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BANGLADESH

Summary Overview of Impact

Government has conducted PFM reforms for over nearly
20 years. The recentlyimplemented reform programme
(SPEMP) is structured to support the Government
through a WB multi-donor trust fund, aligned to the
principles of the Paris Declaration.

PEFA Assessment undertaken in 2006 had limite
ownership by senior management and modified PEF/
methodology was used for the Assessment raisin
guestions about validity of exercise. Credibility of score
was not accepted by the Government.

Since 2006 otkr diagnostics have been undertaken t
assess the current status of the reform and targets for th
reform program.

An up to date, internationally recognised diagnostic
(PEFA) will complement what has already been done
provide more framed information for DPs to make
decisions on budget support programs. (EU and othe
donors are planning support through Swaps to the healtt
and education sector; and WB and IMF are also planning
budget support operation).

The GoB has been more involved in the process

devdoping the 2010 Assessment than in 2005. A robu
and transparent process will be vital to gaining the
Government 0s trust and é
Framework.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertakg

(TORs issued, consultarggarted 9 Previous PEFA Assessment completed in July 2005 by
work, field visit begun/ended, draft wB for.lnclusmn In 20062009 CAS.
completed) agreed to conduct a PAB review to measure progress a
implement better practices.
1.2 Institutional involvement of . .
DPs: 1 2010 is being lead by the WorRhnk.
1 Expected involvementother DPs involved through an initi
0 Lead donor(s) workshop, consultation and sharing of drafts of the PEFA
o Other donors sector assessments. IMF will partner the WB tean
H h reviewing aggregate indicators.
0 Lnx\éveci;\év?g I\cl)veeirr?vtolt\e/)é d prd 9 Actual involvemeni 2010 Assessment is onigg.
assessment
0 How were they involved in
practice
1.3 Institutional involvement of Propqsgd i ) ) .
9 Ministry of Finance is primary counterpart and coordinatot

government:
Preassessment institutional

the assessment.




structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

T

Actual Arrangements

T

It is proposed that the MoF will constitute a counterpart te
to undertake and support the completion of the assessme

GOB facilitaed the assessment which was conducted by
and IMF staff, with a consultant funded by the WB. Canao
participated in assessment meetings.

Donor representatives attended wtgpmeeting.

1.4 What was the background to th
origin of the PEFAassessment?

PEFA Assessment undertaken in 2006 had limited owne
by senior management and modified PEFA methodology
used for the Assessment raising questions about validi
exercise. Credibility of scores was not accepted by
Government.

In addition to PEIR and other reviews by WB and DPs,
SPEMP has undertaken in depth M&E exercise to as
current status of the reform and targets for the ref
program.

Up to date, internationally recognised diagnostic (PEFA)
complement what haslready been done; provide ma
framed information for DPs to make decisions on buc
support programs. (EU and other donors are planning su
through Swaps to the health and education sector; ang
and IMF are also planning budget support operation)

1.5Describe how PEFA
was carried out
(methodology), including
whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop
Standalone or integrated
assessment. Note
differences between variol
assessments, if applicable

=

Proposed stand alone assessment.
Initial half day workshop to explain PEFA indicators ¢g
process.

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g|
draft, final)

Draft report in progress (as at November 2010).

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA
website, on Government wetssi
published for public access, other.

2005 PEFA Report is not publically available.

1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? Wet
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used,|
process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

Approximately 5 years repeat assessment currently undel
preparation.

1.9 Other background describe the
status of the PFM reforr

programme. Extent of governme

Over the
institutions have gone

last 20 years, Bangladesh's PFM policies
through @rocess of increments




management/leadership of PH
reform programme.

transforméion, beginning with Reforms in Budgeting a
Expenditure Control ( RI BEC)
Financial Management Reform Programme (FMRP) which end
2008 and the SPEMP (discussed below).

1 Notable achievements include : (i) the consolidation
amendment ofthe PFM regulatory framework; (i) th
computerization of the budget process and developme
new budget classification system; (iii) introduction of
Public Money and Budget Magament Act 2009 to ensure t
accountability of public resources to Parliament; (iv) r
procurement rules and piloting ofpeocurement (2008); (v
improving the integration of capital and recurre
expenditure programs. Th&overnment also establishe
the Financial Management Academy to develop
capacity of PFM staff.

9 The Financial Management Reform Strategy and Medium 1
Rolling Acton Pl an (2006) |l ai d
objectives and priorities over the next five years. Tk
included: a)maintaining aggregate fiscal discipline thougl
medium term macroeconomic and budget framework
allocating resources in accordance with Government prio
as reflected in NSAPRI; c) promoting efficient use ofyblic
resources through omputerizaion and enhance
transparency and accountability; and d) streagthg the
role and performance of the Comptroller and Aud
General (C&AG).

1 The MDTF entited 6 St rengt heni ng
Management Program (SPEMP)
funded by DFID, EU, Netherlands, and DANIDA, and
administered by the World Bank. The SPEMP is built aro
threekey priority areas: (i) budget prepdéion and executiorn
(ii) internal and external auditing; and (iii) legislative a
public oversight. In addition to these projects, the SPEN
plans to annually provide a seriek gractical, justin-time
analytical and technical assistance programs to comple
the three standlone projects and to enhance demand
voice for better public financial managent through linking
PFM with service deliveryThe Government has shown
strong commitment using SPEMP to support its own kg
grown PFM reform strategy.

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure  of  thy
governmenddonor dialogue on PFI

1 Govenment/DP dialogue centres around the SPEMP fut
by a basket of donors; thus there is a single framework ar
which DPs can engage with government.

1 Government does play an executive role in manageme
SPEMP.

! National Strategy for Poverty Reduction.



1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the doner
donor dialogue on PFM

9 Dialogue based around SPEMP. Steering Committee

1 WB takes the lechin PFM issues in Bangladesh.

Donor Committee established, or will be established for t
beneficiary institutions in SPEMP (i.e. the MOF, Audi
General and Parliament)

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover‘ﬂ n/a
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results
2.2 Describe level of government T Expected| 't 1s propose d. that
involvement inassessment proceiss involvement data preparation, meetings with the Assess
who was involved. who led the team and preparation of a self assessment.
process (involvem’ent in 1 Actuali Self as_sessment was not done. GOB facilita_ted
management of process), how wet assessment which was conducted by WB I staff, with
they involved a consultant funded by the WB. 2010 PEFA Assessme
ongoing (as at November 2010).
1 n/a

2.3Government assessment of
quality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessnte

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

T

n/a

3.2Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proceés
who was involved, who led the
procesginvolvement in
management of process), how wet
they involved

n/a

3.3DP assessment of
quality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includirige level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

n/a

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

=

To provide the GoB with an objective, indicator |
assessment of the countryd

To provide an update of the 2006 PEFA Assessment.
Inputs for development partners in their country sys




assessment for potéalt budget support programs (EU
planning support through Swaps to the health and educ
sector; and IMF is also planning budget support operation

1 To provide a baseline for SPEMP.

4. Government use of PEFA posassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFApost
assessment

T N/A

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 N/A

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

T N/A

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried oul
or are planned (e.qg. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasoifsr
undertaking these.

T N/A

4.5What, if any, changes/activities
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change!
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways?

T N/A

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1T NA

471'n stakehol der
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

1T NA

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/ T N/A
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

T N/A

5.2 What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support k
DP) have resulted from the PEFA
assessment (decisions by DP
directly related to PEFA

assessment), e.g. new PFM suppc




projects beinglanned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements i
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
supportassistance, new institutione
structures for DFDP ccoperation

N/A

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lead
to reductions in the number and/or|
nature of PFM assessments?

N/A

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements i
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialgue on PFM resulted
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

N/A

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

N/A

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

N/A




6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

DFID/GOB Assessment of the Impact of Financial
Management Reforms in Bangladesh 1992 to 2006 (2007

WB Public Sector Accounting and Auditing Gap Analysis
(2007)

WB Public Expenditure and Institutional Review (PEIR)
(2009)

DFID Fiduciary Risk Assessment(@9).

6.2 Does the government have None.

multi-year programme of diagnost

instruments  supported by |

development partners?

6.3 What is the role of governme Government 6s role is | i mi

counterparts in developing ai
carrying out PFM assessments?

in meetings and reviewing and commenting on draft repor

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number (
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt 1
identify trendsi less/more; use @
drill drill -downs; more

On the evidence of the diagnostics listed in 6.1 ak
Bangladesh is not heavily diagnosed.

Development of more donor coordinatioh PFM activities
around government owned programme (SPEMP).

In addition to PEIR and other reviews by WB and DPs,
SPEMP has undertaken in depth M&E exercise to as
current status of the reform and targets for the ref
program.

Up to date, intarationally recognised diagnostic (PEFA) W
complement what has already been done; provide 1
framed information for DPs to make decisions on bug
support programs.




6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fq
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatid
of the project)?

1 Assessment of the Impact of Financial Magragnt Reformsg
T(1) review of i mpact of
(2) lessons learnt for future funding.

6.1PEIR - Diagnostic to influence the policy dialogue ab
financial management policies and institutions and suppor
ongoing design ahimplementation of the next stage of the P
reform program (2002014).

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differe
assessment tools used e.g. ¢
feeding into another or one decid
as a drikdown following a PEFA
assessment.

1 None atthe stage. DPs noted that some Sector F
assessments may be required which would build on
findings of the PEFA assessment.

6.2As noted above this Assessment will form a baseling
progress on PFM reforms and is important to enable dong
make @erational decisions on budget support and use of co
systems.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 Government of the Republic of Bangladesh/Department for International Developmen
Assessment of the Impact of Financial Management Reforms in Bangladesh 1992 to 2006 (J
2007).Includes a comparison of results in 2006 with those from the 2005 exercise).

1 World Bank Bangladesh Country Assistance Strategy (2068009) 1 with Annex containing
updated PEFA scores. (2007)

1 Bangladesh Public Expenditure and Institutional Reviewi Towards a Better Quality of Public
Expenditure World Bank April 15 2009

1 Bangladesh:Strengthening Public Expenditure Management Program (SPEMRInghun Chg
(World Bank). Presentation to Regional Seminar on Financial Oversights and Role of the
Accounts Committee; November 10, 2009.

1 World Bank Bangladesh Country Assistance Stratgy (20112014)

Documents in bold indicate those in which Bangladesh PEFA Assessments are explicitly cited.

8. Persons Consulted

Tony Bennett Consultant
Junghan Chod World Bank
Salahuddin Khar EU

Mohan Nagarajaih World Bank




BARBADOS

Summary Overview of Impact

Limited engagement by government in PEFA exercisie
some officials have found the document a useful hig
level summary of PFM strengths and weaknesseStill a
perception that the Assessment is aexternal exercise,
driven primarily and as requirement for EC budget
support.

Government has its own reform agenda which predate
PEFA and is largely independent of DPs. Some suppo
to individual PFM reforms is provided by DPs on
request from the government. More recently (Spring
2011) the Government has been developing a PF
Action Plan which builds on the findings of the PEFA
Assessment.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertak
(TORs issued, consultants started
work, field visitbegun/ended, draft
report completed, final report
completed)

= =4 -8 —a -

TOR Issued March 2010

First Mission- Field Worki 7-28 May 2010
Draft Report Issued June 2010

Second missioih June 2010

Final Draft Reporti July 20107 90 pages including
Annexes (200668 Pages).

1 Final Report i Approved by the Cabinet (withot
amendments to the July 2010 draft) in January 2011
éL).PZI.nstltutlonaI involvement of o Lead Donoii EC
s: . . .
o Other Donord IADB attended exit workshop and provid
0 Lead donor(s) verbal comments.

(0]

(0]

Other donors

In what way were they
expected to be involved pr¢
assessment

How were theynvolved in
practice

Expected institutional involvemerit EC provided financg
for the assessment. Expected to be consultations with
DPs working in the country

Actual institutional involvement Representatives fror
EC, IADB, CARTAC and CDB were present at t
stakeholder workshops.




1.3 Institutional involvement of

government: 1 Pre assessment workshop (ha_lf day)_ was held with Minig
o of Finance officials at start of field mission.
Ptreafsesfsmgnt |Inst|tut|(inafl 1 Interviews heldvith Government officials
Sor\ljgrﬁrrﬁeg[ I(gvc;f\;?)nr;errr:ec;tin 5): 9 Short follow up mission was held in July 20iL@onclusions
?eference roup’? If s0. who 9s): presented to officials and representatives of the develop
. group: ’ partners at a further workshop.
involved?
Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment
1.4 What was the background to tk ,
i The PEFA Assessment is sponsored by the Eurof

origin of the PEFA assessment?

Commission as part of the analysis undertaken to deter
the future eligibility of Barbados for continuing dirg
European Union (EU) budget support.

1.3 Describe how PEFA
was carried out
(methodology), including
whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop
Standalone or integrated
assessment. Note
differences between
various assessments, if
applicable.

= =9

E ]

Standalone assessment (both 2006 and 2010)

Assessment carried out by two international consult
allocated 66 days; 4 (home country) + 40 (first mission)
(second mission) + 6 (home country to finalise report).

The 2006 Assessment only provided for 1 consultant an
days.

Draft report include an analysis of the movements
indicators between 2006 and 2010.

1.4 Current status of report(s) (e.g

draft, final) 1 Final Draft Report issued in July 2010.
’ f Final Reporti Approved by the Government (witho
amendments to the July 2010 draftpanuary 2011
1.5Extent of public availability of 1 2006 ADraft Final Reportd

PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA
website, on Government website,
published for public access, other.

PEFA or EC website.




1.6 What was the gap between the

first and second assessment? We T First assessmeitOctober 2006

there any significant changes to th 1 Repeat Assessmentuly 2010

process followed (consultant used 1 The 2006 EFA Assessment was conducted by
process of preparing assessment consultant (32 days). Different consultants contracted fo
etc.)? Why? 2010 Assessment.

1 Terms of reference for 2010 Assessment emphasize
importance of providing a comparison between the bas
situation in 2006 and the ndss of the 2010 Assessment.

1.7 Other background describe the
status  of the PFM  refory f There was (0} comprehensive PFM refor
programme. /IExgent r?.f gov?rnrgg programme/action plan in Barbadostil 2011 Workshop
:rel?grz;?errr;er:;nﬁ;eers b0 held in Spring 2011 to draft a PFM Action Plan.

brog ' 1 Reforms are based on those agreed with individual DPs

1 PEFA notes that althougBarbados has a relatively we
functioning budget and tax system, there remain
substantial PFM agenda (tax maadisation, expenditur
controls, external audit, financial supervision of statul
bodies and public enterprises, embedding the Medium
Fiscal Strategy across Ministries).

i:t].s%it[liteiz(r:]g?e sttrll]iturg atucr)? 3: 9 Limited active interaction; no formal, regular institutior

governmendonor dialogue on PFN

1 CARTAC is a regional resource, basedBarbados, which

structure. Dialogue tends to be-ladic and based on specil
needs.

provides technical assistance and training in core are
economic and financial management at the request (¢
participating countries. Hosted a PEFA training course
regional participants in November 2088d provided som
input into the development of the PFM Action Plan

1.9Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

1 PFM Group for OECS countries meets monthly, if there

1 Relatively few DPs operating in PFM in Barbados.

issues to discuss.




2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality

Found the process Auseful

the process, team, productand | 1 Assessment team were thorough and 2010 asses

appropriateness of the results identified progress and areas where weaknesses
remained.

2.2 Describe level of government . - .

involvement in assessment proces 1 Government involved as participants in workshops

i who was involved, who led the 1 Government officials were at actively involved in the

process (involvement in management of the exercise.

management gfrocess), how were

they involved

2.3C_;overnment assessment of 1 The Government would have liked more upfront training

quality/strength of level of : .

government involvemeiit (pre, PEFA._Perceptlon was that the assessors arrived at'

during, post assessment) hotice and management .d :
Management had to spend considerable amount of time
assessors. Upfront preparation asahsitization workshop
would have enabled more planning and delegatior
technical staff.

1 Process of finalising the report was adequate. Heaq
section received the Report from the governn
coordinator. Facts and scoring concerns were adeqy
resolved with the assessment team.

1 There was littleinitial feedback on the Report which w

seen as an external exercise. Consultants were repor
have received verbal but not written comments on the
report. Finalisation of the repovtas déayed until January
2011 (awaitingclearance by the Governmegnt

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was i ndi .
view of the PEEA assesément 1 The processwas thorough, more detailed and m
including quality of the process, comprghenswe than 2006. ,
team, product, appropriateness of| 1 Allocating two consultants and doubling the days allotte
the results the assessment had an important impact on the quality
analysis.
1 In general the DPs thought that the results were appropr
1 Review of the draft report by the PEFA Secretariat provi
important assurance on its overall quality to the DPs.
3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP . :
( ) 1 The assessment was carried out independently of

involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management grocess), how were
they involved

government and DPs, t he
exercise and provide information and comments on the
report.




3.3DP assessment of
quality/strength of levelfdP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includinbe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

1 DP active involvement limited by design.

1 One DP questioned whether verbal comments provide
the workshop were fully incorporated irttee final report.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 As noted above the Assessment is part of the ang
undertaken to determine the future eligibility of Barba
for continuing direct European Union (EU) budget suppo

1 IADB uses the PEFA Assessment as the basis for int
proposes evaluating the use of country systems in |
investment  projects. PEFA provides a relig
internationally recognised instrument.

4. Government use of PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 Copies of the PEFA were provided by the EC to th
interviewed.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 Government was slow to respond to the draft repsome
suggestion that they didn
that it wasseen as a donor driven exercise.

1 Apparently the PEFA Assessment was one of the main ir
into the development of a government driven PFM ac
plan in spring 2011.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

9 Limited/none T seen as external exercise. Littiritial
engagement or feedback from the governmaithough the
Report was used as one of the inputs into the PFM Action P

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planad (e.g. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

1 Update on progress conduced conducted by the EC in
using the same consultant who conducted the original P
assessment (linked to requirements of release of by
support).

4.5What, if any, changes/activities
have there been in the PFM reforn
progranme since the PEFA

assessment? Were these change

1 Impact on government reforms has been limited so
There is little impetus for reform in fagtowing, noraid-
dependent countries.Government has developed its o
PFM Reform Agenda independently of DPs and, for the

directly or indirectly related to the time is developingl a more formalPFM reform
PEFA assessment? In what ways? programme/action plan
2 Note - Other countries in Caribbeammpact appears to be largely relattdo t he ECO6 s

condi t

continuing with budget support (i.e. completing a PEFA and drafting a PFM reform programme). In some



4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

 Noneobserved.

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

der

1 PEFA is a useful exercise highlighting the strengths
weaknesses of the PFM system; as well as progress
time.

1 Indications that some government officials see BE-A
exerciseas an external exercise, linked to EC budget sug
requirements.

1 The issues raised by the PEFA assessment are not
PEFA provides a more structured assessment which is ¢
to follow, but does not represt a big change fo
Government. Government was already undertaki
significant changes (e.g. accrual accounting) without
PEFA assessment.

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation tie
report amongst DPs

1 Final Draft Report has been circulated amongst DPs.

172006 Report is not avail atl

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directlyrelated to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppq
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

i Some impact on DPs use as the basis of fiducia
assessments.

1 PEFA also has a limited impacon institutional
arrangements which are felt to be adequate given
relatively few donors which are providing PFM T
(principally the IDB).

