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Executive Summary

1. One of the main reasons for developing the PEFA Framework was to create a
monitoring tool that would enablaeasuringchanges in PFM systems performance over
time at the country levelThis fourth monitoring report on the ralut of the PEFA
frameworklooks at whether this objective is being met, and investigates trends in global
changes in PFM systems basedhamitial batch of repeat PEFA assessments.

2. The reportcovers the assessment reports that vieraized (final report)or
substantially complete(full draft report) by October 6, 20Ehd which constituted &%

or 3% generation PEFA assessment in a country (referred to as a repeat assessment or
RA). Forty five suchrepeat assessments have been carried @&dountries.

3. Thirty three of those assessmentgcovering 29 countries)are referredto as
Acompar ati ve alecsaess theyéntendsdoto nfe@sArg changes over time
Twelve RAs werenot comparativesince theydid not intend to measure changes since an
earlier assessment

Frequency of and drivers behind the RAs

4. Five years and four months after the launch of the PEFA Framework, a total of
206 PEFA assessments had been implemented in 119 countries. In about one third of
those countries a repeat PEFA assessment had also takenrplacgarter of thd 19
countries this repeat assessment constituted a comparasessasent

5. CAswere carried out an average3¥ monthsafter the previous assessment (PA),
ranging fromoneto four years. This included sven countrieshatcarried outCAs less
than 30 monthsafter he previous assessmeng. shorter than the recommended 3 year
minimum interval. The average for those seven CAs2fasonths

6. For the26 countries that carried o@As 30 monthr moreatfter the PA, the
most important reasons stated were to meapuwgress, and to contribute to the design
or monitoring of a PFM action plan or reform program, followed by facilitating dialog
with donors, and links to ongoing or future GBB.the cases ofhorer intervak, the
reasons were basically the samewith more emphasis on future donor assistance being
contingent on the CAs: hence the urgency of carrying them out after a short interval

7. The twelve repeatassessmentthat were not comparativeere carried out an
average30 monthsafter the previous aessment. The main purpose was to prepare a
baseline, suggesting that there wasufficient confidence in the previous assessnbgnt
major stakeholders

8. It was not possible to discern any patterns asaation inthe purposes or
frequency ofCAs bycountry characteristics, or by sponsoring donor.

9. Five countrieshave notyet carried ouCAs 4 %2 yearor more after the PAbut in
two cases a repeat assessment is either ongoing or plé&eebndor a long interval
included change of government arelays in launching government reform prograas
well as a difficult process for thieaseline assessmewith little if any buyin by the
government
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10. The recommendation is for a repeat PEFA assessment to take place between three
and five years after thdaseline assessmemverall, @out 80% of comparative
assessments were implemented with an interval of more than 2 ¥ \leenes.afe onlp
countries where a repeat assessment has not been implementedi Withyrears of the

first assessmenthis sugests thatepeatassessments are implemented quite consistently
across countries and largely within the stipulated interval.

Effectiveness in Measuring Performance Changes

11. To be able to use the PEFA indior scores fomeasuing change over time, it is
importantto be reasonably confident theach pair of scores from the PA and CA for
each indicator (and indicator di mensi on)
of the indicator dimensions for each of the 33 CAs weveewedto evaluate if the PEFA
Secretariat found the evidence adequate for the ratings of both the PA and CA and to
identify any other scoring issues (suchpagvision of new evidence for the PA ratjng
different definitions used, different samplingeds or different interpretation of similar
data).

re,|

122 6 No scored6 i n the deAmeasudnghange dventtme. @& al s o F

since 6no scored for an indicator di mensi

scores, users of the scoring data will know where and when this is a factor.

13. A comparability level across all indicator dimensions of 80% orem between

PAand CAscoreswas considered satisfactory when
data set. This robust level of comparability was reached for 25 of the 33 CAs i.e. for 76%
of the reportsPoor comparability less than half of the inditar dimension ratings may

be compared with confidentevas found in 3 of the 33 CAs (9%).

14.  An analysisof process factorghat may have contributed to the robustness of
measuring changes over tirfaund thatthe following factors all appeared importaot f
obtaining a high level of comparability between the PA and CA

1 clarity of CN/TORs with respect tomeasuring performance changes since the
previous PEFA Assessment

the use of theameassessment teaim both assessments, PA and;CA

the establishment ad specific structuré or g o v epaniapaton in&he
assessment

undertakingnitial and final workshop$or the majorstakeholders

submission of drafteports to théEFA Secretaridbr comments

T
T
il
il

15.  Of the above factors,nly the PEFA Secretariat review of draft reports did not
correlate with the degree of comparability for the simple reason that all CAs in the
analysis had been reviewed by the Secretdiiavever, earlier Monitoring Reports have
demonstrated that the Secretariatods revi
compliance rate and therefore the extent to which indicator scores are appropriately
evidenced. The robustness of comparing P &A scores are thus impacted by the
Secretariatdés reviews.
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16. An analysis of comparability for each of the 74 indicator dimensions across all

CAs, shows that theveragecomparability is82% of the observationgsi t hout &édno scol
(70% i f O0no s c.oComzakbility isabove 8080l far bk df)the 74

dimensionof the FrameworkThelowest level ofcomparability(61%) is reached foPI-

7))@ he extent of unr ep oranhdicatgnoterieusindifieultt e x pen
to support with hard evidenceower levels of comparability and differentnkang of

di mensions are obtained when Ono scoresod ar e
help to identify indicator dimensions in need of addaiodarification and guidance to

assessors, including emphasis in training courses.

Trends in PFM Performance

17. Of al | i ndicator di mensi on whicld¢annatdes , 11%
improved 21% improvedhe score 10 % mai nt a whch danndtDiécreagse or e s
9% of scoreswor sened, 21% maintai ned did Boblend r ACo

themselves to valigneasurement of changPatterns of change were analyzed dbr
indicators or dimensions where performance could be validly comphoed one
assessment to the next. These changes are thougatirity represent real performance
changesalthough it is impossible to rule out that in some casew; ratingsmay be
based on better information or different judgments or interpretatrtbith could not be
detected during the present exercise

18. The performance patterns were analyzed using a methodology that categorizes
indicators or dimensiorassformal PFM features where progress can be achieved through
adopting a new law, regulation, or technical tool, or focusing on no more than a few
agencies, or at an early stage in the budget cyclefiamadional PFM features where
progress requires actually impienting a new law or regulation, or coordinating the
work of many agencies, or working downstream in the budget c¢yeleclassifying
indicator dimensions according to the related PFM characteristics to distinguish between
de jure/de facto, upstream/downesm and actor concentration/deconcentration

19. The analysis found that formal features are more likely to improve or maintain a
highest score, while functional features are more likely to worsen or maintain a lowest
score. Both formal and functional feats have higher proportions of highest and
increasing scores, vs. lowest and worsening scores, although differences between the
formal features are greater than between functional featdoes. specifically,

1 Indicators representing actor concentratio@ showing much higher performance
improvements than indicators representing actor deconcentration. In the latter
case, hardly any global improvement could be identified.

1 Indicators representing upstream and downstream elements of the budget cycle
are dong almost equally well

1 Indicators of de jure elements show moderately higher degrees of improvement
than de facto elements.

1 Differences between formal vs. functional scores are greater for the lowest or
declining scores than for the highest or improvingss.

20. Seven CAs with intervals of less than @@nthsafter their respective PAwere
analyzed to look for distinctive features measuringperformance. Although the

'The tot al adds up to more than 100 per cent due to r
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expectation was that intervals less than three years would be too short to show Jprogress
in fact theproportionof increasingscores was actually higher than average in the short
interval cases, and thproportion of incomparablescores was smaller. A possible
explanation forthis could be that in all cases of sharterval CAs, a key motivating

factor forundertakingthe CA was that it was a condition for donor support, creating a
possible incentive for showing the PFM system in the best possible ltighay also

have been anncentive for both government and donorsctory out an early repeat
assessment, if the stakeholders were convinced in advance that a repeat assessment would
show significant PFM systems improvement.

Recommendations

21. Based on these findings, a number eEammendations armade several of
which have featured in previous monitoring repoftse PEFA Secretariashould take
the following actions:

T Revise the existing documents with respe
Ch e c k |GoadtPeacticediin Appigg the PFM Performance Measurement
FramewormkRe peat Assessment Gui dance Not ec
necessity to (i) include in the CN/TOR a specific reference to the Secretariat
guidance notes, (ii) plan for additional tiraed resourcefr anayzing changes,

(iif) submit the CN/TOR to the Secretariat for commearsd (iv) ensure transfer
of detailed information from the PA to the CA assesseitherby ensuringsome
overlap inassessor®r at leastby soliciting collaboration from the PA team
leader and by providing the CA assessors with ttemments from stakeholders
and the PEFA Secretariat on the.PA

1 Revise the existing training material in order to highlight the issues raised in the
previous point.

1 Examineindicatordimensions with higmon-comparability todeterminewhether
difficulties in comparison call for clarification of the framewahkd guidance to
assessorsand to determingf changesto the minimum requirements for the
dimension scorshould be considered

22. Lead agencieshould ensure that a number of good practices are implemented:

1 CN/TORs should be as specific as possible with respect to what is expected from
the repeat assessment, as called for inthe PEEAC r et ar i at A Repeat
Gui danc.e Noteo

1 CN/TORs need tde sufficiently detailed in specifyingow the assessohould
incorporate comparison with the PA in the CA report allow time to verify the
basis on which earlier scores have been assigned

1 CN/ TOR must include provisions that the assessreamrecords all relevant
information (e.g. on a CD) in a way that can be understood bendasly
accessible by other expedsring a later repeat assessment

CN/TORs should be included as an annex to the draft/final assessment reports

CN/TORs should beubject to a quality assurance process (jpeelew) by the
PEFA Secretariat to ensure that the above points are adequately implemented
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1 There should be a practice of providing to @& assessor team all the relevant
information and documents from the piws assessments. These include final
report and comments from stakeholders, and from the Secretariat

1 Lead agencies should facilitate the contact between the previous and current
assessment team leaders, even if this requires the provision of extraniime
implies extra costs

1 Specific reasons should be provided to the Secretariat on its comments to
CN/TORs and the assessments if the comments aegrexd to

23. When carrying out a repeat assessmire Assessorshould take into account the
following:

1 Follow the advice ofthe PEFA Secretaridtsi Repe at Assessment G
Not.eo

1 Request the assessment manager (lead agency) for information on the previous
assessment (drafts and final reports and comments fnemquality review
proces).

1 Requesthe lead agency to establisbntact withthe previous assessment team.

Further Work

24.The above findings and recommendati ons pI
expanding database of PEFA repeat assessments can contrifwtineolearning
about PFM performance changes. Multiple suggestions are made throughout the
report on howfurther researchmay strengthen the findings or dig into underlying
issues in more detail. Whilst the PEFA Secretariat intends to continue some of the
work, particularly as it relates to the need for development and guidance on the PEFA
Framework and its application, maatheropportunities are availabfer researchers
at large in particular as regards trends in PFM systems performance
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Chapter 171 Introduction and Methodology

25. This is the fourth monitoring report prepared by the Secretariat. Measuring
progress over time is @rimary objective of the PEFAframework So far, most
assessments undertaken have been baseline assessmapedtassessments (RA) are
emerging in significant numbees baseline coveragenearly completén some regions

and initial assessments are becoming three or more years old.

