factor is related to the last focus area we have proposed. This 
relates to the correct and sufficient skills and resources to build and implement 
the skill and network building programme that is to support the pressure on line 
management for reform and regeneration. This is actually about management 
and organisational development, with reform and regeneration through the 
strategic use of IT being a starting point and central tool. The programmes 
should therefore primarily be headed and run by groups with expertise in 
management and organisational development, well supplemented by strategic 
IT skills and skills in strategic departmental and agency management. In our 
assessment, it is imperative that FAD, several Difi units and possibly other 
involved parties collaborate to find the correct technical approach and sound 
processes for the proposed preliminary analysis and programme 
implementation.  
 
5.8 Management and administration principles 
For several of the focus areas we suggest establishing a few compulsory 
principles for the management and administration of the common components. 
For other focus areas, such principles may also support and clarify the 
proposals. As these principles are an important part of the specification of the 
proposed measures, we have developed a draft of a set of principles for the 
management and administration of common components.   
 
Each principle includes the principle itself, a rationale and an implication. We 
propose that both the principles and their implications be made compulsory. 
 
In total, we propose ten principles that relate to the following topics: 

1. Foundational management principles 

2. Foundational coordination principles 

3. Portfolio management 

4. Financing 

5. Overarching cross-sectoral responsibility 

6. Administrative regime 

7. Service statement 

8. Service owner involvement 

9. User involvement 

10. Professional operation and  administration 
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The first principle is based on what we state in the null alternative regarding 
line responsibility and goal and performance management as foundational 
management principles for the common components. The next two principles 
clarify and support the coordination, prioritisation and the overarching portfolio 
management in the proposed consensus-based committee structure. The fourth 
principle encompasses our proposals for a common goal-oriented financing 
principle for national common components. The last six principles are to cover 
the need to create a clear standardisation of the management role and a clear 
national responsibility for national common components. The proposed 
principles and their attendant rationale and implications can be found in 
appendix 1 of this report. 
 
We have not created separate principles for the focus areas Coherent 
prioritisation in a common architecture and Increased pressure on line 
management regarding reform and regeneration. These focus areas move 
beyond the common components and in our evaluation these measures can be 
implemented without needing separate principles or changes to existing 
principles.  
 
All points of intervention and main measures in the other focus areas are 
summarised in appendix 2, which also includes a draft of possible 
supplementary measures for each focus area. 
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6 Conclusion 
Based on our evaluations in this report as well as the measures we propose, we 
have three main recommendations: 
 
• That the National Population Register, Central Coordinating Register for 

Legal Entities, New Cadastre, Altinn and the common infrastructure for eID 
are formally defined as national common components. 

• That the five proposed measures for management, administration and 
financing of the national common components are implemented.  

• That a joint strategy process for the five national common components is 
implemented, resulting in a joint strategy for these components based in the 
main measures detailed in this report. 

 
Though these are our main recommendations, we also believe that it is possible 
to implement many of the proposals for the individual common components 
and introduce solutions that meet identified needs simultaneously with the 
follow-up of the main recommendations. 
 

7 Legal, economic and administrative 
consequences  

7.1 Legal consequences 
The legal consequences must be assessed for each common component. Some 
assessments will involve issues that relate to the components being common. 
These may include questions that arise from data being distributed to different 
agencies, being handled by the same common component, the joint use of data 
or issues related to the role of each department. It is the responsibility of each 
common component manager to comply with current legislation.  
 
Here, we consider some of the overarching issues related to privacy and public 
administration law. In the specific assessments made for each common 
component, other laws and regulations related to eGovernment will also be 
applicable; for example regarding archives and freedom of information. 
Furthermore, laws with limited applicability (særlov), such as the registry acts 
and others, will also be relevant.  
 
7.1.1 Privacy 
The Personal Data Act stipulates how personal data is to be handled. "Personal 
data" here means data that can be tied to a physical person.  
 
All departments handle personal data in some way, and each department is 
responsible for their own handling of this data.  
 
Often, the common components will also handle personal data.  
 



 
 
 

124 
 

A separation must therefore be made between the handling of personal data in 
the departmental systems and the handling of personal data in the common 
component.  
Some of the central privacy rights issues that must be clarified are: 
• What personal data is processed? 
• How are the roles and responsibilities going to be divided between the 

actors? Who is the controller of the data, who is the data processor for 
which processes? 

• What is the legal basis for the processing?  
• What is the purpose of the processing?  
• Which quality and security requirements apply to the processing (purpose)?  

7.1.1.1 Is personal data processed in the establishment, operation and use 
of the common component? 

When a common component is established, a study must be made of whether 
the common component will process personal data. The processing can be done 
in various ways. 
• The common component is used to process personal data, e.g. though a 

common electronic message box.  
• The common component only processes login data or user profiles. 

The Personal Data Act section 11 makes certain basic stipulations regarding the 
handling of personal data that may represent a complicating factor. For 
example, personal data can only be used for explicitly stated purposes that are 
justifiable in the agency of the controller. Furthermore, without a new consent 
the information cannot later be used for purposes that are irreconcilable with the 
original purpose of the consent. It is also a requirement that the information is 
sufficient and relevant to the purpose of the data handling, that it is correct and 
updated and that it is not stored for longer than necessary based on the purpose 
of the data handling. 
  
7.1.1.2 Who is the controller?  
A central question is who the Personal Data Act considers the controller of the 
data in a common component or of personal data that is processed in a common 
component. The purpose and need that the controller has for processing the 
personal data in question is of great significance for what information can be 
registered and how this data can be processed, cf. the Personal Data Act section 
11. 
 
According to the Personal Data Act, the controller is the person who decides the 
purpose of the processing of personal data and determines the tools to be used. 
This assumes that the controller is responsible for and controls the information. 
It is important that who is responsible for the decisions is very apparent, and 
that it is clear who the citizen or the prosecuting authority is to contact in the 
event of an error. 
 
For common components that are to be available and used by several 
departments and for diverse purposes, it might be difficult to identify a single 
controller.  Whenever a common component in some way handles personal data 
(for example by collecting, distributing or storing such data) there may be one 
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controller for the processing that takes place in the common component and 
another controller for the further processing in the agency that uses the 
information.  
 