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessmerd,g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

1 None/limited impact so far. Limited number of D
operating in PFM area.
1 No PFM reform action plan Government manages its oy

reform agenda independently of the DPs.

more aid dependent countries, a PFM reform Action Plan has been put together following the PEFA

assessment in response to dofie€) requirements (e.g. for provision/release of budget support).



5.4 Did the PEFA assessment leaq
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

1 As noted above the PEFA has contributed to the com
PFM information pool.

9 Little evidence that Barbados was heavily diagnosed pri
the introduction of PEFA.

1 IMF Fiscal ROSC (published September 2007)
undertaken separately and does not mention/referenc
PEFA at all.

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

1 Ability to engage in a technical dialogue on improvemen
restricted given the nature of the PEFA methodology, wik
does not provide recommendations and therefore a bas
longerterm dialogue on PFM with the government.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What cén
not replace?

1 Issues noted by DPE PEFA does not capture capac
constraints and bureaucratic blockages to PFM reform.

1 PEFA assessments are insufficient on their own, as the
not: (i) include any recommendations for reforms
assumptions as to éhpotential impact of ongoing reforn
on PFM performance; (i) measure the factors impag
performance such as the legal framework or exig
capacities in the governmentand (iii) provide &
comprehensive analysis dfscal or expenditure poligy
which would determine whether fiscal policy is sustaina
or whether expenditure incurred through the budget hav
desired effect on reducing poverty or achieving po
objectives.

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decisioio use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

1 Used by DPs in making decisions on budget support an
use of country systems.




6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

IMF Fiscal ROSQ September 2007
PEFA PMF Assessmef(iraft) July 2010.

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

T Noi as noted above the preparation of PFM diagnosti
predominantly driven by donor requirements.

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ar
carrying out PFM assessments?

1 Confined to providing access to officials and comments
draft reports.

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number ¢
diagnostic tools andp) overlaps in
PFM  diagnostics since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

 See 5.4 above.

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was thetrigger (e.g. part o
multi-year programme, trigger fq
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

1 PEFAI requirement for GBS programme.
1 IMF ROSCIi prepared at request of the Government.

6.6 Is there anyevidence of
synergies between the differe
assessment tools used e.qg.

feeding into another or one decid
as a drildown following a PEFA
assessment.

f None




7. Documentary Evidence

Barbados Public Expenditure and Financial Accountabilityi Draft Final Report i October 2006.

EC. Update of Public Financial Management in Barbados f&)gust 2007. (Does not contain an
update of the PEFA indicators)

Barbados: Report on Observance of Standards and &€oBlissal Transparency ModulsF Country
Report M. 07/338 September 2007

Assessment of Public Financial Management in Barbados using the PEFA PFM performan
framework. Draft Report July 2010.

Documents in bold indicate those in which Barbados PEFA Assessments are explicitly cited.

8. Persons Consulted

Jose Maria Medina NavarioEU
Faye Prescod Ministry of Finance

Astrid Wynteri Inter American Development Bank




CONGO BRAZZAVILLE

Summary Overview of Impact

f

PEFA carried out in 2006 together with the WB CIFA
mission. No repeat assessment since the first PEFA d
to the fact that Government was concentrating or
reaching HIPC completion point (January 2010).

PEFA led to Governance and Anti Corruption Project
(February 2007) which explicitly helped the Government
meet the conditions under the HIPC Action Plan. On
January 28, 2010 the HIPC completion point was
reached,

PEFA results have also been used to develop t
Government 6s Action Pl an
The TA program financed by EU to support PFM was
based on the conclusions of the PEFA/CIFA.

PEFA widely referred to in several Government
documents prepared byitself and/or with the assistance
of the donors (World Bank, IMF and ADB).

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertak
(TORs issued, consultants started
work, field visit begun/ended, draft
report completed, final report
completed)

1 TORs issued: November 2005

1 Field visit: February/March 2006

1 Draft report:March 2006 (102 pages excluding annexes)
1 Final report: July 2006

1 Report publicly available and accessible

1.2 Institutional involvement of
DPs:

- Lead donor(s)

- Other donors

- In what way were they expected
be involved preassessment

- How were theynvolved in
practice

1 Lead donor: EU

1 Other donors: Undertaken alongside (simultaneously as
Worl d Bankés CIFA mission

9 Actual institutional involvement: PEFA consultant and
CIFA team worked together. The latter was supported b
the World Bank, the ELAnd France

1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

- Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

- Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government dag
assessment

1 Preassessment was limited. There was negasessment
workshop, for example.

9 During the assessment the PEFA consultant worked witl
CIFA mission team and joint meetings of the team
(PEFA+CIFA) were held.

TGover nment GCHAPEFA assessments as to
provide a counterpart team. The core government team
led by the Director to Cabinet of the Ministry of Finance,
Economy and the Budget and included other directors.
team organized and @rdinated meetings, gathered
information, and supported stakeholder participation in t
meetings.




1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

1 On the donor side, DPs wanted to clearly identify P
strengths/weaknesses in the country, one of the last to
CFAA; the exercise was also needed for preparing of
governance project.

1 On the ®vernment side, there was a need to add
increasingDP concerns about governance, particularly
management of the energy (oil) sector and oil revenues.

15 Describe how PEFA
was carried out (methodology),
including whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop. Stand
alone or integrated assessment. N
differences between various
assessments, if applicable.

9 For the PEFA exercise one (1) consultant carried out a f
week field visit alongsid

9 A core government team led by Director to Cabinet of M
(plus othedirectors) ceordinated meetings, gathered
information on the operation of PFM systems (see above
1.3) rather than specifically on the scoring of PEFA
indicators. Following the end of the CIFA mission, the
PEFA consultant stayed on to discuss the scoristiag
government.

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

fDraft (never finalised and Governmentid not provide
comments)

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA

website, on Government website,
published for publi@ccess, other.

fDraft (March 2006) publicly available and publig
accessible on the PEFA Secretariat webgitev.pefa.org

1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

I After the 2006 PEFA assessment no repeat assessme
carried out (talate)

1.9 Other background describe the
status of the PFM reforr
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PH
reform programme

fIn the public finance area, the government has adopteq
plans: the Government Financial Managemniemrovement
Plan (PAGGFP) in 2008 and the Action Plan for Improv
the Management of Public Investment (PAGGIP) in 2009

T These two action plans are considered to be dated a
need of revision (in the sense of taking into account
priorities andreforms);

1 The World Bank is supporting the revision of the plans
at the same time is calling for the integration of the two p
in one single document.



http://www.pefa.org/

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmertdonor dialogue on PFN

1 The PFM reform program is aiming at placing itself alc
the PRSP (DSRP) priorities. As a consequence
government donor dialogue on PFM is along those lines
a greater coherence between the budget and PRSP pric
b) a more efficient executionf FM reforms through th
elaboration of an updated PAGGFP and its integration
the PAGGIP.

1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

T Budget support basically calls for PFM reforms. The don
donor dialogue on PFM is in great part concentrated amc
those donors with interest for budget support.

2. Government experience of the

PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFAassessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

9 The credibility of the PEFA assessment had a m
response from government. In 2007 relationship bety
Government and DPs were difficult and the dialogue te
However cooperation between the Government and
improved later on when preparing tHeFM reforms actior|
plan(refer to 4.2)

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in

managerant of process), how were
they involved

1 A group of government officials, mainly from Ministry
Finance, provided the institutional framework for f{
CIFA/PEFA assessments;

1 The counterpart team was led by the Director to the Ca
of MoF and involved othe¥oF directors The team covere
the preparation of meetings, the gathering of informa
(e.g. identifying and providing additional documentati
and providing a focgboint for the exercises.

2.3Government assessment of
quality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

fOverall g 0 v e r engegementin otie f HEEA
processwas limited due to limited analytical capacities
governmentNevertheless during the assessment govern
officials cooperated in providing the assessors with
information requested. Post assessment the goverr
worked to prepare a PFMformaction plan

3. DP experience of the PEFA as

sessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 The PEFA assessment and its results were seen as very
useful and credible. The fact that the teams for the PEF/
and theCIFA exercises worked closely together was
perceived as a great advantage.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we

1 As already indicated, the PEFA consultant worked with
CIFA team, led by the World Bank. Other DPs patrticipé
through attending meetings and providing comments of
reports.

they involved




3.3DP assessment of
quality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during post
assessment), includinbe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

1 DPs collaborated together through the joint working
arrangements between the PEFA assessment and the C

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 DPswere concerned about governance and the manage
of oil revenues. This created an interest and motivatio
assess the strengths and weaknesses of PFM systems
could provide information on providing assistance with P
strengthening).

4. Governmentuse of PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

TPEFA report was made publicly available dadiccessible
on the PEFA websiteww.pefa.org(see 1.7 above)

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

fIThere was no official comment on the PEFA assessme
the Government.The report was discussed at the validat
workshop held in early 2007 in preparation for the 2
PAGGFP(the only time where government officials had
opportunity to express theiviews openly Thereafter
PEFA/CIFA results have been used to elaborate
PAGGFP which was validated by the Government.

9 Discussions between Government DPs on some of the i
raised in the CIFA/PEFA assessments were held befor
validation workshopn January 2007.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

9 No citation in Government documents however BiEFA
assessmentis widely referred to in other documer
prepared/financed by the donors (World Bank, IMF
African Development Bank)Five citations were identifie
between 2007 and 2010 (see 7. below).

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.qg. follow up
PEFASs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these

1 No explicit follow up of the overall PFM system. Howev
the ADB has financed a Study of the existing pu
expenditure, internal control and internal audit system;
recommendations for its improvement (this Study refer
the results of the 2006 Assaznt).



http://www.pefa.org/

4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways*

1 There wasimited immediate impadioweverthe report wag
made publicly availableand shows some @&vernment
interestin sharingthe results witlotherstakeholders;

1 The GovernmenbP workshop held in January 2007 hely
identify key issues which were incorporated into
Government6s PFM reform A

9 The CIFA/PEFA led to the restructuring and scaling of
governance support projeg
main vehicle for assisting the government to meet the H
triggers. On January 28, 2010 the Rz of Congo
reached its completion point.

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 None except that the above mentioned workshop (4.5)
hel ped drafting t heactakRlanr
(PAGGFP) (5.3 & 5.6).

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

der

9 The elaboration of an Action Plan for PFM refor
(PAGGFP in 2008) was the initiative of DP and relate(
government ned to achieve the HIPC completion po
(January 28, 2010). Main areas of PFM covered
PAGGFP were reform of petroleum trade, pul
expenditures, public procurement and public investment

1 The World Bank is currently supporting the revision of
PAGGFP (2010).

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

1 At the beginning, the report was circulated informg
among DP stakeholders and prior to the 2007 workshop
report was later on made publicly available.

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFAassessment (decisions by D
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppc
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

91 The PEFA/CIFA assessment led to the Governance and
Anti-Corruption project (February 2007), which explicitly
aimed at helping the Government meet the conditions ur,
the HIPC Action Plan. On January 28, 2010 the HIPC
completion point was reached.

1 The program financed by EU to support PFM was based
the conclsions of the PEFA/CIFA.

1 The World Bank is currently supporting the revision of
PAGGFP (2010).

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution

structures for DFDP ccoperation

1 The CIFA/PEFA led in 2008 to restructuring the governal
support project, which is
assisting the government to meet the HIPC triggers
(completionpoint met in January 2010);

9 No specific impact on DP eordination from 2007 on.
Donor coordination was already quite good in any case.




5.4 Did the PEFA assessment leaq
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

1 Between 2006 and April®.0 there was practically no othg
PFM assessment. A Public Expenditure Review was
finalised by the World Bank in April 2010.

5.5What activities which of 2007
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from thePEFA assessment, e.g. n¢
institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

TThe Worl d Bank®&s governan
and CIFA) helped provide a focal point for DP PFM
assistance;

1 In 2007 the EU contracted a consultant to Idgraiproject
to support PFM reforms (project to be funded under tffe
EDF). His work was based on the PEFA and CIFA

1 The World Bank PER (2010) referred to the PEFA and
pointed out the necessity of reviewing and updating the
existing PAGGMP. In this sen#as re-launching the
Government PFM dialogue on PFM.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

9 Yes it seemed sufficient for DP.

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework,e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

fThe matrix of recommendat
Governance and An€Corruption consultation (2007)
includes a recommendation that DPs should use Countr
Integrated Fiduciary Assessment (CIFA) and PEFA
framework to monitor public financial management;

9 The Public expenditure review (2010) does not refer
explicitly to the PEFA framework. In this sense it does n(
appear that the PEFA framework has been institutionaliz

6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

1 The Public Expenditure Review of April 2010 carried out
the World Bank includes a great deal of PFM diagnosis.
the only diagnostic wrk after the PEFA/CIFA of 2006.




6.2 Does the government havel {Not explicity. However the Government has carried
multi-year programme of diagnost analytical and diagnostic work in PFM on an ongoing b
instruments  supported by i (in collaboration with te World Bank: a) An analysis ¢
development partners? budget allocation and execution trend for 2Q009; b) An
analysis of the performance of economic infrastruc
financing; c) A review of ongoing and projected refor,
related to the system of public investments; d)
maaoeconomic analysis of budgetary policy prepared by
committee in charge of MTEF.




6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ai
carrying out PFM assessments?

1 The World Bank has been very proactive in supporting at
financingthe PER (2010).

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number

diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

1In 2006 the PEFA and CIFA were conducted simultaneo
and the two exercises were seen as complementary. Be
2007 and 2010 the Public Expenditure Review was the
PFM related diagnostic carried out (April 2010).

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 20072010 what
was the trigger (e.g. part of mult
year programme, trigger for GB
programme, part of reform projec
or input to the preparation of th
project)?

TPER - The trigger was HIPC completion poirftvhich
generated additional budgetary resources with the
reduction) and how the implementation of the PRSP cou
improved. This was associated to a need to analysgoamgy
budgetary policies and practices at the macroeconomic
taking into @&count the efficiency of expenditures (h¢
public expenditures can be utilized efficiently to sustai
high growth as well as to improve the social indicators)

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a dritdown following a PEFA

assessment.

1 Between 2007 and 2010 only the Public Expenditure Re
was carried out. There were nother PFM focused
diagnostic tools.




7. Documentary Evidence

République du Congaviesure de la Performance de la Gestion des Finances Publiques se
méthodologie PEFA, par Jean Mathisars 2006

Strengthening World Bank Group Engagement on Governance and Adrruption Consultation
Feedback Republic of Congo, World Bank, Februay 2007;

Report on Progress toward Meeting the Completion Point Triggers under the Enhanced Heavily
Indebted Poor Countries InitiativeWorld Bank and IMF, April 2007;

Republic of Congo, National Poverty reduction Committee, Permanent Technical secrEtaaia
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papitarch 2008;

Document dé£f£valuation du Projet de Don Pro
des Services de Sandocument de la Banque Mondiale no 42839 CG, mai 2008

IMF, Republic of CongoPRSP Progress repgrivarch 2010;

République du Congo, Ministére des Finances, du Budget et du Portefeuille Public, Projet
doAppui 7 | 6AmM®I i or at i d¢alaREductiGn de la Bauvreté PACDIP,
Rapport Provisoire sur | 0am®drMiohel &igaud) Bangdes |
Africaine de Développement, LINPICO, février 2010,

République du Congo,Revue des Dépenses PubliquesBien utiliser la richesse pétroliére pou
accélérer et diversifier la croissancdocument de la Banque Mondiale no 54734 CG, avril 2010.

Documents irbold indicate those in which Republic of Congo PEFA Assessments are explicitly cite

Vanessdick i European Union

Vincent Durrutyi European Union
Antoine Ngakegni Ministry of Finance, Budget and Public Portfolio

Michel Zounon Ministry of Finance, Budget and Public Portfolio




GHANA

Summary Overview of Impact

Strong government and DP buy-in to the PEFA
assessment has led to its guiding role in th
Government 6s PFM refor ms.

Process of preparing the second PEFA was better thg
the first. Government was more involved throughout the
process, coordinated and attended all meetings and tH
report was extremely thorough; making it useful as an
internal reference tool for addressing the reform agenda
in the MoFEP. PEFA informed the preparation of new
PFM-related Reform Project (GIFMIS).

Important factors in its direct impact include quality of
the PEFA methodology, strong Government involvemen
throughout the process, well organized DPs supportin
the process, transparency of the process and a credib
and professional consulting team.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessmen{Note i the emphasisni section 2- 6 is on PEFA
Assessment prepared between 2007 and 2010. It is also important to highlight any reported dif
in approach between first and repeat assessments or the utilisation of PEFA Reports prepare

2007).
1.1 When was thEFA undertaker T T_ORS I_Ss_l{ed May 2009
(TORs issued, consultants started| T Field Visiti July 6-31 2009.
work, field visit begun/ended, draft 1 Draft Report Issued September 2009
report completed, final report 1 Final Report Issued for CG January20107 Volume 1 is
completed) 210 pages (142 excluding annexes).
T Volume Il on SNGi f i nall dr aft was
same time as CGO however
2010.
1.2 Institutional involvement of 1 PFM Working Group Sector LeadsTZ and Netherlands
DPs: 1 Sponsor of PEFAEU
1 Other Donors The DP PFM Sector Group was led by G
o Lead donor(s) and deputy head was Netherlands in 2009. Sector L
o Other donors were represented on the PEFA Steering Group.
0 Inwhat way were they T The DPés'int'erviewed by t
expected to be involved prg States, the United Kingdom, EC, Canada, Ja
Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, France, the World E
assessment ;
and Switzerland.
0 How were they involved in| ¢ \World Bank, PEFA Secretariat,aBada, EU and Frang

practice

provided comments on the draft PEFA Assessment.




1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

0 Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from
meetings): reference group? If
so, who involved?

0 Actualinstitutional structure for
involvement of government
during assessment

1 PEFA Steering Group set up by the Government.

f TORS state that fiat | easHt
will  work closely with the mission in order to build capac
inthe Goverment f or the PFM asse

1 In practice a dedicated team worked on the PE
Assessment & least one MoFEP official accompanied
consulting team on the inte
1 DPs noted that government commitment to the P
process was extremefjpod. The Government generated a lo
evidence to back up the scoring in the Report.

1 Government benefited from involvement in the proc
including attending all meetings. Involvement in meetings

SNG was particularly appreciated. MoFEP staffdoee bettel
informed on PFM issues at a local level.

1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

1 The timing of the PEFA Assessment was important. The
Government (installed January 2009) wanted to get an acq
picture of the PFM situation in Ghana. PEFA was a tool tc
thati as a result Government was very committed to the P
process.

T Objedives stated in TORS state the assessment done @
of continuing program of PFM reforms and encouragemer
external aid partners to more fully utilise country systems.
conducted to track progress in PFM since the first assessm
2006.

1.5Desaibe how PEFA was carrie
out (methodology), including
whether or not there was pre
assessment workshop. Stealdne
or integrated assessment. Note
differences between various
assessments, if applicable.

1 3 weeks prior to field mission presentation madé the
PEFA Steering Group.

9 Prior to field missioni a 2 iday full training workshog
presented to 50 Government and DPs.

9 Exist workshop presented an aide memoir at the en
central government field mission.

1 Final workshop with government officials tosdiss ang
agree the findings of the assessment.
1 End product was a staradlone assessment in two volun|
(Vol. 1 Central Government; Vol. 2 SitNtational Government)
I The 2006 Assessment was integrated into the WB ERHF
The 2009 Assessment was a standattoeiment.