26. One of the objectives of an RA is to measure performance since the previous
assegwment. An RA looks at the specific changes in system performance by verifying
what has changed and by how mudWhen used consistently, stakeholders can expect
that the repeated application of tframework will provide evidence of the extent to
which courntry PFM performance is changing. In addition, the Ppafformancereport

will recognize the efforts made by a government to reform its PFM system by describing
recent and ogoing reform measures, although these may not yet have impacted on PFM
performancelt is immediately apparent that for two assessments conducted some time
apart to be comparable, they must represent consistent applications of the methodology.
Assuming that the initial assessment represents a rigorous application of the
methodology, steholders would ideally want to know that progress has been measured
accurately over time.

27. Drawing on the considerable number of repeat assessments now available, the
main purpose of th®onitoring Report 2010 (MR 1@ to assess if the PEFA framework

is able to provide reliable measurement of performance changes ovefMimeesults of

the analysis will be of major importance for determining if there is a need for additional
technical and process guidance. The analysis will also enable formwatjardance on
comparing PEFA indicator scores from different years, as well as provide an important
input to the overall external evaluation of the PEFA program.

28.  The report seeks answers to three main question&h@ is the frequency of and
drivers behind the repeat assessments? Qides the Framework effectively enable
measuring changesand could change be measured with better validity and reli&bility
(iif) What trends in PFM performance do repeat assessments reveal?

29.  For the purpose of thigport the team considered that:

) A previousassessmeat(PA) is an assessment that measures the country PFM
systems and process performance at a certain point in time following the PEFA
methodology. The assessmemy becarried out in order to setbmseline against which

to measurgrogress in PFM performanes measured hipdicators or dimensioA®ver
future years.

2 The study did not undertaken analysis of the entire assessm report as it was not its objective; it
focused on specific subjects in the Summary Assessment, section 1 and 2 and in the quality of
indicators/dimensions comparability in Section 3.

% In this report, dimension scores are used except in cases whiedicamor has no dimensions, in which

case the indicator score is used.

10 I PEFA Monitoring Report 2010



(i) A cdmparative assessmer{CA) is a PEFA repeat assessment that mentions the
previous assessment, compares the ratings of theassessments, and makes some
attemptto explain the differences and changes in PFM performance

30. On the basis of these definitions, the report consid8Bdepeat assessments

(Annex A), referredo a sconfiparative assessmetits because they intende
changes over timelwelve repeat assessments were disqualifiedause they did not

meet the criteria of a CfseeAnnex B, withabrief explanation for each case).

31. Chapter2 analyzes the frequency of and drivers behime repeat assessments.
Chapter 3 evaluates the extent to whichftaenework effectively enableshanges to be
measured Chapter 4 summarizes the trends in PFM performance revealed by repeat
assessments and Chapter 5 contaiessommendations.

32. Themethodology used for Chapters 2, 3 and 4 is as fellow

33. Chapter 2 considered the reasons to carry out a CA statéloeimeportsand asks

the relevant stakeholders that have funded or undertaken PEFA CAs if there were
additional reasons. Consideration was given
follow-up reviews and comments on summary assessment, section 1 aneh\Zewst

were carried out by phone andmail with many stakeholders that have funded or
undertaken PEFA repeat assessments (representatives of lead agencies and task team
leaders). About70 per cent responded. In some cases, stakeholders interviewed
expressed different views from those in the written reports, so some judgment was
needed to interpret the actual situatibar example, in many cases, it is difficult to judge
whether the donors or country concerned had made the initial request for the CA, and
what was the main motivation behind the requébe analysis considered the 33 CAs

that are finalized or substantially completed. In cases where countries have carried out
more than one CA, the analysis focused on the most recent CA, except in thé case o
Malawi where two CAs were analyzed.

34. For Chapters 3 and 4, the main basis of the analysis of progress in a CA is an
assessment of scored indicators/dimensions. There are 16 possible comparative
observations that may be made between scored dimensibeg.afie presented in Annex

C. While performance across dimensions may improve, stay the same, or decline, given
the four scoring possibilities (A, B, C or D), the combinations of comparative
observations provides a more-depth look at performance betwea previous and a
repeat assessment.

35. Dimensions that are not scored (known as
analyses included in this report bsince comparisoris not possible between two
assessments when either assessment has receivedseomy they are considered

separately.

* An indicator/dimension may not have been scored for many reasons. The PEFA Secretariat developed a

no scoring methodology based on the observation of three omjditionsthate mer ged: fAnot r at ed
when insufficient i nformation i s avail able to scor
indi cator/ di mension does not apply to the country bei
intention of scoring thandicator/dimension.
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36. In most parts of the report, the comparative observations are expressed as a
percentage of the total number of observations, including those that are not scored. The
reason for this is that it is expected that auae, the number of not scored observations

will decrease as PFM systeraad PEFA assessment techniquaprove. This is the
pattern observed in the sample, where the percentage edcooed observations and
those withno comparability for other reasom&nt from an average of 29% for the PAs,

to 20% for the CAs.

37. Chapter 3 examinea the comparative assessments to see whether indicators and
dimensions can be compareath confidencewith those in the previous assessmerg. A
already mentioned, dimension scores are used except in cases where an indicator has no
dimensions, in which case the indicator score is used. This meant analyzing the evidence
provided for each indicator and dimension assessed to ensure that they dig broa
measuring the same thing. Consideration was given to previous and comparative
assessment r e p o camments/$ebretariéd Wlwperdviaws iom draits

and final reports for the previous and the comparative assessment. If 4 fplosvew

did not exist, one was carried o&ti vtrackifig issue8 t hat prevewith a comp
confidencewere identified: (a) new evidence collected that was not availabtaeto
previous assessment, (b) definition changes, (c) different interpretatijowliff@ent
sampling and (e) previous assessment rescored by the repeat assessment.

38. Consideration was given to the CN/T&Rind to the information available from
the reports anthe Secretariat internal documents on process factors that may héfect t
qguality of measuring changes, namely tlhise of the same assessment team in
assessmentshe government involvement in the repeat assessnmgtial and exit
workshops and submission of draft reports to BfeFA Secretariafor comments
Consideration waslso given to the CN/TOR that have been prepared tanthe
corresponohg RA since the PEFA Secretariapublished theguidance notefi Wen
undertaking RA in February 2010

39. Based on this analysis, the chapter assesses the extent to which the framework
facilitates measuring changes in some respe:
suchmeasuremerih other respects. The analysis consid&@&domparative assessments

of which 22 were finalized (final report) antll were substantially completed (full draft

report).

40. Chapter 4 examines, where indicator and dimension ratings can be compared with
confidence with previous ratings, what is changing and by how much as weliics
indicators are changing. In addition, it looked at the patterns of changes across different
type of indicators and country characteristics and across regions. The analysis used a
methodology (Andrews, 2009; Porter et al, 2010) that categorizesatodic or
dimensions in three pairs: de jure and de facto, upstream and downstream, and
concentrated and deconcentréted

® Less than half of final CN/TORs were available at the Secretariat at the beginning of the MR 10
preparation. The missing CN/TORs were obtained dirdodiyn the stakeholderdinal reports and in one

case from the consultant. Two ONDRs were not prepared.

® This methodology has been used for some widely disseminated research pWietesthe PEFA
Secretariat doesot completely agree with this classificatiéor all of the indicatorsthe methodologys

used here without anyhangessince a further development of this tool would be time consuming and
should involve the original developers of the methodaldgytherwork could be consideretb improve

the classification of the indicators and investigate the impact this mayhate results of the analysis
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1 The first pair contrass PEFA dimensionswhere a C or better scoreuwd be
earned by a new law, @announcinga new practice, evefiit is not implemented
(a de jure reform with dimensions for which scoresequire actual
implementation or significant engagemett¢ facto).

1 The secondgair contrasts PEFAlimensionssuch as strategic budgeting (multi
year forecasting, strategic planning, investment planning, debt plapamg)al
budget preparatigriegislative analysis of the annual budgetd the structure of
formal budget documents on the one hamgs{ream), ard resource management
(including cash inflow and outflow management, procurement, paynaigrnal
control, internal audit and monitoringgccounting and reportinggxternal audit;
andlegislative analysis of audit reports on the otkem(nstream).

1 Thethird contrasts PEFA aspects under the control of central, regulatory bodies,
like the Ministry of Financedpncentrated, with those where multiple agencies
or subnational authorities need to be engagdetbncentrated.

41. Change over time is measunedinly by direction, not by the number of steps up

or down the ratings tider. Changes are then aggregated across indicator dimensions and
across countries, giving all dimensions equal weight and all countries equal weight.
Sensitivity analysis was not undaken as part of this report to test results for changes in
this approach. Further work in this respect will be useful to confirm the robustness of the
findings.
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Chapter 2 - Frequency of and Drivers behind theRAs

2.1 Overview

42.This section examines:

1 What wasle frequency ofepeatassessmerfs

1 What are the drivers behir@As, when done very frequently and when done
in line withthe recommended intervaf 3-5 year®

1 Why have some countries not undertaken repeat assessments within the
recommended terval?

1 What other purposesin addition to measuring performance changesve
been instrumental in implementi@As?

1 Do the purposes vary by country characteristics? By sponsoring donor?

1 Are there any country characteristics associated with wh&Asttake place
in a timely fashion?

2.2 Findings

43. Between June 2005 and October 6, 2010, forty five repeat assessments have been
undertaken using the Framework for both the first and subsequent assesshiyts.

cover 41 national and suiational govemments in 38 countries (three sndtional repeat
assessments had taken place in Ethiopia along with a national repeat assessment). Of
these45 RAs 33assessmentset the criteria for beinGAs (listedin annex A) whereas

12 did not (listed in Annex B).

44. TheCAswere carried out an average3® monthsafter the PA, ranging frorane

to four years. Seven countries carried o0#s less tharB0 monthsafter the previous
assessment, for an avera22 month& This is a shorter interval than the recommended
guideline of threé five years, set because of theesumedime needed for reforms to
demonstrate measurable results. One consideration to keep in mind is that the gap
between the dates of the PA &DA may not necessarily reflect the gap in the undeglyi
datasets being used. In the Kenya case (gap between mi38iomsnth} for example,

the PA used data for the 2004/2005 fiscal year, whil&€theised data for the 2007/2008
fiscal year; thus the three year recommendeztvalbetween assessments wast.m

45.  With this in mind, the two most common reasons stated for the PEFA in the short

interval cases were the need to facilitate dialog with donors, and the need to measure
reform progress. For example, in Afghanistan the World Bank, which funds about 30 pe

cent of thegovernmenrd son-military budget, needed @A as an input to its fiduciary

framework. In Dominican Republic, one of the stated purposes was to ensure greater
uniformity in the dialog with the international community h owe v er , the gove
own concern about monitoring progress in resource management was alsa tmucial
Mozambique, theCA was considered to provide a robust basis for assessing progress

" Based on the dates of the main missions for each assestm@mases where date of main mission for
PA is unknownthe report date is used.
8 Based on the dates of the main missions for each assessment.
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over ti me. I n Tanzani a, one of t he stated
government donor dialog on future PFM reforms. o

46. Other reasons stated were the need for a PEFA to contribute to the design or
monitoring of a PFM action plan or reform program, and as a requirement for ongoing or
future budget support, or a future PFM project. B@meple the Malawi government was
persuaded by the EU to postpone producing an action plan on PFM reform pending the
results of the first CA; the action plan was then the basis for a significant increase in
GBS.Mal awi 6s 18GA 6ts secorel orenpwided the basis for a second PFM
Action Plan that wasigaina condition for receiving GBS from the Euccessive
PEFAs were taken increasingly more seriously by government: the first was not
considered well, the second was taken more seriously becatineeliok to GBS, and the

third was fully debated within government, and contributed to useful dialog between
government and GBS donors. Stakeholders recognized that the one year interval between
the first PA and the first CA was too short to see any pssgtbe government reportedly

had much higher expectations than the donors that the first CA would show significant
improvement. Finally, in Kosovo significant changes in the institutional and
constitutional framework in the country led both the governmedtdonors to demand

an updated assessment taking these changes into account.

