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Executive Summary  
The PEFA Programme was launched in 

December 2001 and is now in its third 

phase, covering the period up to 

December 2011.  In line with the 

requirements of the project document, an 

independent evaluation of the 

programme, including an updated 

assessment of the Programmeõs 

institutional development impact, was 

undertaken over January ð April 2011. 

Following two rounds of discussions of 

draft observations and recommendations 

by video-conference with the PEFA 

steering committee and the incorporation 

of written comments, the present Final 

Evaluation Report was submitted in July 

2011. 

 

Main Findings  

The overall evaluation of the performance 

of the PEFA programme is a resoundingly 

positive one. Across the world 90 per cent 

of low in come, 75 per cent of middle 

income and 8 per cent of high income 

countries had been assessed, were in the 

process of assessment or were going to be 

assessed by October 2010.  

 

The PEFA Programme has succeeded in 

creating a credible framework for the 

assessment of PFM functionality, which 

manages to be comprehensive in its 

coverage and yet sufficiently simple for the 

non-technical user to understand. The 

framework is comparable over time and, 

subject to certain caveats, also comparable 

across countries. It has been applied in 

countries of different geographical 

regions, different income levels and 

different administrative traditions and in a 

sufficiently large number of countries to 

constitute a credible, common information 

pool on PFM performance.  

The PEFA assessment framework is now 

used by all major development agencies 

working with PFM systems, either as a tool 

to support the design and monitoring of 

PFM reforms or as a key element of 

fiduciary risk assessment processes. It has 

been adopted by many governments to 

inform the design of PFM reforms, to help 

monitor the progress of PFM reforms over 

time and to assess the quality of PFM at 

sub-national levels. The PEFA assessment 

framework has thus been established as 

a viable and useful brand .  

 

Yet the brand remains vulnerable until a 

more systematic method to guarantee 

quality can be established. The 

Secretariatõs data suggest that there has 

been a significant improvement in quality 

over time. Yet, a number of stakeholders 

did identify occasional problems wit h 

quality, particularly for assessments not 

passing through the Secretariatõs QA 

process.  
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These concerns related only to a small 

minority of the assessments undertaken to 

date, but confidence in the quality of t he 

PEFA instrument as a whole may be 

undermined by the continued presence of 

this small minority. Steps to move as 

closely as possible to a full guarantee of 

quality are therefore recommended.  

 

A second point of concern is that until  

recently the PEFA Programme has had less 

impact on its global ob jectives than had 

been expected. There was good progress 

in creating a common pool of information 

on PFM systems but not in respect of 

enhanced country ownership of reforms, 

and improved alignment and coordination 

of donor support to PFM reform.  

Over 2009 and 2010, the picture has 

changed:  amongst the country case 

studies undertaken for the evaluation, 9 

out of 11 countries showed evidence of 

governments using the PEFA framework to 

take control of their PFM reform agendas. 

In 4 out of 5 of the Low Income Countries 

in the sample, as well as in others on which 

information was received, the PEFA 

framework had been adopted as a tool for 

periodic benchmarking of the status of 

PFM systems, and thus as a centrepiece in 

dialogue with Budget Support donors. In 

the Middle Income Countries, the PEFA 

framework had been used either to inform 

national level PFM reform processes or as 

an assessment tool to guide PFM reform at 

subnational levels of government. Thus, at 

least within the sample of countries 

assessed, progress is being made in the 

use of the PEFA framework to enhance 

country ownership of reforms, and to 

improve alignment of donor support to 

PFM reform.  

 

Yet, during most of Phase III of the PEFA 

Programme, a lack of awareness of the 

scope and potential of the PEFA 

assessment framework was an issue for 

many governments ð and we believe it 

remains so in North Africa & the Middle 

East, in Asia and, to a lesser extent in Latin 

America. Even in the recent PEFA 

assessments undertaken in MICs, the 

agencies leading PEFA assessments have 

had to expend inordinate efforts to 

òsensitiseõ partner governments to the 

virtues of the framework. Moreover, even 

where awareness of the framework is high, 

its potential as a benchmarking tool 

around which to organise dialogue with 

donors, or with sub-national governments, 

or with civil society, is not everywhere fully 

appreciated, in part because it is perceived 

by some stakeholders as a tool of fiduciary 

risk assessment, rather than a more 

developmental, diagnostic tool.  

 

In the next Phase, the PEFA Programme 

should do more to promote improvements 

in these areas, maximising the potential 

that the PEFA programme has now 
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demonstrated. Specifically, we recommend 

that networking, communication and 

dissemination programmes should be 

devised aimed at:  

 

Á Giving Governments the confidence to 

build a common, harmonized dialogue 

on PFM reform on the basis of PEFA 

assessments; and  

Á Giving donors, and CSOs engaged in 

accountability work, the confidence to 

make greater use of the PEFA 

framework, reducing reliance on 

competing diagnostic frameworks and 

increasing harmonisation in support of 

PFM reforms. 