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

1 Final Report’ Volume I January 2010.

1 Volume Il was completed at the same time but will not
published (finalised August 2010).

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. 0AREFA
website, on Government website,
published for public access, other.

1 Both reports on Central Government are available on PE
website (but not Volume Il of the 2010 Report on SNG).
1 Available on MoFEP (but not Volume Il of the 2010 Rep(
on SNG).

9 Priority was the Central Government ReperVolume Il

will not be publishedi because of sensitivities over scori
individual MMDAs are not identified by name. The assessm
was not about individual MMDA results, but rather illustrat
of the wider sulnational experience.




1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment

etc.)? Why?

1 2006 Assessmerit June 2006; 2009 Assessmentanuary
2010- 42 months.

1 2006 Assessment was conducted as part of an Ext
Review of PFM (ERPFM) exercise on behalf of the Governn
and MDBS partners. Whilst the 2006 assessment itself
contained ina separate volume (ERPFM Volume 1I) t
assessment itself was part of a wider external review of PFN
1 The 2006 Assessment just covered central government
systems. The 2009 Assessment covered the central gover
as well as a sample of SNGs. The meason for assessir
SNG was to inform the SNG reform programme. Scope of
assessment was limited (five metropolitan municipal and dig
assemblies) in order to keep the assessment manageable.
1 Because of timing issue the 2009 ERPFM was prep
prior to the PEFA. 2009 PEFAs were standalone documents
1 The review of SNG in 2009 was kept separate in Volunm
of the Assessment.

1 The 2009 Assessment contains a detailed discu
tracking progress over tinieincluding recalibration of 9 of th
indicatas used in the 2006 Assessment.




1.9 Other backgrouni describe the
status of the PFM reforn
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PR
reform programme.

At the beginning of 2006, MoFEP adopted its thyear
strategic plan and its stioand mediurterm Action Plan
covering the period 200B009. While this plan does not outlit
a complete sequenci ng a ngdick
w i nanadmedium term reform effort¥he selection of reform
activities was informed by the owwme of the PEFA
Assessment carried out in 2006 Mo s t of gurck
wind have been addressed.

The commitment to continuing improvements in PFM in Gh
currently has political championship at the very highest le
through the Minister and Deputy Minister for Finance. The

administration is emphasizing PFM reform. In May 2009,
MoFEP preseid at a workshop an outline of the n
administrationbés PFM reforn
which may be characterized as emphasizing the basics, se
adopt the institution of a Secretariat with a full time project |
and project team; and tcoordinate the PFM reforms mo
closely with the broader public sector reforms.

Significant institutional challenges remain. At the present {
there is no cabinet approved PFM reform strategy. The hez
divisions and departments are responsible feforming
activities within their purview. However, there are no cleg
specified institutional arrangements to address coordin
between inter-linked PFM activities, or between the cent
agencies and the MDAs and MMDAs. The strategy is not {
costed, and there is no a clear single coordinated fur
arrangement outlined. Finally, there is no clear monitoring
evaluation scheme to effectively oversee and ma
implementation. A cabinet approved strategy with all of th
elements would morer eadi | vy f ateengthéned
approacb t o devel opment part ne
based upon development partner harmonization working w
single pool of reform information.

1.10 Describe the natur
and institutional structur
of the governmendonor
dialogue on PFM

1 Relationship between Govt and DP is strong. Governine
donor dialogue is led by the MDBS group. The MDBS part
use a Common Framework memorandum and Perform
Assessment Framework (PAF). A PFM Sector Working Gr
is spearheadg the dialogue with the Government of PFM &
has a membership of all DPs (about 23) in Ghana involve
PFM.

1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono

donor dialogue on PFM

1 No difficulties reported in the relationships between DPs.
MDBS group works effectively together, and so is the PFM
Sector Working Group.




2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

1 Government felt that the process was better in 2009. Th¢
consulting team was strong and the scores were backed up
a strong narrative to back up the results.

1 Government noted some minor discrepancies on scores
which, it was felt resulted from differeas between local
practice and the PEFA methodology. Overall the results wer
appropriate and in line with expectations.

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management gfrocess), how were
they involved

1 High level of partnership throughout the process.
MoFEP/DP worked together throughout the process (concey
terms of reference, contracting consultants, workshops and
reviewing drafts).

1 MoFEP staff attended all meetingith the consultants.

1 All interviewees invited to attend workshops and to
comment on report. High level of MDA engagement in the
workshops.

2.3 Government assessment of
quality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,

during, post assessment)

T See2.3 above.

1 If capacity allows the Government might consider self
assessment process for future PEFA assessments.

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team,product, appropriateness of
the results

AiThe consulting team did a8
informed dialogue between Govt and donors (e.g. reg
meeting to discuss to discuss PFM issues fiscal déficiish
management and p hotedthe agsgssnient
a useful Afsingle stop shop
PFM system which is being used in informing decisions
GBS and fiduciary risk.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, wo led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 Al MDBS partners participated (WB, IMF, DFID,
Netherlands, GTZ, EU)

1 Provided comments on drafts.

3.3DP assessment of
guality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, durirg, post
assessment), includirige level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

1 MDBS partners were involved in workshops and appears
comfortable with involvement in the PEFA exercise.
1 Partnership between the donors and between the
Govt/Donors apgars to be working in Ghana.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 Principally to have a revised update on progress on PFM
reforms since 2006. The MDBS also needed the update as i
to decisions regarding GBS. Provides a baselin®fers 6
fiduciary assessments.




4. Government use of PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 Circulated to all agencies interviewed as part of the proce
preparing the Report.

1 The report was not printed.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 The Government reported that the PEFA Report is referre
Afall the timeo in the MoFEH
already knowo. Captures da
addressed before (e.g. reporting of aid).

1 Less awareness of the Repamongst MDAS.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

1 Ghana Joint Assistance StrategyJ&S) 20072010
commits DPs to using the PEFA famediumterm monitoring of
country financial management capacity. It was also noted th
the ERPFM (now part of PEFA) pralgs shared analytical
foundation for DRgovernment dialogue.

1 Selected PEFA are incorporated into the MDBS
Performance Assessment Framework.

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.g. follow up
PEFASs), additionaanalyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

1 The 2009 PEFA had been planned to take place as part
the ERPFM process; however it was delayed. ERPFM was
published before the PEFA was finalized.

4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
havethere been in the PFM reform
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways’

1 Some of the specific findings of the PEFA informed char
to the budget process (e.g. process ftirggbudget ceilings
and addressing budget deviations).

1 The PEFA has been used to inform discussions during t
development of the 2068013 PFM Reform Plan.

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA inM&E of PFM system

1 Because the detail contained in the PEFA Assessment t
Report has been a useful reference point for discussions on
reforms.

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

der

1 Quality ofthe PEFA methodology; and the possibility of
benchmarking PFM performance to international standards.
1 Strong involvement of the Government throughout the
process.

1 Well organized DPs who supported the process through
Steering Committee and through theMP Sector Working
Group.

1 Transparency of the assessment process.

1 Credible consulting team who had the confidence and tr
of the Govt and DPs.




5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongsbPs

1 The PEFA Assessment was circulated to all DPs through
EU, who sponsored the assessment.

T DPs note that t he
frequentl yo.

PEFA ass;g

5.2 What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFAassessment (decisions by D
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppq
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

1 Indirectly the dialogue informed the development o
$55.76m project to strengthen the PFM sysie(the GIFMIS)i
financed by WB, DFID and EU. Project Paper makes exter
reference to the PEFA Assessment alongside the ERPFN
IMF FAD technical papers.

1 No reduction in number of assessments, however fdy
assessments (e.g. conducted by France, DFID, EU) are
efficient as a result of PEFA report.

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
supportassistance, new institutiong
structures for DFDP ccoperation

T Indirectly the development of the muttonor PFM
strengthening project (see 5.2 above).

T 2007 GJAS shows Govt and DPs aligning support acros
sectors including PFM. By and large {DP caperation seems
to have worked well in the period.

1 A strong and vibrant PFM Sector Working Group steers
cooperation agenda.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lea
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

T Still a number of PFM related assessments; however the
Governments notes that missions are shorter which may be
result of availability of the PEFA assessment as an
internationally recognised assessment tool.

5.5What activities which
potentially lead tdmprovements in
GovernmenDP co
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmeriDP cooperation on
PFM

1 ERPFM process is becoming more collaborative (2010
onwards).

i Timing of the 2009 ERPFM wasfortunate. It would have
been better if the PEFA had informed the analysis in the
ERPFM.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

1 ERPFM prepared in 2009 (earlier than the PEFA exeriss
a separate document which focuses more on the efficienc
effectiveness of public expenditures; an area not covered [
PEFA. ERPFM is more analytical (Notethere is very little
reference to the PEFA in the ERPFM despite having a Ch
o n rén@ening the Systems for Public Expenditures
Financi al Management 0) .

9 Drill down analysis of debt management (DeMAR) infor
technical experts in more detail than the PEFA.

1 PEFA is, however, sufficient, to provide a snapshot of
PFM systems, andan inform the baseline to developing
coherent reform strategy.




5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

T

PEFA has been used to inform DPs as the basis of fiduc

risk assessments and decisions regarding GBS. The WB als
noted that the PEFA informs decisions on the use of country
systems for investment projects in Ghana.

6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics T DFID FRA (2008)
undertaken between 20610. T ERPEM (2009)

1 PEFA Volume | (CG) and Il (SNQ) 2009

1 DFID ASP (2009)

1 ERPFM (2010) under preparation.

1 French Baseline Tool (?)

1 EU Annual Monitoring PFM Report (annual)

1 Use ofCountry Systems (Draft in circulatidn2010)
6.2 Does the government have| T ERPFM conducted annually, and augmented by PEFA
multi-year programme of diagnost assessment every 3 years. Process isibtoliG-JAS.
instruments  supported by i 1 Additional fiduciary assessments are conducted.
development partners?

1 Govt and MDBS have aligned themselves to the ak
6.3 What is the role of governme| ~ PrOCess.
counterparts in developing an 1 Govt is actively involved in the PEFA assessment pro
carrying out PFM assessments? and the ERPFM is also becoming a more collaborg

process.
1 The 2010 report (PER) is under preparatiofed by the

WB.

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number ¢
diagnostic tols and, (b) overlaps i
PFM  diagnostics since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt 1{
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

Evidence of a structured approach to PFM Diagng
codified in the GJAS. There are additional fiducia
assessments conducted by the donors; however these (
PEFA as their base and this has reduced transaction ¢
government.




6.5 For each PM Diagnostic
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fg
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

= =9

PEFAs and ERPFMs are integrated and part of a 1yedi
plan.

Fiduciary assessment driven by donor requirements.
Diagnostics inform on the Actions in the Performa
Assessment Framework (PAF) of the Mdidtbnor Budge
Support (MDBS) Group.

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.

feeding into another or one decid
as a driltdown following a PEFA
assessment.

As noted above 6. 4ERPFM and PEFA assessment are
of an integrated approach to PFM diagnostics.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 Ghanai External Review of Public Expenditures and Financial Management (2009 in two

Volumes.

Ghana Joint Assistance Strategy (&JAS) 20072010

Ghana Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability 2009 Public Financial Management

Performance Assesment Report Volume I: Central Government

1 Ghana Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability 2009 Public Financial Management
Performance Assessment Report Volume Il Sub-National Government

1 World Bank i Project Paper on an Additional Financing Credt to the Republic of Ghana for
the EGhana Project (2010)

Documents in bold indicate those in which C

8. Persons Consulted

Samuel Arkhurst MOFEP
Ismaila Cessay World Bank
Baptiste Mandouzé EU




HONDURAS

 Two PEFA assessmentdave been conducted (in

Summary Overview of Impact 2006 and 200
1 The second PEFA assessment (2009)as of much
better quality and is publicly accessible.

i The 2009 PEFA is not a repeat assessment in t
sense that it doesnot compare PFM performance
(scores) with the previous PEFA

I The PEFA assessment of 2009 was perceived by bc
Government and DP as a very valid refeence for
PFM reforms and as a basis for measuring progres
in PFM performance.

I Elements of the PEFA Frame&vork are being used by
the Government in an action to improve
transparency and fight corruption.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1 PEFA 2006- A first draft PEFA report was prepared
1.1 When was the PEFA undertak ; - -
(TORs issued, consultants started _February 2006 (fle!d visit May/June 2005) and finaliz
, - in June 2006. This was seen as update of the
work, field visit begun/ended, draft -
: CFAA. In fact a number of indicators were not sco
report completedinal report P .
and for some no jwigication was given for the summa
completed) . . i
score provided only in the annex;
1 PEFA 2009:
I TOR issued on September 4, 2008;
I Field Work between October 21 and Novem
2008;
9 Initial workshop on November 4, 2008;
1 Second field work Finalization of Report Mar
16-31,2009;
1 Report submitted on April 1, 2009
1 The 2009 PEFA does not compare PFM performa
(scores) with the previous PEFA
1.2 Institutional involvement of 1 Lead donor: EU
DPs: Other Donors: IDB and WB especially, (also ASDI
0 Lead donor(s) AECI, KWF, IMF)
o Other donors 1 No involvement in pre assessment
0 Inwhat way were they 1 All donors provided detailed comments on the draft
expected to be involved pre report
assessment
0 How were theynvolved in
practice




1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

There was no prassessment by Governmeidbwever
the Ministry of Finance established a focal point for
coordinating activities related to the PEFA evaluatior
The focal point included representatives of the Supre
Audit Institution (Tribunal Superior de Cuentgghe
Secretariat of the Presidgnd¢he public procurement
agency and the Budget Commission of the Congres

Prior to the assessment, the focal point elaborated a
action plan to carry out the assessment. This action
was followed by the assessors.

1.4 What was the backgrodimo the
origin of the PEFA assessment?

Provide the authorities (and the development partnet
with a Report to assess the effectiveness -gfoimg
PFM reforms.

To gain a better understanding of
weaknesses/inefficiencies of the overall PFM system

Onthe EU side a condition for GBS.

15 Describe how PEFA
was carried out (methodology),
including whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop. Stand
alone or integrated assessment. N
differences between various
assessments, if applicable.

The standard PEFA methodology and outline V
followed with reference to the blue book. There wag
initial workshop on (November 4, 2008) to illustrate
PEFA methodology and to explain the informat
required from Government officials.

1.6 Current status afeport(s) (e.g.
draft, final)

The PEFA report was finalized on Aprill, 2009. T
report was published on October 20T0e reasons$or
the delay in publication wereinitially due to
disagreements with certain parts of the Report; and
the political eents of 2009 (coup and formation of t
new Government).

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA
website, on Government website,
published for public access, other.

The report is publicly available on:
http://www.sefin.gob.hn/portal prod/data/2010/Final9
OReport%20April%2009.pdf

1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment

etc.)? Why?

The first PEFA exercise was carried out at a time w
the framework was rigyet finalized (MayJune 2005)
In addition the quality of the analysis and evidence
poor. Moreover the preliminary draft of June 2006
pages) was never finalized,;

The second PEFA exercise (262@09) was overal
more comprehensive and of betterality. In addition it
benefitted from past experience on PEFA evaluatior
the region and worldwide. The evaluation process
the 2nd PEFA assessment involved more participa
from Government and development partners.



http://www.sefin.gob.hn/portal_prod/data/2010/Final%20Report%20April%2009.pdf
http://www.sefin.gob.hn/portal_prod/data/2010/Final%20Report%20April%2009.pdf

1.9 Other backgrouni describehe
status of the PFM reforn
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PR
reform programme

1 With the assistance of the World Bank and of the |

American Development Bank the PFM reform progr,
in Honduras during the period (262008) ®ncentratec
on the financial management information system.
entire process of financial information was reenginet
and simplified. The reforms concentrated essentiall
reprioritizing and reordering of Treasury a
Accounting. Administrative procesig for deposits an
payments were modernised and simplified and
system reengineered to provide simultane
registration. These developments were successful w
positive impact on tax collection and cust
administration and carrying out directleetronic
payments. At the same time with the creation of
Treasury single account (TSA), the government wasg
only able to eliminate hundreds of bank accounts
also create more transparency in budget execution.

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmentdonor dialogue on PFN

The Government Donor dialogue is aligned wit
Hondurasdé Poverty Reduc
t he GovernmentoO0s refor

accountability and god governance.

1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

Direct donor dialogue takes place through thesa
(table) for PFM which basically includes only 3 donc
the EU, the World Bank and the Inter Amerig
Dewelopment Bank. These 3 donors are the main
involved in PFM reforms. They meet through thesa
once a month.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, prodwactd

appropriateness of the results

I The final PEFA results were seen as credanld useful

by the Government (authorised for publication
October 2010. The involvement of Government in
evaluation process (1.3) indicates a good level
commitmentin the process, andverall acceptance ¢
theresults.

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

Government involvement was carried out through
focal point (1.3). It was quite intense after the f
PEFA draft was finalized. The beginning of the exer
was perceived as disorganized and Governr|
representativedisagreedvith some of the corasions
and scoring of the draft Report They provided
additional informationto address elements for whi
there was no agreement.

2.3 Government assessment of
quality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

The level 6 Government was perceived as being goo
during and post assessment.




3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 The overall process and results were seen as credil
the lead donor as well as by the World Bank and
Inter American Development bank. The team \
considered to be a good one. The level
appropriateness of the results is considered to
satisfatory

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

T The EU was the lead donor. WB and IADB activ
supported the exercise. DPs participated regularly i
meetings concerning the exercise (and the rel
process). They also provided comments on
preliminary draft of the report.

3.3DP assessment of
guality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includinbe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

1 The WB, IDB and the EU were actively involved in th
PEFA exercise. The WB and the IDB carried our peg
reviews @ the drafts and acted as stakeholder
proceeding to quality review.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 The WB and IDB supported the PEFA exercise acti
in addition to the EU who had a great interest for G
The World Bank has refesd to the PEFA whilg
deciding for budget support (4 quarter 2010).
Government also needed a better knowledge of
overall PFM system which would facilitate the
discussions on a Stand By Agreement with the II
Some of the elements of the PEFA asseent have
been built into support provided by the DPs.

4. Government use of PEFA postissessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 The PEFA report is public and freely available (1.6
1.7)

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 The results of the PEFA Assessment are freque
referred to during themesa meetings and with th
Government referring to reforms.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

I Some areas receiving low scores have been built ir
framework which will be incorpotad into & action
plan to improve transparency and fight corruption.

4.4What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.g. follow up
PEFASs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these

1 Through the mesa (1.11), a followup of PEFA is
planned for year 2011. This folleup would focus in
the preparation of an action plan based on PI
findings.




4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessmentWere these changes
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways’

No information available

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

Some elements of the PEFA framework are curre
being addressed with the objective of improving P
performance.

471 n stakehol der
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

PEFA is perceived by the Government asvery
technical and objective framework to measure PFM.
This puts PEFA in a good position to become a V|
instrument for basing followp plans and measurir
PFM progress.

PEFA is used in practice. The Millennium Challer
Account (MCA) also refers to weaknesses identifie(
the PEFA Assessmerit the objective is to improv
them.

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

The PEFA report (2009) has been circulating among
donors such as the EU, the World Bank, IDB, AECI,
ASDI, KFW and USAID (documented). The report wi
published (1.7).