47.  For the26 CAs carried out 30 monther more (averagd87 month} after the PA,

the most important reasons stated were to measure progress, and to contribute to the
design or mnitoring of a PFM action plan or reform program, followed by facilitating
dialog with donors, and links to ongoing or future GBS. For example, Dominica carried
out a CA because the PA was considered by timernment weak and poorly
implemented; th€A would give them a sound basis to draft a new PFM action plan. The
CA would also be used to determine continued eligibility for budget support. In Uganda,
the CA contributed to an annual review of PFM performance, redgmernment
transaction costs by faitdting dialog with donors around an agreed pool of information,
provided a crucial underpinning for GBS, and a reality check as to whether there was
progress in PFM in response to support from a large PFM basket fund. Inésigra
CAwascarriedoudas part of a fiscal transparency as:¢
Fiscal Transparency, a fiscal ROSC, to evaluate performance and see if a reorientation of
PFM efforts was needed. In Kyrgyz RepublicCA checked progress of PFM reforms,

and supportethe design of a more strategic and programmatic approach to PFM reforms
through a PFM mediurterm vision. In Tonga, the Finance Ministry was interested in the
independent views of people new to the country on what reforms wouseérsble,
manageable andffer some benefits, and which would not. In Ghana, a new government
wanted to get an accurate picture of the PFM situation, and to encourage aid partners to
more fully utilize country systems.

48. In addition, there were 12 examples of assessments folloxairigr assessments

that are not considered CAs because they did not acknowledge the previous assessment,
and did not analyze changes in PFM performawdele the reason for this is assessment
specific,Tablel indicates thatssues of quality may be particularly pronounced for either

the PA or the RA. In these 12 cases there weraverage a higher number of unscored
dimensions in the PAs and a lower review rate by the PEFA SecrélafiaeseRAs

9 Based on dateof main missions.
10 See annex B for the reasons and full lisRa excluded.
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were carried out an averag8 month$' after the previous assessméftie main purpose

was to prepare a baseline, suggesting that there was not sufficient confidence in the
previous assessment. For example, the PA for Bolivia had been -assedisment
covering only part of the Fram®rk, so a complete assessment was needed to produce a
full baseline. In the case of Central African Republic, the African Development Bank was
preparing institutional support to PFM, and needed atowatel PEFA as a baseline.
There were questions ratséecause the PA hambt been validated during a workshop.
Further, the African Development Bank and World Bank GBS used PEFA indicators as
performance indicators, and needed a current assessment for preparing the completion
report. In the case of Montsaty the 2008 PA was considered dated since it was largely
based on DFID6s 2006 fiduciary risk assessHn
submitted to the PEFA Secretariat for review. For these reasons, DFID was unable to use
it as a basis for its 201@dficiary risk assessment (required by internal DFID guidelines)

so a new CA was required.

Table 1: Differences betweerCAs and other RAs as concerns coverage and quality
assurance

Repeat Assessments Average number of unscore{ PEFASecretariat draft
dimensions assessment reviewed (9
PA RA PA RA
33 CAs included 10 3 100% 100%
12 RAs excluded 27 3 83% 83%

49.  An analysisof correlationswas carried out to see if the purposes or frequency of
CAs varied by country characteristics, or by sponsoring damatrno patternsould be
discerned Consideration was given to using multivariate regression to look for possible
results. However, because of the small sample size, limited range in the dependent
variable (interval between assessments), and the subjective nature of possible explanatory
variables (e.g. pressure to demonstrate progress on PFM reforms), it was concluded that
such analysis was unlikely to come up with significant restltBis stage

50. Intotal, B countriescompleted a baseline assessment by the end of June 006
during the first year af fivwwyearsldiee 18Fof thosee wor k 6 s
countries (78%) have undertaken a RA. Some of those RAs (6) were not CAs for reasons
discussed above. The remainiinge assessmentsef. Annex D)were examinedh order

to understand reasons for not undertaking a RA within the recodedentervalFi j i 0 s

PA wasfinalizedin June 2005. Té lack of a RAcan be explained both on the demand

side - the government reportedly was unhappy with the-R#&d on the supply side

donors have scaled back assistance since the military regime toedr pn 2006.

Another long gap was for Bangladestherethe PEFA carried out in 2005 had limited

ownership by the Government, so a modified PEFA methodology was used. This in turn

raised questions about the validity of the exercise satide credibilty of scores was not

accepted by the Government, and the report not published except for a summary table as

an annex to the World Bankés Country Assi ste
have been carried out covering some of the same ground &s (BEf- Government of

Bangladesh and DFID, 2007; World Bank, 2006, 2007, 2009; DFID, 2009CA As

now being undertaken for Bangladesh the case of Syria, a partial PEFA assessment

was included in an IMF technical assistance report. There was noieagteement with

" Based on cover dates of reports.
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the government on using the PEFA methodology, which the government was not familiar
with. Lacking government ownership of the assessment was clearly also an issue for the
assessment in Republic of Congo (Brazzaville). In the caseUgdrda (local
government),an RA is planned to take place later in 2011 and lack of government
ownership may not have been an issue in the delay since several RAs at national level
have been undertaken in the meanti@eerall, a major reason why an RA was not
carried out within the recommended five year period appears to be limited government
ownership of the initial PEFA assessme®gveral othefactorsmay be at playsuch a

degree ofaid dependencynd local politicy but the number otases is too smatb

justify a more sophisticated analysis.

51. In conclusionthe vast majority of PEFA assessments are followed by RAs within

the recommended3 year interval (or slightlghorter interval). Mst of the 33 CAs were
carried out at least 30 months after the. F/he most important reasons statéal

carrying out the CAswvere to measure progress, and to contribute to the design or
monitoring of a PFM action plan or reform program, followed by facilitating dialog with
donors, and links to ongoing or future GB®ere were 7 CAs carried out less than 30
months after the PA. In most cases, these were motivated by an immediate need to
measure progress by donors and/or governments. There were no discernable patterns in
the purposes and frequency of CAs linked to cqunotraracteristics or by sponsoring
donor.The 12 countrieghatcarried out repeatssessmentanot considered CAsdid not
acknowledge the previous assessment and did not analyze changes in PFM performance.
Quiality concerns regarding the PA may have/g@tha major role in that respect. Finally

there are five cases where no repeat assessments have beermoutfi@gearsafter the

PA. An importantreasonin these caseappears to beveak government ownership of the
PEFA process.
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Chapter 31 Effectiveness in Measuring Performance Changes

3.1 Overview

52.  This section examines:

1 What is the quality omeasuringchange®

1 For each casewhich indicator and dimension ratings can bemparedwith
confidencewith previous ratings to determine chandessed on evidence?

1 What are the reasons for indicator and dimension ratings that cannot be
compared withconfidence with previous ratings (e.g. quality of evidence
explanationand extent of questioning earlier scores; clarity of TORs with respect
to measuring progress over tijle

T What are the #fpr dheqalityoffneasuternentofichaages?e ct i ng

3.2 Findings
Context

53.  For analysis of performance changes over tithis report considered ontiirty

threer epeat assessments refersesSCBydctaesr6,ic ompar
2010, 22 CAs were finalized (final report) and 11 substantially contplgtd draft

report). Of the 22 finalized CAs, 10 were publiclyadable’?. The 33 CAs covered?9

countries, of which 14verein Africa (AFR), six in Latin America(LAC), four in East

Asia and Pacifi¢EAP), four inEastern Europe and Central A§iBCA) and one in South

Asia. No CAs have been undertaken in the Middle East and North Africa countries

(MENA) even though three years have passed since the last PB¥S&ssment was

carried out in some countries (e.g. Syria).

54. The main basis of the analysis of progress is an assessment of scored indicators

or dimension¥’. Comparability is being analyzedonhe basi s of both a 6V«
(in terms of comparability of the scores of a single CA with itsaPoss all indicator

dimensions and by o6horizont al anafoyaspadicular (i n ter
indicator dimensiomcrossall CAs).

556, A . dnscoreo in one or both of the assessr
between two assessments impossiBemention in Chapter 1lndicators or dimensions

that are not scored are also used in the analysis afefhistbut since comparison is not

possble between PA and CA they are considered separdtiely is an important issue in

explaining norcomparability.Tables 2, 3, and 3aillustrate the impacof the factor fino

scor@® both in the vertical analysis andhe horizontal analysiSVh e n -sficroor e s 0 ar e
includedin the data set, the comparability level across thdiifensions i¥0% When

O6no scoresd6 are excluded, 8200hleis neanstha@0foa bi | i t y
ofnoncomparabil ity i swhchharestarty mérked idthecassessnemte s 6
reports A similar differenceoccurs in the comparability across individual comparative
assessments.

12 Available atwww.pefa.orgvia hyperlink: Ghana, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Kyrgyz, Kosovo, Moldova,
Timor Leste Trinidad & Tobago, Tonga and Uganda. An additional CA was published in January 2011,
Dominican Republic.

13 Only dimension scores are analyz&bme indicators have only one dimension in which disension
scoresandindicatorscores ar¢he sarm.
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Table 2. Comparability across @mparative assessments

Scoring Comparability Band Band Band Band | Total CA
80-100%| 50-79% | O 50

Number of CAi ncl udi ng fn 15 11 7 33
falls within each band
Number of CAex cl udi ng fn 25 5 3 33
falls within each band

Table 3. Comparison across indicatordimensions
% of indicatofd i mensi ons that can be cemp 70%
scoreo is included
% of indicato/d i mensi ons that can be cemp 82%
scoreo is excluded

Table 3a. Comparison across indicator dimensions bfeakdown by band of

comparability and number of indicators)

Scoring Comparability Band Band Band Band Band Total
80-100% | 60-79% | 5059% | O 4 ¢ indicators
&
dimensions

Number of i ndi-scaa 19 43 7 5 74

is included*

Number of i ndscat 51 23 0 0 74
excluded*

*HGL-1 three dimensions were removed. See explanation in parasBaph

Comparability across comparative assessments (vertical angfysis

56.

Looking across the 33 CAs, data show that in 15 CAs1®@D per cent of

indicator/dimension ratings could be compared vetinfidence withthe previous ones
(see Graph 1j. A further nine CAshowa degre®f comparabilityin the range of 7@0
per cent. ®@mbined, the 24 CAs represent 73 per cent of all the comparative assessments

considered in this repart

57.

Sevenoutlier CAs showa low percentage ahdicators or dimensiornthat can be

comparedwith confidencei.e., less than 50 per cent of tmatings ould be ®mpared
with previous ratingsmainly due to a no score in one or both of the assessments.