Whenever a common component is used for the distribution of data to a 
departmental system, the department that receives the data must have a basis for 
using it and must act as the controller. However, it might also be that the 
common component processes data that the departments do not need or do not 
have justifiable reason for using (for example user profiles and login data) and 
someone must be the controller of this data.  It is important to review which 
departments need what information, and to what extent the needs are similar. It 
would be most practical to have one controller of such "shared data" in the 
common component, rather than having the controller role be divided between 
all departments using the common component.  Thus, this responsibility should 
be held by the manager of the common component.  
 
Nevertheless, each department that uses the common component to process 
personal data must be the controller for all processing that takes place in the 
department and such responsibility must be clarified prior to their using the data 
from the common component. 
 
Various models may be envisioned: 
• The controller role is divided between several departments 
• the controller role is located in one of the user agencies, e.g. the largest user 
• the controller role is located in a new administrative unit 

For common components that are basic data registers, the controller role should 
be located in the agency that is legally responsible for the register. 
For common components in which data is distributed further, it may be most 
appropriate to have the manager of the common component only be the data 
processor on behalf of departments that separately are the controllers.  
 
Common components that are created to facilitate digital first choice may tend 
to have additional functionalities outside the core roles of the public 
administration and that thus do not have an obvious controller. For these 
components, it will be problematic if no decision is made about the controller 
role prior to their creation, and that the responsibility thus is left to the 
discretion of each department.  
 
For example, over time a common electronic message box will accumulate a lot 
of information that has been exchanged between each user and various 
departments. Each department must be the controller of the information it 
receives and sends, but in the message box itself there will be considerable 
information about each user. The common functionality and processing that is 
executed by such a common component should therefore also have an 
independent controller. While an argument can be made that the manager of, for 
example, the message box only will be a data processor, the public sector as the 
manager of such a solution must, in order to remain trustworthy, handle the 
question of who the controller is in a manner that leaves no doubt about the 
answer. 
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A common component of this type must therefore have an independent 
controller for common functionalities, additional information and the overall 
solution.   
 
7.1.1.3 Is there a legal basis for the processing of personal data in the 

common component?  
There must be legal basis for the processing of personal data, and this basis 
must include the basis for the processing. Consent is the preferred basis for 
processing of personal data, because it gives the person in question the 
opportunity to consent or refuse consent to a particular processing of their 
personal data. A consent must be real, informed and expressly stated, and must 
be revocable. That a consent is real means that there must be an option to refuse 
consent.  
 
For most public services that are part of a department's core tasks and that 
impact the rights and obligations of individuals, any consent provided will not 
be real. Consent cannot therefore be the basis for the processing of personal 
data in connection with, for example, an application for benefits, in which the 
consequences of refusing consent is that the application is not processed at all. 
There is therefore an element of coercion in this, and there is no real choice.  
 
The question of the legal basis for the processing of personal data if a common 
component collects and aggregates data on behalf of multiple agencies is 
particularly central. Each agency will have the legal authority to process the 
information, and the common component can thus be the data processor for the 
various agencies (controllers). However, such a division of roles must reflect 
realities; the controllers must have decision-making powers with regard to how 
the information is to be processed in the common component. Given the 
circumstances, it may be more appropriate that the common component 
manager is given the legal responsibility for the processing of the data, though 
the manager must still attend to the needs of the agencies. Consent and legal 
authority are the primary foundations for processing data pursuant to the 
Personal Data Act. As mentioned above, consent will rarely be appropriate in 
the relationship between the public sector and the individual citizen, as the 
situation generally will involve little real choice on the part of the citizen. Any 
consent to the processing of personal data must be real.   
 
The best basis on which to remove any doubt regarding the basis for the data 
processing is to have a legal authority for the processing that occurs in the 
common component. It may therefore be necessary to change laws or 
regulations in order to ensure that the common component manager has a legal 
basis for their processing of personal data. This will provide predictability for 
the implicated parties, whether they be individuals or departments that use the 
data. The legal authority ought to be tied to the controller, so that there always 
is one agency that is responsible for the data processing.  
 
Each department that uses the common component must have a legal basis for 
the use of the personal data in its own systems, and it is the responsibility of the 
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department to ensure that such authority is in place prior to the data being 
processed.   
 
Independent of any legal authority for the data processing, those who are 
registered should be informed as if consent formed the basis for the processing; 
in other words, extensive and clear information about the processing should be 
provided. The personal data processing should be based on as much openness 
and access as possible. 
 
7.1.2 The Public Administration Act 
7.1.2.1 Are there issues related to the public administration's duty of 

confidentiality that must be considered in the establishment, 
operation and use of the common component? 

The Public Administration Act's sections on the duty of confidentiality impacts 
the opportunities for exchanging information and the reuse and joint use of 
information. Traditionally, other public sector institutions are understood as 
"unauthorised" to access the data, but may get access to information that they 
have a legal basis for collecting. 
 
This cuts off the opportunity to share information within the public 
administration if other agencies do not also have an independent right to the 
same information or the information was collected for the purpose of being 
shared. For the common components this might be important if they are 
organised to distribute collected information.  If it is desirable to share data to a 
greater extent or to enable the user to only submit data once, then this will 
require changes to the rules regarding the public sector's duty of confidentiality. 
 
7.1.2.2 Are there stipulations in the "eGovernment regulation" that 

impact the design and use of the common component?  
The "eGovernment regulation" is based in the Public Administration Act § 15 a 
and its objective is to facilitate a secure and effective use of electronic 
communication with and in public administration. The regulation therefore 
provides guidelines for how such communication is to be done. The purpose of 
the development of the regulations was originally to make it easier for the 
public administration to relate to electronic communication and to do so 
following shared guidelines. The regulation is currently seen by many 
departments as hindering the ease of communication, as it stipulates 
requirements that directly affect how solutions for electronic communication 
can be designed. We do not discuss this issue further here, as it is covered in the 
work on surveying obstacles to digital first choice. Independently of that 
survey, there may nevertheless be reasons for looking at the content of the 
regulation and its level of detail.  
 
The requirements for electronic communication impact how and in what media 
the communication can take place. There are restrictions on the use of email, 
and even if the email usage is more developed now than when the regulations 
were written there may nevertheless be good reasons for centring electronic 
communication on internet based communication requiring login.  
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7.1.2.3 How should the consent provision be understood?  
Consent according to the "eGovernment regulation" must not be confused with 
consent according to the Personal Data Act (the latter is discussed above). 
 