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP)have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppq
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

It is too early to determine ¢himpact or follow up
activities resulting from the PEFA assessment bec
the report was only validated by the authorities \
recently (October 2010).

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assssment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

No such activities at this point are to mention.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lead
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessnis®

Since the PEFA assessment was finalized not long a
(April 2009) it is difficult (the timeframe is too short) t
assess whether it has led to a reduction in number a
nature of PFM assessments.




5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvemésin
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmenDP cooperation on
PFM

1 Through themesa(1.11) a discussion was developed
the PEFA results and on how appropriate irgations
could be envisaged to deal with inefficiencies in the
overall PFM system.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

1 There is a great recognition among main DP (EU, W
and IDB) of theusefulness of the PEFA assessment.
However other specialized instruments are considerg
be useful as well and complementary to PEFA such
Public Expenditure Reviews (PERSs), Public Expendit
Tracking Survey (PETS) for the social sectors (healtl
andeducation) and instrument such as the OECD/DA
assessment of public procurement.

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

f The EU uses the PEFA framework as a fiduc
assessment and as a referencegfreral and sector
budget support

6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

1 DFID, ASDI, AECI, IDB, GTZ, UNDP, USAID,
Strengtheningerformance accountability in Hondura
Institutional governance review(in two volumes),
March 3 2009 (*);

1 PEFAElaboraciéon de un marco de Referencia parg
Medicion del Desempefio en Materia de Gestion de
Finanzas Publicasnforme final (1 de abri2009)

1 World Bank and IMF (Report no 43058 eport on the
Observance of Standards and Codes (RO
Accounting and Auditingviay 2007,

1 World Bank (Report no 39251 HORublic expenditure
Review(in two volumes), November 19, 2007;

(*) With diagnostics ordecentralization and public enterprises




6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

Not officially. However the PEFA instrument is considere
valid instrument that can be used on a regular basis to g
progress in PFM performance (as a result of implemer|
PFM reforms)

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ai
carrying out PFM assessments?

The Government haseen proactive in participating in PF
assessments. The initiative to develop and to carry out

assessments has always come from devedopipartners an
in the case of PEFA as a result of a direct request

Government

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number

diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics  since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? [Ist and attempt tq
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

Prior to 2007: CFAA (2004), CPAR (2005), PEFA Rep
(2006), ROSC, accounting and auditing (2007), PER (200
After 2006 refer to 6.1

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered Iletween 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fc
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

The triggerwas simply interest by the Government (suppo
by the development pawers) to have a clearer picture
PFM performance as a result of reforms. At the same
there was a need to further identify poten
weaknesses/inefficiencies in the PFM system.

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a dritdown following a PEFA

assessment.

Government recognizes the value and the usefulness ¢
diagnostic tools such as the CFAA, ROSC and particu
PEFA. The CFAA was used toientate PFM reforms. It i
too early to determine how the PEFA will be used.

7. Documentary Evidence

DFID, ASDI, AECI, IDB, GTZ, UNDP, USAID, Strengthening performance accountability in Hondur
Institutional governance revie(in two volumes), March 3 2009 (*);

PEFA Elaboracion de un marco de Referencia para la Medicién del Desempefio en Materia de Gesti
Finanzas Publicasinforme final (1 de abril 2009)

World Bank,Country Assistance Stratedjrogress RepoytMay 8, 2008

World Bank and IMF (Report no 4305%5eport on the Observance of Standards and Codes (ROSC), Acca

and Auditing May 2007;

World Bank (Report no 39251 HCpublic expenditure Revie(in two volumes) November 19, 2007;
(*) With diagnostics on decentralization and public enterprises

8. Persons Consulted

Alejandra Tome CasadaMinistry of Finance
Jose F. Herrera Ministry of Finance

Jose Rezk World Bank

Belinda Perez Rincoih Inter American Development Bank




MADAGASCAR

Summary Overview of Impact

A de facto(unconstitutional) Government resulting from
a coup is running the country since April 2009. As a
result of the coup bilateral and multilateral cooperation
has been suspended.

Because of the political situation thepresent Country
Impact Note covers the period 2002007 through April
20009.

The last PEFA exercise (FebruaryMarch 2008) was a
joint effort of the World Bank and the African
Development Bank. It was supported by other DPs an
by the Government (and consideed a success by both).

Both Government and DP used the results of the PEF
exercise: Government to revise its Priority Action Plan
for PFM Reforms (PAP); DPs (particularly those
involved in Budget Support) were better informed on the
level of performanceof PFM systems, and at the sam
time, improved their dialogue with the Government on
PFM issues.

PEFA indicators used in the 2011 Budgetperformance
ficheswith goals for 20122013

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertak
(TORs issued, consultants started
work, field visit begun/ended, draft
report completed, final report
completed)

TOR finalised December 2007.
Field mission to conduct assessment: second half Feb
2008.

Draft report prepared: end of March 2008
Report fnalised May 2008

1.2 Institutional involvement of

DPs:
o]
0

(0]

Lead donor(s)
Other donors

In what way were they
expected to be involved pr¢
assessment

How were they involved in
practice

The PEFA assessment (2008) was a joint initiative of the
World Bank (leaddonor) and the African Development
Bank.

The WB financed three experts, two international consult
and one local consultant. The AfDB financed ¢
international consultant.
The 5 DPs involved in Budget Support (WB, AfDB, E
France and GTZ/Germany) represented the reference
for the Government for the 2008 PEFA.




1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
govenment (apart from meetings):
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

1 The Government provided its support through assistan

the logistics for the exercise and the creatioa @ifcal point
in the Ministry of Finance.

1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

9 Donors involved in budget support (WB, AfDB, EU, Frang

and Germany) and the Government were interested in fin
out about progress in PFM performance between 2006 an
2008.

1.5Describe how PEFA was catrrig
out  (methodology), including
whether or notthere was pre
assessment workshop. Stealdne
or integrated assessment. N
differences between variol
assessments, if applicable.

1 Stand alone assessment following PEFA guidelines. T

was no preassessment workshop.

1.6 Current status of report(§.9.
draft, final)

9 Final

1.7 Extent of public
availability of PEFA report(s), e.g.
on PEFA website, on Government
website, published for public acces
other.

9 The 2008 PEFA assessment is not publicly available.

Authorization to publicize likely delayed Ipplitical events.

1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

9 The PEFA team for the second 2008 PEFA assessmen

four experts (instead of three for the 2006) and the two I
experts in 2008 were the same as in 2006 and this
undoubtedly an advantage. There were no other signif
changes in the preparation process of the two assess
(2006 and 2008).

1.9 Otherbackground describe the
status of the PFM reforr
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PH
reform programme

TA

"Priority Action Pl anfiom

2004 t02008) with the assistance of the development parti
to reirforce the PFM system. This guided the reform age
A monitoring and coordination unit was also creabgthin

the Ministry of Finance and Budget implement and monito
the PFM reformsSince the 2009 coup there has been |
progress on PFM reformBowever all reforms up to that da
continue to have an impact on PFM performance.

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmerddonor dialogue on PFN

1 Up to 2009, Government DP dialogue was centred on

partnership agreemenC#édre de Partenarial between the
Government and the main donors involved in budget suy
(WB, AfDB, EU, France and Germany).




1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

1 Up to 2009, the donestonor dialogue was alsorteed on the
partnership agreementC#édre the Partenariat where the
main donors involved in budget support (WB, AfDB, E
France and Germany) have exchange their opinion
debated on common issues. The Partnership Agree
outlined procedures and moili@s for a multi partne
approach to budget support. A common policy matrix
elaborated.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness dfie results

1 The Government were happy with the quality of process
the Team. In addition the Government accepted the ang
of the PEFA exercise and the findings. The latter v
integrated in Government work plans for 2E88L0 and for
2009 (see Melow)

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 The official government counterpart for the assessment
the Ministry of Finance and Budget (MFB) through
Secretary General of the Ministrfficials of key entities
(tax office, customspudget, treasury, procuremeimternal
audit, control and CBREA§) interactedwith the assessol
providing information and documentaticamd participated i
the final debriefing meeting.

2.3 Government assessment of
guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

1 As noted abovegverall the Government was happy with
involvement in each stage of the exercise and paatigu
when the results were disseminated at the final debrig
meeting The Government waalso pleased with the resulf
which showed and (overall) improventenin PFM
performancdfrom the first PEFA Assessment in 2006)

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

fOverall BffkcénDB, EW Brance and Germany)
view of the PEFA assessment (quality of the process, tear|
product, appropriateness of the results) was very positive.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

TWB led the assessment process including quality co
procedures. The AfDB participated actively in the proces
well. EU and France showed great interest in the ov
assessmenprocess providing data and participating in
final debriefing meeting. Written comments on the draft re
were provided by the WB, the EU and the PEFA Secretari

3.3DP assessment of
guality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
asessment), includintpe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

9 The joint assessment (i.e. by the WB and AfDB) \
perceived as a key strength of the assessment process.

SCellul e de

Coordination
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Economi que



3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 As noted abovéhe donors involved in budget support (WB,
AfDB, EU, France and Germany) and the Government w
interested in finding out about progress in PFM performg
between 2006 and 2008.

4. Government use of PEFA posassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 The first PEFA of Madagascar (2006) was publistiedhe
PEFA websitavww.pefa.org The 2008 assessment was
published, however it is available within the Government
main DPs interested in the assessment

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 As indicated (2.1) PEFA results were used for tyedr
work plan 2008010 and for the annual work plan 2009. Ir
addition the Government agreed officially on the 2008 joir
DP Aide Mémoireébased on the PEFA findings.

9 Thecircular for 2011 budget execution (issued in Decemb
2010) includes annual performance fiches (for 22Q13)
which explicitly refer to PEFA indicators.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

i The PEFA was quoted and used as a reference ir
Gowvernment work plan for 2008010, and in the circular fg
the 2011 budget execution (December 2010).

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.qg. follow up
PEFASs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasofer
undertaking these.

1 Because of the political events of April 2009, no dir
follow ups to the PEFAs have been carried out or
currently plannedHowever, the Government remains of
to conducting an externally financed follow up assessine
the future.

4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways’

1 The Priority Action Plan for PFM reforms for 2009 afuat
20082010include several componenesferred toin the 2008
PEFA exercise. In any case the April 2009 political evi
have contributed to slow down/interrupt the reform proces

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA

framework, e.gdecision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

9 However the Circular for th&xecution of the2011 Budget
includes performance fiches which relate to PEFA indicg
(for the period 201:2013)".

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successeattions in following
up/using PEFA

der

9 The PEFA was considered to be a successful exercise in
of results and quality. Therefore it was considered the
reference for stakeholders as far as reforms and dialogu
concerned.

* The PEFA Indicators are referred to in 2 Groups: the first 17 indicators (mainly budget preparation and execution) and a
second group of 8 indicators (P5); mainly controls and audits. Based on these 2 groups quantitative goals were
established for thperiod 20112013; which are intended to improve overall performance of the PFM areas included in
the 2 groups.


http://www.pefa.org/

5. DP use of PEFApostassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

1 The PEFA report (2008) is not accessible publicly but it h
circulated freely among DP stakeholders.

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFMsupport
by DP) have resulted from th
PEFA assessment (decisions by
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM supy
projects being planned, decisio
to/not to give support (e.g. budg
support), reductions in  PFN
assessments

1 The DPs consided the 2008 PEFA as a very valid exerc
Following on from the assessment, of budget support, t
DP involved in budget support (WB, African Developm
Bank, EU, France and GTZ/Germany) drafted Aitde
Mémoire conjoint.This document included recomnuations
directly from the PEFA. The PEFA exercise was an eler
which corroborated the use of Budget Support by the DPs

1 In addition and as a result of the PEFA exercise, the
strengthened its institutional support (strengthening
interventions relat to internal and external control, supp
to the Treasury inspection brigade).

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, némstitutional
structures for DFDP ccoperation

9 Prior to the 2008 PEFA the DP cooperation was already v¢
good among the 5 DP involved in budget support (5.2). Th
2008 PEFA confirmed and corroborated this dialogue. As
noted above the 5 DPs involved indget support issued a
joint 2008Aide Mémoirewith recommendations drawn
directly from the PEFA.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lea
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

9 After the PEFA assessment (2008) no PFM assessments
carried ait, primarily due to the political events of April 200

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmenDP co
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmeriDP cooperaton on
PFM

9 The Government was involved at every stage of @edte de
Partenariat budgétairé process, including the 2008 PEHR
relatedAide-Mémoire

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?

What could it replace? What can it
notreplace?

fOverall the DPs considered the PEFA exercise us
However they consider that the issue of fiduciary risk is
important issue which was not addressed during the exe
They have mostly focused (EU in particular) on strengthe
the externkacontrol (Cour des Compteand Parliament), &
well as supporting the opérationalisation of the "Consei
Discipline Budgétaire et Financier" (CDBF).

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciaryassessment.

9 No decision has been taken in this sense because of the /
2009 political events.




6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

1 PEFARepeat AssessmdiMarch 2008)

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

No

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ai
carrying out PFM assessments?

1 The GOM counterparts were very actoharing the last PEFA
assessment. They provided all the information needed
they actively participated in the final workshop where
preliminary results of the assessment were presented.

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number (¢
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use 0
drill drill -downs; more

fBesides the PEFA repeat assessment (2008) and a pr
PEFA assessment (2006) there has not been any use
other diagnostic tool (in the period 202@10)

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fg
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

1 The last PEFA assessment was triggered by the
development partners involved in budget support (World E
and African developmentdhk, EU, France and Germany)
order for these partners to assess the effectiveness o
support.

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a dritldown following a PEFA
assessment.

1 Overall there is a consensus that Public Expenditure rey
(PER) are still needed in addition to PEFA exercises. At
same time it is also believed that the PEFA instrument cg
be replaced.




Documentary Evidence

T
1

T

PEFARepeatAssessmerfMarch 2008)

Banque Mondiale, Banque Africaine de Développement. Commission Européenne, Frar
R®publ i que F®d®rAad Méemalré Missionrecorgoigta en, Appui Budgétajr
octobre 2008,

Ministere des Finances, Secrétariat GénéraR | an do6 Act i @008201®;r i or
Ministere des Finances, Secrétariat GénéraR| an dO6 Act i @008, pri or
Ministére des FinancesCirculaire (004), Exécution au titre du budget de 2011 (Budg
général, budgets annexes, opérations comptegipaliers trésor), 139 pages24 décembre
2010;

International monetary Fund (IMFRepublic of Madagascar: Poverty Reduction Strat
Paper Annual Progress Report for 2007 and First Semester of, 2MF8 Country report
N0.09/10, January 2009;

International monetary Fund (IMARepublic of Madagascar: Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper AnnualProgress RepdrtJoint Staff Advisory NoteJoint Staff Advisory Note, IMF

Country report No.09/11,

January 2009.

Documents irbold indicate thosén which Madagascar PEFA Assessments are explicitly cited.

8.

Persons Consulted

Charlotte Adriaen European Union

Johnson Andrianirina Ministry of Finance and Budget
Dieudonne Dandriamanampisiorld Bank

Orlando RobimananaMinistry of Finance and Budget
Serge Mihailov European Union




MOLDOVA

Summary Overview of Impact

2008 PEFA Assessment was felt to be a useful exerci
the Government took a leadership role and put a lot o
resources into preparing a highquality self assessment
The 2008 results confirmed the progress made in PFN
reforms in Moldova and it was extensiely used as g
monitoring tool for t he
project.

The PEFA Framework has not been fully
institutionalised. The Government may see the
Framework as a donor instrument; as part of the
requirements for continued budget support.

Despite some efficiencies in using the Assessment
common information pool (e.g. in conducting fiduciary
assessments) there is also evidence of multiple a
overlapping broad diagnostic tools being conducte
during the period. This creates duplicative ppcesses an(
additional transaction costs for the Government.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1When was the PEEA undertak 1 M_oderated self assessment undertaken by the Goverr]
(TORs issued, consultants started with s_upport Of_ DPS' o _ _

work, field visit begun/ended, draft 1 The first fact finding mission t.ook p_lace in Aprll 2003, |
report completed, final report by the World Bank and including two internatior
completed) consultants.

1 A draft report was circulated in May 2008 and recei
comments from the Government of Moldova,
development partners and the PEFA Secretariat.

1 The draft and comments formed the basis for discusg
during the second mission in June 2008 and a worksh
Chisinau on 8 June 2008.

1 The final report is dted July 2008.

2[L).§Slznst|tut|onal involvement of f Lead Donoii World Bank
1 Financed by World Bank and DFID
o Lead donor(s) 1 Representatives of broader group of donors attend
o Other donors launch workshop at the start of the mission and a sep

(0]

In what way were they
expected to be involved pr¢
assessment

How were they involved in
practice

meeting of the donors was held at the start of the se
mission to discuss the draft report.




1.3 Institutional involvement of

government: 1 A working group was establishe_d in the MOFaichd by

o the Deputy Minister of Finance. The Agenc
Pre-assessment institutional (procurement, tax, audit) were engaged in the pro
structure for involvement of including participation in the self assessment.
government (apgrt from meetings)| ¢ Mmanagement team of Ministry of Finance had experie
_referencg group? If so, who from the 2006 PEFA process and prepared adgguality
involved? self assessment prior to the first mission. There were f
Actual institutional structure for discussions on methodological issues than during the
involvement of government during assessment primarily as
assessment increased familiarity with the PEFA Framework.
1.4 What was thbackground to the

1 The goal was to update the 2006 PEFA assessment bas

origin of the PEFA assessment?

20052007 data and integrating the Framework into
results framework for the PFM project launched in e
2006.

1.3 Describe how PEFA
was carried out
(methodology), including
whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop
Standalone or integrated
assessment. Note
differences between
various assessments, if
applicable.

The government conducted its own self assessumgng the
PEFA Guidelines prior to the first visit. Scores were K
private until the consultants prepared their own scores
then compared/adjusted the scoring.

The assessment was carried out by a team of
international and two local consuita over two visits.

No preassessment workshop.

Standalone assessment prepared.

1.4 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

The Report is Findl dated July 2008.
Agreed with the Government.

1.5Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s)e.g. on PEFA
website, on Government website,
published for public access, other.

Both the 2006 and 2008 PEFA Assessment are availablg
the PEFA Website. There is a link on the Ministry of
Finance website however when this was tested (5 Octoh
2010) it dd not open.

1.6 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

First assessment published June 2006; Repeat assessn
published July 2008 25 months.
Core consulting Team (2 international and one I
consultant) participated in the 2006 assessment.
Process of preparing the assessment was broadly similg
although the upfront inputs of the government team insu
tha less time was spent discussing methodological issu€
The repeat assessment included a section tracking
movements in the scores between the 2006 and 2008
assessment.




1.7 Other backgroundi
describe the status of tf
PFM reform programme
Extent of governmen
management/leadership
PFM reform programme.

1 The Ministry of Finance is implementing a public finar
management reform program with the support of the W
Bankand other donors.

1 The main instrument is the World Bank public finar
project launched in early 2006. The project coy
strengthening budget, planning and  execu
methodologies, introducing a modern integrated finar|
management information  system,supporting the
establishment of the government internal audit function
developing iRcountry training capacity. A targeted progré
to strengthen the institutional capacity of the Court
Accounts (SAI) was put in place.

