


Table 4-3 lists the results of evaluation of key aspects in the
category of Privacy/Security by region. While cities in the Midwest
and West have a greater probability of developing a privacy
statement, those in the South and Northeast have a lower probability
of having a privacy statement.

With regard to the use of encryption in the transmission of
data, half of all cities evaluated in the Midwest, as well as 41% of
cities in the Northeast, 40% in the West, and 39% of cities in the
South, have a policy addressing the use of encryption on their
websites. The overall percentage for cities that have a policy
addressing the use of encryption online is 42%. In addition, 71% of
cities evaluated in the Midwest, 62% of cities in the West, and 56%
of cities in the South have a policy addressing the use of “cookies”
or “web beacons” to track users. The overall percentage for cities
that have a policy addressing the use of “cookies” or “web beacons”
to track users is 61%.

[Table 4-3] Results for Privacy/Security by Region (2008)

Average Midwest | Northeast South West
Privacy or
Security 80% 94% 63% 77% 81%
Policy
Use of 42% 50% 41% 39% 40%
encryption
Use of 61% 71% 53% 56% 62%
cookies
Digital 3% 4% 0 6% 0
Signature
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On average, about 80% of all cities evaluated have
developed a privacy or security statement/policy as depicted by Fig
4-2.

[Figure 4-2] Existence of Privacy or Security Statement (2008)

o Privacy or Security Statement

m No Privacy or Security
Statement
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S

USABILITY

The following chapter highlights the results for Usability. Results
indicate that Washington DC, New York, San Diego, Minneapolis,
Portland, OR and Manchester are top ranked cities in the category of
Usability. Washington is ranked first with a score of 18.75, while
New York follows in the second position with a score of 17.19
points. San Diego and Minneapolis is ranked third with scores of
16.57 and 16.26 respectively, followed by Portland, OR and
Manchester with score of 15.63. Table 5-1 summarizes the results
for all the municipalities evaluated in this category.

The average score in this category is 12.10, with cities in
the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score of 12.63.
Cities in the Northeast scored 12.02 on average in this category,
followed by the cities in the West and South with scores of 11.97
and 11.86 respectively.

U.S. Municipalities E-Governance Survey - 2008 47



[Table 5-1] Results in Usability (2008)

Ranking City State Score
1 Washington District of Columbia 18.75
2 New York New York 17.19
3 San Diego California 16.57
4 Minneapolis Minnesota 16.26
5 Portland Oregon 15.63
5 Manchester New Hampshire 15.63
7 Boston Massachusetts 15.32
7 Phoenix Arizona 15.32
9 St. Paul Minnesota 15.01
10 New Orleans Louisiana 15.00
10 Baton Rouge Louisiana 15.00
12 Chicago linois 14.69
12 San Antonio Texas 14.69
12 Huntington West Virginia 14.69
12 Albuquerque New Mexico 14.69
12 Augusta Georgia 14.69
17 Salt Lake City Utah 14.38
17 Denver Colorado 14.38
17 Sioux Falls South Dakota 14.38

20 Seattle Washington 14.07
20 Raleigh North Carolina 14.07
20 Lincoln Nebraska 14.07
20 Overland Park Kansas 14.07
20 West Valley City | Utah 14.07
25 Columbus Ohio 13.76
25 Louisville Kentucky 13.76
27 Newark New Jersey 13.75
28 Virginia Beach Virginia 13.44
28 Tulsa Oklahoma 13.44
30 Los Angeles California 13.13
30 Buffalo New York 13.13
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[Table 5-1] (cont.) Results in Usability (2008)