Graph 1. Percentage ofindicators or dimensions that can be compared with

confidenceacrossCAshyassessment (6no

scoresbo

included)

14 Annex E illustrates the percentage of indicators and dimensions that can be compared with confidence

across CAs when Aino scoreso are

removed.

5 Two CAs that were carried out since after the guidance on repeat assessments was published in February

2010 were among these 15 CAs
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Average = 71%

33 comparative assessment observatior

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of total comparable indicators/dimension

Comparability across indicators or dimensions (horizontal analysis)

58. Looking across all 33 CAs, the data indicate that on average 70 per cent of the
indicators or dimensions can be compared with the previous assessment. Around 30 per
cent of the indicats or dimensions could not beomparedvith confidenceor lack of
evidence, no score in one or both of the assessments, the questioning of earlier scores and
other comparability issue&iven that most of the PAs were carried out in the first two
yearsof the Framework application, when assessment quality was significantly lower
than it is today, these results are considered satisfactory. Future exercises of this kind
would be expected to have higher rates of comparability.

Graph 2: Percentage ofscoresthat can be compared with confidenceacross CAs
for eachindicator dimension( 6 no scoreso6 included)
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74 indicators/dimensions
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Legend®:

PFL0, PiL4 (ii), PLL (i), PALL (iif), PAL3 (i), PL6 (ii), PL26 (iii), PR8 (i), PR8 (i),
P28 (i), P#B, PHLL (ii), P2 (iii), Pi14 (jii), PR2 (i), PR2 (i), PR4 (ii), P4 (iii),
10080% [S%ILX0)

PH14 (i), PAL6 (i), PA8 (i), PR1 (ii), PR3, Pi3, P15, PHL2 (i), PS5 (ii), P21 (i), P4
21 (iii), P24 (i),P+25 (i), PR6 (i), PAL2 (ii), PL2 (iv), PL3 (iii), PL7 (), PL7 (i),
P17 (iii), P4L8 (ii), PAL8 (iii), PR0 (iii), P27 (iii), PAL3 (i), PR5 (iii), PR7 (v), PR,
P16 (iii), P48 (iii), PA15 (iii), P4L8 (iv), PALO (i), PAL9 (i), P+20 (i), PAL, P4 (ii), Pi8
7960% | (i), P19 (i), P26 (i), PR7 (i), PR7 (ii), PL0O (ii)

P19 (ii), B2 (ii), P¥7 (ii), D3, D2 (i), P8 (i), P19 (ii)
Xn gz | PH7 (i), D1 (i), P15 (i), P# (i), D1 (ii)

Indicators or dimensions with high/low percentageahparison with confidence

59. Nineteen indicators or dimensions show a percentageraparability with the
previous assessment in the range 680 per centOn the other hand, five indicators or
dimensions show less than 50 per cehtcomparability One indicator, HLGL was
applied in onlythreeCA (threeSNG assessmesjt this indicator did not exist when the
baseline assessment was carretl As a consequence, comparison would never be
possilbe; this implies a 100% lack of comparability; it was therefore removed from the
graph to avoid biasing the conclusion. Graph 2 illustrates the percentages of
indicatos/dimensions (excluding the HLG dimensions)that can be compared with
confidenceacros the 33 CA by indicatofdimension.

60. Thefive indicators or dimensions showing less t&nper cenbf compaability
with the previous assessment are:

PI-4 (i), Stock andnonitoring of expenditure payment arrears
PI-7 (i), Extent & unreported government operations

PI-15 (i), Effectiveness in collection of tax payments

D-1 (i) and (i), Predictability ofiirect budgetsupport

—. —a _a _a

61. These indicators or dimensions call for quantifiable data as required by the PEFA
methodology. This is not the case for the 19 highly comparable indicator/dimensions
except for PA12 (iii) (which requires costing for sector strategid$je problem might®

related to data availabilityfrom authorities and development partners) and not
necessarily with the ability of measuring performance changes based on the framework.
Detailed examination shows that all five indicators or dimensions had consideralde leve
of 6no scored in one @revenbng tcdmpatisandnotlers s e s s me n
fourteen indicatorsr dimensionshow morethan 15 percert f i n ¥. Assurninge

that in the early years it was difficult to measure changes in PFM performancesthere
reason to believe that lack of comparability will decrease over time as governments
improve their capacity to produce the necessary information and implement reforms
However, further analysis should be carried out in order to find out if difficulties
comparison call for (i) changes in the minimum requirementthéximension scorgii)

1% The indicators are listed in descending order. For example, indicaldr iBlthe closest to 100% while
P1-25 (ii) is the closest to 80%.
P14 (i), PI-7 (i), PI-8 (i, i, iii), PI-9 (i, i), P12 (i), P+15 (iii), PI-17 (i, iii), D-2 (1, ii), D-3
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for bQarificagionsd i 't o t he f r a mewii)rwhetharpnsdfficienat i o n
preparation of PEFA missionmay impacton the comparability aslatamay not be
readilyavailable

62. The gaphin Annex F presents the percentage of comparability among the
indicators when the factor fino scoreo i s exc¢
indicators or dimensions fall in the range ofBID percenbf comparability and one

guarter falls in the range of @D per cent; there is no indicator or dimension below 60

percent of comparability. It excludes, as in Graph 2, the indicsttmational

assessment indicatbiLG- 1 which was not included in anyAB.

ATracking issueso

63. Fivefit racking issueso that prevented com
evidence that was not available (or not used) for the previous assessment, (b) definition
changes, (c) different interpretation of the Frameweduirements, (d) different basis of

sampling and (e) the comparative assessment rescored the previous assessment to correct
palpable errors. It should be emphasized that this represents a very conservative approach

to ensuring comparability. For examplehen the team found instances of CAs that
recalculated earlier scores in order to identify change, the direction of change over time

was not identified for lack of comparability. The Guidance on RAs (February 2010) says

that indisputable mistakes in PAsogild not be reated, but should be reported as part of

the discussion of chand@s

64. Looking across the 33 comparative assessments with 2,451 observations, data
show that fAtrackingo i ssues)2percentreladedtot i f i ed
new evidence collected for previous assessment, (ii) 14 per cent were cases of definition
changes, (iii45 per centoncerned a different interpretatidiny) six per cent related to

different samplingand (v) 11 per cent were cases where the comparassessment

rescored the previous assessm8oimefit r acki ng i ssuesodo are poten
than othergdifferent interpretation, different sampling and resconh§A as opposed to

new evidence collected for PA and definition chajgésemore aoidableones account

for 62 percent of all cases however, whil e fAdi fagsessoe nt i nt
specific issue, the other twonay be considereghoreasprocess issuesk-ollow-up work

could be done in order to identify the dimensions more ptorieacking issueandthe

reasons behind the incidence of such issuest@ngcommend the actions to be taken.

Box 1 illustrattersacloimeg eixagnpd 6. of A

Possible process factors affectitige quality ofmeasuring changes

65. To examinethe possible process factors affecting the quality of measuring
changesconsideration was given tbe CN/TORs, the use of the same assessment team
in both previous and comparative assessments, the level of government involvement in
the assessment, whetheitiad and final workshops were organized, and the quality
control review process.

18 Note that rerating will be required for three indicators for which the rating scales have recently been revised. For Pl
2 (i), PI3 and P19 (iii), assessment teams will be required to recalculate the earlier scayehesimew criteria in
order to identify the direction of change over time.
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Box 1. Examples of ftracking i|ssues?o

New evidence collected for previous assessmtng:current assessment obtained information that was not

available during the previous assessment.

Definition changes: e.g. arrearsdomestic arrears, exttaudgetary funds, classification of parastatals,

SNG entity versus deoncentrated central goveremt entity

Different interpretation e.g.PI-24 (ii): The CA found that dring the last year budget execution reports

were publishedt-7 weeks after end of quarter, with average 5.5 weakdgavea 06 B 6 TheaPWi ng.

found thatperformance was exactly the samegate a0 C6 because two repor
delayed

t

S

Different Sampling e.g.PI-21: The PAwas based on information on the state of affairs in the Ministries

of Agriculture, Justice and FinancEhe CA wasbased on information from Ministries of Education and

Justice. Is direct comparison valid?

Comparative Assessment rescored the previous assessmgfi): wrong assignment of score despite very

clear evidence; (ii) assiigdicatorent of a 6+6 to |a

wer e

singl e

66. Clarity of Concept Notes/Terms of Reference with respect to measuring changes.

Thirty one comparative assessments CN/TORs were analyitgdpiaFederal and three

Ethiopia subnational government assessmewesre covered under the sarG®/TOR

but for statistical purposes counted as 4 CN/TAOR® comparativeassessments did not

prepare CN/TOR

67. Requesting comments from the PEFA Secretariat ordta#t CN/TORs is far
from being current practice. At the beginning of this Monitoringdepreparationless

than half ofthe CN/TORSs for the assessments considered in this report were available at
the Scretariat They were subsequently obtained from the stakeholders, final reports and

consultants. Usually, the Secretariat does not redé final version after having issued

its comments; sometimes CN/TORs are transmitted to the Secretarifdoblate to
provide comments.

68. The analysis reveald that 24 CN/TORs (73 per cent)required measement of

performance changes since the poegi PEFAassessment. The way this requirement is
expresseds mainly divided around two categorigd) a simple referencéo i me as ur e
PFM progress si ncand (R ladear desaiptiond whatdssespeceed t 0

from theCA.

69. For thel5 CA with 86100 per cent oindicators or dimensionsompared with

confidence 14 CN/TOR required measuring changes since the previous asseashent

one was silent. For the seven CA with low percentage of indicatotsnmnsions

comparability(less han 50 per cent), four CN/TOR requested measuring performance
changes (three SNG assessments were covered under a CG assessment), two were silent

and one was not preparéd

70 This <confir ms ¢énbueng that CNVOR ba suffi@entlp detaifed
and clearly understood by all stakeholders a s r e ¢ o mnRERAJSeccRtariain
theGood Practices when Undertaking Repeat Assessmetds

19 Of the twelve R not included in this study, in only one catid the CN/TORs require measument of
performance changes over timdofe:three CN/TORs are not availaldéwhich one is a selissessment)
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71. Anecdotal evidence indicates that Repeat Assessment CN/TORs should include
provision of time to verify the basis on which earlier sceteavebeen assignedWhile

this may be seen as an impliagsignmentvhen undertaking &A, the lack ofspecific
provision of time for this task may contribute to preventimit a deep analysisf the
previous assessment

72.  The use of the same assessment team in both assessrhengssessment team
composition for both previous and comparative assessments shows that in nine cases

the team leader was the sametltat someteam members have been involved in both
assessments (in two cases the previous assessment team leader was a team member in the
comparative assessment). The analysis shows thedriime cases fit within the fifteen

CAs with high percentages indicatorsor dimensiongompared with confidenceNone

of the seven CAs with low percentagefscomparisonof indicators or dimensions had
overlappingassessment teaffl. The use of the same assessors was perceived in three
countries as fAundofutbhtee dd ¥s easns oadcksyv amadaglewi, | t
Government and DPso and the fAGovernment was
bef or eAssesgingrihe fimpact of the PEFA Framewadkaft Nov 2010,). This

highlights an advantageous element in the procesgeasuring progress over tigrimit it

is often not possible to use the same assessment team for th@nQAe other hand,

while the use of the same assessmgr#m maycontribute tofewer spurious changes

produced by differing judgments orterpretations (or even differing biases)nay be

more difficult for thesameteam toacceptthat theprevious assessment was poorly done

in generd. In other wordsthe advantage of using the same assessment dagm

appliesif the previous assessmtdas considered of good quality

73.  Where it is not possible to ensure that some of the assessors participate in the

repeat assessment, an alternative is to establish contact with the team leader of the
previous assessmerdo that the team for the repemtsessment magbtain detailed
information (e.g. from assessorsod notes) or
assessment and discuss the validity of performance changes identified. The Secretariat

has been involved in a few cases of this naturechvihielped the current assessors

understand the earlier performance levels and avoid conclusions on rating changes based

on rough assumptions. This is particularly important where assessors for repeat
assessments receive information that questions thetyatiithe ratings in the earlier

assessment.