1 The Bank project is due fmish in 2010.

1.8 Describe the natur
and institutional structur
of the governmentlonor
dialogue on PFM

1 The dialogue between the government and the da
(principally EC and WB) is positive. There is a Steer
Committee managing the WB project howetiee country
lacks a government/donor group. Perhaps this is n
serious shortfall given the small number of active donot
Moldova.

)

1.9Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

1 World Bank have taken the technical lead in Moldova.

T While there is no formal institutional structure for IDiP
dialogue all donors seem to regard the consultative
arrangements to be proportionate for the size of the cou

2. Government experience of te PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

1 The Government were reportedly satisfied with the pro
and the quality of the product. Government were expe
positive results through the PFM reports and these
supported by the Assessment (10 improved scores a
deteriorated scores).

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 Government conducted a self assessment with very lin
guidance from the consulting teamior to the field mission.

I Lead specialists met with consulting team to clarify
discuss scores.

1 The draft reports and detailed government comments fo
the basis for discussions during the second mission.

T Assessment was led by Aid Coordination Unit 4
implemented by the Ministry of Finance.

2.3Government assessment of
guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

1 The Government was reported to be content with theepg
appropriateness of scores related to Government performan




3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 Main DPs in PFM were satisfied with the process
appropriateness of the results.

. 1 Asindicated above DPs were involved in funding

i?;].folileesrﬁglr)]? iIr? \gzlsgggril:r\]? n:le?elz consultants (World Bank, DFID) and as observers and
i who was involved. who Iedpthe ) participants in the workshops (DFID, SIDA, World Bank,
process (involvement in IMF and EC). , , .
management of process), how we 1 World Bank managed the process, including the review
they involved the PEFA Secretariat.
3.3DP assesment of 1 There are few donors operating in Moldova. As a re

1.Jalit /strenath of level of DP donor coordination was less of an issue thanoiher
i?lvolv):amenﬂg( re. during. post countries/regions. DPs with an interest in PFM isg
assessment) i%cll’Jdingegl’eE)/el of (DFID, EC and SIDA worked closely with the W
DP-DP cooperation during the throughout the process.
PEFA exercise
3.4DP motivations for 1 World Bank reported that it required the PEFA Assess|
sﬁpporting/leading PEEA as an input into the mitkrm review of their PFM project.
assessment 1 Government and World Bank also anticipated sc

improvements in PFM performance which would
reflected in the scoring.

4. Government use 6 PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

9 Circulation of the report appears to have limited to the n
stakeholders involved in the PEFA (those in
Government 6s wor king grou

1 Reports on the 2006 and 2008 assessments were made
on the webpage of the Ministry of Finance.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 Seems to have been very limited discussion of the report
assessment.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

)l

4.4 What,if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.g. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

1 Follow up assessment planned for 2011, however this s
to be driven more by donotisan government.

i Officially no decision taken on the institutionalisation
PEFA.




4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA asessment? In what ways?

1  Direct impact of PEFA: The results of the donor reportin
indicators (D1D3) were poor and it is reported that the DPs ¢
working to improve

1 No direct evidence that PEFA assessment results have
influenced t he @Banae Howeverseletts
indicators were incorporated into the revised Results Matrix
during the PFM Project Joint MTR.

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 See 4.5 above assessment is an input to the Joint MTR
the PFM Project.

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

der

1 Quality of the tool.

T Government ownership.
f The PEFA Assessment tool could be duidsoth as ar
assessment and internal management tool by the Govern
The internal system of indicators might be different, but
concept is useful and timely.

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation tie
report amongst DPs

1 PEFA has been circulated widely to the main PFM donorg

1 PEFA scores were used in the Results Framework prepa
part of the PFM Project Mid Term Review.

9 Used by donors in preparation of fiduciary assessments
FRA/ASP and EQ\nnual Review of PFM Arrangements).

T One citation in the OECD Review of Budget Processes.

5.2What impact or followu 9 Limited coordination activities related to the PE
aétivities (reII?ated to PEM SFLJJ ort Assessment, in part because of the limited number of d(
by DP) have resulted from tt?ep and becausehte Wor |l d Bankods PF M
PEFA assessment (decisions by [ coordinating point for PFM.
directly related to PEFA
assessmentg.g. new PFM support
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments
5.3What activities which T WB6s umbrella project is
potentially lead to improvements ir coordlnat!on on PFM.

1 One tangible outcome of the PEFA assessment was a

DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DEDP ccoperation

recognition on the part of the donors that their performar
on donor practices needed to impedD1i D+; D27 D+ &
D37 D). The donors have been addressing this issue an
better scores are anticipated for the next assessment.




5.4 Did the PEFA assessment leaq
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

Some evidence use of PEFA as basis of fiduc
assessments. PFM assessments.
Two broad based assessment conducted in 2010 (i.e
OECD Review of Budget Processes and ECFIN Operati
Assessments); neither of which seem to have placed rel
on the ommon data set generated by the PEFA Assessi|
Whilst the PEFA Assessment provides a broad based
assessment; separate missions continue to be fig
including the EC looking to assess the conditions
possible budget support and sector budgepe.

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

Main GovtDP dialogue on PFM is thrgh the PFM
project.

EC will require a PEFA update in mid 2011 as a pre
condition for GBS. This is a little early for the WB (who
require it for project monitoring) however the process wil
be coordinated in order to meet both institutions objectiv

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

Useful for snap shot of PFM systénfurther (more
detailed) analysis needed for Sector Budget Support ang
individual PFM elements.

PEFA necessaryub not sufficient for fiduciary risk
assessments by some donors.

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

As indicated above, prior to the PEFA, the main dor
providing budget support istussed the use of PER
assessments as the basis for their fiduciary assessr
although this objective was di@ked from the actual PEF4
assessment itself.

Since the PEFA, donors appear to be citing the PEFA s
in their fiduciary assessments bubnetheless still fielding
separate teams.




6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

PEFA Updaté July 2008

Debt Management Performance Assessment (DeMPA)
April 2008

Assessment of National Procurement Systems (October
2008) - MAPS Methodologyi Funded by UNDP.

DFID Fiduciary Risk Assessment (September 2008) and
Annual Statement of Progress (Nov 2009)

PERT in progress to be completed by the end of 2010.
OECD Working Party of Senior Budget Officials (2010)
EC DGFIN T Operational Assessment (2010)

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

No multi-year programme of PFM diagnostistruments.

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ai
carrying out PFM assessments?

There have been a limited number of PFM diagnostic
recent years. Government involvement in PEFA assess
is discussed above. Key government counterf
interviewed for the Operational Assessment and OF
Review (both one week missions).

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number (¢
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

No significant evidence of a reduction in PFM Diagnost
Recent OECD and EC diagnostics are broad based a
not seem to havbe placed significant reliance on P
methodology.

PEFA may have resulted in more efficient execution
fiduciary diagnostics.

Newer drillkdown diagnostics conducted for procurem
and debt management.

A repeat assessment will be conducted in 2011 as anin
a multtannual PFM strategy.




6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (@. part of
multi-year programme, trigger fg

GBS programme, part of refor f
project, or input to the preparatiq q

of the project)?

20081 PEFA- trigger was WB/GOM need to monitor
progress on the Banko6s PF
to its Mid Term Rewew.

2008- DePART prepared at request of Government.

2010- OECD Working Party of Senior Budget Officials
Review of Budget Processes (draft) 2061DECD paper wa
a peer learning exercisearried out as part of the wo
programme of the OECD WorkinBarty of Senior Budge
Officials. Budget reviews serve as a basis for examinatid
a countryos budget instit
meetings, and enable the participants to discuss the b
procedures of a country in depth.

2010 i EC DGFIN Operational Assessment of t
administrative procedures and financial circuits
organisations involved in the maefioancial assistanc
(MFA) in order to ensure that the beneficiary countries
MFA maintain a sufficient control environme
(Aafranfeomoround financi al
determined by assessing the following areas: Bu
preparation; Budget execution; Procurement proced
Cash and debt management; Public Internal Fina
Control; External audit capacity; and Central Bankidést
2010)

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.

feeding into another or one decid
as a drilldown following a PEFA
assessment.

DFID FRA followed FRA guidelines and used the 2(
PEFA as the basis of the Assessment.
DeMAR and PEFA conducted at the same time (2(
however the two exercises had not been linked althoug
two teams shared information during their missions.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 Republic of Moldova Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability Assessment Public
Financial Management Performance Repduly 2008

1 Mid Term Review of Public Financial Management Projecfi December 2008

1 Debt Management PerformanceAssessment (DeMPA]J April 2008

1 Moldova Fiduciary Risk Assessment For DFID- 18 September 2008

91 DFID Annual Statement of Progress November 26 2009

1 OECD Working Party of Senior Budget OfficidldReview of Budget Processes (draft) 2010

D

ocuments in bold indicate those in which N

8. Persons Consulted

Vasile Bulicanu- MOF
Oleg Hirbui EU
Elena Nikulinai World Bank

Alla Skvortovai DFID




MOZAMBIQUE

Summary Overview of Impact

PEFA Framework has been institutionalised as &
common information pool for government and
development partners. Expansion of the Framework intg
SNG and Sectors (the latter an adaptation of the
methodology).

Strong governmentDP partnership in PFM and well
organized collaboration in the PEFA Assessment.

Despite strong DP cooperation and agreement to ug
PEFA assessments as a common pool of referen
assessments appear to be being undertaken outsi
common arrangements.

PEFA is seen as a useful snap shaf PFM systems.
Results may have some indirect impact on reforn
agenda and partially reduce transaction costs of DF
fiduciary diagnostics.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEEA undertak 1 TORS:Not available to the Study
(TORs issued, consultants started| 1 Field Visit 8" to 26" October 2007.
work, field visit begun/ended, draft| T Draft Report Date Unknown
report completed, final report 1 Final Report: February 2008 (100 pages including Anne
completed)
éL).PZSI:rBtltutlonal involvement of 1 Lead Donors: Switzerland and Norway
1 Other Donors: None explicitly involved in undertaking 1

o Lead donor(s) assessment; although it was rewéel by several of th

o Other donors Programme Aid Partners.

0 Inwhat way were they 1 Institut_ional In\_/olve_ment_: involvement_ on Stemg_i
expected to be involved pré Commlttee; prow_de financingonsulted during the exerci
asgessment P and involvement in stakeholder workshops.

0 How were they involved in
practice

1 A Technical Committee was established, with rhenship

1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

from MOF and MPD. This Committee met on a weekly b
during the field phase of the exercise to discuss the re
generated by teh consultancy team.

T

managers of the MOF and MPD and 2 Dé&presentative
(Switzerland and Norway).

T

of the Report (in Portuguese) and second draft (in English)
the PEFA Secretariat in Washington DC.

A Steering Committee was established (consisting of s¢

Steering Committee coordinated comments on the first




1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

1 Repeat assessment based on period up to the end of thg
budget cycle.

9 PEFA process is a joint commitment of Govt. And D
driven by a desire to reduce transaction costseathipy large
number of fiduciaryand other PFM assessmearried out.

1.3 Describe how PEFA
was carried out
(methodology), including
whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop
Standalone or integrated
assessment. Note
differences between
various assessments, if
applicable.

1 The PEFA was undertaken as a stand alone assessmern
the close cooperation of the government and DPs.

1 Repeat included detailed tracking of scores between the
and 2008 Assessments.

9 Govt noted that more ownership of the PEFA process fo
repea assessment. First assessment was more donor drive
20072008 the credibility of the tool as an internatio
benchmark of PFM performance was better understoo(
government officials.

1.4 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

9 First version 6the Final Report February 2008

1.5Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA
website, on Government website,
published for public access, other.

Posted on the Government website.
Not published on PEFA website.

= =

1.6 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment

etc.)? Why?

1 First assessment published March 2006 (gap 23 months
I See 1.3 above.
1 Repeat assessment was prepared by four consu

including 2 of the consultants who conducted the in
assessment (including the same lead international consultar




1.7 Other background describe the

status of the PFM

reforn

programme. Extent ojovernment

management/leadership  of
reform programme.

PF

Following the approval of the SISTAFE reform packa
since the early 2000s the weight of PFM reform
Mozambique has gradually shifted away from these n
conceptual and strategic issues regaydihe Mozambicat
PFM framework, and concerns over the allocation of bu
resources to priority areas. Instead, it has focused
financial administration considerations in the sphereg
budget execution, accounting and control, as well ag
developing the instruments required to make the n
Mozambican PFM architecture defined in SISTA
effective.

U Specific PFM reforms currently under way include:
IFMS (known as €SISTAFE)

Single Treasury Account

Internal/external controls

Decentralisation within thbroader public sector reforn
programme

Government management of PFM reform programm
managed by a Technical Unit under the Ministry of Fina
(Technical Unit for the Reform of State Finang
Administration, or UTRAFE) and is supported by t
ProgrammeAid Partners. Its role is to manage the refd
progr amme and t o channel
reforms.

The Government developed a Strategic Public Fing
Management Vision (2012020).

[ entE entIN ent-A et




1.8 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmendonor dialogue on PFN

Centred on strong PFM DP group in the form of th& 43
group of countries (PAP). Basis of strong governm
donor ceoperation, which preceded the PEFA (e.g. P
information on donor disbursement©DAMoz, etc). This
is supported by an extensive network of selduel
working groups, several taskforces set up to address sp
issues, project management units or SWAp arrangemen
The dialogue is structuredamau nd: (i) t he
PRSP); (ii) the annual Performance Assessment Framey
(PAF), which indicate the activities to be accomplished
provide a resultbased monitoring matrix; and (iii) the joi
GovernmerdPAP annual reviews of PFM performan
which review progress on the PAFs and revise t
accordingly.

With the emergence and consolidation of direct gen
budget support and other programmatic aid modalitie
Mozambique, donegovernment dialogue, includin
dialogue regarding PFM issue$ias increasingly bee
articulated since the early 2000s around the mechar
developed between the government and donor age
providing programmatic aid (PAP) to regulate aid pract
under this type of aid modality. These mechanisms inc
the PARGOM MoU, the Performance Assessme
Framework PAF monitoring and evaluation matrix,

annual Joint Review and migkar Review mechanisms

the numerous working groups set up under this
framework.

A significant part of these joint GONAP institution&
spinoffs associated to the GBS program in Mozambi
have been developed around ongoing discussions
reforms in the sphere of public financial management.
instance, several joint working groups have been establ
under this framework to deal ith PFM related issue
including specific groups for SISTAFE implementati
bringing aid on budget, internal audit and one formeq
donor agencies that support reform initiatives and cap
building efforts in the Administrative Tribunal.

1.9Describe e nature ang
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

The Development Partner Group consists of the heac
mission in Mozambique of bilateral donors, the UNDP,

the international financial institutions. This is slightly wic
thanthe members of the Programme Aid Partners (PAP
the G19, as it also includes those members who
observers to the PAP (including the IMF, the US, the

and Japan).




2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

1 2008 exercise was well organized and the team
professional. There was a transparent process of addre
comments of the government, which they felt wedecpately,
reflected in the final report.
1 Results were appropriate. The Government felt some o
scores in 2006 were a little harsh. Scoring also seemed to |
anticipated improvements in the accounting and budgg
systems between the two asses#sie

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the

1 The assessment process was managed through the Te(
and Steering Committees.

T Institutionally thelnspeccad Geral de Financamanaged

process (involvement in the Governmentds inputs int
management of process), how we
they involved

1 Through the Steering Committee the governm
2.3 Government assessment of stakeholders seemed to be satisfied with the leve

quality/strength of level of
governnent involvement (pre,
during, post assessment)

participation in the process.

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 The overall quality of the Report was gobdtbetter than the
first assessment. It was the same consulting team as f
first assessmenfi they had built confidence of the
government and DPs. Training was provided to
government prior to the assessment mission, which allg
the consulting team to be more focused on evid¢
gathering rather than explaining the methodology. In ger
results were apppriate i some DPs wondered wheth
there was enough triangulation of resultssome of the
individual scores looked overly positive.

3.2Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 DPs represented on the Steering Committee (Norway
Switzerland).
1 DP involvement throughout the process (concept, TC
approval/comments of DPs and PEFA SEC, training
workshops).

3.3DP assessment of
guality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includinibe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

T See3.1and3.2.

1 G219 are well organized in Mozambique. DPs contented
level and depth of involvement ingdlPEFA process.




3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 DPs needed a strong assessment tool to evaluate
systems

1 PEFA is an internationally recognised tdoktarted using
the PEFA methodology based on early drafts in 20®&fore
themethodology was finalised.

1 Strong motivation for some of the MDBS DPs to
involved as they were sponsoring organizations of the P,
Program.
1 DPs noted short lead time of completion of the PE
assessment as a positive aspect of the process.

4. Government use of PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

9 Copies of the PEFA Assessment were circulated widel
Government and made available to civil society groups.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

9 The Treasury was in charge of gathering information
actions to be undertaken by specific institutions. These ac
wer e incorporated into t h
Finance Management Vision.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

1 PEFA has beenited in DP Fiduciary Assessments howe
none of the PIs are incorporated in the Performance Asses
Framework for PFM (2062009).

1 PEFA assessment included in the Strategic Public Fing
Management Vision (2012020).

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.qg. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

1 The Government and DPs are about to commence a rep
PEFA assessment in late 2010.

1 The Government an®Ps prepared an assessment of
Health Sector; based on an adaption of the PEFA method
(published in April 2009). This was financed by the Sw
Development Cooperation (SDC) on behalf of thedPeration
Partners (CPs) and coordinated by a joinnistry of Health/
Devel opment Partnersodo Refer
1 An assessment of SNG; using the PEFA methodology
published in December 2009.

4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways*

1 The Government developed Vision/Strategy based in pd
on the last PEFA Assessment. This has yet to be operationg
as a program of actionable activtidVithout a program there
are question marks over how well PFM TA is being coordina

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 PEFA s not being used as an M and E tool. It is a usefu
consolidated snap shot of performance of the PFM system.

471 n stakehol
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following

der

up/using PEFA

1 Government involvement in all aspecfsthe assessment
process. Process was transparent and inclusive.

1 Quality of the consulting team.




5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

1 The PEFA Assessment was circulated tdd#dks, most of
whom attended dissemination seminar as well.

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppq
projects beinglanned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

1 The PEFA has been useful in providing a common
information pool.

1 The PEFA is used in the DPs internal procedures (e.g.
decisions on the use of country systemd evaluations of
fiduciary risk).

1 Other assessment tools have been implemented (particd
at Sector and SNG level) and appear to be valued (e.g. PET
and PERS).

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted fra the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM

support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

1 Institutional arrangements between the MDBS donors se
to be well aligned and the PEFA framework assists in this
regard.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lead
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

I Use of the PEFA assessment as a common informatior|
appears to have had some impact on the number of ge
assessments. There are still a large number ofvichdil
fiduciary assessments conducted by the DPs. These maybe
efficiently carried out as a result of the PEFA data (howeve
data to back up this assertion).

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmenDP co
operation/diabgue on PFM resulteq
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmeriDP cooperation on
PFM

T While PEFA provides a snap shot of the PFM system g
DPs felt that the lack of actionable recommendations w
weakness of the Framework.

1 Government was keen on the IMF ROSC because, as w
diagnosis it offered a series of actionable recommendati

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

1 The PEFA replaced previous tools such as CFAA. In ge
regarded as a useful tool.

1 Some DPs questioned the additional value of prepari
Fis c a | ROSC. The |1 MF&6s ROSC
only a few months apart.

1 Also felt that other diagnostics (e.g. PETS and CPAR) \
still useful complement to coverage of the PEFA.

i Other DPs questioned whether PEFA adequately cap
problems i the implementation of the PFM system; particulé
at Sector or SNG level.