 

Finally, with the PEFA brand well 

established and with the numbers of 

repeat assessments increasing rapidly, the 

information pool which the PEFA 

Programme has created is becoming a 

unique, and an increasingly valuable, 

source of comparative data on PFM 

performance. Governments, development 

agencies and researchers need to be 

encouraged to use the PEFA common 

information pool to better understand 

how PFM systems are changing in different 

countries and how PFM reforms are 

impacting on those systems.  

 

Recommendations  

Chapter 3 of the report provides a 

comprehensive set of recommendations to 

address the challenges now faced in Phase 

IV of the programme. These aim to protect 

against the Programme's remaining 

vulnerabilities and risks and to maximise 

its potential impact in the future.  

 

In the category of risks, there are two main 

ones: a) the continued problem of variable 

quality of PEFA assessments and the 

reputational risk associated with this; and 

b) the issue of the representativeness of 

the current PEFA Partners as guardians of 

an increasingly international product, 

which is in many ways in the nature of a 

public good.  

 

Regarding quality assurance, it is clear that 

quality assessment by the PEFA Secretariat 

of concept notes and draft reports is a 

major determinant of the quality of 

assessments. Yet, not all draft PEFA 

assessment reports are reviewed and only 

a minority of concept notes/TORs. In 

addition, there is at present no standard 

requirement to submit final reports back 

to the Secretariat to confirm that QA 

comments have been duly addressed.  

 

In a framework where PEFA assessments 

are independently sponsored and 

managed and there is no formal 

ownership by the Secretariat, a mandatory 

QA process would be difficult to impose. 

We therefore recommend as an alternative 

the introduction of a standard òstatement 
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of quality assuranceó to be included in all 

reports submitted to the Secretariat. This 

would verify the application and quality of 

a 3 step QA process (Concept Note/ Draft 

Report/ Final Report), creating a clear 

market differentiation between PEFA 

assessments with a certified QA process 

and those without, thus generating 

incentives for use of the Secretariatõs QA 

services.  

On the issue of the representativeness of 

the PEFA Steering Committee, it should be 

stressed that existing governance 

arrangements have proven an efficient 

framework for decision-making, guiding 

the PEFA from inception through 

consolidation and into large -scale use. 

However, the limitations of the current 

structure may create constraints to further 

progress. The choice of a relatively small 

number of PEFA Partners allows for 

efficiency but it only permits a limited 

number of stakeholder voices, excluding 

many key development agencies, 

professional bodies, non-OECD 

governments and NGOs. The OECD-DAC 

Task Force has been a useful alternative 

consultative framework but it is also 

limited in its ability to give voice to non -

OECD governments and to civil society 

bodies.  

 

In Phase IV, the creation of a second 

consultative body ð a reference group ð to 

support the Steering Committ ee could be 

an effective way to address the need for a 

wider and more inclusive governance 

framework. In addition, a method for 

periodic renewal in the membership of the 

Steering Committee should be considered. 

 

Operationalisation of these 

recommendations will require a detailed 

analysis of governance arrangements and 

the preparation of more precise proposals. 

The main text presents a set of specific 

proposals as a starting point in this 

process. They key ones are as follows: 

Á In order to facilitate changes in the 

membership of the Steering 

Committee, there should be an 

increase from 7 to 9 members. 

Á This would permit a structure with 3 

permanent members and 6 rotating 

members, with the rotating me mbers 

remaining for 4 years with a staggered 

rotation period , thus providing a 

balance between continuity and space 

for new voices. 

Á The Steering Committee should be 

supported by  a formally defined 

Reference Group, which would 

comprise an equal balance of three 

groups:  

o Representatives of 

governments who use the 

PEFA framework;  

o Representatives of 

professional accounting and 

auditing bodies and CSOs 
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engaged in budget advocacy 

work; and 

o Development Agencies not 

currently represented within 

the Steering Committee.  

Á A structure of 6 representatives from 

each of these groups is proposed, 

making a Reference Group of 18 

members.  

Á In order to facilitate their participation, 

it is recommended that the 

participation of the 6 Government 

representatives should be sponsored 

by the Secretariat. Other members 

would be expected to finance their 

own participation.  

Á The Reference Group would act as a 

consultative body, meeting once a 

year in Washington DC to review 

progress with the PEFA Programme 

and prepare advice for the Secretariat 

and resolutions for consideration by 

the Steering Committee. 

Á The rotating members of the Steering 

Committee (on 4 year placements) 

would be nominated by and probably 

drawn from the Reference Group.  

 

There are other arrangements, which 

might raise the number of stakeholders 

involved in the PEFA process, without 

requiring changes to governance 

arrangements. These arrangements have 

their merits but they do not strengthen the 

representativeness of the PEFA Steering 

Committee itself. Secondly, all consultation 

arrangements, which fall short of providing 

voting power, are open to the charge of 

being piece-meal. In order to establish 

reliable methods of consultation and  

engagement and put to rest any concerns 

about representativeness, such 

arrangements do not provide a solution. A 

more formalised Reference Group with 

clear links to the Steering Committee 

seems to be necessary.  

 

A third, but in the medium term less 

fundamental, risk relates to the need to 

update the overall PEFA framework and 

methodology. It is important to ensure 

over time that all of the PEFA indicators 

remain relevant, useful and measureable. 