According to the "Electronic Public Administration Regulations" § 8, the user 
must explicitly have accepted the use of electronic communication in order to 
receive an administrative decision electronically. This is often referred to as 
consent, though the regulations do not use this term. However, what is required 
for such consent is interpreted in different ways by different departments. Yet 
when using a common component there needs to be a singular interpretation of 
consent. How consent is to be understood affects the design of electronic 
services and digital first choice. In our view, it is necessary to clarify and 
simplify the consent rule. 
 
Is consent needed for: 
• The use of each individual service? 
• Each type of case or communication? 
• Each department? 
• Each "ecitizen"? 

According to the guidelines for the regulation, "the [expression] explicit means 
that the consent must cover the relevant message from the relevant sender." If 
we use this as a basis, then it means that it is impossible for a department to 
collect a general consent for all communication between the user and the 
department to be electronic. It is therefore necessary to look at the content of 
the consent provision again, and to reinterpret it. This is particularly important 
if digital first choice means that electronic communication is to be the primary 
communication channel and that paper-based communication must be actively 
opted in to. 
In addition to looking at the content of the consent provision, an evaluation may 
be made of whether use may mean consent. For example, whether an electronic 
submission means consenting to further electronic communication with the 
department. 
 
7.1.2.4 The notification rule 
The "eGovernment regulation" § 8 also includes a provision that stipulates that 
if an individual has been sent an electronic message and has not accessed it 
within one week, then the message must be sent in the ordinary manner, which 
mainly means on paper.  
There may be a basis for looking at the need for such a routine, and whether the 
deadline is of an appropriate length. However, the survey of obstacles to digital 
first choice must contribute to such an evaluation. It is too early to draw any 
conclusions. 
Some departments wish to have a longer deadline to ensure that as many as 
possible read the electronic messages, while others want a short or no deadline. 
However, efficiency considerations must not be made at the cost of citizen's 
opportunities to familiarise themselves with their rights and obligations. 
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7.1.3 Summary and proposal for measures 
As previously mentioned, the issues raised here will be further discussed in 
Difi's survey of obstacles to and proposals for digital first choice. Our 
preliminary conclusion is that the following measures require a clarification of 
the law regarding the use of common components in the further development of 
eGovernment: 
 
• Both the common component manager and the service owner's authority to 

process data must be firmly grounded in the Personal Data Act. The 
common component manager's access to processing personal data should be 
authorised in law through an act or regulation. 

• The extent of the consent allowed in the consent provision of the 
"eGovernment regulation" should be clarified. 

• The current notification provision in the "eGovernment regulation" should 
be assessed in relation to whether the provision contributes to eGovernment. 
The assessment should include whether the deadline is of an appropriate 
duration. 

7.2 Administrative consequences 
We have limited the common component strategy to the joint use of five 
national common components. Streamlining the strategy can contribute to 
greater clarity regarding which national components are to form the basis for 
cross-sectoral, sectoral and agency based services.     
 
Common architecture principles for the public sector point to flexibility as an 
important principle for the development and maintenance of public sector IT 
solutions. Nevertheless, service owners will have independent needs that in the 
last instance may only be solved through bespoke solutions. Common 
components may therefore cause service owners to have to adapt their solutions 
to the framework of the common components.  
 
As a strategy, common components also mean that the service owners have less 
control over and opportunities to intervene in the architecture of the common 
components. These issues will also apply to the further development of the 
common components. The question is to what extent this is necessary and the 
extent to which the common component manager should involve the service 
owners. When using common components it is important that the service owner 
role is clear and that the necessary documentation and skill development is 
facilitated so that the service owner can streamline their role and have an actual 
say in the development of the functionalities of the component.  
 
Predictability will also be a central concern for service owners. This relates to 
both service delivery and the costs of using the component; for example, 
transaction costs will mean that unexpected volume increases lead to increased 
costs for the agencies.  
 
As a common component manager in reality has a monopoly on the delivery of 
its services, there is a need for clear criteria for prioritisations both of which 
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services can be established using the component and regarding the further 
development of the component itself.  
 
One solution to this issue is for the national common component to be managed 
as part of a common architecture in the public sector. Depending on the 
formality of such an arrangement, we believe that this will facilitate a coherent 
management and development of common components.  
 
7.3 Economic consequences 
We propose that FAD chairs a process with the other Ministries (Ministry of 
Finance, Ministry of Trade and Industry, and Ministry of the Environment) to 
make a decision on whether the five national common components are to be 
seen in the context of the reform and regeneration of the public sector. 
 
To implement a strategy process and any of the measures proposed for each of 
the common components, we suggest that FAD collaborates with the 
responsible sectoral Ministries. It is our recommendation that FAD chairs this 
processes. The identified needs for new common components must be further 
evaluated. These needs should also be clarified with relevant Ministries and 
should be seen in the context of the work that Difi is doing on a digital first 
choice.   
 
We recommend that all management, administration and financing measures 
are implemented, though in a step-by-step processes. As a starting point, the 
five focus areas can be implemented independently of each other, but in our 
view the focus areas will strengthen each other if all are implemented. The last 
three areas have the same committee structure, though with different mandates 
and perspectives.  The committee mandates may cover all perspectives, only 
some perspectives, or be expanded step-by-step. 
 
Specifically, we propose that the measures that are tied to the financing of the 
components are further evaluated in a follow-up to this report. Furthermore, a 
consultation and clarification round about the ten management and 
administration principles (and possibly the committee structure) should be held 
with central interested parties during the first half of 2011. The necessary 
decisions should be made to allow the new systems to be implemented in 2012.  
 
We propose a number of measures that can be implemented by each manager of 
the five national common components. Some only require a decision-making 
process while others require studies (of various breath and at various levels) and 
are therefore difficult to estimate, but we assume that the different studies that 
we propose as measures will cost approximately NOK 1 to 3 million each, 
depending on whether they are done by current staff or by hired consultants.  
 
Management, administration and financing of common components 
 
The proposal for the management, administration and financing of the common 
components made in chapter 6 have a number of administrative consequences. 
These are thoroughly discussed in chapter 6. An abstract of these is provided in 
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appendix 2. Proposals for management and administrative principles are 
provided in appendix 1. 
 
