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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. This paper will outline some core architectural framework concepts, and the drivers for, and benefits of, 
a well-defined architecture. It will cover the approach that has been taken to define and implement an 
appropriate architecture at Statistics New Zealand (NZ), and how this is continuing to evolve – including why 
particular choices have been made, and how the inevitable compromises are accommodated.  This will include 
examining how having an appropriate architecture drives improved development processes and ensures 
alignment to business strategy. 
 
2. This case study covers the lessons that Statistics NZ has learned, and is still learning, on their Enterprise 
Architecture journey: 

(a) Getting the right criteria: considerations for people, processes and technologies 
(b) Avoiding reliance on any one mindset 
(c) Governance systems and frameworks 

 
 
II. DRIVERS FOR CHANGE 
 
3. In recent years Statistics NZ has struggled to fully deliver and capture the efficiency and cost savings 
expected from our statistical, IT and capability investments. Constrained funding and escalating operating costs 
are placing increasing pressure on the organisation. The organisation must ensure that it delivers on planned 
investments and captures the benefits including the cost savings specified. It must also ensure that a culture of 
continuous improvement is a core organisational characteristic, resulting in both increased efficiency and 
effectiveness across all areas of the business. 
 
4. Symptoms:  

• steadily increasing operating costs, fixed revenues 
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• difficulty capturing stated efficiencies and cost reductions from investments 
• inflexible, aged, business processes and systems 
• poor management information at operating, tactical and strategic levels, manifesting in the inability 

to report, monitor and effectively manage operating expenditure for end to end statistical delivery 
• confusion regarding accountabilities for delivery and the bounds of operational control eg business 

owners end to end accountability versus support areas cross cutting mandate for operational control 
and efficiency 

• confusion regarding ownership of elements of our statistical systems and infrastructure that impedes 
innovation 

• limited incentives to drive managers to deliver continuous improvement 
• loss of statistical analysts due to lack of satisfaction in core role i.e. processing not analysing. 

 
5. Statistics NZ has defined the following set of key drivers in the short to medium term; these would 
differ little from drivers in other national statistical offices, particularly as a result of the current economic 
climate. 
 

(a) Fiscal Sustainability 
– Reduce the risk, time and cost of new statistical developments 
– Maintain or reduce Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) 

(b) Increased Operational Efficiency 
– Strengthen the application of common classifications and standards across subject matter 

areas 
– Enable continuous improvement through the increased adoption of standards, improved 

methodologies and best practice 
(c) Enhancement of Statistical Effectiveness 

– Increase utilisation of administrative data 
– Expand Statistics NZs leadership role of the Official Statistics System (OSS) 
– Enable increased demand for access to timely and relevant statistical data to be met 

 
III. ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE FRAMEWORKS 
 
6. Statistics NZ utilises the term ‘enterprise architecture framework’ to cover structure, standards, 
technologies and methodologies across varying perspectives of the organisation such as business entities, 
applications, data/information and technology. 
 
7. The term Enterprise Architecture also refers to planning the evolution of the technical, application and 
information (data) infrastructure supporting the business operating model. The business operating model 
includes a network of business processes and methodologies. 
 
8. A definition of architecture (from the many available) utilised within Statistics NZ is 
 
“Architecture is the use of abstractions and models to simplify and communicate complex structures and 
processes to improve understanding and forecasting.” 
http://blogs.technet.com/michael_platt/archive/2006/03/27/423300.aspx
 
 
A. Enterprise Architecture Framework Tools 
 
9. There are arguably three recognised and established frameworks: 

• Zachman  
• TOGAF  
• FEAF 

 
10. Contemporary attempts include: 

http://blogs.technet.com/michael_platt/archive/2006/03/27/423300.aspx
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• Agile Enterprise Architecture (AES) 
• Simple Iterative partitions (SIP) 
• Enterprise Unified Process (EUP) 

 
11. Although the Gartner model is often referred to as an Enterprise Architecture framework, it is not a 
framework, but produces valuable insight on the field and is a useful reference model. 
 
12. Whilst reviewing and attempting to utilise these frameworks has provided valuable insight our 
observations are: 

• none of the frameworks/methodologies are complete 
• there are merits in all of the approaches and common themes appear 
• there is now information available that helps us understand why the older methodologies failed 
• some concepts are outdated 
• consensus is that not all models are required 
• taxonomy of artefacts does not produce an Enterprise Architecture 

 
13. The newer methodologies have generally tried to address the shortcomings of the older methodologies. 
 
14. As a result we have decided to use the ‘bits’ of each methodology that “work” for us and adopt a 
hybrid approach. 
 
 
B. Enterprise Architecture Framework Tools – A Learned View 
 
15. Throughout the development of our Enterprise Architecture we have learned some very hard lessons in 
relation to the additional tools which are required to assist in implementation; these are not well outlined in the 
frameworks or reference models, but are critical when seeking buy-in across the organisation. 
 