The current framework has proven relevant 

and useful across a wide range of contexts. 

We do not therefore perceive an urgent 

need for updating. Yet, some indicators 

are seen as less relevant than others and 

some do present measurement problems. 

A periodic updating of the framework is 

therefore proposed ð limited to a mino rity 

of the indicators (a maximum of 4 is the 

recommendation) and to only one update 

in each five-year period, so as to protect 

comparability over time, a key attribute of 

the PEFA framework. 

 

In terms of maximising the potential future 

impact, the key requirement is for a more 

substantial outreach function. By this, we 
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mean more than simply communication. 

The main requirement is to build  networks 

so that more of the key stakeholders 

(especially governments) engage with the 

PEFA framework and engage with each 

other in promoting good uses of the 

framework. The Reference Group is a key 

tool for doing this.  

 

The other aspect of outreach is an active 

communication and networking strategy, 

which might be managed by the PEFA 

partners, through a separate project 

arrangement, or through the PEFA 

Secretariat. This would entail support to 

the PEFA communications policy as well as 

a programme of networking activities, 

such as regional seminars, bring ing 

together governments and other PEFA 

users to promote peer-to-peer learning. 

 

In order to maximise future  impact, it is 

also necessary to ensure that the PEFA 

data-base on PFM starts to be used more 

actively in research. This is less of a priority 

in the short-term but by late 2012, the size 

of the data-base and the numbers of 

repeat assessments will make it a very 

useful research tool. 

 

Implications for staffin g and 

funding  

In line with the above recommendations, 

the report provides proposals on the 

scope of activities for Phase IV of the PEFA 

Programme. These seek to maximise the 

potential of the Programme to achieve its 

stated high level objectives, whilst also 

protecting it against the risks, which 

threaten its sustainability.   

 

Within this overall scope of activities, there 

are decisions to be taken over a) how soon 

new activities should be initiated and b) 

which of these activities should be 

undertaken within the PEFA Secretariat 

and which should be òmainstreamedó 

within the work programmes of the PEFA 

Partners. 

 

Regarding the phasing in of new activities, 

the main considerations relate to the time 

at which benefits from the new activity are 

likely to be sufficient to justify their 

initiation, and the lead time which is likely 

to be necessary to ensure such activities 

are well planned and designed. Thus, 

initiation of research promotion activities 

might reasonably be delayed until late 

2012, when the expanded numbers of 

repeat assessments would be greater and 

the potential value of research on the PEFA 

data-base more substantial. The 

establishment of the proposed PEFA 

Reference Group might also reasonably be 

delayed so as to allow time for careful 

consideration of the different institutional 

options available and to ensure an 

optimum set of arrangements. On the 
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other hand, strengthening of QA functions 

should not be delayed. 

 

Regarding the choice of placing functions 

within the Secretariat as opposed to 

mainstreaming them amongst PEFA 

partners and other users, there are two 

principal considerations. Firstly, it is 

necessary to assess whether there exist 

organisational and administrative 

structures within the PEFA Partnersõ 

institutions, which can take up 

responsibilities for these functions and 

execute them on a timely and effective 

basis, or alternatively whether such 

structures can be relatively quickly created. 

Secondly, one must consider the extent to 

which such functions can be added to the 

administrative responsibilities of the PEFA 

secretariat, without excessively increasing 

the management burdens, which would 

prevail within a Trust Fund arrangement.  

 

In relation to  the former criterion, it is clear 

that structures already exist both to 

manage PEFA assessments and to deliver 

training on the use of the PEFA framework. 

Indeed, these activities have been 

successfully mainstreamed. For the core 

ômaintenanceõ and quality assurance 

functions, including QA support to 

training, the comparative advantage of the 

PEFA Secretariat is extremely strong. The 

QA recommendations above imply an 

expansion of this QA function.  In relation 

to dissemination and networking and 

maintenance of the PEFA Data-base and 

promotion of Research, the arguments for 

and against òmainstreamingó are more 

balanced. 

 

Taking these arguments together, three 

broad options for staffing are proposed. 

These would imply an increase in the 

permanent staff of the Secretariat from 6 

(in June 2011) to 8, 9 or 11 by end 2012, 

depending upon the particular choices 

made by the Steering Committee.  Taking 

account of the requirements for the 

servicing of the Reference Group and the 

expansion of outreach functions, the 

highest staffing option would imply 

approximately a doubling of the current 

level of spending (which has been 80% of 

budget). Clearly, such a substantial 

increase requires careful consideration, as 

well as a gradual, structured process of 

implementation.  

 

A first point to be made is that whilst a 

percentage increase of 60-70% in the 

current budget is significant, the proposed 

maximum annual increment of some US $ 

700,000 per year is not substantial, in 

relation to the scope of the work of the 

PEFA Programme and the extent of its 

influence. Indeed, we have no doubt that 

the additional benefits from this spending 

would more than justify these costs. 
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Secondly, this increment is not envisaged 

as simply the first in a series of budget 

increases. We have attempted to assess 

the long -term requirements to service the 

PEFA framework on a sustainable basis 

and to ensure a maximisation of impact. 