The proposals are based on line responsibility and goal and performance 
management as the foundational management principles (null alternative). We 
also propose strengthening the coordination of the common components in five 
focus areas. 
1. Standardisation of the management role and a clear national responsibility 
2. A goal-oriented financing principle  
3. Coherent prioritisation in a consensus-based committee structure 
4. Coherent prioritisation in a common architecture 
5. Increased pressure on line management regarding reform and regeneration  

The null alternative describes the current situation and has no additional cost.  
 
Changes that result from common requirements of the administrative regime for 
national common components is estimated to 1-4 FTEs as a one-time 
investment for each common component manager depending on the extent to 
which the manager currently has a similar regime. The level of compliance will 
vary significantly depending on the character of the common component, and 
each instance must be individually assessed when a decision is being made 
about whether the potential national common components should be formalised 
as national common components. The benefits have not been calculated in a 
quantitative manner, but are considered very high, as this represents a 
significant strengthening of the quality of a large volume of electronic services 
in all public agencies. 
 
Necessary additional functionalities in Difi related to new responsibilities and 
work areas resulting from the creation of focus areas 3 and 4 will lead to a 
permanent additional requirement under IT management and coordination that 
is estimated to 7 FTEs. An additional cost for external consultants in the 
establishment of a new coherent regime is estimated to approximately NOK  2 
million. 
 
The secretariat function in FAD is estimated to need 1-2 FTEs for new tasks, 
depending on the level of collaboration with the directorate. No estimates have 
been made for the time needed for the various actors' participation in the 
different collaboration and technical committees, as this is considered part of 
their current tasks, although they may currently be carried out in different 
committees. 
 
For focus area 5 we propose that a more complete analysis is made of the need 
for its structure and scope and the attendant cost estimate. 
 
Common strategy process 
A common strategy process will require resources from all involved common 
component managers and central service owners. Implementing such a strategy 
process will certainly require resources. In our assessment, this should be made 
by the IT coordinator (FAD/Difi) in collaboration with the other common 
component managers and central service owners. The study can be done in 6-8 
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months and the decision-making process can be done in 2-4 months. We 
propose that resources equivalent to 2 FTEs are allocated for the 
implementation of the process, including documentation and administration. 
Contributions from the common component managers and from the service 
owners are additional and will probably contribute approximately another 1 
FTE. There will likely also be a need for some expert assistance, costing 
approximately NOK 1 million. In total, we estimate that this measure will cost 
NOK 3 million in direct and indirect costs.       
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Appendix 1 Draft of management and 
administrative principles for common 
components in the public sector's common 
architecture 

 
Background 
We propose that the public sector's common architecture be composed of a 
defined set of  

• compulsory and recommended public administration standards 

• national common components 

 
This includes an assumption that the architecture principles for the public sector 
are formally stipulated as a public administration standard.  
 
The architecture is dynamic and is built gradually based on the needs and 
prioritisations made by the manager of the common architecture and by 
established cross-sectoral management committees at the Ministry and agency 
levels. Difi is the architecture manager and is responsible for identifying the 
parts included in the architecture and the principles and requirements that apply 
to these.  FAD can issue regulations through the forskrift om IT-standarder i 
offentlig forvaltning ("Regulations on IT standards in the public sector"). 
 
In total, the principles constitute an overarching organisational public admin-
istration standard. Each principle has an associated rationale and a set of 
implications. Both the principles and their associated implications will be 
mandatory. Some of the principles only apply to national common components. 
The scope of each principle is evident in the principle itself. 
 
The principles 
 
1 Foundational management principles 
Line responsibility and goal and performance management are foundational 

management principles for the management, administration and use of common 

components 

 
Rationale 
Line responsibility and goal and performance management are foundational 
responsibilities and management principles in the public sector.  Though the 
purpose of the common components is to further cross-sectoral goals and 
interests, this does not alter the importance of these management principles. 
The challenge is to use appropriate horizontal coordination mechanisms that 
can support the vertical management principles. These principles for the 
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management and administration of the common components is one such 
coordinating mechanism. 
 
Implications 
Managers of national common components must receive the mandate, 
overarching goals and financial framework for their management 
responsibilities through the allocation letters. Reporting on goal achievement 
must be done in the ordinary management dialogue. Service owners who must 
or should use common components in their service development must also 
receive their goals and framework though the allocation letter, and must report 
on their goal achievement and benefit realisation in the ordinary management 
dialogue. Necessary coordination mechanisms and central  parameters for the 
management responsibilities are detailed in the other principles for the 
management and administration of common components. 
 
2 Foundational coordination principles 
The Ministries' division of responsibilities, management and follow-up of national 

common components must be coherent, coordinated and based in cross-sectoral 

and agreed-upon needs in the agencies. 

 
Rationale 
National common components are common resources for all public agencies, 
sectors and administrative tiers. Together, they are to create a coherent set of 
possibilities for extensive reform, greater benefit potential and increased benefit 
realisation through more, better and more cost-effective electronic services in 
all public agencies. National common components must therefore consist of a 
coherent set of building blocks for electronic services, and must be adapted to 
the needs of public agencies. This requires a visible and binding collaboration 
among the departmental management. This collaboration must include the 
Ministries responsible for the common components and the Ministries 
responsible for agencies that need the common components in their service 
development, organisational development and benefit realisation. In practice, 
this means that there must be a visible and binding collaboration between most 
Ministries about reform and regeneration of the public sector through the use of 
IT. 
 
Implications 
The division of responsibilities, overarching goals, financing and annual result 
evaluations for managers of national common components must be discussed 
and coordinated across all Ministries. The Ministry level coordination must 
occur under the leadership of the Ministry that has a particular responsibility for 
coordination in the field of IT. The management signals from the Ministry level 
must be coordinated and consistent so that national common components are 
administered as a coherent set of building blocks in the public sector's common 
architecture. The management signals to potential service owners regarding the 
use of and benefit realisation from national common components must also be 
coherent and consistent.  
 
The quality of the Ministry coordination must be systematically evaluated and 
processed in the appropriate cross-Ministry forums. The extent to which 
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national common components individually and collectively satisfy the needs 
and expectations of both established coordination committees at the Ministry 
and agency levels and of current and potential service owners (as expressed 
though the line management dialogue) must be a central performance indicator. 
 