“If the politics doesn’t fly, the system will never fly” 
The Art of Architecting, Rechtin 

 
(a) Guidelines 

- Help people to understand the actions they are required to undertake 
- Clarify understanding and support the decisions you want people to take on their own 
- Support implementation of the enterprise architecture 

(b) Direction 
- Options are key, if people do not have options they are likely to react badly to what is being 

‘forced’ upon them 
- Feedback – always provide opportunities for, acknowledge and action all feedback 

(c) Roadmap 
- Let everyone understand the road we are travelling and where we are on it 
- Have clear milestones and deliverables that can be tracked, achieving these milestones gives 

confidence and builds credibility 
- Be attainable (believed to be attainable) 
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IV  A BRIEF HISTORY OF ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE IN STATISTICS NZ 
 

 
Figure 1. The history of Enterprise Architecture within Statistics NZ 

 
• 2004 – Bright and Shiny and new – we dabbled 
• 2005 – We ‘decided’ we needed an architectural view across a major change initiative initiating in 

the organisation at the time – we didn’t know how to do it – so we did what most organisations did 
and brought in consultants to help us, what was delivered was actually very good and has guided a 
lot of our thinking in the IT infrastructure space over the last 3 years. 

• 2006 – The ‘silver bullet’ – ‘build it and they will come’ 
• 2007 – The realisation that architecture is not an organisational change programme, nor can it 

replace one - it cannot replace the communication and commitment that is required to support such 
an initiative 

• 2008 – Consolidation in relation to the ‘ready’ areas of the business 
• 2009 – Initial platform implementations beginning to take shape, supported by relevant business 

areas, positive reinforcement of approaches  
 
16. Throughout this journey Statistics NZ has learned some very hard lessons 
 

• Having artefacts does not equate to having an architecture. (wide criticism) 
• Do not take an extremely structured systematic top-down approach to establishing an EA.  “This 

type of approach works well when applied to complex but fixed domains, such as building or 
aircraft construction, but is completely inappropriate when applied to emergent (dynamic) domains 
such as economies or enterprises.” (Gartner)  

• It is OK to have gaps 
• Accept that there are various levels of acceptance of change (any change) across the organisation, 

find those that will partner with you 
• Find some champions, champion architecture, market it (not a common skill) 
• Always present options – everyone wants a choice 
• Architecture is a verb not a noun. 

 
V. MOVING FORWARD WITH ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE IN STATISTICS NZ 
 
17. As noted above, Statistics NZ has had a difficult enterprise architecture journey; however, it is still 
recognised as valuable in assisting the organisation to meet its goals and objectives, particularly in relation to 
the current drivers and economic climate. 
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18. Three key activities (two of which are founded on modelling methodologies) have significantly helped 
us begin to address the short comings that existed in our Enterprise Architecture programme. 
 
 
A. Rethinking our use of the generic Business Process Model 
 
19. The Statistics NZ generic Business Process Model (gBPM) has been developed over the last five years.  
It is known as our statistical value chain: from the identification of a statistical need at one end, through to the 
dissemination of statistical outputs to meet that need at the other.  These processes are generic, across Statistics 
NZ, down to the sub-process level for all statistical collections and outputs. 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Statistics NZ generic Business Process Model 
 
20. The gBPM has always been utilised to help guide our enterprise architecture efforts, and has been 
utilised as the primary vehicle for deriving opportunities for the standardisation of processes and their delivery 
via technology services.  However, initial use of this model had not taken into consideration how common we 
were nor how common we wanted or needed to be. 
 

 
 

Figure 3.  Defining Commonality 
 

B. Moving to a Business Capability Perspective 
 
21. Every time you work across organisational business units, the challenges in gaining organisational buy 
in (acceptance, politics, commitment, etc), increases significantly.  This has led us to review how we use the 
gBPM and has resulted in us not solely using it to identify ‘common’ business processes and technology 
enablement opportunities, but to identify opportunities through a perspective of business capability 
(encompassing people, process, methods and technology). 
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Figure 4.  The Elements of the Business Capability Perspective 
 
22. There have also been a number of significant activities undertaken across the organisation in the last 18 
months which also support a wider business capability view these have included: 

(a) the development of a Statistical Architecture vision for micro economic statistics with a focus on 
the increased utilisation of administrative data sources rather than direct surveying 