Whilst continued funding beyond the 

planned 5-year Phase IV will almost 

certainly be needed, we can see no reason 

why annual outlays should again need to 

increase. 

 

Thirdly, it is not anticipated that Steering 

Committee decisions on these 

recommendations would be taken all at 

once. What is anticipated is a set of 

cumulative decisions taken over the course 

of the next 18 months, which would allow 

for certain recruitment  processes to be 

initiated soon and others to be deferred to 

June 2012 to be reconsidered in the light 

of new evidence on the demand for 

services. 
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1 Introduction  and Overview   
 

1. The PEFA Programme was launched in December 2001 and is now in its third phase, 

covering the period from October 2008 to December 2011. The project document for the 

third phase required an independent evaluation of the programme, as well as an updated 

assessment of the impact of the Programme. Accordingly, during November 2010, the 

PEFA Steering Committee contracted an Evaluation team comprising Andrew Lawson, of 

Fiscus Limited, UK (as Team Leader) and Alta Folscher of Mokoro, UK. Andrew Mackie, 

Giovanni Caprio and Bruno Giussani were subsequently contracted to undertake a 

selection of country visits aimed at assessing the impact of the PEFA process in different 

countries and regions. The Evaluation process has been jointly managed by Monica 

Rubiolo of the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO) and Michel Lazare of 

the Fiscal Affairs Department (FAD) of the IMF. 

 

2. Following acceptance of the Inception  Report by the PEFA Steering Committee in 

December 2010, the evaluation of the PEFA Programme was undertaken over January ð 

April 2011, comprising document analysis, interviews with key stakeholders and country 

visits. A Draft Report was tabled in April, on which comments were received from the 

Steering Committee and the PEFA Secretariat, which were discussed at a video conference 

on 28
th

, April 2011.  

 

3. During April, the country visits undertaken as part of the evaluation process were 

completed. The evaluation report was thus amended to incorporate the results of these 

country visits and to introduce refinements made in the light of the com ments received. A 

further discussion on the revised text took place with the Steering Committee by video 

conference on 31
st
, May 2011. Written comments were later provided by the Steering 

Committee.  Following this, a final set of amendments was made to produce the present 

document, the Final Evaluation Report.   

 

1.1 The Evaluation Objectives, Framework & Evaluation 

Questions 
 

4. The objectives of the evaluation, as presented in the terms of reference are two-fold: 
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Á To assess the PEFA Programme against seven core evaluation questions, as well 

as against the objectives and targets established for each Programme Phase. 

Á To develop options for the future of the PEFA programme beyond 2011. 

 

5. The global objectives and programme results, set out in the project document fo r Phase 

III and reproduced in Figure 1 below, provided our point of reference for the first part of 

the evaluation involving the assessment of the PEFA Programme against seven core 

evaluation questions. In addition, we have considered the significant exogenous and 

contextual factors, which may have affected implementation of the Programme. 
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Figure 1: Overview of PEFA Phase III Programme Performance Framework  
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6. The evaluation has sought to answer the following seven core evaluation questions
1
:  

 

(i) Effectiveness  ð To what extent have the outputs delivered by the Programme 

met the overall Programme objectives articulated at approval, including the 

extent to which the Programme has made a difference? 

(ii) Relevance ð To what extent has the Programme been consistent with the overall 

development strategy and policy priorities of the principal stakeholders, in cluding 

the Programmeõs comparative advantage in addressing this agenda, taking into 

account the broader donor harmonization environment and aid effectiveness 

agenda?   

(iii) Efficiency  ð To what extent have the Programmeõs outputs and impact been 

commensurate with the inputs and resources provided? 

(iv) Sustainability  ð To what extent is the Programme technically and financially 

sustainable, including the likelihood that Programme benefits and results will be 

maintained and mainstreamed within the partner institution s and other donor 

agencies? 

(v) Institutional Development Impact  - To what extent has the Programme 

contributed to improvements in app roaches to PFM work that enable partner 

countries to more effectively manage available financial resources? 

(vi) Governance of the Program me - How effective have the arrangements 

employed for implementation been, including the role of the Steering Committee 

and the Secretariat as well as the relationship with the OECD-DAC Joint 

Venture/Task Force on PFM, the Public Expenditure Working Group, other donor 

agencies individually and partner governments? 

(vii) Process and Implementation  ð To what extent has the Programme worked as 

planned, or, if not, what barriers were encountered and how were they overcome, 

including the extent to which the Tru st Fund covenants have been met?  

 

7. The second part of the terms of reference, requiring the development of options for the 

future of the PEFA programme beyond 2011, has been addressed by considering three 

further evaluation questions: 

                                                 
1
  These evaluation questions are exactly those included in the terms of reference, with the minor 

difference that effectiveness is considered as the first question, before the assessment of relevance. 