Ranking City State Score
30 Grand Rapids Michigan 13.13
30 Atlanta Georgia 13.13
30 Casper Wyoming 13.13
35 St. Louis Missouri 12.82
35 Des Moines Towa 12.82
35 Las Cruces New Mexico 12.82
35 Memphis Tennessee 12.82
35 Fargo North Dakota 12.82
35 Aurora linois 12.82
35 Jackson Mississippi 12.82
42 Cleveland Ohio 12.51
42 Providence Rhode Island 12.51
42 Henderson Nevada 12.51
42 Madison Wisconsin 12.51
42 Jersey City New Jersey 12.51
47 Wichita Kansas 12.50
47 Cedar Rapids Towa 12.50
48 Houston Texas 12.19
48 Baltimore Maryland 12.19
48 Dover Delaware 12.19
48 Nashua New Hampshire 12.19
48 Bismarck North Dakota 12.19
54 Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 11.88
54 Billings Montana 11.88
54 Bridgeport Connecticut 11.88
54 Indianapolis Indiana 11.88
54 Milwaukee Wisconsin 11.88
54 Frederick Maryland 11.88
54 Wilmington Delaware 11.88
54 Little Rock Arkansas 11.88
62 Kansas City Missouri 11.57
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[Table 5-1] (cont.) Results in Usability (2008)

Ranking City State Score
62 Tucson Arizona 11.57
62 Detroit Michigan 11.57
62 Salem Oregon 11.57
62 Anchorage Alaska 11.57
67 New Haven Connecticut 11.26
68 Nashville Tennessee 11.25
68 Colorado Springs Colorado 11.25
68 Honolulu Hawaii 11.25
71 Lexington Kentucky 10.94
71 Columbia South Carolina 10.94
73 Charlotte North Carolina 10.63
73 Montgomery Alabama 10.63
73 Birmingham Alabama 10.63
73 Portland Maine 10.63
73 Rutland Vermont 10.63
78 Philadelphia Pennsylvania 10.32
78 Warwick Rhode Island 10.32
80 Spokane Washington 10.01
80 Las Vegas Nevada 10.01
80 Fort Wayne Indiana 10.01
80 Cheyenne Wyoming 10.01
84 Charleston South Carolina 10.00
85 Omaha Nebraska 9.69
85 Lewiston Maine 9.69
85 Burlington Vermont 9.69
88 Oklahoma City Oklahoma 9.38
88 Miami Florida 9.38
88 Jacksonville Florida 9.38
91 Fort Smith Arkansas 9.07
91 Boise City Idaho 9.07
93 Norfolk Virginia 8.76
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[Table 5-1] (cont.) Results in Usability (2008)

Ranking City State Score
94 Missoula Montana 8.44
95 Fairbanks Alaska 8.13
95 Hilo Hawaii 8.13
97 Worcester Massachusetts 7.82
97 Rapid City South Dakota 7.82
97 Nampa Idaho 7.82
100 Gulfport Mississippi 6.88
101 Charleston West Virginia 5.01

Table 5-2 represents the average score by region for the
category of Usability. The average score in this category is 12.10,
with cities in the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score
of 12.63. Figure 5-1 illustrates the data presented in Table 5-2.

[Table 5-2] Average Score in Usability by Region (2008)

Midwest | Average | Northeast West South

Usability

12.63 12.10 12.02 11.97 11.86
Averages

[Figure 5-1] Average Score in Usability by Region (2008)

Usability Averages

12.8

12.6
12.4

12.2

1.8
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Midwest Average Northeast West South
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Table 5-3 lists the results of the evaluation of key aspects in
the category of Usability by region. In terms of homepage length,
with text size set to “medium” at the “view” menu of Internet
Explorer on a 20 inch monitor, cities in the Northeast, West and
Midwest score above average, while cities in the South are below
average. That is, under the conditions above, many cities in the
Northeast, West and Midwest require two screens or less to view the
main city homepage.

With respect to targeted audience links, 69% of cities in the
Midwest, 56% of cities in the Northeast and 44% in the South have
the targeted audience links divided into more than three categories
(e.g. general citizens, youths, the old, women, family, citizens in
need of social welfare services, businesses, industry, small
businesses, public employees, etc.), while on average 49% of all
cities have such links. Also, as to a search tool, 97% in the Northeast
and 96% in the Midwest provide search tools online.