(b) the development of a Statistical Architecture vision for social statistics with a focus on growing 
needs for social indicators, reduced collection vehicles and cross government integration needs 

(c) the development of a Dissemination Strategy with a focus on standardising on a dissemination data 
warehouse which will provide static and dynamic data to the varying dissemination tools (static 
web pages, tables, mapping, data visualisation) 

(d) the development of a Statistics Metadata Model with a focus on standardising the application of 
concepts to the statistical process providing a ‘common language’ with a vision to recording 
metadata once at the point of capture 

(e) the ‘clustering’ of statistical activities within Statistics NZ into business surveys, ‘one-off’ cross-
sectional social surveys (potentially incorporating the HLFS), longitudinal social surveys, National 
Accounts, Balance of Payments, Prices and Core Infrastructure (Business Frame, CARS etc).  This 
‘clustering’ is aiming to assist in identifying efficiency and effectiveness improvements across: 
• development and design 
• collection methods, processes and practices  
• analysis processes 
• dissemination, and 
• systems build. 

(f) the development of a standardisation strategy which will guide standardisation across: 
o Concepts (classifications, variable definitions, metadata structures etc) 
o Methods (questionnaire design standards, editing standards, data quality reporting standards) 
o Infrastructure (standards tools, standards technologies, standard database structures 
o Process (gBPM, Project Management Framework (PMF), Software Development Lifecycle 

(SDLC)) 
 

23. The combination of these activities and viewing the gBPM from a business capabilities perspective has 
resulted in an Enterprise Architecture approach which we have termed the ‘platform approach’.  Five platforms 
have been identified to date, these have been architected and are in various stages of implementation these are; 
the ‘POSS Platform’ for cross-sectional social statistics, the ‘BEST Platform’ for micro-economic statistics, the 
‘National Accounts Platform’ (developed within National Accounts and aligned with the enterprise architecture 
standards and vision), the ‘Collection Platform’ and the ‘Dissemination Platform’.  This approach is enabling 
the mitigation of a number of the risks associated with the implementation of enterprise architecture initiatives 
(including our own initial attempts). 
 
C. A Domain Modelling Approach 
 
24. A Domain Modelling approach provides a conceptual ‘simplified’ context for everyone and assists in 
the discovery of a shared understanding.  One of the key findings during our enterprise architecture evolution 
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has been the lack of a model which was equally and easily understood by everyone using agreed and clear 
concepts and terms. 
 
25. A domain modelling approach has helped us: 
 

• define a conceptual model of a system which describes the various real world entities involved in 
that system and their relationships 

• provide a communication tool to validate and verify the understanding of the business domain 
between various groups. (Technical and non-technical) 

• provide a structural view of the system, complemented by the dynamic (process) views in Use Case 
models/User stories  

• define partial domain models as an important decomposition tool, enabling the view of the system 
in many contexts using entities and relationships 

 
26. The domain model should apply to the industry (ie Statistics) as a common taxonomy, if there isn’t a 
domain model in place, we have found that people naturally apply domain models they have been involved with 
previously (for example manufacturing or finance) this creates a great deal of unnecessary tension and 
misunderstanding.  We have found that taking the time to create these models has helped significantly in 
obtaining a shared understanding and more importantly a shared vision for future directions, inefficiencies (such 
as duplication) are easily identifiable and opportunities/options for improvement are clearly visible. 
 
D. The ‘War’ Room 
 
27. The ‘war’ room has become an environment we have adopted to help us undertake and apply the 
modelling approaches defined above.  This approach involves taking over an office or meeting room for the sole 
purpose of supporting the modelling activities at a ‘pen and paper’ level – this may take up to a week of elapsed 
effort. 
 
28. Whilst many approaches have been trialled, workshops, meetings etc, this approach has provided the 
best outcomes for us.  The fundamental benefit is that it provides an environment for people to actively engage 
as they are not distracted and there is real focus on what we are doing.  Additionally the ‘war’ room is available 
for the entire modelling effort not just predetermined times, this means that people can move to the room at any 
time as thoughts occur or discussions (formal or informal) highlight information which should be captured or 
which would assist the modelling effort. 
 
29. We have also discovered that using walls covered in paper and whiteboards assists in this process, 
diagramming tools proved too restricting and distracting.  Applying the environment in short bursts is very 
beneficial; if it is too long the exercise becomes an end in itself. 
 
E. Summary 
 
30. The result of these changes to our enterprise architecture approach has been the development of an 
initial set of prioritised initiatives and forward-looking Enterprise Architecture snapshots, these will continually 
evolve as new business priorities, initiatives and challenges emerge.  This process is evolving an enterprise 
architecture, encompassing IT and business services.  Business priorities and approved projects provide 
direction and vehicles for implementing incremental steps from the As-Is version to the To-Be version of the 
enterprise. 