74.  Government involvement in the GBovernment involvement in the preparation

of the comparative assessment may be categointed wo t y gaoperatiof and A
support to the assessment t@am more passive rolegnd( i drivingfhe process and

deep involvement in the process a mor e Tavelteicaumtrieestablished a

PEFA steering committee a similar structure(the format varied from country to

country) to follow up, supervie and reviewthe assessmenthis is considered a very

good practiceAnotherfactor that may have influenced the CA quality isdhganization

of initial and closing workshopswhile the first contributes tancreag of f i ci al s 6
awareness about the PEFAtmodology and theengagement in the PEFA exergiiee

2 None of the twelve RAdisqualified for this study had had the same team leader/team assessors in both
assessments.

% Though experience shows that assessors are ready to accept that there may have been a faesdeficienc
in their previous assessment and therefore need to reconsider ratings.
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closing workshopprovides a forunfor discussing théndings and recemg comments.
Sixteen CAs organized both initial and final workstéps

75.  Of the 15 CAs with 80-100 percenbdf indicators or dimensionsompared with
confidence five established a specific structure and five organized both initial and exit
workshops; except in one case, these countries do not overlap. In contrast, none of the
seven CA with less than 50 percemdicators or dimensions compangih confidence

set up a specific structure to followp the proces$d and only one organized both
workshops.

76. Quality assurance reviewAll repeat assessment draft reports (including the
twelve not included in this stly) were submitted to the PEFA Secretariat for comments
with the exception of two sedssessmentsUganda2008and Dominican Republi2009
(which were nottomparative assessment§he quality review by the PEFA Secretariat
might be considered an impantaelement in providing the stakeholders with assurance as
to the quality of the assessment.

77. To summarize the aboveprocess factors may have contributed to the robustness
of measuring changes over timas indicated in Table Below, the incidence ofjood
features in the assessment process appears to have contributed to increase the level of
comparability the samedoes not seem to applyhen the assessment process show
limited or no @ood processfactors. Table 4 illustratesthe observations of press
factors across the 33 CAmd those with higher and lower degrees of compargbility
percentages are calculated against total number of CAs, total number of CAs comparable
at 86100% and total number of CAs with less than 50% comparabfisyalready
mentionedinformation with respect to government involvement and workshispsot
alwaysprovided in the reportandis often vagueMore likely, theirincidenceis higher

than the information currently availablen time, when more repeat assessments are
available, it would be useful to undertaldow-up work to get a sense of which of these
factors matters more for comparability.

78. Of the process factors considered, only the PEFA Secretariat review of draft

reports did not correlate with the degree ofmparability for the simple reason that all

CAs in the analysis had been reviewed by the Secretariat. However, earlier Monitoring
Reports have demonstrated that the Secretar
stakeholders) contribute significantly improving the compliance rate and therefore the

extent to which indicator scores are appropriately evidenced. The robustness of
comparing PA and CA scores are thus impacted

79. As recognized i n GobdPradides-iA ApBlyng the PRMr i a't f
Performance Measurement Framewnth e a s s e s s mantd be pell manageds

in order to help ensure high quality produc:
more Governmentoés staff w crilical to the ralaility i ot from
governments to exert a strong leadership role is their understanding of the Framework

2 |nformationregarding extent ajovernment involvement and workshdpsiot systematically provided

in all the reportsit is sometimes not sufficiently specific to compreherel diegreen whichthe authorities

got involved in the processhé&refore, this number is likely to be higherg.information available shows
that 20 initial and 19 final workshops were organjzed

% For the twelve RAs not included in this study,alahow that in two cases the authorities have set up a
structure to manage the PEFA evaluation.
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methodology and the process of carrying out a PEFA AssessmentEqu al | y i mpor

the fact that unless there is a well designed and impigdeprocess, this may result in
successive PEFA assessments, updates and revisions which make monitoring
performance changes over time a difficult task and increase the chances of overlooking
performance changes that have occurred in between (e.g. imnianafter several
updates and revisions carried out since the 2005 PEFA assessment, the 2010 assessment
is the first one that explicitly attempts to measure progress).

Table 4: Incidence of process factors in the comparative assessments

Procesdactors All | % CAs % CAs %
CAs comparake comparate
80-100% O 5 (

Total CA 33 | 100% 15 100% 7 100%
Clarity of CN/TOR 24 | 73% 14 93% 4* 57%
Use the same assessmentte| 9 27% 9 60% 0 0%
Government involvemen 12 | 36% 5 33% 0 0%
(specific structure)

Initial & exit workshop 16 | 48% 5 33% 1 14%
Quality assurance review 33 | 100% 15 100% 7 100%

*Includes 3 SNG assessments undertaken alongside with a Federal assessment

80. In conclusionlooking across 33 C&\it is observed thatomparabilityis affected
by the proportion of no score indicators or dimension@ne or both assessmentghich

is higher forcases for which there was inadequate evideibe. degree of comparability
increases when the fszore factor is excluded from the analydikis is valid for both
vertical and h drackirgo stsalle s a n & Ihgashpasgon evierd u d e d
mainly related to different interpretations and new ewnte collected for PAsIn
addition, ®me process factorsnay haveinfluenced the gality of measuring changes
over time The presence of these factors appéafsave contributed to inease the level
of comparability; however, the same is not observeeénits presence is limitedas
shown when cross examinatios done between CA with high and low degree of
compardility.
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Chapter 471 Trends in PFM Performance

4.1 Overview

81. This section examines:

1 Which indicators are changing?

1 Are there patterns athange across different types of indicator and country
characteristics? Across different regions?

1 What are possible explanatory factors?

4.2 Findings

82. Patterns of change were analyzed for all indicators or dimensions where
performance can be validlgompared from one assessment to the next. Thus, these

changes are thought to represent real performance changes, and not simply new ratings

based on better information or different judgments or interpretation. Of all indicator

dimensioms ratings,11% ma i nt ai ned AAO0O scores, 21% i mprov
scores, 9% worsene@l% mai nt ai ned fi B,dand8w®@** didCriot et or e s
themselves to validneasurement of chang€éhe following indicators or dimensions had

the best and worst performance:

1 PI-24 (ii), Timeliness of the issue of-yrear budget reportshad the highest
percentage @percent of AAO scores in.two successi:

1 The next highest percentages were for3PlAggregate revenue oddirn
compared to original approved budgd&b per centand Pi15 (i), Effectiveness
of transfer of tax collections to the Treasury by the revenue administ{&6qrer
cen).

1 Two dimensions: P8 (iii) Extent to which consolidated fiscal data (at least on
revenue and expenditure) is collected amgborted for general government
according to sectoral categorieand P128 (i), Timeliness of examination of audit
reports by the legislature (for reports received within the last three ybatkjhe
highest percentag@9 percent of @A DO successieesasseéssmerttsw o

T The next hi ghest per cent-a23yAvailability offi Do SCO.
information on resources received by service delivery (B&per cent

1 PI-13 (ii), Taxpayer access to information on tax liabilities and administrative
procedureshad the highest percentage of cases with increased scores in two
successive assessmefi8 per cent)

1 Threeindicators or dimensionkad the next highest percentage of cases with
increased scores in two successive assessments4d Rii), Planning and
monitoring of tax audit and fraud investigation prografd2 per cent)PI-12 (ii),

Scope and frequency of debt sustainability anabysdPI-14 (ii), Effectiveness of
penalties for norcompliance with registration and declaration obligatiof&8
per cenk.

1 Four indicators or dimensions had the highest percentage of cases with decreased
scores in two successive assessments23PAvailability of information on

% The total adds up to more than 100 per cent due to rounding.
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resources received by service delivery ur{@d per cent), PL1, Aggregate
expendure outturn compared to original approved budgétl-3, Aggregate
revenue outurn compared to original approved budgand Pi17 (ii), Extent of
consolidation of the(8percent) nment 6s cash

83.  More countries had a higher number of laghor improved scores (23 countries)
than lowest or worsened scores (8 countfigg)dicating a broad and welcome trend of
PFM improvement across the countries surveyed. Of the latter, five were small island
states with challenges not typical of the &rgample, including high vulnerability to
external shocks such as hurricanes and volatile tourism earnings, severe capacity
constraints with higkemigration of skilled human resources, and political instability. The
other three were small African stateghamany of the same challenges.

84. The overall performance patterns can hether analyzed using a methodology
(Andrews, 2009 Porter et al, 200)0that categorizethdicators or dimensions three
pairs( t h e aanlg togselerssindiGators/dimensi® P15 to PF28 as indicators RIL

to P-4 cover PFM system outcomes and performance and not the quality of PFM
systems per $¢°°.

85.  The firstpair contrass PEFAdimensionsvhere a C or better score can be earned
by a new law, oannouncinga new practice, even if it is not implementelé {ure) with
dimensionsthat require actual implementation or significant engagendmtgcto) 2.

For example, in the case of de jure dimensicaH(i), a C score is attained as long as an
annual budget alendar exists, even though there may be substantial delays in
implementation, with not enough time allowed to budget entities to complete detailed
estimates. On the other hand, de facto dimensict2 i) requires that two year forecasts

of fiscal aggregtes are actually produced on a rolling annual basis.

86. The secongbair contrasts PEFAlimensiongelating to budget preparatiauch as
strategic budgeting (multiear forecasting, strategic planning, investment planning, debt
planning); annual budget pragtion; legislative analysis of the annual budget; and the
structure of formal budget documents on the one hapdtream), and dimensions
relating to budget execution such @source management (including cash inflow and
outflow management, procurement, payrolipternal control, internal audit and
monitoring; accounting and reportinggxternal audit; andegislative analysis of audit
reports on the othedéwnstream). The famer deals with the earlier stage of the budget
planning cycle, visible to donors and investors, and would be expected to come up
against less resistance than the latter aspects, which deal with controls and oversight of
actual spending. For example, iretbase of upstream indicator®la C score is attained

as long as the budget is classified using GFS or comparable standards: a formal practice
that can be monitored by donors and investors. On the other hand, downstream elements
deal with more sensiterissues of managing and monitoring actual expenditures. For
example, in the case of downstream indicatei7 P4 C score requires that unreported
extrabudgetary expenditure be no more thatO5percent of total expenditure. This
reduces the opportunityf nortransparent slush funds that in many countries are much

% |n two countries, the number of highest or improved scores was equal to the number of lowest o

b a

wor sened scores. Hi ghest or improved scores are comb
scor e; | owe st or worsened scores are combined because

% The full list for all coded indicators/dimensioissin Annex H.
" Indicators/dimensions were coded independently by three PFM specialists, with any disagreements
discussed and reconciled (Andrews, 2009). For a full coding list, see Annex H.
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greater than this amount, and may be strongly resisted bycwrellected interests
benefiting from such arrangements.