3 Portfolio management 
The management of national common components must be part of a binding 

portfolio management that is coordinated at the agency and Ministry levels. 

 
Rationale 
In order for the national common components to create a coherent set of 
possibilities, they must be part of a comprehensive portfolio management that 
analyses new common needs; makes priorities between possible measures; 
allocates responsibilities; determine mandates; and evaluates and if necessary 
adjusts previous responsibilities, mandates and guidelines. At the same time, 
the scope of the portfolio management must normally be limited to clear cross-
sectoral needs that apply to more than two sectors.  
 
The basic evaluations and recommendations in the portfolio management 
should be coordinated at the agency level. It is at this level that needs, solutions 
and consequences can best be viewed in context and good, agreed-upon 
solutions can be found.  In a large organisation such as the public sector, these 
evaluations and recommendations must be made in a cross-sectoral committee 
structure. This structure must be of a functional size while also having the 
necessary decision-making power, being open, involving all necessary parties 
and being broadly binding. The committee structure should include both the 
strategic and overarching tactical tiers and be supported in an appropriate 
manner by enterprise architects from the service owners and common 
component managers. 
 
The overarching decisions must be made in the Ministries in accordance with 
the previous standard. It is at the Ministry level that overarching goals are set, 
responsibilities are formally allocated between sectors and agencies, and 
frameworks for financing are determined.  
 
Implications 
The need for new national common components or significant changes in 
existing common components must be processed in a common portfolio mana-
gement regime. The Ministries, common component managers, coordinators 
and service owners all have responsibility for ensuring that this happens.  
 
The technical leadership and administration of the portfolio management should 
be done by the agency that is assigned a special responsibility for coordination 
in the field of IT at the agency level. The coordination at the Ministry level 
should be headed by the Ministry with an equivalent responsibility. The actual 
development and administration of national common components may take 
place in different public agencies in accordance with the division of 
responsibility, mandate and the management structures that are recommended 
and decided on through the portfolio management. 
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Clarifications of needs and analyses of possibilities should be done in 
collaboration between the proposing agency, the portfolio administrator and the 
relevant common component managers. Recommendations to the Ministry level 
must be made by the Strategic senior management committee at the agency 
level, that includes representatives from cross-sectoral coordinators, managers 
of national common components and a selection of service owners. The 
recommendations are made through the line management of the portfolio 
manager and to the Ministry level. To the extent possible, the Ministries' 
coordinated processing of the recommendations from the Strategic senior 
management committee should lead to a joint recommendation to either the 
Government or to a binding follow-up in the line management for each Ministry 
in accordance with the previous standard. 
 
The portfolio management normally does not include common components that 
are only relevant within one sector, between two sectors, or between a state 
sector and the municipal public administration tier. However, an evaluation 
must always be made of the importance of proposed measures and of whether 
the proposed need is shared among several agencies and therefore should be 
evaluated by the common portfolio management. 
 
The portfolio management must be systematically evaluated at the Ministry and 
agency levels. 
 
4 Financing 
The financing of national common components must be done in such a way that the 

financing form promotes the desired service development in the public sector 

 
Rationale 
Ensuring the reform and regeneration of one's own sector and agency through 
the development of new and better electronic services to residents and 
businesses and through the realisation of the efficiency benefits that new 
technologies enable, is a line responsibility as well as an aspect of goal and 
performance management. Ensuring that appropriate national common 
components are available and used wherever reuse, joint use and electronic 
communication across agencies and sectors are the most cost-effective solutions 
is a responsibility shared by all Ministries. While electronic services developed 
by the agencies are useful and provide potential benefits, the national common 
components provide shared cost-efficiency, security and a set of possibilities 
for an infinite number of electronic services in a number of agencies in the 
public sector. National common components thus are not beneficial in and of 
themselves, but provide a great potential for use and benefits in agencies in all 
sectors and at all administrative tiers. 
 
The studies that are required and the financing form that is chosen can hinder or 
promote the development and use of appropriate national common components. 
They can thus also hinder or promote the broad reform and service development 
that is desired in the public sector and that the common components can 
stimulate. It is therefore crucial that there is a regime for the execution of 
studies and a financing form for the national common components that 
stimulate the reform, efficiency improvement and benefit realisation in all 
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sectors and agencies that is politically desired and socio-economically 
profitable or justifiable. The management and financing of central national 
common components should therefore take place within a synergy-based model 
for collaboration in the public sector, rather than in a cost-distribution comp-
etition model between the agencies. 
 
Implications 
Decisions on larger measures in the public sector must always be based on 
socio-economic analyses that consider all types of values and benefits.  
Decisions regarding electronic services in sectors and agencies are normally to 
be based on a specific cost-benefit analysis for the service or measure in 
question. The basis for decisions regarding national common components must 
normally show a positive cost-benefit effect and also have a highly visible and 
broad benefit potential that at a later date can be further specified and utilised 
for services in the individual agencies. 
 
All parts of the costs associated with national common components that the 
Ministries believe are central to ensuring the desired cross-sectoral reform, 
professionalism, benefit realisation and goal achievement broadly in the public 
sector, should as a general rule be financed through an ear-marked budget item 
to the common component manager and not through internal invoicing between 
public agencies. Furthermore, as a general rule the short or long term financing 
should occur though a reduction of the sectoral budget framework for the 
Ministries based on an overarching distribution key that is based on benefit 
potentials rather than on cost-distribution based on usage. This system helps 
stimulate the desired service development and benefit realisation in all public 
agencies within the same overall economic framework.  
 
Measurements of use patterns should always be instituted whenever the cost is 
justifiable. These are to be included as indicators in the Ministries' goal and 
performance management of their own agencies and in relation to the set of 
possibilities created by the common components.  
 
5 Overarching cross-sectoral responsibility 
Ministries and the subsidiary agencies that manage the national common 

components have a comprehensive cross-sectoral responsibility to ensure that these 

are developed and available in the best possible way for the public sector overall. 

 
Rationale 
National common components are common resources for all public agencies, 
sectors and administrative tiers. Though they may originate in one sector or 
agency, the responsibility associated with their management expands to a cross-
sectoral comprehensive responsibility when they are given status as national 
common components. Clarity about the scope of the responsibilities and content 
of the management role will also provide a much better basis for the productive 
involvement of other sectors and agencies in evaluations of cross-sectoral needs 
for changes in national common components. 
 