This is simply because this question also serves to present the basic facts of what has and has not 

happened, which is a more natural starting point than the consideration of relevance. 
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(viii) Future Scope of acti vities  of the PEFA Program me ð Does the current 

range of activities provide an adequate basis for achieving the Programmeõs 

Global Objectives in the future? Is that range of activities feasible and sustainable 

technically, financially and in terms of managerial and administrative capabilities? 

What does this imply for the future scope of activities?  

(ix) Potential needs with regard to technical innovation and development of the 

PEFA Performance Measurement Framework  ð Is there a need for further 

development of the PEFA Performance Measurement Framework and the related 

guidance material? 

(x) Appropriate management model for the future ð considering the different 

options which present themselves what would be the most efficient, effective and 

sustainable model for managing the future PEFA Programme?   

 

8. The table below presents these ten evaluation questions together with a summary of the 

judgement criteria and indicators, which have been used to answer them. 

 

Table 1: The Evaluation Questions an d Proposed Judgement Criteria  

 

Evaluation 

Question 

Judgement Criteria / Possible Indicators 

1) How has the PEFA Programme performed? 

Effectiveness V Extent to which Programme Outputs have contributed to planned 
Programme Results. 

V Existence of significant external factors contributing to or 
hindering achievement of Programme Results. 

V Value Added of the Programme: its specific contribution to results 
attained 

Relevance V Consistency of Programme with the overall development strategy 
& policy priorities of the principal stakeholders. 

V Consistency of Programme with broader donor harmonization 
and aid effectiveness agenda 

V Consistency of Programme with country level demands.  

V Comparative advantage of the Programme in addressing its 
Global Objectives 

V Flexibility in Programme design and existence of adequate feed-
back/ learning mechanisms to ensure continuing relevance. 

Efficiency V Consistency of Programme Outputs produced with planned 
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Evaluation 

Question 

Judgement Criteria / Possible Indicators 

programme (quantity and timing) 

V Relative cost of Outputs in relation to budgeted costs.  

V Extent of coordination between Outputs/ internal coherence 

V Factors hindering/ facilitating production of Outputs and nature 
of response by Programme managers.  

Sustainability V Technical capability to sustain Programme gains: 

o Within existing structures? 

o Within PEFA Partners/ other donor agencies? 

o At country level? 

V Financial capability to sustain Programme gains at these 3 levels. 

V Commitment by existing PEFA Partners to consider appropriate 
range of options for the future? 

V Framework in place to manage, if necessary, a transition to a 
structure sustainable over the long term. 

Institutional 

Development 

Impact 

V - Contribution of Programme to improvements in approaches to 
PFM work that enable partner countries to more effectively manage 
available financial resources: 

o Enhanced country ownership 

o Aligned & coordinated donor support to PFM reform 

o Common, credible information pool on PFM performance 

V Factors helping/ hindering progress towards Global Objectives 
and ability of PEFA Programme to respond to these factors. 

Governance of 

the Program 

V - Effectiveness of implementation arrangements:  

o Role of the Steering Committee;  

o Role of the PEFA Secretariat;  

o Relationship with the OECD-DAC Joint Venture/Task Force 
on PFM, the Public Expenditure Working Group, other 
donor agencies individually and partner governments. 

V Counterfactual: would different governance arrangements have 
facilitated higher Impact? For what risks?  

V Sustainability of the governance arrangements in the longer term. 

Process and 

Implementation 

V Consistency of actual Programme with initial plans. 

V Nature of constraints encountered and the response. 

V  Extent to which the Trust Fund covenants have been met 

2) How should the PEFA Programme develop beyond 2011? 

Scope of 

Activities 

V Adequacy of current range of activities for achieving the 
tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ Dƭƻōŀƭ hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ 

V Sustainability of the required range of activities, technically, 



Evaluation of PEFA Programme 2004-2010: Final Report  2010  

 

Fiscus Limited and Mokoro for the PEFA Steering Committee; July 2011 
P a g e | 20 

Evaluation 

Question 

Judgement Criteria / Possible Indicators 

financially and in terms of managerial and administrative 
capabilities. 

Nature of 

Technical 

Innovation/ 

Development  

V Potential need for further development of the PEFA framework 
and related guidance materials. 

V Nature of development needed: 

o  minor refinement and updating?  

o development of simple complementary diagnostic tools 
όάŘǊƛƭƭ-Řƻǿƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎέύΚ  

o Development of full complementary frameworks, such as a 
second PEFA framework of some kind? 

Management 

Model 

V Most sustainable, efficient and effective model for managing the 
scope of activities and the degree of technical innovation required :   

o Something similar to the current model with a relatively 
strong Secretariat, and a small but active Steering 
Committee made up of PEFA partners with primary 
responsibility for funding PEFA assessments and for certain 
ancillary functions such as training? 

o  A reduced role for the Secretariat and a concomitant 
mainstreaming of the PEFA programme activities within 
the work programmes of the PEFA Partners? Perhaps 
combined with a widening of the numbers of PEFA 
Partners? 

o  An increased role for the Secretariat, with a wider range of 
activities under their direct responsibility and a more 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘΣ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǊƳǎΩ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ǊƻƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ t9C! tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
the Steering Committee?  