87. The third contrasts PEFA aspects under the control of central, regubaidias,

like the Ministry of Finance doncentrated, with those where multiple agencies or
subnational authorities need to be engageddncentrated. For example, in the case of
concentrated dimension BR (ii) a C score is attained as long as a debtaguability
analysisat least for external deb& technical job that can be done by a small team of
technical staff, has been undertaken during the last three years. On the other hand, the
deconcentrated dimension-P2 (iii) requires costed sector stgies for several major
sectors, requiring participation of several budget entities

88.  While there is overlap among the three pairs, theyadly illustrate form vs.
function As a general rulede jure, upstream and concentrated aspeatsprise the
formal features while de factodownstream and deconcentratamprise the functional
features of a systertatic aalysisby independent research@fSPEFA scores indicates
that C or better scores for thermal features are more commonly achieved than such
scores forfunctionalfeatures. The presumed explanation is thanal progress can be
achieved througladopting a new law, regulation, technicaltool, or focusng on no
more tharma few agencigsr at an early stage in the budget cy@lectional progress is
more difficult to achieve because it is more difficult to coordinate the work of many
agencies, and because reforms actually implemeartanore difficult to monitor, and
may threaten rents and face greater political and bureaucratic opgsition

89. In the same vein, one would expect tf@amal features would be more likely to
maintain top scores or improve, afuhctionalfeaturego maintain low scores or decline.
That is in fact broadly the pattern observed here.fdoheal features are more likely to
improve or be at the highest level, while thanctional features are more likely to
decrease or be at the lowest level. There are many improving and highestisscores
functionalareas, showing that even in the most difficuttaa, high or improving scores
are possible. And yet, the high number of lowest or most declining scofesciional
areassuggests that advances in these areas could be fragile, with a risk of setback.

90. This methodology can be used to help explain the scoring performance indicated
above. The three indicators/dimensions that maintained D scores in the highest
percentage of cases were all examples oftlalee functional features (de facto,
deconcentratednal downstream), where progress would be expected to be relatively
difficult. In the case of the 2 indicators/dimensions indicating the quality of PFM systems
that worsened in the highest percentage of cases, oi28)YRlas also an example of the
threefunctional features, while the other (Rl [ii]) was a case where the challenges of
working downstream in the budget cycle overwhelmed the advantages of being
concentrated and de jure. The two dimensions that maintained A scores in the highest
percentage ofases, and four that improved in the highest percentage of cases, were all
examples under the centralized control of implementing bodies, where one would expect
early stage success, an advantage sufficient to offset the more challenging de facto and
downgream elements of some of these features.

BThe designations fAfor mal 0 |&mddncyfofan indicatorommdanensionr ef er t o
some of which combine both formal and functional features. The designations do not constitute
recommendations as to the sequencing of reforms, as functional reforms may need to be started early.
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91. Similar patterns can be discerned in other aspects of performance. For example,
PI-25ii, Timeliness of submission of the financial statemdratd,the highest percentage

of cases improving from D to A (15%), ansl under the centralized control of an
implementing body, as is the case with1BI(ii), Taxpayer access to information on tax
liabilities and administrative procedurgthat had the highest percentage of cases moving
from C to A (12%) and with P414 (iii), Planning and monitoring of tax audit and fraud
investigation programsthat had the highest percentage of cases moving from C to B
(24%). These well performing dimensions also had some degree of correspondence with
de jure and upstam features, although not as consistently. On the other hand, there was
one category of good performance, the highest percentage of cases moving from D to C,
where one of the two best performing dimensions was an example offihcti®nal
features (dedcto, deconcentrated and downstream),26 (i), Timeliness of submission

of audit reports to legislatur¢l8%). The other best performing dimensi&12 (iii),
Existence of sector strategies with myfltiar costing of recurrent and investment
expenditoe (both 18%) was an example of twdéunctional features (de facto and
deconcentrated). These examples show that determined governments can make headway
on more challenging reforms, perhaps when there is a political opportunity or heightened
support from dvelopment partners.

92. Table 5shows thesummarynumber of highest or improving scores, by dimension
type.The two are combined because itdlBe not p o
formal features on the left dslightly better than théunctionalfeatues on the rightasit

would be expected thatspects under the control of concentrated entities would move
faster, thatlaws and formal rules would need to be in place befirgctional
improvements could take plf¢. However, the differences in percergagare smaller
than might be expecteayith minimal difference between upstream and downstream.
This indicaiesthe complexity of each case where context, donor interventions, patronage
networks, and a host of other factors interact to affect performdimeze are many
highest or improving scores in the thifeactionalareas on the right, showing that even

in themoredifficult areas, high or improving scores are possible.

Table 5: Highest or improving scores, byindicator/dimension type

Dimension type % of scores | Dimension type % of scores
Concentrated 41 De-concentrated 26
De jure 35 Defacto 31
Upstream 33 Downstream 32

93. Table6 looks at lowest or declining scores. Again, the two are combined because

it i sndt possi bl e  Ltawdadimilaripattareis dvideptof ore logks D s ¢ 0 |
at declining scores onlyrhe data show that the functional features on the right are more

likely to have lowest or most declining scores than the formal features on the left. This

may indicate that advancesfunctional areas could be fragile, with a risk of setback.

94. A comparison of tables and table6 also indicates there is a much greater
proportion of formal feature scores that are highest or increasing than of scores that are
lowest or decreasing, asowld be expectedThe differences between formal and
functional scores are greater for the lowest or declining scores than for the highest or
improving scores. That is, functional versus formal seems to matter more at the low end

2 A similar patterris evident if one restricts the analysis to improving scores only.
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of the spectrumthanat the high endYet it is surprising that mong the functional
featuresthere is a slightly higher proportiaf increasingor higher scores than tdwest

or decreasing scoresndicating that reforms are attaining results even in the more
difficult areas.A possible explanation is that it may be easier to improve things which are
working poorly, than things which are already working well (as many of the formal
features are A difference of means test indicates that these results are significant at the
95%levef®.

Table 6: Lowest or declining scores, byndicator/dimension type

Dimension type % of scores | Dimension type % of scores
Concentrated 9 De-concentrated 24
De jure 11 Defacto 23
Upstream 15 Downstream 19

95. Looking at the lowest and most declining scores gives further reason for concern.

Oof the four I ndicators or di mensions that
decreases, and that can be characterized as processes, all were de facto and
deconcentrath and three out of four were downstream. This further emphasizes the
difficulties both of getting out of the starting gate, and of maintaining progress achieved
earlier, in these challengirignctionalareas of PFM.

96. The team also looked at changes in scores of the severrgboral cases, with
results in tablé. Although the expectation was that intervals less than three to five years
would be too short to show progress, in fact the number of improving scorestwally

higher in the shotinterval casesind the number ahcomparablescores also smalleA
possible explanation for the surprisingly high percentage of highest and increasing scores
could be that in all cases of shaorterval CAs, a key motivatinéactor for the CA was

that it was a condition for donor support, creating a possible incentive for showing the
PFM system in the best possible light. It may also have been an incentive for both
government and donors to carry out an early repeat asses#nemtstakeholders were
convinced in advance that a repeat assessment would show significant PFM systems
improvement.

97. Kosovo is an example of a short interval country that made rapid progress,
maintaining an A score or improving in 4gercentof the indicators/dimensions.
According to its CA report, the main reasons included rapid progress in improving the
budget execution system through a financial management information system, chart of
accounts, and single treasury account. Internal aaditcantrol and external audit also
benefited from recent improvements. Mozambique is another such case. According to its
CA report, most improvements were driven by ongoing reforms to revenue collection and
management, to procurement, and to financial mament linked to the ongoing

i mpl ementati on of Mozambi queds financi al
SISTAFE. Some of the improvements resulted from a review of results from the PA, and
many were at advanced stages of design when the PA was being oatriédthough

%1t would be useful at a later stage to add the 12awnparative RAs to the dataset, considering the non
comparability issue as merely increasing the random measurement error. This would help determine if the
same patterns are evident in the larger sampl
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these and other shartterval cases are not typical of the larger sample, they show that
rapid progress is possible for certain types of improvements in favorable contexts.

Table 7: Results of shortinterval CAs compared to overall averags

Short interval country

Overall average

average percentage percentage
"A" scoresmaintained 8% 11%
Increasing scores 31% 20%
"D" scoresmaintained 8% 10%
Decreasing scores 8% 8%
Maintained "B" or "C" scores 22% 21%
Incomparablescores 24% 30%

98. Finally, the teamooked at posible correlations between measgrperformance

and country characteristics. A previous study (de Rer2fl69 used multivariate
regression analysis to compatatic PEFA scores with country characteristics. It found
that M scores are positively associated with GDP per capita, recent economic growth,

and democracy, and negatively associated with natural resource and aid dependency, all

confirming expectations.

99.  Shifting to measting performance, one would also expect niwgaassociations
between maintaining maximum scores and improving scores on the one hand, and
resource and aid dependency on the other. Likewise, one would expect positive
associations with trade, GDP per capita, GDP growth and democracy. An analysis of
correlations found no significant findings. As already discussed in Chapter 2, it was
concluded not to pursue multivariate regressibthis stagdecause of the small sample
size, limited range in the dependent variable, and the subjective nature diflepossi
explanatory variableddowever, it would be useful at a later stage to carry out a test
possibility
the CA because their scores were already high in thé?fcluding the PAscores as

an explanatory variable in the regressione could also analyze factors that differentiate
the 32 countries with CAs from the much larger sample of countries without CAS.
Explanatory variables could include aid (or more narrowly budget suppatumes,

share of aid coming from largest donor, share of aid coming from PEFA partner agencies,

controlingf or t he

country size, democracy and CPIA indicators, etc.

100. A possible reasonfor the lack of significant findings is that the country
characteristics may have twordrary influences: on the one hand richer, more capable,
democratic, fast growing, countries open to trade would be expected to make progress on
improving PFM, but on the other hand, they may have already achieved for these reasons
a high level in the praous assessment, so further progress could be difficult. Likewise,

t hat

devel oped

coun

natural resource and aid dependent countries would be expected to have less incentive for

improving PFM improvement, but on the other hand, they may have started from such a
low level for these reasons in the previous assessment that they were able to show

progress.
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101. In conclusion,formal PFM features where progress can be achieved through
adopting a new law, regulation, or technical tool, or focusinqi@more tham few
agencies, or a@n early stage in the budget cycle are more likely to improve or maintain a
highest score than functional PFM features where progress requires actually
implementing a new law or regulation, or coordinating the work of many agencies, or
working downstreamni the budget cycle. The &&fence is most pronounced fBFM
features where progress can be achieved working with one or a few agencies, Iin
comparison with PFM features where many agencies are involved. Likewise, functional
features are more likely to wemn or maintain a lowest score than formal features. Both
formal and functional features have higher proportions of highest and increasing scores,
vs. lowest and worsening scores, although differences between the formal features are
greater than between rfational features. These results of dynamic patterns of PEFA
scores are broadly in line with static results. However, some aspects of the results, such
as the higher proportion of increasing or highest scores than for worsening or lowest
scores for functioal features, are enc@ging, showing that even in the more difficult
areas progresss possible.