5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

T

The PEFA has been institutionalised; supported by the C

andconducted approximately every three years (the 3
Assessment is to be conducted in late 2010).

T

DPs are using PEFA as a fiduciary tool.

6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

=

Assessment of Public Finance Management in Mozaml
2004/05. Based on PEFA Methodology. Final Rep
Current Statue of PFM Systems and Processes, overvi
reforms and perspectives for 2006.

Assessment of Public Finance Management , 2006. B
on PHE-A Methodologyi Public Expenditure and Financi
Accountability, v.1. February 2008.

Mozambiquel Debt Management Performance Assessn
(DeMPA) March 2008

DFID Fiduciary Risk AssessmenMay 2008

Report on Observance of Standards and Cadésscal
Transparency Module May 2008 (IMF Country Report
08/152).

Assessment of Public Finance Management
Procurement Systems in the Mozambique Health S¢
Final Report English Version April 2009

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

1 DFID Annual Statement of Progress. April 2009

1 Republica de Mocambique Provincia de cabo Delg
Direcgcao provincial de plano e finangas. Avaliagdo
sistema de gestdo de financas Publicas na provincia de
delgado 2008Aplicacdo da metodologia PEFA despesg
Publica e responsabilidade financelteecember 2009.

1 PER Agriculture, research and location of expenditure (I
unknowr).

i PETS Education (Datenknowr)

1 Despite strong cooperation and agreement on the use o

PEFA assessments as a common frame of reference, th
nonet hel ess seemed to be
these common arrangements.

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in deveping and
carrying out PFM assessments?

Strong involvement of Government in PEFA diagnostics
(see above)




6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number ¢
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since th
introduction of the Strengthenec
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

Regular (every 3 years) institutionalised use of PE
methodology.

Evidence of the use of expanding the use of PE
methodology into SNG and secto

Strong focus on PFM performance at Sector and SNG
(use of PETS); perhaps influenced by DPs providing s€
BS.

Overlaps between some assessméntEiscal ROSC an(
PEFA.

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was thetrigger (e.g. part o
multi-year programme, trigger fq
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

= =4 —a -

PEFA CGi part of regular repeat assessment cycle.
Fiscal ROSQ prepared at the request of the Governmen
DeMPA - prepared at the request of the Government.
Health Sector PEFA Assessment Annual Assessmer]
under MoU signed between the Cooperation Partners
GoM, setting out terms and procedures for channe
external support to the Health sector to support thaltH
Sector Strategic Plan.

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a dritdown following a PEFA
assessment.

PEFA assessments have been institutionalised agd
(roughly) following a three year cycle. Use of PE
methodology to conduct SNG assessment and ad
methodology to conduct an assessment of the Health Se
IMF noted that the Fiscal ROSC and PEFA teams sh
terms of reference and key backgroungwmentation. Fun
staff provided detailed comments on the draft PE
assessment. Nevertheless the added value of conducti
2 Assessments so closely together is not clear.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 Assessment of Public Finance Management in Mozambique 2004/05. Based on PEFA
Methodology. Final Report. Current Statue of PFM Systems and Processes, overview of
reforms and perspectives for 2006.

1 Assessment of Public Finance Management , 2006. Based orFRBMethodology i Public

Expenditure and Financial Accountability, v.1. February 2008.

Mozambiquei Debt Management Performance Assessment (DeMPA) March 2008

Assessment of Public Finance Management and Procurement Systems in the Mozambique

Health Sector Fnal Reporti English Version April 2009

1 Report on Observance of Standards and Cbodiescal Transparency Module May 2008 (IMF
Country Report No 08/152).

1 Republica de Mogambique Provincia de cabo Delgado. Direc¢éo provincial de plano e
financas. Avaliacdo do sistema de gestao de financas Publicas na provincia de cabo delgad
2008.Aplicacéo da metodologia PEFA despesa Publica e responsabilidade financeira
December 2009.

1 GOM - Strategic Public Financial Management Visiori In Portuguese (201€2020).

=A =4

Documents in bold indicate those in which N

8. Persons Consulted

Telma Lofortei Swiss Cooperation Office

Jacinto Muchiné (Ministry of Finance, UTRAFE/SISTAFE and government couraeror PEFA
assessments)

Wim Ulens- EU




NICARAGUA

Summary Overview of Impact

f

The last PEFA exercise was carried out in 2006 (firg
half) but the draft report was never approved by the
Government. It is not publicly accessible
Nevertheless, since then the report has been cited

donors as well as Government reports. Between 20(
and 2010 there were no other PFM assessmer
carried out.

The new Government which took powein January

2007 did not endorse the work of the previou
administration T therefore they did not accept the
PEFA assessment.

The PEFA 2006 has helped DI®P coordination.
PFM missions took place on the basis of a (sing|
mission calendar.

A PEFA repea assessment (supported by WB an
IDB mainly) should take place in thesecond halfof
2011. The Government has agreed with the idea bt
this still needs official confirmation.

A methodology for PFM selfassessment referring tg
the PEFA methodology (asvell as to other diagnostic
instruments) was developed by the authorities i
2010 and shared with the DPs.The Government
intends to carry out its own PFM evaluation at the
same time as the PEFA repeat assessment.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertak

. 1 TOR issues in November 2005;
(TORs issued, consultants started . . .
work, field visit begun/ended, draft T Filed work: JanuarFebruary 2006;
report completed, final report 1 Government selassessment January 2006;
completed) 1 Draft Report by the World Bank expert (May 2006);
1 Updated draft report (not very different from first drg
(December 2006);
1 Draft never finalized (refer to 6.1)
é.gslpstltutlonal involvement of  The Lead donor for the 2006 PEFA was the W(
' Bank;
0 Lead donor(s) 1  Other donors involved were the European Union,
o Other donors Inter American Development Bank and DFID;
1 All the donors participated in the initial meeg with the

o0 In what way were they
expected to bevolved pre
assessment

0 How were they involved in
practice

Government;

The EU financed one expert who carried out a-
assessment for the Government;

The World Bank financed also one expert w
elaborated the final draft report taking into considera
the preassessment (and scores);

In practice aly the World Bank and the EU we
involved in drafting the report.




1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actualinstitutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

The Government took a relatively paative role in the
2006 PEFA. It provided a key contact (a collaborato
the Vice Minister of Finance/Hacienda y Créd
Plblico) that closely onitored the exercise (h
monitored the work of the expert financed by the
for the preassessment);

The key contact made sure all the data needed fo
assessment would be provided.

1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

The idea for the PEFA (2006) came from the Bud
Support Group. It included eight (8) DP providi
budget support (World Bank, Inter Americ
Development Bank, European Union, Switzerld
DFID/UK, The Netherlands, Finland and Norway).

15 Describe how PE&
was carried out (methodology),
including whether or not there was
pre-assessment workshop. Was it
Stand- alone or integrated
assessment? Note differences
between various assessments, if
applicable.

The standard PEFA methodology was applied fg
Standalone exercise.

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

The 2006 PEFA report was never finalized (see 6.1)

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA
website, on Governmémwebsite,
published for public access, other.

The 2006 PEFA report was never finalized (6.1) and
draft version of June 2006 is not publicly available.

1.8 What was the gap between the
first and second assessment? We
there any significant changes to th
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment

etc.)? Why?

Not applicable




1.9 Other background describe the
status of the PFM reforn
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PR
reform programme

T

)

Ni ¢ ar a g Hearddevelbpmengyvision is elaborat
in the National Human Development Plan (NHDP)
20082011 (and in an abridged version of the NHI
the updated NationaDevelopment Plan or PNDH
which basically a PRSPThe NHDP addresses pendi
development challenges with a special focus on s
issues that impact the poorest. At the same tim
continues with policies in those areas that have sh
progress.

The NHDP i ncludes efforts
growth performance while reducing poverty throu
sharing economic growth more broadly. In addit
programmatic priorities include a renewed focus
poverty reduction using a multector approach
pragmatic elutions to the chronic energy crisis for t
short to medium term, expanding econor
opportunities for small and medium enterprises, builc
a competitive investment climate, and moderniz
public sector management systems including fiscal
public financial management (PFM).

(Refer also to 4.5)

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmertdonor dialogue on PFN

1 Up to 2008 dialogue on PFM was based around the By
Support Group (1.4). Right now there is no institutig
structure of the Governmedbnor dialogue on PFM and
is not like before.

1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of thelonor

donor dialogue on PFM

1

See above.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

1

At the time of the 2006 PEFA (up to December 20
the Government supported the assessment process
much and thought the exercise was of very good quz
The new Sandinista Government (from January 2
on) did not want to endorse the process andstuees
(see 6.1) mainly because it wanted to keep its dist
from the previous administration. Also the n
administration noted that the report had not b
approved by the previous administration either.
addition, they argued that the endorsenwthe PEFA
assessment might result in future conditionalities
budget support operations.




2.2 Describe level of government

involvement in assessment proces 1 The Government involvement in the 2006 assess|
. . process took place through the key contact and
I who was involved, who led the . ) i
. : technical assistant financed by the EU (see 1.3). The
process (involvement in . o " -
contact reported directly to his Vice Minister (Ministe
management of process), how we . PP .
: de Hacienda y CréditouBlico) and took an active pa
they involved . . : o .
in managing the entire process (monitoring, organiza
of meetings and debriefings).
2.3 Government assessment of 1 The Government believes that its involvement du

guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

the entire 2006 PEFA process was of good quality
they were able to discuss and reach agreement on
with the assessors.

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

31What was (i ndi 1 Because the 2006 PEFA ex_ercise t_ook place at a
viéw ofthe PEEA assessment the _PEI_:A framework was just being developed
including quality of the proces,s appllc_atlon started aft_er June 2005) and was see
team, product appropriateness’ of least in part as a learning proc_ess._T_he process itsel
the résults ! too short, making data collection difficult at times. );
1 There were no concerns about the EU expert (for
presassessment) and for the WB expert;
1 The product was considered a very good oné the
results were considered to be appropriate.
3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP q The_ I_EU fingnced _the Government self assessi
in.volvement in assessment proces providing an international consultant;
i who was involved, who led the 1 The WB financed a consultant to develop the final d
process (involvement in (based on Government self assessment).
management of process), how we
they involved
3.3DP assessment of T The DPs_ believed that their involvement was of g
quality/strength of level of DP quali ty during the proc
involvementi (pre, durhg, post representatives were present V\_/hen t'he exercise st
assessment), includinige level of They metalso on a regular basis durl_ng the field wi
DP-DP coopération during the (and they provided comments on the first draft);
PEFA exercise 1 The first draft was finalised late (May 2006), four
months after the field work. This was felt to be too I
by some of the DPs.
 The main motivation on the donor side reflected

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

Strengthened Approach to PFM and the desire to
one single assessment as a common pool of
knowledge for DPs.




4. Government use of PEFA postassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 Due to the change in Government (January 2007) {

was practically no circulation of the PEFA pg
assessment (refer to 6.1)

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

Due to the change in Government there was practi
no discussion afhe PEFA post assessment (refer to €

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

For the period 20632010, no single document has be
identified which refers to the 2006 PEFA. This is a
due to the fact that the report was never offici
accepted by the #horities.

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.g. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these?

No direct follow up to the PEFA was ever carried out

4.5What, if any, changes/activitie
have there been in the PFM refo
programme since the PER
assessment? Were these char
directly or indirectly related to th
PEFA assessment? In what ways

The government has put together a comprehensive
modernization plar(20082009) with the objective o
strengthening its own management capacities as w¢
upgrading the information system SIGFA a
supporting its full implementation in the rest of {
public sector

The proposed program known as the PMSAF (Finar
Management Systems Modernization Program) was
result of a broad consultation process involving m
actors within the Ministry of Finance and other sec
institutions and spending units. The plan was valid
and endorsed by the President and the @aki@arly
2009). The program document includes a detz
diagnosis of systems and ssystems weakness
(including institutional weaknesses) and elaborates
proposed actions to overcome such weakne
Furthermore, the PMSAF also contains a detailgedr
action plan for all the involved areas with actio
timeframes and costs to carry out a comprehen
overhaul of the existing systems. For |
implementation of the PMSAF the Government rece
technical support from the World Bank and from
Inter American Development Bank (as well as from
EU and the Netherlands).

The above mentioned PMSAF is not related to
PEFA assessment.




4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 There was no institutionalisation of the PE

framework. However in 2010, the governmg
elaborated its own methodology of PFM assessme
was shared with the DP). This methodology
finalized in September 2010. This methodology
indicator based (3#dicators) and refers in partto t
PEFA methodology. The methodology is to be used
the evaluation of all the systems and-sybtems of the
GFP of Nicaragua with emphasis on all of m
important operations and activities. In this context
new mehodology appears to be a comprehen:s
evaluation system of the overall GFP system. The
methodology and framework include indicators t
cover the budget cycle as well as indicators for all 0
important activities carried out by the system. Amc
these activities are included activities from Treas
accounting and public debt as well as activities rel
to public procurement, civil service, public investmert
technology, external audit and revenue collection.
government decided to produds own methodology
because they argued that the PEFA is only focuse
the budget dimensions and left other dimensiach as
the debt management without an appropriate evalug
Since Nicaragua is still a HIPC country go in depibr
this topic is citical for them.

The elaboration of this methodology has been finan
by the IADB.

471'n st akehol der
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

Due to change in government there was practically
follow up on PEFA(refer to 6.1)

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

The PEFA report was circulated to DP stakeholders;

PEFA report not public; draft not accessible to
public either.

5.2 Whatimpact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM suppc
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support) reductions in PFM
assessments

The PEFA has helped DPP coordination in the seng
that DP decided to coordinate PFM missions on
basis of a single mission calendar. Overall the PE
had a positive impact on the number of PFM mission




5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

Following the PEFA assessment, the DP agreed ta
single mission calendar and to-oadinate PFM
missions. This arrangement last until 2008.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment leaq
to reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

Basically since 2006 there were no other P
assessments. ThHeovernment has accepted the idez
have both the WB and the IADB finance a new PE
exercise for the first quarter of 2011 (and still need
confirm officially);

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
GovernmenDP co
operation/diabgue on PFM resulteq
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

Donors (WB, IDB, EU and the Netherlands) i
supporting  the implementation  of Financial
Management  Systems  Modernization  Progt
(PMSAF)in 2010. Before (2006 and thereafter) the \
supported poverty reduction activities (with PFH
reforms) through a loan.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

The PEFA exercise is viewed a general diagnost
tool that should be completed by other spec
diagnostic (in procurement notably). In any case it
good reference for DPs and also for the Government
the elaboration of reforms).

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation oPEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

The DP (WB, IDB supported by the EU and ot
donors) are willing to carry out a second PEFA
appears that the Government has accepted to hav
exercise carried out in the first quartof 2011. This
needs to be officially confirmed.

6. General Background




6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics

undertaken between 20010.

I The last PEFA assessment was carried out in 2006.

draft report (71 pages with annexes) was prepared ir
May 2006. Theeport itself was never finalized. This i
in part due to the fact that a new democratically elect
Sandinista Government took power in January 2007.
The new Government wanted to stay away from
initiatives taken by the previous Government (by not
endorsiig the scores of the PEFA).

Between January 2007 and October 2010 no F
diagnostic was carried out.

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost

instruments  supported
development partners?

by i

No. However the Government haslaborated &
methodology (September 2010) to assess Pséd4.6
aboveg . The Government 6s
comprehensive evaluation of PFM system using
methodology. Regarding the timing of this evaluatior
appears that the Governmentulalike to carry it out in
parallel to the next PEFA (planned for the second ha
2011.




6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ar
carrying out PFM assessments?

f

Preparations for a PEFA repeat assessment (joint W
Bank and Inter American Development Bank initiativ
are currently being undertakeff quarter of 201)L The
Government is supporting this initiative. Offici
confirmation is expected and the exercise shdugc
carried out during the secondarter of 2011.

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number ¢
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics since th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use @
drill drill -downs; more

f

As indicated above, there were no PFM diagnostics
carried out. This is mainly due to a Government
decision.

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fg
GBS programme, part ofeform
project, or input to the preparatic
of the project)?

Non applicable

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differg
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a drilldown following a PEFA
assessment.

Between 2007 and the time (2010) the Governn
accepted the idea of preparing a repeat P
assessment; previously the Government was relucte
sanction new diagnostics which might highlig
potential deficiencies in the PFM system.




7. Documentary Evidence

- Second Poverty Reduction Support Credit, Programme Document, World Bank/IDA
October 2006;

- National Human Development Plan (NHDP) for 2€Xi8.1;

- Republic of Nicaragua, joint IDAMF advisory note on the Poverty Reduction Strategy Pa|
(PRSP) April 2010;

- Gobierno de Reconciliacion y Unidad Nacional, Banco Interamericano de Desarrollo,
Marco de Referencia para la Evaluacién de la Administracién Financiendinisterio de
Hacienda y Crédito Publico, Oficina de Estudios Econémica$Septiembre2010)

- Government of Nicaragua, Ministry of Finance,Methodology for the evaluation of PFM
(2010)

- NI Public Financial Management Modernization Project (2010)

Note: Documents ibold indicate those in which the PEFA assessment or methodology are réserr¢

8. Persons Consulted

Antonio Blasca World Bank
Jose E. Gutierrez OssioNorld Bank
Juan Carlos Lazb Inter American Development Bank

Ovidion Reyes Ministry of Finance




TANZANIA

Summary Overview of Impact

Limited government engagement with assessments part
due to due to capacity constraints and staff turnover
Difficulties in Government-DP dialogue may have alsc
affected the impact of PEFA assessment, which has be
seen as a donor driven diagnostic exdee.

The credibility of PEFA Assessments have been affecte
by process issues related to fundingassessment tean
selection,weak quality control and protracted timelines in
the assessment proceswhich, in turn raised questions
regarding its use in trakking PFM systems performance
over time. This has undermined the usefulness of PEF
assessments as a tool to monitor progress of the PFMRP

The Tanzanian case illustrates the problems which occy
when there is insufficient time between assessmen
Changesin interpretation and judgment by assessors als
become much more important relative to actual
performance changes when intervals are shoiit resulting
in confusing conclusions. The PEFA Secretariat
recommends that repeat assessments should
undertaken no more frequently than every three years
because they are resource intensive and raise unrealist
expectations regarding improved scores.




1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

Full History of Tanzania PEFA assessments is summa

below:

T 20047 A desk studyby the EC Delegation in consultatic
with the donorsdé PFMi a¥partlof
testng the draft Framework prior to the publication of
PEFA methodology.

1 20057 Assessment of Central Government included
PEFAR FY 2005 (published June 2006). This reflected
situation as at March 2005.

T 200671 Assessment of local government carraad in March
2006 as part of PEFAR FY 2006. AnnekMay 2006 eflect
PEFA indicator scores for central government, updating
correcting methodological errors in the PEFAR FY 2
assessment. rly local government assessment vedfgcially
issued angbublished

I 2007/20087 PFM assessmentlone for semi autonomol
agencies and parastatals (never published) as part ¢
PEFAR FY 2007. Simultanesly prepared full CG PEFA i
October2007 issued as a draft in 2008 (July).