Implications 
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The administration of national common components in the best interest of the 
entire public sector is a line responsibility. Goals and guidelines in allocation 
letters and the agency management are to support a public administration that 
attends to an overarching, cross-sectoral comprehensive responsibility. Any 
guidelines in laws and regulations always have first priority. Further 
prioritisations for national common components that a Ministry or agency is 
responsible for must be made based on the best interests of the public sector 
overall. 
 
6 Administrative regime 
All managers of common components must have a clear and transparent 

management regime that is systematically evaluated and improved upon. 

 
Rationale 
Well-functioning common components that are further developed within known 
frameworks are of crucial importance to the ability of public agencies to 
communicate effectively; develop and offer good, stable and cost-effective 
electronic services; and realise the benefits that IT creates the potential for. The 
manner in which the management, operation and further development of 
relevant common components is executed must therefore be approved for all 
potential decision-makers and service owners in the public sector, as well as for 
external communication partners and common component users. The quality of 
the management regime must be systematically evaluated and improved upon in 
order to maintain a high quality over time. 
 
Implications 
A management regime is a framework of roles, responsibilities, procedures and 
framework conditions that are to ensure a goal-oriented management and the 
opportunity for various interested parties to affect the content, scope of service 
and/or quality of service for a common component. There are multiple varieties 
of management regimes (depending on their objective and type), but all 
common components in the public sector's common architecture is to have a 
documented management regime based on the common standards for 
management and administration provided here.  
 
The agency that as part of the line management has the main responsibility for a 
common component is the manager in charge, and is therefore also responsible 
for the development, documentation and dissemination of knowledge about its 
own management regime.  The manager in charge must systematically measure 
compliance with the principles of a management regime, service statement, 
service owner involvement, user involvement and professional operation and 
administration. The results and planned improvements must be made available 
to established coordinating advisories and service owners, and must be reported 
to the Ministry in charge as part of the goal and performance management. 
 
7 Service statement 
All common components must have a clear, binding and stable service statement. 

 
Rationale 
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Each public agency is responsible for the quality of its own services. In order 
for common components to be used as part of public services, trust must be 
created between the common component manager and the service owners 
regarding the common component's guaranteed functionality, availability and 
terms of use. The service statement must be clearly anchored in both the 
Ministry in charge and in the service owner's organisations. The necessary trust 
depends on compliance with the service statement being measured, published 
and included in the central management parameters in the Ministry follow-up of 
the managers of the common components. 
 
Implications 
All managers of common components in the public sector's common 
architecture must have a binding service statement for the common 
components. The service statement must clearly specify which services the 
common component offers, and their availability, security level and any 
conditions of use. The service statement must be based in the mandate and 
goals provided by the Ministry in charge and in expressed expectations from 
established coordinating advisories and from service owners at the agency 
level. The scope and quality of the service statement must not be reduced 
without prior notification. Any such notification must be provided sufficiently 
far in advance to allow service owners to create alternative solutions of 
equivalent quality.  
 
8 Service owner involvement 
All managers of the common components must have an appropriate and adequate 

involvement of relevant service owner groups. 

 
Rationale 
In order for common components to be resources that cross agency and sectoral 
boundaries, service owners must be involved in the evaluations, needs 
assessments, and interest and solution priorities that must be made in the 
development of the common component and associated service statements. This 
applies to the ordinary administration as well as to larger development projects. 
Whenever relevant, it also applies to service owners outside the public 
administration. 
 
How service owners should best be involved will vary depending on the 
character of the common component. For some common components it might 
also be both natural and appropriate to involve service owners in a set of com-
mon components rather than in individual components. The manager of each 
common component is responsible for ensuring service owner involvement in 
its own common components in a manner that attends to the interests of the 
service owners. The assessment the involvement is based on, as well as the 
involvement itself, must be clear and visible both to the service owners and to 
the Ministry in charge. 
 
Implications 
All managers of common components that are part of the public sector's 
common architecture must regularly evaluate how they (alone or in 
collaboration with other managers) are to best involve service owners in order 
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to ensure that the service owners' interests are attended to in the prioritisations 
and further development of common components and their associated service 
statements. The evaluations must be based on management signals from the 
Ministry in charge, needs that the managers have, experiences from established 
arenas for involvement, advice from established coordination committees, and 
suggestions from the service owners. The evaluations must be documented and 
disseminated to the service owners and the Ministry in charge.  
 
9 User involvement 
All managers of common components must have an appropriate and adequate 

involvement of relevant end-user groups. 

 
Rationale 
In order for the common components to be successfully included in electronic 
services, end-user representatives must be involved in the design of those parts 
of the common component that affect the end-user's meeting with the electronic 
services that use the common component or the data about the end-user that is 
stored or processed by the common component. 
 
How end-user representatives can best be involved will depend on the character 
of the common component. For some common components it will also be both 
natural and appropriate to involve end-users in a set of common components 
rather than in individual components.  The manager of each common 
component is responsible for ensuring end-user involvement regarding its own 
common components in a manner that attends to the interests of the end-users. 
The assessment the involvement is based on, as well as the involvement itself, 
must be clear and visible both to the service owners, other managers and to the 
Ministry in charge. 
 
Implications 
All managers of common components in the common architecture of the public 
sector must regularly evaluate how they, in collaboration with service owners 
and other managers, are to best involve end-users in the design of those parts of 
the common components that the end-users meet directly, and that affect the 
end-user's meeting with the service owner's services or that store or process 
data about the end-user. The evaluations must be documented and disseminated 
to the service owners, other common component managers and to the Ministry 
in charge.  
 
10 Professional operation and  administration 
The operation and management of common components is to be professional, 

documented and based on recognised methods that include risk management and 

internal controls as central elements. 

 
Rationale 
Service owners that use common components must be confident that these work 
well and are managed in accordance with established statements and 
management regimes. This requires a professional operation and management 
of the common components. Professionalism means a high technical standard, 
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recognised methods, systematic goal and solution oriented behaviour, good 
internal controls and high quality deliverables. 
 