V Implications of each of these models for the management of risks 
and consequent governance arrangements for the PEFA 
Programme. 

 

1.2 The Approach to the Evaluation 
 

9. In line with the considerations laid out in the Inception Report, the evaluation team chose 

an overall approach, which put emphasis on a) making maximum use of existing 

documentation and data; b) undertaking selective carefully structured interviews on the 

more sensitive issues ð as a complement to the documentary analysis; and c) an 

interactive process of synthesis and development of future options. The work has been 

structured in four broad phases as follows: 
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(i) Desk-based analysis of Documentation and Data, aimed at obtaining 

preliminary answers to each of the Evaluation Questions and developing 

hypotheses for subsequent testing in interviews. 

(ii) Semi-structured interviews at Headquarters Level, including interviews with 

each of the PEFA partners, with a selection of other OECD DAC members and 

with the PEFA Secretariat. 

(iii) Semi-structured interviews at Country Level to evaluate the impact of PEFA 

assessments, and identify the main concerns and interests raised at the 

country level. 

(iv) Synthesis and Preparation of Options for the future, including structured 

interactions with the PEFA Partners and the PEFA Secretariat. 

 

10. The desk-based analysis of documentation and data was focussed predominantly on the 

extensive documentation, which was made available by the PEFA Secretariat. A small 

number of additional reports brought to the attention of the team by PEFA Partners  were 

also analysed.  

 

11. The desk-based phase was complemented by a phase of semi-structured interviews with 

PEFA partners, with the PEFA Secretariat and with a selection of other OECD-DAC 

members. Interviews served to complement the preliminary findings from  the desk phase, 

to test  some early hypotheses and to discuss in a preliminary manner the future options 

for the p rogramme. Table 2 shows the stakeholders who have been interviewed.  

 

Table 2: Semi-structured interviews completed up to end April 2011  

Stakeholder Interviews Completed 

PEFA 

Secretariat 

Detailed one-to-one interview with Frans Ronsholt at PEMPAL conference. 

All Secretariat members interviewed individually in Washington DC (except one 
who was absent on mission ς Phil Sinnett). 

Group discussion on future options held with Secretariat. 

PEFA Partners The Evaluation Team Leader participated in the December 2010 Steering 
Committee in Bern, where initial contact was made with each of the PEFA 
Partners. Bi-lateral  interviews were held in Washington with the IMF & the 
World Bank, and in Bern, Brussels and Paris with SECO, EU and France. A tele-
conference interview was held with DFID. Norway was not directly interviewed 
on a bi-lateral basis but views have been exchanged at the December 2010 
Steering Committee and through video conference discussion on Draft Report. 

Other OECD- Interviews held in Washington with IDB and USAID and with the Asian 
Development Bank in Manila. 



Evaluation of PEFA Programme 2004-2010: Final Report  2010  

 

Fiscus Limited and Mokoro for the PEFA Steering Committee; July 2011 
P a g e | 22 

Stakeholder Interviews Completed 

DAC members Interview held in Paris with Brenda Killen, Head OECD-DAC Aid Effectiveness 
Unit.  

CSOs & PFM 

professionals 

International Budget Project interviewed in Washington. 

OECD SIGMA team and Jon Blöndal of OECD Senior Budget Officials network 
interviewed in Paris.  

 

12. A mix of structured country visits and telephone interviews at the country level were 

undertaken to complement the findings of the desk phase,  regarding the institu tional 

development impact of the PEFA programme. These covered two target gr oups of 

countries:  

 

Á Low Income Countries, which have undertaken PEFA repeat assessments, or have 

repeat assessments planned. The objective here was to understand more clearly the 

factors determining the demand for repeat assessments and the factors most critical 

to active use of the results of those assessments by donors and governments.  

 

Á Middle and High Income Countries, which have undertaken PEFA assessments, the 

purpose being to understand the factors determining their perceived usefulness in 

these countries.  

1.3 Structure of the Report 
 

13. Following this introductory chapter, this Final Report is structured as follows: 

 

Á Chapter Two assesses past performance, with respect to the evaluation questions 

and the specific results areas, identified in the Phase III Programme Document. 

Á Chapter Three summarises the overall conclusions and considers their 

implications for the future of the Programme, addressing the three forward -

looking question s in the evaluation framework.  

Á Supplementary material is presented in annex, including notably Annex 2, which 

summarises the origins and evolution of the PEFA programme and Annex 3, which 

contains the country visit reports.     



Evaluation of PEFA Programme 2004-2010: Final Report  2010  

 

Fiscus Limited and Mokoro for the PEFA Steering Committee; July 2011 
P a g e | 23 

2. Assessment of Programme  Performance  
 

14. This chapter presents the detailed assessment of Programme performance against the 

seven evaluation questions. The primary focus has been on performance during Phase III. 

The chapter is structured according to each evaluation question, with each sub-section in 

turn divided in line with the judgement criteria identified in the Evaluation framework 

presented in Chapter 1 Chapter 3 provides a more synthetic presentation of overall 

conclusions. 