[Table 5-3] Results for Usability by Region (2008)

Average Northeast West Midwest South
Homepage 64% 69% 69% 65% 58%
Length
Targeted
Audience 49% 56% 35% 69% 44%
Links
Search Tool 91% 97% 87% 96% 88%

[Figure 5-2] Availability of Search Tools (2008)
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6

CONTENT

The following chapter highlights the results for Content. Results
indicate that Sioux Falls, Philadelphia, Portland OR, San Antonio
and Washington DC are top ranked cities in the category of Content.
Sioux Falls is ranked first with a score of 15.0, while Philadelphia
follows in the second position with a score of 14.60 points. Portland
is ranked third with a score of 14.40, followed by San Antonio and
Washington DC with a score of 14.20 each. Table 6-1 summarizes
the results for all the municipalities evaluated in this category.

The average score in this category is 10.18, with cities in
the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score of 10.63.
Cities in the South scored 10.16 on average in this category,
followed by cities in the West and Northeast with scores of 10.12
and 9.16, respectively.
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[Table 6-1] Results in Content (2008)

Ranking City State Score
1 Sioux Falls South Dakota 15.00
2 Philadelphia Pennsylvania 14.60
3 Portland Oregon 14.40
4 San Antonio Texas 14.20
4 Washington District of Columbia 14.20
6 Salt Lake City Utah 14.00
7 St. Paul Minnesota 13.60
8 New York New York 13.40
8 New Orleans Louisiana 13.40
8 Virginia Beach Virginia 13.40
11 Minneapolis Minnesota 13.20
11 Columbus Ohio 13.20
11 Seattle Washington 13.20
11 Baton Rouge Louisiana 13.20
15 Salem Oregon 13.00
16 Las Cruces New Mexico 12.60
17 Boston Massachusetts 12.40
18 Louisville Kentucky 12.20
18 Indianapolis Indiana 12.20
18 Milwaukee Wisconsin 12.20
18 Honolulu Hawaii 12.20

22 Albuquerque New Mexico 12.00
23 Raleigh North Carolina 11.80
23 Colorado Springs | Colorado 11.60
25 Los Angeles California 11.40
25 Phoenix Arizona 11.40
25 Cedar Rapids Towa 11.40
28 Oklahoma City Oklahoma 11.20
28 Nashua New Hampshire 11.20
30 Manchester New Hampshire 11.00
30 Norfolk Virginia 11.00
30 Aurora [linois 11.00
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[Table 6-1] (cont.) Results in Content (2008)

Ranking City State Score
30 New Haven Connecticut 11.00
30 Lewiston Maine 11.00
35 Cleveland Ohio 10.80
35 Wichita Kansas 10.80
35 Chicago linois 10.80
35 Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 10.80
35 Detroit Michigan 10.80
35 Augusta Georgia 10.80
35 Spokane Washington 10.80
35 Frederick Maryland 10.80
43 Houston Texas 10.60
43 Baltimore Maryland 10.60
43 Overland Park Kansas 10.60
43 Miami Florida 10.60
47 Denver Colorado 10.40
47 Grand Rapids Michigan 10.40
49 St. Louis Missouri 10.20
49 Nashville Tennessee 10.20
49 Tucson Arizona 10.20
52 San Diego California 10.00
52 Charlotte North Carolina 10.00
52 Anchorage Alaska 10.00
55 Lincoln Nebraska 9.80
55 West Valley City Utah 9.80
55 Billings Montana 9.80
55 Lexington Kentucky 9.80
59 Buffalo New York 9.60
59 Memphis Tennessee 9.60
59 Providence Rhode Island 9.60
59 Madison Wisconsin 9.60
59 Bismarck North Dakota 9.60
64 Tulsa Oklahoma 9.20
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[Table 6-1] (cont.) Results in Content (2008)