T 2008 ( Nowvdemlvd r0)8 iRRFMoRRL isSsuec
purporting to address comments of the donors and the F
SECon the July 2008 reporThis Assessment is incorporat
in the 2009 PEFAR (published June 2009) and covers
2005/06, 2006/07 and 2007/08. However according to
independent 2008/09 review of the PEMRP this documen
not incorporate comments from the PEFA SEC and hac
been officially accepted by the government.

1 2009 PFMRP on Mainland Tanzania issu&d draft May
2010)i A2 0 0 8/ 0 9 DdRienpm states that it is the fi
comprehensive PFMPR report (covering FYs 2006/0
2007/08 and 2008/09). Based on PEFA@ntry diagnostic
work undertaken in June 2008 and March 2009, with a fu
review in May 2010 to include audited fiscal data at
request of the Accountant General. Comments of the P
SEC from 2009 have only been partly addressedthis
document The report compared the indicator scores to
May 2006 update/correction of the PEFAR FY 2(
assessment.

1 The2008/09 assessmecvncluded by the Government bas
on November 2010 document. Still some debate on the
scores amongstthe DPsand 5iadicor s wer e

1 2010 PEFA Report for Zanzibarcompleted August 2010.

1.1 When was the PEFA undertake
(TORs issued, consultants started
work, field visit begun/ended, draft
report completed, final report
completed)

5 While the Study only covers 2007 to 2010 it was felt that a full summary was useful to fully explain some of the process
and methodological pblems which have been faced.



1.2 Institutional involvement of DPs
0 Lead donor(s)
o Other donors

o Inwhat way were they
expected to be involved pre
assessment

o How were they involved in
practice

2005 to 2007PEFA assessments were leg the WB (who
provided the team leader) and included other members ¢
DPWGas well as a consultant

Subsequent updates (2008) each prepared with the
assistance of differentshortterm consultant recruited jointl
by theWorld Bank and EC Delegation. Subsequent updatt
2009 and 2010 have been conducted by short term consy
funded by the WB and DFID.

1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

Preassessment institutional structu
for involvement of government
(apart from meetings): reference
group? If so, who involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

Involvement of the Government limited to provision of
information. Donors led the assessment process.

Some dialoge on PEFA process and results through the F
Working Group.

Difficulties particularly since 2008 in having scoring in {
Assessments agreed with government.

Latest version of the Report delayed to incorporate au
fiscal data for 2008/09 at the qaest of the Accountar
General.

1.4 What was the background to th
origin of the PEFA assessment?

f

Initially driven by a desire amongst government and DPs tq
down transaction costs of annual FERAA exercises.

1.5 Describe how PEFA was carrie
out (methodology), including
whether or not there was pr
assessment workshop. Staaddne or
integrated assessment. N
differences between variol
assessments, if applicable.

20052009

f
l
l

Government supplied information angdates to allow th
report to be compiled.

Undertaken in conjunction with the PER/PEFAR work
groups and involved local analysts.

The assessments are part of the annual PEFAR timetabl
timed to feed into CG/Annual Review process (which
been difficult due to delays in finalising reports).

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g.| 1 2007/08 Report was published in PER however was no
draft, final) been accepted by Government, nor did it fully incorpo
comments of the PEFA SEC.
T 2008/09 Report (Final Draft submitted to PFM WG or
November 2010) Government concluded Assessment bg
on this draft.
1.7 Extent of public avadbility of 1 PEFAR FY 2005 and 2006 Local Government FA are
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA available on PEFA website.
website, on Government website, | T 2007 Report was never published.
published for public access, other. | T PEbFAR FY 2008 was published and is on World Bank
website.
1 2008/09 Report finalised but not yet published (as at May

2011).




1.8 What was the gap between t
first and second assessment? W
there any significant changes to t
process followed (consultant us€
process of preparing assessm
etc.)? Why?

1 Annual updates of the PEFA assessment as part of the p
of preparinghe PEFAR.

1 One significant problem with all the assessments is the la
information on the degree of government involvem
approach (e.g. self assessment, moderated self assessm
quality assurance arrangements).

1 Inclusion of the basic informa@n such as the terms
reference, meeting schedules, use of workshops etc is &
from the Assessments.

T 2008/09 PEA measures progress sincassessment i
200606 fii nsofar as indicatof

1.9 Other background describethe

status of the PFM reforn
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PH

reform programme.

T In 1998, Tanzania developed its first Public Finan
Management Reform Program, this was subsequently up
in 2001 and 2003. In 2004, PFMRPWas developed, an
supported by a group of development partners (DPs). A
disbursement rate and a miefm evaluation, which querie
the level of government ownership, led to the suspensiq
PFMRP Il a year early in June 2008, and the creatio
PFMRP 11l which ran from 2008 to 2010 (rated moderat
satisfactory in the 2009 GBS review).

1 Government/Donor PFM Working Group is curren

discussing design of PFMRP 1V.
1.10 Describe the nature ar 9§ Government/Donor PFM Working Group is the m
institutional ~ structure  of th technical level forum for discussing PFM issues. Joint Ch

governmertdonor dialgue on PFM

of the Government (Deputy PS) and Donors (rotat
currently EC).

1 Joint Steering Committee on PFM is a higher level b
chaired by the PS to the Treasurywhich endorse
recommendations of the Working Group and makes ¢
operational/strategy decisions (e.g. tendering mat
endorsing overall PFMRP).

1 Work of the PFMWG feedS into (1) the PER discussic
which are broader, incorporating ma&conomic
performance and (2) the GBS Annual Review.

1.11Describe the nature and
institutional structure of the donor
donor dialogue on PFM

1 See above under Governmérdonor dalogue.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of the results

1 Government has hanad$f approach to the assessments;
terms ofprocess they have been overseen by the PFM Wo
Groups.

I The assessments are discussed with Government an
stakeholders at the Annual Reviews (Consultative meetings)
in May each year.

1 As noted above, some concerns noted over the results

2007/ 08 Assessment which was

1 2008/09 Assessment revised to incorporate audited figure,




2.2 Describe level of government 1 Limited government engagemergeen as a DP exercise.
involvement in assessment procésy
who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in managems
of process), how were they involve(
1 As indicated above, government involvement has [

2.3Government assessment of
guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

limited.

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
of the PEFA assessment, including
guality of the process, team, produ
appropriateness of the results

f

PEFA experience has been disappointing. Compared to
countriesthere is a perception that tlassessments have
beenof thehighestquality.
Earlier assessmentsad beernsubject to PEFA SEC qualit
control but delays and insufficient resources allocateo
address the comments sufficiently. In addition @08
reviewwasnot been accepted by government.

2009 ealuation also notes respondents suggesting tha
scores in early PEFA assessments were overly generous.
DPs raised concerns over the length of time taken to fin
assessments.

Some DPs quesined the adequacy of funding of ann
PEFA assessments.

Tracking has been a particular problénDPs have found i
difficult to use PEFA to compare performance of P
systems between 2006 and

in the Tanzania Mainland FHA (2008/09) however a
indicators were rated in 2006.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment procésy
who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in manageme
of process), how were they involve(

Good coordination of the donors through the Working Gr¢
led by rotating chair (WB, DFID, now EC).

3.3DP assessment of
quality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includinibe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFAexercise

Working Group meeting agendas include discussion of
aspects of progress on PEFA assessments.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA assessmg

Two main reasons cited:

1
1

To use PEFA Assessment as a tool to monitor progres
PFMRP

To enabé DPs to make decisions on use of budget suppor,




4. Government use of PEFA posassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

1 Copies of the PEFA assessments are provided to:
- PFM government stakeholders
- Other domestic and external stakeholders at the af
meetings.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 PEFA assessments are not discussed mubke Governmen
have had concerns over the quality of the PEFA Assessr
which has diminished usefulness.

1 Also respondents noted a lack of capacity or focal point
GOT responses. There has also been a high level of
turnover which has hindered the dialogue on use;
assessment.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

PEFA assessments are used, alatggsther instruments in the
Annual National Policy Dialogue Report. It notes that the over
assessment of PFM for 2008/9 is based on the following key
inputs:

A Responses to t
2008

he key 1iss

A Progress against the spe
the 2009 PAF.

A 2008 PEFA assessment

A Controller and Auditor G

which covered the 2007/8 financial year

A Progress of t hammefdt MRyRar r e
2008/9
A The 2009 independent eva

4.4 What, if any, direct followups to
the PEFA have been carried out or
are planned (e.qg. follow up PEFAS)
additional analyses, etc. What wer
the reasons for undertaking these.

1 PEFA assessments have been carried out each year fron
to 2008/09.

1 Seems to be eonsensus that less frequent PEFA assessr
would simplify the process and increase impact. Howeve
agreement on when the next assessment should be ¢
out.

4.5What, if any, changes/activities
have there been in the PFM reform
programme since the PEFA
assessment? Were these changes
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways?

1 The PEFA Assessment may have indirectly supported
Government in PFM areas which previously did not recg
adequate attention e.g. strengthening parliamentary scr
procurement and the audito

1 DPs reported that the PEFA Assessment was not a pri
source of information in the ongoimgvelopment of PFMRE
IV. Reports of the Controller Auditor General (CAG) we
considered to be more useful.




4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

PFMRP Il reaffirmed the intentionf linking the Strategic
Plan to internationally recognised measures of perform
outcome such as the PEFA measurement framework.
PFMRP I 11 notes that it ha
programme which is subjected to PEFA assessment wou
activdy undertaking to improve these assessment rat
which unfortunately has not been the case with PFMRP Il
contributedtoanundgrer f or mance o .
PFMRP |11 reaffirmed use
annual self assessment for internal process monitorin
outcomes and gener al PFM p
As noted above PEFA is one of the tools used to mo
progress on PFMRP. Govt/DPs plan to move yadi@m
annual PEFA assessments for reasons discussed above.

471'n stakehol der
main reasons for any
successes/actions in following

up/using PEFA

Government are reportedly uncertain of the value of PEFA
possibly as a result of the proceggpreparation and

finalization of the Report
valued as a source of infaog

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

1
1

Circulated widely amongsthe Donor WG; and other GB
donors.
Recent PEFA assessments have not been separately pub
the only assessments available on the PEFA website ar
2005 and 2006 assessments.

As indicated above (4.3) PEFA assessments are used, alo
other instuments in the Annual National Policy Dialog
Report to assess progress in the development of the
system.

5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support b
DP) have resulted from the PEFA
assessment (decisions by DP direc
related taPEFA assessment), e.g.
new PFM support projects being
planned, decisions to/not to give
support (e.g. budget support),
reductions in PFM assessments

PEFA is a common reference point to monitor progres
PFM issues.

5.3What activities which potentially
lead to improvements in DP <o
operation resulted from the PEFA
assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institutiong
structures for DEDP ccoperation

1

1 No furtherimpact from PEFA assessments as DPs in F

PEFA assessments are part of thegoimg dialogue on PFM.

were already working closely together.




5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lead
reductions in the number and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

Some evidence that PEFA assessments have re
transaction costs in @ion tofiduciary assessments; pari
undermined by number of PEFA updates and iterations.

Still a significant number of PFM diagnostics (see 6.1 bel
however these appear to be coordinated through the Wo
Group or commissioned directly by the Government.

5.5What activities which potentially
lead to improvements in
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resulteg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. ng
institutional structures for
GovernmenDP ccoperation on
PFM

DPs align their PFM assistance around the Goveme
Mkukuta program and the PFMRP. The latest prog
(PFMRP V) is under development.

Government/Donor dialogue is challenging due to lim
government capacity and frequent changes in personnel.
No new structure came into place as a result of introdu
PEFA assessments.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment? WH
could it replace? What can it not

=

There is still a need for broader PER.

Quality and frequency of apphg the PEFA assessments |
remains an issue.

replace? 1 Less frequent and better resourced assessments
enhance the overall qualit
5 7 Describe anv DP 1 The DP (e.g. DFID and EU) have used the PEFA assess
in.stitutionalisatign of PEFA to inform their fiduciary assessments.
1 Used to partially inform the effectiveness of the PFMRP a

framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciaryassessment.

with other indicators.




6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

Annual PER
PEFA Assessments (2007/08 and 2008/09)

Assessment of t he Couiitinay
Report Public Procurement Regulatory Authority Septen
2007

Review of Government of TanzanlFMS (Conducted for th
World Bank and Ministry of Finance March 28 2008.
Assessment of Integrated Systems Suppot
Decentralisation by Devolution and as an Input to
Formulation of Future Support Programme (Prepared fo
Local Government Reforfarogram) June 3 2008.
Implementation of Cash Management System Ministry
Finance (2008)

2008/09 - Review of the Public Financial Manageme
Reform Programme, Tanzania.

DFID FRA (July 2009).
PETS (noted by DP but not available)

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

There is the annual PER process; however there is no brg
multi-year program of diagnostic studies.

6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ar
carrying out PFM assessments?

Government directly commissioned some of the focy
reports (on IFMIS and Cash Management). Others have
driven mostly by donors.

6.4 Is there any evahce of 4
reduction (a) in the number
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM diagnostics  since  th
introduction of the Strengtheng
Approach? List and attempt
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

As noted above, some eviu= of reduced number of gene
PFM assessments and use as a basis of common p
knowledge for fiduciary assessments.

Annual PEFA assessments and PERSs.




6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 20072010, what
was the trigger (e.g. part of muli
year programme, trigger for GB
programme, part of reform project,
input to the preparation of th
project)?

PER and PEFA assessments linked througiitiveial
Review Process.

6.6 Is there any evidence of synerg
between the different assessm
tools used e.g. one feeding in
another or one decided as a dr
down following a PEFA assessmen

PER and PEFA assessments linked through the Annual
Review Process.

As noted above no muljiear program of diagnostics.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 World Bank Joint Assistance Strategy for the Republic of Tanzania FY-ZIM7.

T Assessment of t he Co ui EinalyReport Fublio Pracurenmai@egulatorsg
Authority September 2007

1 Review of Government of Tanzania IFMS (Conducted for the World Bank and Ministry of Fi
March 28 2008.

1 Assessment of Integrated Systems Supporting Decentralisation by Devolution and as an Inp
Formulation ofFuture Support Programme (Prepared for the Local Government Reform Prg¢
June 3 2008.

T Ministry of Finance AnPubl ic Financi al Ma n
Plan (June 2008)

1 Implementation of Cash Management System Ministry of Finance3200

1 United Republic of Tanzania Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability Review 200¢
(Published June 2009)

1 United Republic of Tanzania MoFEA- The Annual National Policy Dialogue Report 2009

1 Independent 2008/09 Review of the Public FinanciaManagement Reform Programme,

Documents in bold indicate those in which Tanzania PEFA Assessments are explicitly cited.

Tanzania. Robert Hawkins and Innocent Makundi. Final Report (23 December 2009)

Persons Consulted

Tony Benneti Consultant

RonaldNeumanri Canadian Cooperation Office
Carole Pretorius Consultant

Cynthia Rowd Governance and PFM Secretari§gGecretariat reporting to the PFM Working Grg
i funded by DFID).




TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO

Summary Overview of Impact

In 2008 the PEFAexercise was largely seen as a don
exercise; part of the requirements for budget support
Some interest in linking PEFA weaknesses to a reforr
action plan were not capitalised orat that time.

The 2006 Report wagegarded as being of poor quality|
and was not acceptedsa base line assessmenthe 2008
Report is being used as the baseline for subseque
assessments

The new Government (May 2010) was elected on
mandate to address good governance, transparency al
accountability. This has resulted ina renewed interest in
the 2008PEFA Assessment and PFM reform.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEFA undertak
(TORs issued, consultants started
work, field visit begun/ended, draft

=

FieldWorki October 2008
Draft Report Issued October 2008

report completed, final report 1 Final Report Issuetl December 2008
completed)
1.2 Institutional involvement of T LeadDonor, _I_EC
DPs: 1 Other donor$ none.
 TORS note that the main development partners w
o Lead donor(s) informed of the exercise and the timetable.
o Other donors 1 DPs attended the exit workshop. The consultants recs
0 Inwhat way were they comments on the draft report from the IADB and the EC
expected to be involved pr¢
assessment
0 How were they involved in
practice
1.3 Institutianal involvement of .
government: 1 Preassessmentorkshopi none.
1 Interviews with Government officials i.e. during the

Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from meetings)
reference group? If so, who
involved?

Actual institutional structure for
involvement of government during
assessment

assessment the role was limited to the provision
information informing the assessment.

Government attended the exit workshop and were eng
in the discussion dPFM strengths and weaknesses.

1.4 What was the background to tk
origin of the PEFA assessment?

Driven by donor requirements. As noted in the termg
reference AfRegul ar asses
beneficiary countries are a prerequisite of the Bu
Support programmeso.




1.5Describe how PEFA was carrig
out (methodology), including
whether or not there was pre
assessment workshop. Stealdne
or integrated assessment. Note
differences between various
assessments, if applicable.

Standalone assessment (both 2006 and 2008).

Assessment carried out by a single consultant allocate

days for the assignment (3 home country) + 15 (field)
(home country) +2 (travel days) = 24 days.

For differences see comments in 1.8 below.

1 June 2006 Final Report
1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g] T December 2008 Final Report
draft, final)
1.7 Extent of public availability of | 2008 Report is on EC and PEFA Website.
PEFA report(s), e.g. on PEFA T The 2006 Report is not available on either website (not
website, on Government website, regarded by the EU as beiafjsufficientqualityi see
published for public access, other| ~ comments in 1.8 below).
1.8What was the gap between the  Gap between the Assessmen&0 months.
first and second assessment? Wel { Different individualconsultant sed in 2006 and 2008.
there any significant changes to th { No significant changes in methodology.
process followed (consultant used| 1 The 2006 assessment was intended to set a baseline &

process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

which future progress made in the PFM systems coul
measur ed. However tdedate&fdm
the PEFA methodologynimany of the indicators using :
impressionistic assessment of several indicators,
justifying scorings on the basis of evidence and in the
of some dimensions not assessing them individually.
2008 PEFA Assessment was adopted as the base
asss s me nt for future refer
(2008 PEFA Report page 22).

1.9 0ther background describe the
status of the PFM reform
programme. Extent of governmen
management/leadership of PFM
reform programme.

The Government of Trinidad an@lobago has embarke
upon a number PFM reforms since 2005. There are
main areas of PFM reform activities planned that involve
Ministry of Finance, Inland Revenue Board and the Of
of the Auditor General. These are:
o Amendments to the Legal and dreatory
framework,
A financial management improvement programm
Reform of public procurement,
A revenue modernization programme,
Improvements in external scrutiny and PFH
performance monitoring.
Good governance, transparency and accountability fo
use of public resources f
platforms of the May 2010 election. The above mentio
reforms, with the exception of revenue, are being pursue
the new Government.
The IADB is providing support to the reform ager

through a series of programmatic loans, the first of whig
expected to be approved in December 2010.

(el el elNe]




1.10Describe the nature and
institutional structure of the
governmendonor dialogue on PFN

1 Responsibility for the reform areas was previously distrib
under various departments. However the new Ministe
Finance is taking a more active role in the reform prog
and encouraging coordination within the finance mini
and to line ministris.

1.11Describe the nature and
institutional structure of the donor
donor dialogue on PFM

1 Dialogue between key PFM donors (the EC and IDB) is b
encouraged by the new Government. Donors are [
encouraged t o share ai de
missions.