102. Further analysis was done short interval cases, showitigat rapid progress is
possible for certain types of improvements in favorable contexts. Eintlyas not
possible to find any statisally significant patterns of change across different types of
country characteristics.

103. The reasondehind the trends identified here.e. whether trends in PFM were
mainly due to theemporary capacity provideoly foreign experts, or to changes in the
macro environment, or to genuine government refoinagse beyond the scope of this
report, butmay be studed in connection withthe ongoing multdonor evaluation study

of support to PFM reform. The rapidly increasing amount of data from PEFA repeat
assessmentould be useful for that exercise.
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104.

Chapter 5 - Recommendations

Basedon these findings, a number eécommendationgre made several of

which have featured in previous monitoring repofise PEFA Secretariashould take
the following actions:

1 Revie the existing documents with respect to the assessment préacds®© R

105.

Checklist, fiGood Practices in Applying the PFMerformance Measurement
Frameworlh, i Re p e a't As s e s s me)nnt ordé uohidghdightctee Not e
necessity to (i) include in the CN/TOR a specific reference to the Secretariat
guidance notes, (ii) plan for additional time and resources for analyzing shange

(iif) submit the CN/TOR to the Secretariat for commeatsl (iv) ensure transfer

of detailed information from the PA to the CA assessors by including some
overlap in team members (or at least soliciting collaboration from thée&A

leader) and proding comments from stakeholders and the PEFA Secretariat on

the PA.

Revise the existing training material in order to highlight the issues raised in the
previous point.

Examine indicator dimensions with high Roomparability to see whether
difficulties in comparison call for clarification of the framework and guidance to
assessorsand to determineif changes in the minimum requirements for the
dimension score should be considered.

Lead agencieshould ensure that a number of good practices aremgnted:

CN/TORs should be as specific as possible with respect to what is expected from
the repeat assessment, as called for inthe PEEAC r et ar i at A Repeat
Gui dance Noteo.

CN/TORs need to bsufficiently detailed in specifying how the assessors should
incorporate comparison with the PA in the CA report and allow time to verify the
basis on which earlier scores have been assigned.

CN/ TORs must include provisions that the assessneamrecods all relevant
information (e.g. on a CD) in a way that can be understood bendasly
accessible by other experts.

CN/TORs should be included as an annex to the draft/final assessment reports

CN/TORs should bsubject to aquality assurance process (peeview) by the
PEFASecretariat to ensure that the aboviagoare adequately implemented.

There should be a practice of providing to the CA assessor team all the relevant
information and documents from the previous assessmentse Tihaude final
report and comments from stakeholders, and from the Secretariat.

Lead agencies should facilitate the contact between the previous and current
assessment team leaders, even if this requires the provision of extra time and
implies extra cads.
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1 Specific reasons should be provided to the Secretariat on its comments to
CN/TORs and the assessments if the comments are not agreed to.

106. When carrying out a repeat assessmetfie Assessorshould take intoaccount
the following:

1 Follow theadvi ce of t he PEFA Secretariat 6s
Not eo.

1 Request the assessment manager (lead agency) for information on the previous
assessment (drafts and final reports and comments from the quality review
process).

1 Request the lead agenoydstablish contact with the previous assessment team.
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Annex A: Comparative PEFA Assessments

1st Assessment 1st Repeat Assessmen 2nd Repeat
Region Country Assessment
Lead Date of Lead Date of Lead Date of
Agency Report Agency Report Agency Report

AFR Burkina Faso EC Apr. 07 Govt Jun. 10
AFR Ethiopia EC Oct. 07 EC Oct. 10

EthiopiaBenishangul
AFR Region EC Oct. 07 EC Jul. 10

EthiopiaHarari
AFR Region EC Oct. 07 EC Jul. 10

Ethiopia-Oromiya
AFR Region EC Oct. 07 EC Jul. 10
AFR Ghana WB Jun. 06 EC EC
AFR Guinea Bissau WB Jun. 06 EC May 09
AFR Kenya DFID Jul. 06 EC Mar. 09
AFR Lesotho WB Jun. 07 DFID Jul. 09
AFR Madagascar EC May 06 WB May 08
AFR Malawi EC Jul. 05 EC Aug. 06 EC Jun. 08
AFR Mozambique EC Mar. 06 Norway | Feb. 08
AFR Sierra Leone DFID Dec. 07 DFID Sep. 10
AFR Swaziland EC Jan. 07 WB May 10
AFR Tanzania WB May 06 DFID May 10
AFR Uganda EC May 06 WB Jun. 09
AFR Zambia DFID Dec. 05 Govt Jun. 08
EAP Samoa EC Oct. 06 Govt Apr. 10
EAP Timor Leste EC Feb. 07 IMF Jun. 10
EAP Tonga AusAID Sep. 07 AusAID | May 10
EAP Vanuatu EC Jul. 06 EC Nov. 09
ECA Kosowo WB Mar. 07 Govt May 09
ECA Kyrgyz Republic DFID Jan. 06 SECO | Dec. 09
ECA Moldova EC Apr. 06 WB Jul. 08
ECA Seabia WB Feb. 07 Govt Sep. 10
LAC Barbados EC Oct. 06 EC Jul. 10
LAC Dominica EC Apr. 07 EC Jun. 10
LAC Dominican Republic | EC Nov. 07 EC Sep. 10
LAC St. Kitts and Nevis EC Apr. 07 EC Dec. 09
LAC St. Lucia EC Oct. 06 EC Feb. 10
LAC Trinidad and Tobago| EC Jun. 06 EC Dec. 08
SAR Afghanistan WB Dec. 05 WB Jun. 08
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Annex B: PEFA Repeat Assessmentsot considered
o0Comparativebo

1st Assessment 2nd Assessment

Region Country Lead Date of Lead Date of

Agency Report Agency Report

Central African
AFR Republic WB Jun. 08 EC Jul. 10
AFR Ghana DFID Sep. 05 WB Jun. 06
AFR Sao Tome & Principel WB Jun. 07 EC Jan. 10
AFR Togo WB Jun. 06 EC Mar. 09
Auditor

AFR Uganda EC May 06 General Mar. 08(*)
EAP Lao PDR EC May 06 WB Jun. 10
EAP Papua New Guinea | WB Sep. 05 WB Mar. 09
LAC Bolivia Government| Oct. 07(*) WB Aug. 09
LAC Dominican Republic | EC Nov. 07 Government| Nov. 09(*)
LAC Grenada EC Sep. 06 EC Mar. 10
LAC Honduras WB Jun. 06 EC Apr. 09
Other | U.K. - Montserrat EC Sep. 09*) IMF Dec. 09

(*) The Secretariat did not receive a request from a stakeholder in the assessment process
to undertake a review of the draft PEFA assessment rd@anefore, thde?EFA
Secretariat did not issue a review and comments to the lead institution.

0 CAR - RA does not measumgerformance changesRescoring made in table is

not justified.

o Ghana The June 2006 repamade no reference to the September 2005 report.

0 St Tomé &Principe- RA does not refer to 2006 PA

o Togo- PA was not a PEFAsector PERS/CFAA/PEFA). RA does noteasure
performance changes

o Uganda- the assessment did not use the 2005 assessment for measuring
performance change.

o Lao- Scores of partial 2006 PEFA assessment were not cited or used in the 2010
assessment.

o Papua New Guineathe report does not make attempt to compare to earlier PEFA
ratings.

o Boliviai RA did not use the 2007 "sedfssessment” for measuring performance
changes; it mentions the 2007 self assessment but no comparison was envisaged.

o Dominican Repblic - is a self assessment, presented as training for Government
officials, prior to the 2010 RA. It does not make reference to the prior assessment of
2007.

0 Grenadi the RAmade no reference to the PA

0 Honduras PEFA2009 does naheasure performance changeer time

0 UK Montserrat- A PEFA assessment was made in 2008 but there is no reference
to the scores in the 2009 assessment.
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Annex C: Dimension score cominations between a previous
and a repeat assessment
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Annex D: Countries with a baseline completegbrior to June
30" 2006(i.e. over 4 ¥ years agpthat have yet to complete a

repeatassessment
Date on
the cover Current status of
Lead of the comparative
Country Donor | Published Status report assessment
Bangladesh WB Yes Finalized Apr-06 | Ongoing
Republic of Congo EC Yes Finalized Mar-06 | No information availablg
Syria IMF No Finalized Mar-06 | No information availablg
Ugandalocal Governmen{ EC No Substantially Dec05 | Planned
Fiji Islands WB No Finalized Jun05 | No information availableg
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Annex E: Percentage of indicator dimensionsghat can be
compared with confidenceacross CAs byassessmentvh en fno
SCoOor e emovedr e

Average = 81%

33 comparative assessment observatior

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of total comparable indicators/dimension
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Annex F. Percentage of scores that can be compared with
confidence across CAs for each indicator dimensionwhen ino
score® are removed

74 indicators/dimensions
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Legend®:

D-1 (i), P114 (ii), P26 (iii), P4L4 (iii), P2 (ii), D1 (ii), D3, PHLL (i), P+LL (iii), PL3 (ii), PLL6 (ii),

P28 (i), P28 (ii), P28 (iii), P25 (i), PLL8 (i), P21 (ii), PLL7 (i), PAL7 (iii), PLLO, Pi11 (ii), P2

(iii), P¥22 (ii), P24 (ii), P24 (iii), PL4 (i), PR3, D2 (ii), Pi15 (ii), P21 (i),PF21 (iii), PR7 (i), B
2 (i), P18 (iii), P122 (i), P8 (ii), P116 (i), PR6 (i), PAL7 (i), PAL8 (ii), PLL8 (iii), PR7 (v), PB, PHL5
(iii), P#4 (ii), P19 (i), P42 (i), PR4 (i), PR5 (i), PAL3 (i), PR0 (iii)

PHL2 (iv), P19 (ii), P125 (iii), P4L8 (iv), PALO (i), PR3, P15, P127 (i), PR7 (ii), PAL3 (i), PALO (iii), P4

1960% | 50 (i), PI7 (i) , PA15 (i), PR, PHL6 (ili), P4 (i), P26 (ii), P (i), PR20 (i), PAL, PHL9 (i), PI7 (i)

31 The indicators are listed in descending order. For example, indicakdi)is at 100% while RRO (iii)
is the closest to 80%.
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Annex G: Percentagebreakdown of comparable, no score and
incomparable CAs

Indicator/ Compared No Indicator/ Compared No
: . with Incomparable . . with Incomparable
Dimension confidence Score Dimension confidence Score