Ranking City State Score
64 Fargo North Dakota 9.20
64 Las Vegas Nevada 9.20
64 Little Rock Arkansas 9.20
64 Burlington Vermont 9.20
64 Nampa Idaho 9.20
70 Atlanta Georgia 9.00
71 Boise City Idaho 9.00
71 Portland Maine 9.00
71 Columbia South Carolina 9.00
74 Des Moines Towa 8.80
74 Huntington West Virginia 8.80
74 Jackson Mississippi 8.80
74 Wilmington Delaware 8.80
74 Jacksonville Florida 8.80
79 Fort Wayne Indiana 8.60
79 Gulfport Mississippi 8.60
81 Montgomery Alabama 8.40
81 Bridgeport Connecticut 8.40
81 Worcester Massachusetts 8.40
84 Omaha Nebraska 8.20
84 Warwick Rhode Island 8.20
84 Birmingham Alabama 8.20
84 Missoula Montana 8.20
88 Dover Delaware 8.00
89 Henderson Nevada 7.80
89 Casper Wyoming 7.80
89 Charleston South Carolina 7.80
92 Rapid City South Dakota 7.60
92 Charleston West Virginia 7.60
94 Kansas City Missouri 7.40
94 Fort Smith Arkansas 7.40
96 Cheyenne Wyoming 7.20
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[Table 6-1] (cont.) Results in Content (2008)

Ranking City State Score
97 Jersey City New Jersey 6.60
98 Fairbanks Alaska 6.20
99 Rutland Vermont 5.60
100 Newark New Jersey 5.00
101 Hilo Hawaii 1.60

Table 6-2 represents the average score by region for the

category of Content. The average score in this category is 10.18,
with cities in the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score
of 10.63. Figure 6-1 illustrates the data presented.

[Table 6-2] Average Score in Content by Re

ion (2008)

Midwest

Average South

West

Northeast

Content
Averages

10.63

10.18 10.16

10.12

9.72

[Figure 6-1] Average Score in Content by Region (2008)
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Table 6-3 indicates the results of the evaluation of Content
by region. About 50% of cities evaluated have websites with
mechanisms in the area of emergency management or alert
mechanisms (severe weather, etc.). Also, with regard to disability
access for the blind, only about 13% of cites have websites
providing such access (e.g. Bobby compliant:
http://www.cast.org/bobby). Cities in the South had the highest
percentage of municipal websites with that feature. In addition,
about 23% of cities have websites providing disability access for the
deaf (TDD phone service). Cities in the West had the highest
percentage of municipal websites with that feature, about 29%.

[Table 6-3] Results for Content by Region (2008)

Average Midwest | Northeast | South West
h‘;::}i;g:l::g . 50% 60% 56% 47% 40%
Access forthe | 1305 8% 13% 16% | 13%
Accessforthe | 2305 25% 19% 19% | 29%
M"l;‘;gl‘;‘;:“e 24% 31% 19% 23% 23%

Furthermore, with respect to the question “Does the site offer
access in more than one language?,” only 24% of those evaluated
have a website that offers access in more than one language, while
only 76% of cities have no such features.
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[Figure 6-2] Access in Multiple Languages (2008)

oAccess in more than one language

B Access in only one language
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7

SERVICES

The following chapter highlights the results for the category of
Services. Results indicate that Salt Lake City, Philadelphia,
Washington DC, New York and New Orleans are top ranked cities in
the category of Services. Salt Lake City is ranked first with a score
of 14.92, while Philadelphia follows in the second position with a
score of 14.07 points. Washington DC is ranked third with a score of
13.05, followed closely by New York and New Orleans with scores
of 12.88 and 12.72 respectively. Table 7-1 summarizes the results for
all the municipalities evaluated in this category.

The average score in this category is 8.23, with cities in the
Midwest ranked the highest with an average score of 8.89. Cities in
the Northeast scored 8.22 on average in this category, followed by
cities in the West and South with scores of 7.98 and 7.95
respectively.
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[Table 7 -1] Results in Services (2008)

Ranking City State Score
1 Salt Lake City | Utah 14.92
2 Philadelphia Pennsylvania 14.07
3 Washington District of Columbia 13.05
4 New York New York 12.88
5 New Orleans Louisiana 12.72
6 Louisville Kentucky 12.38
7 Cleveland Ohio 12.21
8 Buffalo New York 11.53
8 St. Paul Minnesota 11.53
8 Nashville Tennessee 11.53
8 Houston Texas 11.53
8 Tucson Arizona 11.53
13 Wichita Kansas 11.36
14 Boston Massachusetts 11.19
14 Raleigh North Carolina 11.19
16 Milwaukee Wisconsin 11.02
16 Frederick Maryland 11.02
18 Seattle Washington 10.85
18 Kansas City Missouri 10.85