Implications 
All managers of common components that are part of the public sector's 
common architecture must ensure that the components they are responsible for 
are surrounded by sound operation and management regimes based in 
recognised methods; in which risk management is central; and in which roles, 
responsibilities, procedures and events are documented appropriately and are 
included in a systematic internal control.  
 
Managers must institute systematic efforts to ensure that both their own staff 
and any subcontractors have a high level of technical skills in relation to their 
own responsibilities for the common component they manage and possibly 
operate. Managers should also ensure a systematic goal and solution oriented 
behaviour and must be able to maintain a high quality level for their 
deliverables. In the event that subcontractors are used, the manager must also 
ensure that they retain sufficient technical skills and have the necessary routines 
to manage and follow-up on the subcontractor.  
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Appendix 2 Organisation and measures - 
Management and administration of common 
components  

This is an overview of points of intervention, proposed measures and possible 
supporting measures contained in Difi's proposals for the management, 
administration and financing of national common components. We do not make 
any recommendations regarding who should be responsible for the 
implementation of the measures. The allocation of such responsibility must be 
addressed in the follow-up to this report. 
 
The supplementary measures that are outlined for each focus area are meant as 
a draft and have not been subject to a full quality assurance analysis. 
Furthermore, they must not be seen as a comprehensive list of supporting 
measures. A new evaluation, prioritisation and possibly a further specification 
must be done by the agency that is allocated responsibility for follow-up of 
relevant focus areas. The supplementary measures that are outline here should 
nevertheless provide a good indication of the direction and skill requirements of 
the supplementary measures.  
 
 
 

The null alternative: Line responsibility, and goal and performance 
management (the current situation) 

Well begun is half done 
 (Horace) 

 
Points of intervention: 

• Decide that the management and administration of common components 
are to be based on line responsibility and goal and performance 
management as the foundational management principles, supplemented 
by current coordination mechanisms. 

 
Main measures and relevant supplementary measures:  
The null alternative represents the current situation. There are therefore no new 
main measures or supplementary measures for this alternative. Existing 
coordinating mechanisms are used whenever appropriate. 
 

 
*** 

 
Focus area 1: 
Standardisation of the management role and a clear national responsibility 

I am not the master of the house, said the old fellow;  
but talk to my father, he lies in ... (Asbjørnsen and Moe) 
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Points of intervention: 
• A formalisation at the Ministry and agency level of the cross-sectoral 

comprehensive responsibility for the management of the national common 
components. 

• A standardisation of how the management role is to be carried out. 

• A linkage between compliance with standardisation requirements and the 
goal and performance management in line management 

 
Main measures  
1.1 Establish common mandatory principles (norms and requirements) for the 

management of national common components. 
 

1.2 Create acceptance and prioritisation of the cross-sectoral comprehensive 
responsibility in the sectoral Ministries that have the line responsibility for 
the managers of the national common components. 
 

1.3 Develop new cross-sectoral agreed-upon mandates for the national common 
components and anchor the mandates in the relevant lines of responsibility. 
 

1.4 Include the new mandate as well as appropriate goals and management 
parameters in the allocation letters and management dialogue in the line 
management of the managers of the common components. 

 

Relevant supplementary measures 
1.1 Hold a broad consultation round for the draft of the common principles for the 

management of national common components. 

 
1.2 Anchor the principles in the regulations for IT standards. 

 

1.3 Develop and implement a broad consultation round regarding the mandates 
for national common components. 
 

1.4 Broadly inform the public administration about the principles and the 
national common component responsibilities. 
 

1.5 Hold a knowledge sharing seminar for managers of the national common 
components about how to understand the principles and to allow a mutual 
sharing of examples of how they may be implemented. 
 

1.6 Create an example of a shared set of goals and management parameters for 
agency managers and the Ministries' departmental managers in the 
management of the national common components. 
 

1.7 Create an example of how compliance with the principles can be measured for 
each agency or in shared user surveys. 
 

1.8 Hold a knowledge sharing seminar for departmental managers who have 
responsibility for a national common component about how to understand the 
principles and to allow a mutual sharing of examples of the clarification of 
goals, relevant management parameters and follow-up of performances. 

*** 
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Focus area 2: 

A goal-oriented financing principle 
The worthless servant buried the money he was to look after, because he was afraid of 

the risk involved in looking after it (Matt. 25,14-30) 
 
Points of intervention: 
• A clear focus on the benefit potential of new technology and common 

components in departmental and agency management, and in the financing of 
national common components. 

• A common goal-oriented financing principle for national common 
components that promotes the desired service development in the public 
sector. 

 
Main measures  
2.1 Decide that the financing of national common components is to be structured and 

ear-marked so that the financing form promotes the desired service development. 
This is to be a guiding principle. 
 

2.2 Develop a guide for the analysis of potential benefits for public agencies when 
reforming and renewing using IT and national common components. 
 

2.3 Develop a supplementary guide for a socio-economic analysis of national 
common components using the unique characteristics of the common 
components that create across-sectoral set of possibilities and potential 
benefits as a starting point. 
 

2.4 Develop a cost-distribution key at the Ministry level for national common 
components based on potential benefits rather than on cost distribution based 
on use. 

 

Relevant supplementary measures 
2.1 Strategic and tactical skill improvement/courses on  

• the reform potential in the public sector that IT generally and common 
components specifically represent 

• the evaluation of the agency's own processes and organisation 

• the analysis of the benefit potential from IT reform generally and from 
the use of common components specifically. 

 
2.2 Make the "benefit potential" concept clear as a goal and risk area when 

providing guidance, and for departmental and agency management. 

 
2.3 Skill improvement/courses on socio-economic analysis and benefit 

realisation; strengths, limitations and opportunities. 

 
*** 

 
 

Focus area 3: 
Coherent prioritisation in a consensus-based committee structure 
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The good terms theory - to make each other good  
(N.A.Eggen) 

 
Points of intervention: 
• A binding and consensus-based Ministry-level committee. 

• A binding and consensus-based Strategic senior management committee at the 
agency level, supported by appropriate subsidiary committees at the tactical 
management and technical levels. 

• A coordinating Ministry with a coordinating directorate as the link between 
and support for the consensus-based committees. 

• Inclusion of the municipal sector in relevant committees at the agency level. 