1 Government has requested the cooperation of all donors
interest in PFM to milize further budget support, TA ar
investments required to implement the reforms.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
the PEFA assessment, e.g. quality
the process, team, product and
appropriateness of thresults

1 Seen largely as an external; donor driassessment.

1 Interest in the Assessment has grown in 2010 as the
administration has evaluated the improvements needed t
PFM system.

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessmgnmtocess
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 Government was involved as participants in meetings.
actively involved in the management of the exercise.

1 Ministry of Finance did express terest in developing
PFM programme at the exit workshop in 2008. Wtitle
support from the DPs an Action Plan for Improving P
was developed in March 2010. This action plan is b
updated by the new administration.

2.3 Government assessment of
guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

9 Little feedback as the Assessment was seen as an ex
exercise.

1 Latterly the new Government has shown interest in
Assessmeritii i t is referred to

3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 Noted above the 2006 Assessment was of poor quality
deviated from the PEFA methodology on several of
indicators. For that reason the 2008 Assessment was ad
as the base line for assessing PFM progress made.

1 2008 approach was sounder andsD#e content with th
robustness of theesults.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DP
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 Assessments were carried out ipdedently of Governmer
and DPs. ECs main role was to provide funding
comments on the report.




3.3DP assessment of
quality/strength of level of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includinbe level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA execise

1 No issues cited. DPP noted that they were adequat
involved during the exercise. The EC, IADB and PE
Secretariat provided comments on the draft report.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
assessment

1 The immediate impetus forcarrying out the PEFA
Assessment is as a basis for information and F
monitoring to fulfil the EC internal requirements f
transitioning to sector budget support.

4. Government use of PEFA posassessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

9 Copies of the PEFA Assessment were provided by the E
those interviewed.

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 The PEFA was discussed at the exit workshop.

1 Reported to be a good dialogue on the strengths
weaknesses identified in the report at the exit worksho
was hoped that the Assessment might have resulte
developing a comprehensive PFM action plan.

1 Since new Government installed the Assessrhastgained
new traction (discussed elsewhere). There has been rej
interest in the Assessment during 2010.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

I Limited or nond seen primarily as agxternal exercise

4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFAhave been carried out
or are planned (e.qg. follow up
PEFAs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

T None identified.

4.5What, if any, changes/activitieg
have there been in the PFM reforn
programme since the PEFA

assessmentWere these changes
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways’

1 The EC provided support for the preparation of an Ac
Plan for Improving Public Financial Management. An ini
draft was prepared in December 2009 which drewthen
PEFA Report and the broadedevelopment strategi
framework in 2006 Vision 2020.

1 The process for developing the draft failed to engage
stakeholders. The plan, which focused on a couple of
areas, was approved by the Minister of Finance incM
2010, but is being revised by the new administratior
November 2010.




4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 The PEFA assessment was useful in establishing bas
and indicators. However this has led to limited action to adc
key issues and weaknesses.

471 n stakehol der
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

1 PEFA is seen as an external exercise driven by do
however there was some government interest in the resl|

1 The process of developing the action plan in 2009
di sappointing and didnot
during the dissemination of tiessessment.

1 The 2008 PEFA is a credible document on the strengths
weaknesses of the PFM system which can be a bas
discussing the path of the reforms with the n
administration.

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

9 Circulated amongst other DPs.
T Reportis on EC website.

5.2 What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directly related to PEA
assessment), e.g. new PFM supp(q
projects being planned, decisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

1 Preparation of the 200FM Reform Action Plan was
directly related to the discussions at the PEFA
workshop.

5.3What activities which
potentially lead to improvements ir
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

T The new G o v eerest nmie rgbvérsancei an
accountability may result in renewed interest in the PE
process.

1 Government is now encowgimg DPs to coordinate missio
and aide memoired his maks climate more conducive fg
the PEFA process.

5.4Did the PEFA assessment leag
to reductions in the number and/of
nature of PFM assessments?

i Some evidence to suggest there has been a reduct
broad based PFM assessments as a result of the PEFA
PEFA diagnostic has served mainly to provide base
indicators and outcomes egied 23 years afte
implementation of reforms.

1 Detailed drilldown diagnostic study of the PSIP, Finang
Management, Audit and Procurement system were prej
to inform this reform programme.




5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements i
GovernmentDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resultg
from the PEFA assessment, e.g. n
institutional structures for
GovernmenDP cooperation on
PFM

DPs note better dialogue on PFM issues howswggest
that this ould be more systematic if tli&overnment
created a Steering Group.

Government also needs MOF staff to focus on the reforn
agenda.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM assessment?
What could it replace? What can it
not replace?

The PEFA is useful for higkevel PFMassessment and -0
going monitoring and evaluation

Exercise thus far has been that PEFA is hard
operationali se; d o e s n 0 ncingy
and prioritising reforms.

Not sufficient detail to inform development of individy
PFM element$ separate diagnostic studiaserequired.

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

Decision to use PFM Assessment as tool for decision
EC budget support.

Partial tool to provide baseline indicators and outco
expected B years after implementation IDB Pub
Expenditure Management Program (under preparation).

6. General Background

6.1 Identify PFM diagnostics
undertaken between 20010.

Prior t02007- CPAR (2004); PEFA (2006)
Between 20072010 PEFA (2008)

Detailed drilldown diagnostic studies of the PSIP, Finan
Management, Audit and Procurement system were prej
to inform the IDB Public Expenditure Managemg
Program, a Programmatic PBloan series of thre
operations.

6.2 Does the government have
multi-year programme of diagnost
instruments  supported by i
development partners?

No.




6.3 What is the role of governme
counterparts in developing ar
carrying out PFM assessments?

Government is cooperative in conducting assessm
however they have been driven by the donors
consultants.

6.4 Is there any evidence of
reduction (a) in the number o
diagnostic tools and, (b) overlaps
PFM  diagnostics  since  th
introduction of the Strengthene
Approach? List and attempt |
identify trendsi less/more; use O
drill drill -downs; more

Some evidence of a reduction in broad basedjristic
studiesi use of the PEFA Assessment as a common po
knowledge.

6.5 For each PFM Diagnost
delivered between 2007 2010,
what was the trigger (e.g. part
multi-year programme, trigger fc
GBS programme, part of refor
project, or inputto the preparatiof
of the project)?

For the 2008 PEFA, EU was ready to provide budget
support.

Some of the assessments noted above used to infor
preparation of the Public Expenditure Managen
Program.

6.6 Is there any evidence
synergies between the differen
assessment tools used e.g.
feeding into another or one decid
as a dritdown following a PEFA
assessment.

No evidence noted.




7. Documentary Evidence

1 Republic of Trinidad and Tobago Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability Public
Financial Management Performance Assessment Repdfinal Report 1 December 2008

1 Review of the Public Finance Management (PFM) System in Trinidad and Tobago28 June

2006.

Trinidad & Tobago 1 Action Plan for Improving PFM (APIPFM) i Draft 9 November 2009.

Project Profile i IADB Public Capital Expenditure Management Program | i TT-L1019

September 2010

= =4

Documents in bold indicate those in which Trinidad and Tobago PEFA Assessments are explicitly|

8. Persons Consulted

Gabriel Castilla’ Inter American Development Bank

Terhi Karvineni EU







VANUATU

Summary Overview of Impact

The PEFA framework is valued by the Government as &
useful way of demonstrating the overall strength of the
PFM system through an internationally recognised
framework. The Government sees PEFA as a usef
assessment toolproviding assurance that the reform
agenda is on track,rather than an instrument which
drives policy’.

The first PEFA Assessment was instrumental i
identifying weaker areas of the PFM system ang
increasingcooperation betweerDPs.

Government continues to note problems with paralle
and burdensome DPdiagnostic procedures for sector
programmes, investment projects. In addition DP
requirements for a PFM Strategy linked to PEFA
results createl unnecessary transaction costsin a
country with strong strategic and corporateplans.

Future PEFA exercises in the Forum Islands may
benefit from more Regional cooperation on PFM issues.

1. Background on the PEFA Assessment

1.1 When was the PEEA 1 TORS Issued June/July 2009
undertaken (TORs issued, 9 Field visiti August 2009
consultants started work, field visi{ 1 Draft reporti Not known.
begun/ended, draft report 1 Final Reporti November 2009 (68 pages excludi
completedfinal report completed) annexes)
1.2 Institutional involvement of T Lead donor: EC _ _
DPs: {1 Other donors: AusAid, NZAid
1 Expected involvement (from TORS) Main donors
o Lead donor(s) involved in the Sector are AusAid and the EC. NZAid {
o Other donors the French Embassy informed and consuliésDB and
World Bank informed via email during final phase of fig
0 Inwhat way were they mission. Logistics and donor/government coordina
expectedo be involved managed by EC.
preassessment 1 Resident DPs involved in the process. Had opportunif

0 How were they involved in
practice

comment on drafts AUSAID participated in key meetings
well as the 2 workshops.

% For example through the preparation of a reform strategy.



1.3 Institutional involvement of
government:

0 Preassessment institutional
structure for involvement of
government (apart from
meetings): reference group? If
so, who involved?

0 Actual institutional structure fo
involvement of government
during assessment

Preassessmeni Government officials had attended
PEFA workshop with other Pacific Islands.

Introductory workshop at start of the field phdseising
PEFA training materials adapted to needs of Vanuy
Workshop opened by Minister of Finance and attended
number of DGs.

A second workshop (2 days) was held at the end of
mission to dscuss initial findings and preliminary scorg
The Minister of Finance and a number of DPs attended.
There is a PFM Donor/Government Group. Institutig
structure developed arrangements appropriate for siz
country. Government was fully engagedtl@ process; th
consulting team was based in MFEM and had full acce
all key documents and stakeholders.

1.4 What was the background to t
origin of the PEFA assessment?

According to TORS: (1) Track progress since 20(
assessment; (2) Orient dialogbetween government ar
main donors (incl. improved donor coordination) and
contribute to determining eligibility to further EU budg
support.

1.5Describe how PEFA was
carried out (methodology),
including whether or not there wag
pre-assessment workshop. Stand
alone or integrated assessment.

=

Field Phase of the Assignment was conducted fregi
August 20009.

Introductory workshop at start of theelid phasei using
PEFA training materials adapted to needs of Vany
Workshop opened by Minister of Finance and attended
number of DGs.

A second workshop (2 days) was held at the end of]
mission to discuss initial findings and preliminary sco
The Minister of Finance and a number of DPs attended.

Both the 2006 and 2009 exercises were both stand
assessments.

1.6 Current status of report(s) (e.g
draft, final)

20067 Final; 2009/ Final.

1.7 Extent of public availability of
PEFA report(s)e.g. on PEFA

website, on Government website,
published for public access, other

2006 Report is on the EC and PEFA website. The 7
Assessment is not currently on either website.

1.8 What was the gap between th¢
first and second assessment? We
there any ignificant changes to the
process followed (consultant used
process of preparing assessment
etc.)? Why?

First Report issued July 2006Repeat Assessment issu
November 2009. Lead consultant common to K
assessments.

Significant change$ (a) Preasgssment workshop held
2009, using PEFA SEC training materials; (b) Gg
Officials more familiar with the consultant and PE}
methodology which increased efficiency of process;
Report includes tracking of progress from 2007 to 2010.




1.9 Other backround i describe
the status of the PFM refor
programme. Extent of governme
management/leadership of PH
reform programme.

GoV has been carrying out PFM reforms for over a de
with  support through the AusAID Institution
Strengthening Project (ISPand NZAID support to thg
strengthening of tax administration. These reforms v
aimed at improving the legal and regulatory framework
restoring aggregate fiscal discipline.

GoVoOs aim now is to maint
to move to more ééctive resource allocation and bet
service delivery. Consequently, in 2008, the governn
developed its PFM Reform Strategy.

AusAID provides support to the Development Budget
improved macreeconomic forecasting, and through {
Australian Bureauof Statistics to the National Statisti
Office. In addition, through its support of various sect
e.g. education and transport, it is helping to build capad
in PFM at the line ministries. The EC is also fund
technical assistande the internal adit unit in MFEM.

1.10 Describe the nature ar
institutional  structure of th
governmendonor dialogue o
PEM

9 Limited formal dialogue. Government manages the H

reform agenda from internal resources. Known weakng
(reinforced through diagnostic assesstag are addresseg
with the support of the donors.

1.11 Describe the nature ar
institutional structure of the dono
donor dialogue on PFM

9 Cooperation between resident DPs is gbatiaight forward

given the small number of active DPs. The activities of 1
resident IFIs could be better integrated into thegoimg
dialogue with the Government.

2. Government experience of the PEFA assessment

21What was gover
of the PEFA assessment, e.g.
guality of the process, team,
product and appropriatenesstioé
results

)l

1
1

Process was good. Government were confident
consultant (same as 2007).

Results were appropriate and in line with expectations.
Vanuatu is fAa victim of
2007 mean that there is little room for improvemén
incremental improvement is important for the DPs.

2.2 Describe level of government
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who led the
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

Government actively involved as participants of meeti
High level participation from senior government officials
Government at involved in the management of t
exercise. Would have liked to have done a self assesg
but time and resources not dabie.

2.3Government assessment of
guality/strength of level of
government involvemerit (pre,
during, post assessment)

Government felt thathey were adequately involveat all
stages of the assessment process.




3. DP experience of the PEFA assessment

3.1What was (indi
view of the PEFA assessment,
including quality of the process,
team, product, appropriateness of
the results

1 Results of the PEFA were in line with DP expectations.

1 DP liked the fact that the assessment process and r
were awailable within a short period of time.

1 Consulting €am was invited back to conduct the rep
assessment and had the confidence of the Governmer
donors.

3.2 Describe level of (relevant) DR
involvement in assessment proces
T who was involved, who lethe
process (involvement in
management of process), how we
they involved

1 The DPs involvement in the process was limited to b
interviewed during the mission.

1 DPs were also invited to opening and closing workshops

3.3DP assessment of
guality/strength blevel of DP
involvementi (pre, during, post
assessment), includirige level of
DP-DP cooperation during the
PEFA exercise

T No issues identified. DPs actively involved at the deg
stage and at workshops.

3.4 DP motivations for
supporting/leading PEFA
asessment

1 DPs recognised the importance of tracking progress in
reformsi also noted that the GoV were enthusiastic al
having a repeat assessment as they were the first to un
the process in the Pacific Islands.

1 The EC Delegation needed thes@ssment as an expliq
requirement of assessing eligibility for budget support.

4. Government use of PEFA postissessment

4.1 Circulation of PEFA post
assessment

9 Copies of PEFA were provided to the main governn
stakeholders involved in the assessment.

1 Copies available to all DPs.

1 Summary assessment was translated into French and Bi
(local language).

1 PEFA is a useful document for international visitor&n
internationally recognized methodology which shqg
Vanuatubs PFM systdms to

4.2 Discussion of PEFA post
assessment

1 Two DPs have questioned the reliability refatively high
PEFA scoresfter the assessment was publishezhe DP
conducted a review of the numbers used to calculate th
relating to the Credibility of the BudgefThis issue cause
frustration on the part of the GoV.

4.3 Citations of PEFA post
assessment

1 PEFA results included in the recent PFM Road Map
Forum Island Countries (June 2010). This was preparg
the request of the 2009 Forum Economic Minisl
Meeting; which endorsed the need to develop a Road
aimed at progressive strengthening of kaislands PFM.




4.4 What, if any, direct followups
to the PEFA have been carried ou
or are planned (e.g. follow up
PEFASs), additional analyses, etc.
What were the reasons for
undertaking these.

1 Carried out None
1 Government are committed to regular PEFA assessn
(every 34 years) however are disappointed that they
seeing little dividends in terms of reduced transaction g
(discussed further in 6.4 below).

4.5What, if any, changes/activitie
have there beein the PFM reform
programme since the PEFA

assessment? Were these change
directly or indirectly related to the
PEFA assessment? In what ways'

T Government doesnodét see a
and the PEFA assessment. Vanuatu has an advancet {
(IFMIS and accrual accounting). The Government drive
own reform agenda independent of the PEFA Assessmg

T DPs noted direct link betweenweaknesses identified i
2007 and support to the Governmenthat Assessmen
contributed to support in dewding the IFMIS,
Government statistics and external audit.

4.6 Describe any government
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA in M&E of PFM system

1 No evidence that the results have been incorporated
M&E indicators.

47Inst akehol der 0
were main reasons for any
successes/actions in following
up/using PEFA

T The PEFA is a credible international benchmark wh
demonstrates that the Government has developed a §
PFM system.

i Also seen as a useful comparative tdmtween othe
Forum Islands which also generates a degree otlisitard
competition.

5. DP use of PEFA postassessment

5.1 Describe the circulation/
dissemination and citation of the
report amongst DPs

1 Report was published by the Eénd has been widely
circulated by the MOF. The summary has also b
translated into French and local language.

{ Cited in the 10 EDF programme of the EC (202®13).
States that following the 2006 PEFA exercise G and
have begun working closely togetheraddress weakness
identified in PEFA report. Notes lack of priorities &
coordination resulting in subptimal results.

9 Partnership for Development between Govt of Australia
Govt of Vanuatu (May 2009). Partnership Priority Ng
(Economic Governam) includes goals of (a) strengtheni
the budget process; (b) improving PFM systems ang
strengthening transparency and accountability and
improved management of Govt Business Enterprises. T|
are to be monitored through improved PEFA scg
(specified in the Partnership for Development).




5.2What impact or followup
activities (related to PFM support
by DP) have resulted from the
PEFA assessment (decisions by [
directly related to PEFA
assessment), e.g. new PFM supp
projects being plannedgcisions
to/not to give support (e.g. budget
support), reductions in PFM
assessments

DPs noted that a direct impact of the 2006 PH
Assessment was the formation of a Donor/Governn
PFM Group. Focus was on the weak (C/D) scores in
PEFA Assessment.(E started support to Auditor Gene
and development of Internal Audit; AUSAId are providi
TA to the MOF in developing government statistics.
Discussion of PEFA results at Pacific Islands Finan
Managers Association.

5.3What activities which
potentialy lead to improvements in
DP cooperation resulted from the
PEFA assessment, e.g. plans to
combine/consolidate PFM
support/assistance, new institution
structures for DFDP ccoperation

See 6.2 above.

5.4 Did the PEFA assessment lea
to reductions in theumber and/or
nature of PFM assessments?

Some donors are placing reliance on PEFA assessmg
the basis for budget support and place reliance on thi
using country systems.

Despite this Government still receives a consider
number of fiduciary assessments related to
projects/programmes. These include questions relatq
the PFM system which are specifically addressed in
PEFA assessment.

5.5What activities which
potentially lead to improvements i
GovernmenDP cc
operation/dialogue on PFM resulte
from the PEFA assessment, e.qg.
new institutional structures for
GovernmerDP cooperation on
PFM

See 6.2 above.

5.6 For DP stakeholder, is PEFA
sufficient for PFM asses®ent?

What could it replace? What can i
not replace?

The PEFA process provides a good overview of the H
system however it does not cover governance

corruption issues.

PEFA does not cover public expenditure policies and
efficacy of public spendyg (WB is currently preparing

PER for education sectorthe first in Vanuatu).

5.7 Describe any DP
institutionalisation of PEFA
framework, e.g. decision to use
PEFA as fiduciary assessment.

The fact that the PEFA exercise was repeated in i
indicateghat the process is institutionalised.

As indicated above, PEFA assessments are being us
the EC as instruments of eligibility or new or continu
budget support.