20 Portland Oregon 10.68
20 Columbus Ohio 10.68
20 St. Louis Missouri 10.68
20 Providence Rhode Island 10.68
20 Anchorage Alaska 10.68
25 Los Angeles California 10.51
25 Madison Wisconsin 10.51
27 Virginia Beach | Virginia 10.17
27 Des Moines Towa 10.17
27 Lincoln Nebraska 10.17
27 Chicago linois 10.17
27 Worcester Massachusetts 10.17
32 Honolulu Hawaii 10.00
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[Table 8-1] (cont.) Results in Services (2008)

Ranking City State Score
33 Wilmington Delaware 9.83
34 Atlanta Georgia 9.66
35 Denver Colorado 9.50
36 Charlotte North Carolina 9.49
36 Las Vegas Nevada 9.49
38 San Antonio Texas 9.32
38 Oklahoma City Oklahoma 9.32
40 New Haven Connecticut 9.16
41 Manchester New Hampshire 9.15
42 Grand Rapids Michigan 8.99
43 Colorado Springs Colorado 8.98
43 Memphis Tennessee 8.98
45 Minneapolis Minnesota 8.82
45 Baton Rouge Louisiana 8.82
45 Cedar Rapids Towa 8.82
45 Tulsa Oklahoma 8.82
45 West Valley City Utah 8.82
50 Montgomery Alabama 8.64
51 Phoenix Arizona 8.48
51 Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 8.48
51 Detroit Michigan 8.48
54 Fargo North Dakota 8.31
54 Omaha Nebraska 8.31
56 Salem Oregon 8.14
56 Bridgeport Connecticut 8.14
58 Las Cruces New Mexico 7.97
59 San Diego California 7.80
60 Missoula Montana 7.63
61 Albuquerque New Mexico 7.46
61 Jersey City New Jersey 7.46
63 Norfolk Virginia 7.29
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[Table 7-1] (cont.) Results in Services (2008)

Ranking City State Score
63 Henderson Nevada 7.29
65 Augusta Georgia 7.29
65 Overland Park Kansas 7.29
67 Indianapolis Indiana 7.12
68 Sioux Falls South Dakota 6.95
69 Baltimore Maryland 6.61
69 Casper Wyoming 6.61
69 Fort Wayne Indiana 6.61
72 Dover Delaware 6.44
72 Nashua New Hampshire 6.44
72 Jacksonville Florida 6.44
75 Portland Maine 6.27
76 Boise City Idaho 5.77
77 Lewiston Maine 5.76
78 Huntington West Virginia 5.60
78 Cheyenne Wyoming 5.60
80 Charleston South Carolina 5.59
81 Rapid City South Dakota 5.43
81 Charleston West Virginia 5.43
83 Newark New Jersey 5.42
84 Lexington Kentucky 5.26
84 Columbia South Carolina 5.26
86 Spokane Washington 5.09
86 Warwick Rhode Island 5.09
88 Fort Smith Arkansas 4.92
88 Billings Montana 4.92
88 Birmingham Alabama 4.92
91 Aurora linois 4.75
92 Little Rock Arkansas 4.58
92 Burlington Vermont 4.58
94 Bismarck North Dakota 4.24
95 Fairbanks Alaska 3.90

66 U.S. Municipalities E-Governance Survey * 2008




[Table 7-1] (cont.) Results in Services (2008)

Ranking City State Score
96 Jackson Mississippi 3.73
96 Miami Florida 3.73
98 Nampa Idaho 3.05
99 Gulfport Mississippi 2.89
100 Hilo Hawaii 1.87
101 Rutland Vermont 1.53

Table 7-2 represents

the average score by region for the

category of Services. The average score in this category is 8.23, with
cities in the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score of

8.89. Figure 7-1 illustrates the data presented in Table 7-2.

[Table 7-2] Average Score in Services by Region (2008)