 

2.1Effectiveness of the PEFA Programme in relation to planned 

results 
 

15. We consider first the question of effectiveness, which is judged in relation to three criteria: 

 

Á The results actually achieved in relation to the Phase III Programme framework; 

Á The external factors which might have helped or hindered performance against 

planned results; 

Á The specific contribution ð value added ð of the Programme itself.  

Results achieved in relation to Phase III Programme framework 

16. Here, we present a summary of performance against the PEFA Programmeõs six target 

results: 

Á Result 1: PFM assessments undertaken in all LICs, most MICs and some HICs based on 

the PEFA Framework  

Á Result 2: Completed PEFA assessments available in a timely manner  

Á Result 3: Government ownership of PEFA assessments enhanced  

Á Result 4: Quality of PEFA assessments improved  

Á Result 5: Donor collaboration in and support to implementation of PEFA assessments 

improved  

Á Result 6: PEFA assessments utilized by all stakeholders 

RESULT ONE: PFM assessments undertaken in all LICs, most MICs and some HICs, based on 
the PEFA framework 

17. Based on available data the PEFA programme has performed well in respect of the first 

result. Altogether 120 countries had been assessed, were in the process of being assessed 

or were going to be assessed at the national level by October 2010, while an additional 3 

have had assessments at the sub-national but not the national level (Nige ria, Argentina 
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and Switzerland). A further 9 overseas territories of OECD states (France, the Netherlenads 

and the UK) have also been assessed. 

 

18. Across the world 90 per cent of low income, 75 per cent of middle income and 8 per cent 

of high income countries had been assessed, were in the process of assessment or were 

going to be assessed by October 2010. This is in keeping with the result targets and 

represents a major achievement, after only 5 and ¼ years of application of the PEFA 

assessment framework.  

Table 3: PEFA assessments by region and income (October 2010)  

 HIC MIC LIC 

 PEFA 
Assessed 

Not PEFA 
Assessed 

PEFA 
Assessed 

Not PEFA 
Assessed 

PEFA 
Assessed 

Not PEFA 
Assessed 

East Asia and the 
Pacific 

0 2 12 7 3 2 

Europe and Central 
Asia 

0 7 14 6 2 0 

Latin America 2 2 22 7 1 0 

Middle East and 
North Africa 

1 6 9 3 1 0 

South Asia 0 0 4 1 3 0 

Sub-Saharan Africa 0 1 16 2 27 2 

OECD 1 30 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4 48 77 26 37 4 

Source: PEFA Assessments Database, October 2010 

 

19. Of the 157 PEFA assessments at the national level that had been finalised or substantially 

completed by October 2010, 45 were undertaken in the 2009 and 2010 calendar. This 

translates into 20 new countries for which PEFA reports exist in the third phase of the 

programme, with a further 7 new countries, for which assessments were being planned.  

The graph below shows the composition of new countries by income groups.  

 

Figure  2: Evolution of new countries undertaking assessments by income group  



Evaluation of PEFA Programme 2004-2010: Final Report  2010  

 

Fiscus Limited and Mokoro for the PEFA Steering Committee; July 2011 
P a g e | 25 

Number of new countries with finalised and substantially 

complete PEFA assessments per year, by income group
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Source: PEFA Assessments Database, October 2010 

Repeat assessments 

20. Repeat assessments are seen as a positive indicator of PEFA effectiveness. Table 4 reflects 

all repeat assessments completed, substantially completed, underway or planned. Of the 

120 countries for which national PEFA assessments were planned, commenced or finalised 

by October 210, 49 were assessed more than once, of which 6 were assessed three times 

and 2 four times (adding up to 59 repeat assessments)
2
. Over the years, higher 

proportions of assessments have been repeat assessments. For example, of the 26 

countries for which assessments were finalised, substantially complete, underway or 

planning in 2010, 18 were undergoing repeat assessments. In low income countries, where 

most countries had been assessed at least once by 2008, repeat assessments are the norm 

from 2010 onwards. 

 

21. Of the 77 countries that had undertaken assessments by the end of 2007, 60% had had 

repeat assessments by October 2010. As it is normally recommended that repeat 

assessments should be undertaken within a time scale of 3-5 years, the frequency of 

repeat assessments can thus be said to be ahead of target, which represents in our 

judgement a strong indicator of country level demand for the use of the framework.   

 

Table 4: Repeat assessments compare d to first assessments per year 3  

                                                 
2
  The 2010 Monitoring Report (PEFA Secretariat, 2011) considers 12 repeat assessments not to be 

true comparative assessments,  as the first assessments could not be considered PEFA assessments 

due to incomplete or erroneous application of the PEFA methodology. An additional 14 countries 

are included in the repeat assessments count in this report, none of which were considered for the 

Monitoring Report because their assessments were not fully complete by October 2010. 