 
Main measures  
3.1 Establish a cross-sectoral, broad, consensus-based and binding Ministry 

committee 

• that has the express purpose of ensuring a coordinated IT management of 
national common components through a portfolio management that is 
supported by a Strategic senior management committee at the agency level 

• that listens to and builds on coordinated and agreed-upon 
recommendations from a Strategic senior management committee at the 
agency level 

• where clear consensus-based decisions are made within the framework of 
participants' authority and where clear consensus-based 
recommendations are made whenever the decision-making authority is 
higher up 

• where clear obligations and expectations to the departmental 
management of the common component managers is stated and followed 
up though feedback on performances and common evaluations. 

 

3.2 Establish a cross-sectoral, broad, inclusive, consensus-based and binding 
Strategic senior management committee that is to have a central cross-sectoral 
coordinating role for eGovernment at the agency level and for the portfolio 
management of national common components in relation to the Ministry 

committee.  
 

3.3 Establish appropriate supporting committees for the Strategic senior 

management committee focused on tactical leadership and, when necessary, 
on technical expertise. 
 

Relevant supplementary measures 
3.1 Allocate sufficient resources to the secretariat function both in the 

development and operation phases, so that the new coordination committees 
at the Ministry and agency levels are well and effectively supported. 

 
3.2 Create clear descriptions of responsibilities, expectations and processes, 

including procedural rules for the various tiers (case preparation in advance 
of meetings, etc.), for each committee, and between the committees. 

 
3.3 Create a clear description of how the portfolio management of the national 

common components must take place within the interaction between: the 
tactical management committee and the strategic senior management 
committee at the agency level, the departmental manager committee, each 
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Ministry in charge of the common component managers, and the agency that 
is the common component manager. 

 
3.4 Create clear documentation requirements and quality assurance procedures 

as necessary for the new national common components and for any important 
changes of direction that require a basis in or decision by the relevant 
Ministry. 

 
3.5 Create an electronic election system for senior managers to be elected to 

relevant positions in the Strategic senior management committee at the agency 
level. 
 

3.6 Create a shared, coordinated agreement for the use of national common 
components, in which only minor component-specific issues are tied to 
individual components. 

 
3.7 Consider the development and administration of a shared, open proposal and 

discussion forum around the national common components with a general 
opportunity to provide input for improvements and further prioritisations. 

 
 

*** 
 
Focus area 4: 

Coherent prioritisation in a common architecture 
Dividing an elephant in half does not produce two small elephants  

(Sufi) 
Points of intervention: 
• National common components and established public administration 

standards must be seen as an interdependent core in a common IT 
architecture for the public sector. 

• The future development of core areas of this architecture must be prioritised, 
managed as a portfolio, and administered as a coherent whole based on the 
same principles previously described for the common components. 

 
Main measures  
4.1 Formally establish a common architecture for the public sector based in 

national common components and the management standards of the 
Reference catalogue.   
 

4.2 Include the prioritisation of the need for standards in the same management 
and administrative regime as for national common components. 

 
4.3 Include the current standardisation committee as an expert committee in a 

comprehensive committee structure under the Strategic senior management 
committee. 

 
Relevant supplementary measures 
4.1 Further develop clear descriptions of responsibilities, roles, expectations and 

processes, portfolio management etc. so that they include the coherent 
architecture. 

 
*** 
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Focus area 5: 

Increased pressure on line management regarding reform and 
regeneration 

The dream of the Ona lighthouse - to reach hairy goals together  
(I. Steen Jensen) 

 
Points of intervention: 
• Appropriate common management tools and guidelines for the management 

and utilisation of the set of possibilities that new technology and common 
components provide must be available at the departmental management level 
and agency level.  

• Skill improvement and network building for departmental managers, focused 
on departmental management of reform, efficiency improvement and benefit 
realisation based in new technology. 

• Skill improvement and network building for strategic and tactical senior 
managers in the agencies, focused on reform, efficiency improvement and 
benefit realisation based in new technology. 

 
Main measures  
5.1 Develop/further develop more common support tools and guides for 

departmental managers and agencies.  These tools and guides should focus on 
reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvement and reorganisation 
using IT and common components. 

5.2 Develop and implement a competency and network programme for 
departmental managers in the Ministries, focused on how IT can ensure 
reformation and regeneration, efficiency improvement and benefit 
realisations in the agencies. 

5.3 Develop and implement a competence and network programme for strategic 
and tactical senior managers in the agencies with the same focus. 

 
Relevant supplementary measures 
5.1 Create a cross-sectoral, overarching set of goals and a shared set of 

management parameters for the entire performance chain for digital first 
choice and cost-effective public administration,  

• so that all Ministries can follow up with their subsidiary agencies' 
reform and benefit realisation with a differentiated focus on the same 
management indicators across the entire performance chain 

• so that the Ministries individually and collectively are able to 
coordinate and analyse equivalent management parameters across 
agencies and sectors 

• so that, when necessary, a shared electronic reporting system can be 
created for cross-sectoral management parameters of great 
managerial significance for the Ministries and the Government.  

 
5.2 Further develop/coordinate the allocation letters and management dialogue 

in relation to the management of horizontal common components.  In these, 
the stated expectations from the Ministry level and the horizontal agency level 
must be followed up on.  

 
5.3 Further develop/coordinate allocation letters and the management dialogue 

in relation to the benefit realisation in all agencies. Particular attention should 
be paid to the requirement for and the follow-up of benefit analyses and 
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benefit realisation within the set of possibilities created by national common 
components. 

 
5.4 Further develop the management and organisation development skills at the 

agency level, in order to promote systematic organisational development 
processes and benefit realisation in the agencies, with a focus on the 
utilisation of the set of possibilities created by IT and the common 
components in relation to technical goals and the goals of digital first choice 
and an efficient public administration. 

 
5.5 Hold systematic benefit realisation conferences for departmental managers 

and senior and tactical managers in the agencies, focused on the utilisation of 
the set of possibilities created by the common components. 

 

5.6 Facilitate and stimulate cross-sectoral networks of departmental managers at 
the Ministry level. 
 

5.7 Facilitate and stimulate cross-sectoral networks for reform and benefit 
realisation at the agency level. 
 

5.8 Create templates for benefit realisation plans. 
 

5.9 Create shared compulsory principles for some areas of the project implemen-
tation of IT projects, based on the template from the architecture principles 
and the proposed management and administration principles for common 
components, etc. 

 
*** 
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