Midwest Northeast Average West South
Services 8.89 8.22 7.98 7.95
Averages
[Figure 7-1] Average Score in Services by Region (2008)
Senvices Averages
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Table 7-3 indicates the results of key aspects selected in the
category of Service delivery by region. With regard to searchable
databases, more than 60% of cities in the Northeast and Midwest
have websites offering a searchable database, while less than 60% of
cities evaluated in the West and South have sites offering that
capacity. In terms of portal customization, only about 6% of all
cities across the United States allow users to customize the main city
homepage, depending on their needs. In addition, with respect to
access to private information online (e.g. educational records,
medical records, point total of driving violations, lost pet dogs, lost
property), about 20% of cities in the Northeast and Midwest allow
users to access such data.

[Table 7-3] Results for Services by Region (2008)

Average Northeast Midwest West South
S]‘)’zi;'l‘;‘;:e 64% 81% 76% 55% 53%
CllStl())?l’ll?:letion 6% 6% 2% 2% 13%
Access to 16° 220 199 129 149
Private Info %o /o /o %o %o
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Overall, only about 16% of all cities evaluated allow access
to private information online in response to the question “Does the
site allow access to private information online (e.g. educational
records, medical records, point total of driving violations, lost pet
dogs, lost property)?” Over 80% of cities do not allow such access.
Figure 7-2 illustrates this finding.

[Figure 7-2] Access to Private Information Online (2008)

o Access to Private Information

m No Access to Private Information
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8

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The following chapter highlights the results for Citizen
Participation. Results indicate that Washington DC, Los Angeles,
Minneapolis, Portland OR, and Des Moines are top ranked cities in
the category of Citizen Participation. Washington DC is ranked first
with a score of 11.64, while Los Angeles follows in the second
position with a score of 10.0 points. Minneapolis is ranked third
with a score of 9.46, followed closely by Portland and Des Moines
with scores of 8.73 and 8.19 respectively. Table 8-1 summarizes the
results for all the municipalities evaluated in this category.

The average score in this category is 3.57, which can be
attributed to the lack of support for such online citizen participation
practices among municipalities. Overall, cities in the Midwest
ranked the highest among the regions with an average score of 3.93,
while cities in the West scored 3.83 on average in this category.
They are followed by cities in the South and Northeast with scores
of 3.63 and 2.59 respectively.
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[Table 8-1] Results in Citizen Participation (2008)

Ranking City State Score
1 Washington District of Columbia 11.64
2 Los Angeles California 10.00
3 Minneapolis Minnesota 9.46
4 Portland Oregon 8.73
5 Des Moines Towa 8.19
6 Nashville Tennessee 7.46
7 Virginia Beach Virginia 7.27
8 San Diego California 6.55
9 New York New York 6.18
10 Denver Colorado 6.00
11 Sioux Falls South Dakota 5.82
12 New Orleans Louisiana 5.64
12 Louisville Kentucky 5.64
12 St. Louis Missouri 5.64
12 Indianapolis Indiana 5.64
16 Norfolk Virginia 5.46
17 Cleveland Ohio 5.10
18 Las Vegas Nevada 5.09
19 Boston Massachusetts 491
19 West Valley City | Utah 491
19 Tulsa Oklahoma 491

22 Phoenix Arizona 4.73
22 Charlotte North Carolina 4.73
22 Philadelphia Pennsylvania 4.73
22 St. Paul Minnesota 4.73
22 Salem Oregon 4.73
27 Columbus Ohio 4.55
27 Oklahoma City Oklahoma 4.55
29 Salt Lake City Utah 4.37
29 Seattle Washington 4.37
29 Rapid City South Dakota 4.37
32 Baltimore Maryland 4.36
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[Table 8-1] (cont.) Results in Citizen Participation (2008)