PH1 64% 3% 33% PH18 (i) 79%| 12% 9%
P12 67% 6% 27% P18 (ii) 73%| 12% 15%
PI3 76% 0% 24% P18 (iii) 73%| 12% 15%
PH4 (i) 36% 48% 15% P18 (iv) 67%| 12% 21%
PH4 (i) 64% 21% 15% P19 (i) 67%| 12% 21%
PI5 76% 0% 24% PF19 (ii) 58% 9% 33%
PL6 82% 0% 18% P19 (iii) 67% 9% 24%
PL7 (i) 42% 30% 27% P20 (i) 67% 9% 24%
PF7 (ii) 58% 21% 21% P20 (i) 61% 9% 30%
P18 (i) 52% 24% 24% P20 (iii) 73% 9% 18%
P18 (ii) 64% 24% 12% P21 (i) 76%| 12% 12%
P18 (iii) 67% 21% 12% P21 (ii) 79%| 12% 9%
PO (i) 64% 21% 15% PE21 (iii) 76%| 12% 12%
P9 (ii) 52% 33% 15% P22 (i) 82% 3% 15%
P10 88% 0% 12% P22 (ii) 82% 6% 12%
P11 (i) 85% 6% 9% PI23 79% 9% 12%
P11 (i) 82% 6% 12% P24 (i) 76% 6% 18%
PHL1 (iii) 85% 6% 9% P24 (ii) 82% 6% 12%
P12 (i) 76% 6% 18% P24 (iii) 82% 6% 12%
P12 (ii) 73%| 21% 6% PE25 (i) 76%| 6% 18%
P12 (iii) 82% 6% 12% P25 (ii) 82% 9% 9%
P12 (iv) 73% 6% 21% P25 (iii) 70% 9% 21%
P13 (i) 70% 6% 24% P26 (i) 76% 9% 15%
P13 (ii) 85% 6% 9% P26 (ii) 64% 9% 27%
P13 (iii) 73% 9% 18% PF26 (iii) 85%| 9% 6%
P14 (i) 79% 9% 12% P27 (i) 64%| 15% 21%
PHL4 (i) 88% 9% 3% P27 (ii) 64%| 15% 21%
P14 (iii) 82% 12% 6% PE27 (iii) 73%| 15% 12%
PHL5 (i) 39% 45% 15% P27 (V) 70%| 15% 15%
PH15 (ii) 76% 12% 12% P28 (i) 85% 6% 9%
PH15 (iii) 67% 18% 15% P28 (ii) 85% 6% 9%
PF16 (i) 79% 6% 15% P28 (iii) 85%| 6% 9%
PH16 (i) 85% 6% 9% D-1 (i) 42%| 58% 0%
P16 (iii) 67% 6% 27% D-1 (ii) 33%| 64% 3%
PHL7 (i) 73% 18% 9% D-2 (i) 55%| 36% 9%
P17 (ii) 73% 12% 15% D-2 (i) 58%| 33% 9%
PE17 (iii) 73% 18% 9% D3 58%| 36% 6%
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Annex H: Percentage breakdown othanges in CAs across indicators and dimensions

Indicator/ | Ato | Increasing| D to | Decreasing Maintained | No Score/ Indicator/ | Ato | Increasing 8 Decreasing Maintained | No Score/

Dimension| A scores D scores BorC Incomparable Dimension| A scores D scores BorC Incomparable
PHL 18% 18%| 6% 18% 3% 36%| | PH18 (i) 21% 18%| 15% 15% 9% 21%
P2 12% 12%| 15% 9% 18% 33%| | PH18 (ii) 15% 24%| 6% 9% 18% 27%
PI3 45% 9%| 0% 18% 3% 24%| | PH18 (iii)) | 21% 27%| 3% 6% 15% 27%
PH4 (i) 21% 6% | 3% 3% 3% 64%/| | PF18 (iv) 0% 21%| 6% 12% 27% 33%
PH4 (ii) 6% 21%| 6% 12% 18% 36%| | PHL9 (i) 0% 30%| 27% 6% 3% 33%
PI5 9% 15%| 0% 6% 45% 24% | | PF19 (ii) 0% 15%| 3% 12% 27% 42%
PI6 15% 36%| 0% 0% 30% 18%| | P19 (iii) 3% 18%| 15% 9% 21% 33%
PL7 (i) 24% 3%| 3% 9% 3% 58% | | PF20 (i) 3% 24%| 6% 9% 24% 33%
PH7 (ii) 9% 18%| 6% 6% 18% 42%| | P20 (ii) 0% 18%| 6% 3% 33% 39%
P18 (i) 27% 12%| 3% 6% 3% 48%| | P20 (iii) 0% 21%| 3% 6% 42% 27%
PE8 (ii) 18% 15%| 6% 15% 9% 36%| | PE21 (i) 6% 21%| 27% 0% 21% 24%
P8 (iii) 12% 6% | 39% 6% 3% 33%| | PE21 (ii) 0% 33%| 12% 12% 21% 21%
PO (i) 0% 12%| 3% 9% 39% 36%| | PF21 (iii) 3% 18%| 27% 12% 15% 24%
PHO (ii) 15% 12%| 18% 0% 6% 48%| | Pk22 (i) 6% 33%| 6% 6% 30% 18%
PH10 3% 27%| 3% 9% 45% 12%| | P22 (ii) 6% 30%| 15% 6% 24% 18%
PHLL (i) 21% 9% | 0% 15% 39% 15%/| | P23 6% 9% | 33% 21% 9% 21%
PHL1 (ii) 21% 27%| 0% 12% 21% 18%| | P24 (i) 21% 18%| 0% 12% 24% 24%
PHL1 (iii) | 24% 21%| 12% 12% 15% 15%| | Pk24 (i) | 48% 21%| 0% 3% 9% 18%
PF12 (i) 0% 24%| 0% 6% 45% 24%| | PE24 (i) | 21% 24%| 3% 9% 24% 18%
PF12 (i) 18% 39%| 3% 6% 6% 27%| | PE25 (i) 12% 18%| 9% 15% 21% 24%
PF12 (iii) 0% 27%| 24% 15% 15% 18%/| | P25 (ii) 30% 27%| 9% 6% 9% 18%
PH12 (iv) 0% 24%| 18% 9% 21% 27%)| | PE25 (iii) | 12% 21%| 6% 3% 27% 30%
PF1L3 (i) 9% 12%| 0% 6% 42% 30%| | PE26 (i) 0% 30%| 12% 9% 24% 24%
PF13 (ii) 15% 48%| 0% 3% 18% 15%/| | Pk26 (ii) 0% 30%| 9% 12% 12% 36%
P13 (iii) 6% 24%| 0% 3% 39% 27%| | P26 (iii) 3% 24%| 15% 9% 33% 15%
PH14 (i) 3% 21%| 3% 3% 48% 21%| | PE27 (i) 9% 15%| 0% 6% 33% 36%
PF14 (i) 3% 39%| 0% 15% 30% 12%| | P27 (ii) 6% 24%| 6% 6% 21% 36%
PF14 (iii) 0% 42%| 3% 6% 30% 18%/| | PF27 (iii)) | 18% 15%| 15% 9% 15% 27%




PHL5 (i) 3% 9%/ 21% 6% 0% 61%| | P27 (v) | 3% 6%| 0% 18% 42% 30%
PHL5 (i) | 36% 21%| 0% 3% 15% 24%| |PK28 () | 15% 12%| 39% 15% 3% 15%
PHL5 (jii) | 18% 18%| 18% 9% 3% 33%| |PK28 (i) | 6% 24%)| 30% 12% 12% 15%
PHI6 () | 15% 30%| 6% 6% 21% 21%)| | Pk28 (i) | 0% 12%| 33% 6% 33% 15%
PHL6 (ii) 3% 27%| 6% 15% 33% 15%| | D-1 (i) 15% 12%| 6% 9% 0% 58%
PHL6 (i) | 12% 9%/ 3% 6% 36% 33%| | D-1 (ii) 3% 12%| 9% 9% 0% 67%
PHL7 (i) 9% 21%| 0% 3% 39% 27%| | D-2 (i) 3% 12%| 15% 6% 18% 45%
PHL7 (ii) 6% 30%| 0% 18% 18% 27%| | D-2 (ii) 0% 18%| 21% 3% 15% 42%
PHL7 (i) | 12% 24%| 0% 6% 30% 27%| | D3 0% 9% | 39% 6% 3% 42%
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Annex |: PFM coding methodologydeveloped by M. Andrews

PEFA
Dimension
No.

De
jure

De
facto

Concentrated

Deconcentrated

Upstream

Downstream

PIl-5

[EEN

PI-6

PI-7i

PI-7ii

PI-8i

PI-8ii

PI-8iii

PI-9i

PI-9ii

PI-10

PI-11i

pi-11ii

PI-11iii

PI-12i

PI-12ii

PI-12iii

Pl-12iv

PI-13i

PI-13ii

pi-13iii

Pl-14i

PI-14ii

PI-14iii

PI-15i

PI-15ii

PI-15iii

PI-16i

PI-16ii

PI-16iii

PI-17i

PI-17ii

PI-17iii

PI-18i

PI-18ii

PI-18iii

PI-18iv

PI-19i

oO|lOo|R,|IO|O|FRP|FP|IP|IO|O|P|IO|O|O|FP|O|FRP|FPIFPIFPOCIOCIFRPIOCIO|IFR|FRP|IP|IO|IO|IO|IO|R,|O|O|F

Rlr|lo|lr|lkr|lOo|lO|O|rR|FR|O|FR|R|R|lO|rRr|O|o|o|O|rR|rR|Oo|lrR|rRr|O|Oo|O|rR|R|R|FR|lO|lR|R|O|O

o|lo|o|o|o|r|r|kr|o|Oo|lrR|R|R|O|lR|R|PR|R|R|R|lC|O|R|R|O|R|R|R|lo|O|OC|O|R|OC|O|R|kK

Rr|lRr|RP|([FP|PIO|lO|lO|(FR|P|O|O|O|PrP|O|OCO|O|O|OO|OC|FR|FP|O|O|Rr|O|lO|O|FRP|FP|FP|P|O|FR|RLR|O|O

OO0 |0O|0O|0O|0O|0O|0O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|CO|O|OCO|O|FPIFP|IFPIPIFPIFPIFPIFPIOCIOCIOC|P|IFPIOC|OC|F|F

RlRriRrRPR[PRP|RP|RP|RP|P|P|[P|[P|P|RP|RP|RP|R|Fr|r|Oo|jlOo|jo|o|o|0o|o|Oo|r|rR|rRr|O|lO|R|R|O|O




PI-19ii

PI-19iii

PI-20i

P1-20ii

PI-20iii

PI-21i

PI-21ii

PI-21iii

PI-22i

PI-22ii

PI-23

Pl-24i

PI-24ii

PI-24iii

PI-25i

PI-25ii

PI-25iii

PI-26i

PI-26ii

PI-26ii

PI-27i

PI-27ii

PI-27iii

PI-27iv

PI-28i

PI-28ii

PI1-28iii

O|0O|O|FR,|FPIP|IFPIOOC|I0O|(PIO|0O0O|0O(P|O|O|0O|O|P|O|O(RL|O|FL|O

Rk |r|lojlo|lo|lo|r|kRr|R|O|FR|R|[R|lFR|lO|lR|R|R|R|O|FR|FR|O|lR|O|R

oO|O|l0O|O|O0O|O|O|O|O|O0|(FP|FP|IO|/P|IPIPO|O|/P|IO|/lO/O|O|O|O|O|O

RrlRr(Pr[PR|P|RP|RPR|R|R|Rr|O|O|rR|O|lOo|O|Rr|R|O|R|P|IRPR|IRIR|IR|R|R

O|O|O|FRP|IFPIFPIFPIOO|I0O0O|0O|0O/0O|0O|0O|0O|0O|0O|0O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O

Rlkr|(kr|ojlo|lo|o|r|krR|R|FP|IRPIRPRIRP|[RP|I[R|R|R|R|RP|IP|IRP|IRPRIPRR|R|R
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