 8 

VI. NEXT STEPS – A ‘SHARED SERVICES’ ARCHITECTURAL MODEL 
 
31. Historically the Statistics NZ investment profile has trended towards an increasing stock pile of 'silo' 
solutions, occurring in parallel was the declining value of statistical infrastructure assets (legacy systems).  This 
type of investment profile is unsustainable in the long term as 'silo' solutions consume operating funding for 
support and our fully depreciated corporate infrastructure assets are no longer attracting depreciation expense 
off-sets.  As with the associated legacy system issues (they are inextricably linked), silo solutions are an 
unwanted outcome of decentralised management.  They have occurred because business units across Statistics 
NZ have stood alone and not interacted effectively.  Each business unit may be operating well however they do 
not work together to create an optimal efficiency for the organisation. 
 
32. This situation has arisen for four key reasons: 

1) For at least the last 8 years Statistics NZ has been following an annual planning cycle, every year 
every investment option competes with every other investment option 

2) Business units compete against each other every year for funding (even in circumstances where the 
project started as a multi year effort).  Whilst 3 year and 3+3+3 planning cycles have been talked 
about, this has not been implemented to date resulting in an inability to define a consistent and 
consolidated investment path for Statistics NZ 

3) There has been no proactive ownership and management over the reinvestment required to retain 
(or grow) the business value of statistical infrastructure solutions.   

4) Corporate infrastructure reinvestment proposals have been few and far between as it is difficult to 
make a compelling business case in an internally competitive environment 

 
33. The shared services model is currently being promoted across government (New Zealand and Australia) 
where the benefits of government sharing core services (for example authentication) are seen to provide 
efficiencies.   This type of model can be applied successfully within an individual agency and across national 
statistical offices (NSOs) in the same way it can be applied across government.  Statistics NZ has the view that a 
partnership approach across the organisation in conjunction with a shared services strategy (referred to as the 
‘platform approach’ within Statistics NZ) will provide significant efficiency benefits as we do see a lack of 
consistency and cohesion, duplication of effort and lack of synergy within and across the organisation. 
 

 
Figure 6. AGIMO Shared Services Model 

 
34. Current initiatives involving this platform approach (shared services architecture) are focussed 
internally (and are as outlined above, the ‘Collection platform’ , the ‘Dissemination platform’, the ‘BEST 
platform’, the ‘POSS platform’ and the ‘National Accounts platform’), although we are beginning to look at 
options for extending this across the New Zealand government through our official statistics leadership role. 
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35. To continue our enterprise architecture evolution and to further embed the platform approach two 
specific activities are being undertaken.  The first is re-defining the Statistics NZ Architecture Framework the 
second is re-invigorating the Architecture Services model 
 
A. Re-defining Statistics NZs Architecture Framework 
 
36. As outlined previously in this paper there are many architecture frameworks, however, it is our 
experience that none of them have resonated well within Statistics NZ.  We believe there are many reasons for 
this, however, one of the key reasons we have identified is that core business units do not ‘recognise’ 
themselves in the framework; therefore, we have started to develop a ‘Statistics NZ Architecture Framework’. 
 

 
Figure 7. Statistics NZ’s Architecture framework 

 
37. This work, having just started, will be progressed through the remainder of the 2009 calendar year, with 
the intent that this will reflect the core organisational clusters identified earlier in this paper.  The most 
important change we are looking for in undertaking this work is that we will no longer operate under the 
Zachman framework, the TOGAF framework or any other framework; we will operate under the Statistics NZ 
Architecture Framework. 
 
B. Re-invigorating the Enterprise Architecture Service model 
 
38. The word governance brings with it significant negative connotations, to minimise this and to more 
accurately represent what we want to achieve through our Enterprise Architecture function we have decided to 
implement an architecture service model rather than an architecture governance model. 
 
39. The difference, from our perspective, is that the service model better describes the guidelines, options 
and roadmaps we want to make available to the organisation to support improved decision making in relation to 
investments involving information technology.  Governance mechanisms do not often help this happen, 
although they are often used to stop ‘bad’ decisions being made, supporting others to make good decisions, we 
believe, is a far more positive approach and one we are aiming to implement over the coming year.  This 
services model does incorporate enterprise architecture governance and review mechanisms; however these are 
elements of the architecture services model, not the focus.  The following diagram depicts the current thinking 
in relation to Statistics NZ’s architectural services model 
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Figure 8.  Statistics NZ’s Architecture Services Model 
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