Ranking City State Score
33 Houston Texas 4.18
33 Kansas City Missouri 4.18
33 Albuquerque New Mexico 4.18
33 Henderson Nevada 4.18
37 San Antonio Texas 4.00
37 Atlanta Georgia 4.00
37 Omaha Nebraska 4.00
40 Colorado Springs Colorado 3.82
40 Overland Park Kansas 3.82
42 Manchester New Hampshire 3.64
42 Las Cruces New Mexico 3.64
42 Cedar Rapids Towa 3.64
42 Fargo North Dakota 3.64
46 Huntington West Virginia 3.46
46 Memphis Tennessee 3.46
46 Frederick Maryland 3.46
49 Little Rock Arkansas 3.28
50 Milwaukee Wisconsin 3.09
50 Lexington Kentucky 3.09
52 Lincoln Nebraska 2.91
52 Baton Rouge Louisiana 2.91
52 Providence Rhode Island 2.91
52 Honolulu Hawaii 2.91
56 Raleigh North Carolina 2.73
56 Buffalo New York 2.73
56 Madison Wisconsin 2.73
56 Bridgeport Connecticut 2.73
56 Nashua New Hampshire 2.73
56 Grand Rapids Michigan 2.73
56 Montgomery Alabama 2.73
63 Spokane Washington 2.55
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[Table 8 -1] (cont.) Results in Citizen Participation (2008)

Ranking City State Score
63 Aurora linois 2.55
63 Boise City Idaho 2.55
63 Burlington Vermont 2.55
67 Tucson Arizona 2.37
67 Anchorage Alaska 2.37
67 Fort Smith Arkansas 2.37
67 Warwick Rhode Island 2.37
67 Billings Montana 2.37
72 Columbia South Carolina 2.36
73 Casper Wyoming 2.19
73 Miami Florida 2.19
73 Charleston South Carolina 2.19
76 Wilmington Delaware 2.18
77 Wichita Kansas 2.00
77 Detroit Michigan 2.00
77 Worcester Massachusetts 2.00
77 Missoula Montana 2.00
81 Jacksonville Florida 1.82
81 Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 1.82
81 Jersey City New Jersey 1.82
81 Dover Delaware 1.82
85 New Haven Connecticut 1.64
85 Hilo Hawaii 1.64
85 Bismarck North Dakota 1.64
85 Charleston West Virginia 1.64
89 Augusta Georgia 1.46
89 Jackson Mississippi 1.46
91 Newark New Jersey 1.28
91 Birmingham Alabama 1.28
91 Nampa Idaho 1.28
94 Lewiston Maine 1.27
95 Chicago Ilinois 1.09
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[Table 8-1] (cont.) Results in Citizen Participation (2008)

Ranking City State Score
95 Cheyenne Wyoming 1.09
97 Fort Wayne Indiana 0.91
97 Fairbanks Alaska 0.91
99 Portland Maine 0.73
100 Rutland Vermont 0.55
101 Gulfport Mississippi 0.00

Table 8-2 represents the average score by region for the
category of Citizen Participation. The average score in this category
is 3.57, with the Midwest ranked the highest with an average score
of 3.93. Figure 8-1 illustrates the data presented in Table 8-2.

[Table 8-2] Average Score in Citizen Participation by Region (2008)

Midwest

West

South

Average

Northeast

Citizen
Participation

3.93

3.83

3.63

3.48

2.59

[Figure 8-1] Average Score in Citizen Participation by Region (2008)

45

Citizen Participation Averages

35

25

15

05

Midwest

West

South

Average Northeast

U.S. Municipalities E-Governance Survey - 2008

75




Table 8-3 indicates the results of key aspects selected for the
category of Citizen Participation by region. In response to the
question “Does the website allow users to provide comments or
feedback to individual departments/agencies through online forms?”
11% of municipalities provide a mechanism allowing comments or
feedback through online forms. With respect to online bulletin board
or chat capabilities for gathering citizen input on public issues
(“Online bulletin board” or “chat capabilities” means the city
website where any citizens can post ideas, comments, or opinions
without specific discussion topics.), about 5% do have these
capabilities. With regard to online discussion forums on policy
issues (“Online discussion forum” means the city websites where the
city arranges public consultation on policy issues and citizens
participate in discussing those specific topics.), 10% of
municipalities evaluated do have a site containing an online
discussion forum, while data from citywide performance
measurement systems are being increasingly provided by the
municipal websites of more than 16% of the cities evaluated.

[Table 8-3] Results for Citizen Participation by Region (2008)

Average Midwest | Northeast | South West

FeFeg:’;‘fk 1% 10% 13% 6% 17%
Bulletin Board 5% 6% 3% 2% 8%
ggi‘ﬁl 10% 8% 9% 13% 8%
;ZZ?:;‘;;‘;‘; 16% 13% 13% 20% 17%
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[Figure 8-2] Online Policy Forums (2008)
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9

CONCLUSION

The study of municipal e-governance practices throughout
the United States is an area that clearly requires ongoing research.
This study has produced findings that contribute to the e-governance
literature, in particular in the areas of website Privacy/Security,
Usability, Content, Services, and Citizen Participation. The 2008
study highlights the increased attention spent on Usability and
Content, and the need for further attention in the area of Privacy,
Services and Citizen Participation. Similar to our finding in the
global surveys, citizen participation has recorded the lowest score
among the five categories (Holzer & Kim, 2007). Cities have yet to
recognize the importance of involving and supporting citizen
participation online. A promising finding in terms of citizen
participation however is the growing tendency among municipalities
to publish performance measurement data on their websites.

In addition, there exists a digital gap between the largest and
the second-largest municipalities in average scores as well as the
individual categories. In many states, the digital divide may imply
more than access to the internet alone; this divide refers to access to
basic infrastructure like telephone, electricity, communication etc.
We therefore recommend developing a comprehensive policy for
bridging that divide. That comprehensive policy should include
capacity building for municipalities, including information
infrastructure, content, applications and access for individuals, as
well as appropriate computer education.

The continued study of municipalities worldwide, with a
second evaluation planned in 2010, will further provide insights into
the direction and performance of e-governance throughout the
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United States. As municipalities seek to increase their municipal
website performance, identifying models within their region is an
opportunity to identify e-governance benchmarks. Those
municipalities that serve as top performers in their respective
regions can then look at the top ranked municipalities throughout the
nation, with a goal towards continuous improvement of government
services delivery online.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX A

Privacy/ Security

1-2. A privacy or security
statement/policy

3-6. Data collection

7. Option to have personal
information used

8. Third party disclosures

9. Ability to review personal data

12. Secure server

13. Use of “cookies” or “Web Beacons”
14. Notification of privacy policy

15. Contact or e-mail address for inquiries
16. Public information through a
restricted area

17. Access to nonpublic information for

records employees

10. Managerial measures 18. Use of digital signatures
11. Use of encryption

Usability

19-20. Homepage, page length. 25-27. Font Color

21. Targeted audience 30-31. Forms

22-23. Navigation Bar 32-37. Search tool

24. Site map 38. Update of website
Content

39. Information about the location | 49. GIS capabilities

of offices 50. Emergency management or alert

40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

. Listing of external links

. Contact information

. Minutes of public

. City code and regulations

. City charter and policy priority
. Mission statements

. Budget information

-48. Documents, reports, or

books (publications)

mechanism

51-52. Disability access

53. Wireless technology

54. Access in more than one language
55-56. Human resources information
57. Calendar of events

58. Downloadable documents
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Service

59-61. Pay utilities, taxes, fines
62. Apply for permits

63. Online tracking system
64-65. Apply for licenses

66. E-procurement

67. Property assessments

68. Searchable databases

69. Complaints

70-71. Bulletin board about civil
applications

72. FAQ

73. Request information

74. Customize the main city homepage
75. Access private information online
76. Purchase tickets

77. Webmaster response

78. Report violations of administrative
laws and regulations

Citizen Participation

79-80. Comments or feedback
81-83. Newsletter

84. Online bulletin board or chat
capabilities

85-87. Online discussion forum on
policy issues

88-89. Scheduled e-meetings for
discussion

90-91. Online survey/ polls

92. Synchronous video

93-94. Citizen satisfaction survey

95. Online decision-making

96-98. Performance measures, standards,
or benchmarks
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