3
 Assessments are counted in the year in which the main visit for the assessment took place. 
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  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 

LIC First assessments 13 7 10 4 2 1 1 0 38 

 Repeat 
assessments 

0 3 3 8 3 7 4 1 29 

MIC First assessments 9 15 20 12 11 7 3 1 78 

 Repeat 
assessments 

0 0 1 3 9 10 5 0 28 

HIC First assessments 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 

 Repeat 
assessments 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 

Total First assessments 22 24 31 16 14 8 4 1 120 

 Repeat 
assessments 

0 3 4 12 12 18 9 1 59 

PEFA Assessments database (October 2010) 

 

22. Of the 59 repeat assessments planned, commenced or done by October 2010, 28 were in 

Sub-Saharan Africa, 14 in Latin America and the Caribbean, 7 in East Asia and the Pacific, 7 

in Europe and Central Asia and three in South Asia. No repeat assessments have been 

done in the Middle East and North Africa or in OECD countries. Of the 31 countries in 

Sub-Saharan Africa that had been assessed by the end of 2007, 20 had had repeat 

assessments by October 2010,  of which 12 were Anglophone, 3 Lusophone and, 

interestingly, only 5 Francophone. Thus, of the 14 Francophone countries that had 

undergone first assessments by the end of 2007, 9 had no registered plans for second 

assessments by October 2010. 

RESULT 2: COMPLETED PEFA ASSESSMENTS AVAILABLE IN A TIMELY MANNER 

23. For the most part, PEFA assessments were available within a year of the main mission. 

According to the PEFA assessment database, where national PEFA assessments have led 

to finalised reports, on average the reports took 7 months after the date of the main 

mission to complete4. Four months to finalisation was the most common. Altogether 60 

per cent of finalised reports are available within six months after the main mission, while 

86% are available within a year. By October 2010 there were 17 assessments ð of which 10 

were in the third phase ð for which reports had not been finalised within six months of the 

draft report date.  

 

24. On average of the 10 donors that acted as lead agencies for PEFA assessments, the World 

Bank takes the longest to finalise an assessment, on average 10 months. It also had 5 

assessments, which were substantially complete but not finalised (in other words at draft 

report stage) for longe r than its own average time to finalise a report. The EC, which leads 

                                                 
4
  For the 124 finalised assessments for which data was available. 
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on the most assessments (55 altogether), took on average five months to finalise an 

assessment, and had by October 2010, 4 assignments, which had been substantially 

complete for longer t han its average finalisation time.  

 

Table 5: Lead donor record on report finalisation  (2005 to October 2010)  

 Number of finalised 
assessments 

Average period to 
finalise assessment 

No of draft reports 
not finalised within 
donor's average 
period to complete 
assessment 

AsDB 1 6 0 
Ausaid 2 2 1 
DFID 4 3 2 
EC 55 5 4 
France 1 9  
Government led 7 6 1 
IADB   1 
IMF 2 6  
NORAD 1 4 0 
SECO 1 4 0 
WB 49 10 5 

PEFA Assessment Database October 2010 

 

25. For the 13 sub-national assessments (excluding the EC assessments of the overseas 

territories of EU member states) that produced final reports, 5 were completed within 

three months of the main mission date, while 10 were completed within a year.  

Result 3: Government ownership of PEFA assessments enhanced 

26. The available information on PEFA assessments does not provide a direct assessment of 

the degree to which government ownership of PEFA has been enhanced. However, it 

contains two potential proxies: (i) the change in proportion of assessments over time in 

which government is listed as a partner in the Report on the Status on applications of PEFA 

Performance Measurement Framework  (available on the PEFA website) and (ii) the number 

of repeat assessments in which government is listed as a partner where it had not been a 

partner in the first assessment.  

 

27. These proxy indicators show slow progress in government as an active partner in the 

assessments. While for the first 18 months of assessments (2005 and 2006), no national 

assessments were done in partnership with government, by 2010 altogether 5 national 

assessments were in partnership with government, or 20 per cent of assessments. What is 
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perhaps more significant is that all five were repeat assessments, adding up to 28 per cent 

of repeat assessments. 

 

Table 6: Growth in PEFA assessments with Government as registered partner  
 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Total assessments 22 27 34 29 26 26 

Govt. recorded as 
partner 
 

0 0 3 2 2 5 

Of which repeat 
assessments 

0  1 2 1 5 

Percentage of total 
assessments 

0.0% 0.0% 8.8% 6.9% 7.7% 19.2% 

Source: PEFA Assessment database October 2010; PEFA Secretariat, 2010: Status on applications of PEFA 

Performance Measurement Framework 

 

28. However, our judgement is that this available quantitative data, although suggestive of 

some progress, does not provide a reasonable reflection of the degree to which 

government ownership of PEFA assessments has been enhanced. In the first place, all 

PEFA assessments require the consent of government in order to proceed, thus 

government must by definition always be a òpartneró in PEFA assessments. We understand 

that they are registered as partners when government staff are formally recorded as 

members of the management team or the assessment team. Yet, data on this issue does 

not seem to be comprehensive; moreover, a direct involvement of this kind raises the 

potential of conflicts of interest and may quite deliberately be avoided by a government 

preferring a more fully independent process. Similarly, governments worried about the 

transactions costs of managing assessments may, for good reasons, prefer to leave 

management and administration functions to their development partners.  

 

29.  Ownership needs to be judged in relation to the extent to which governments are 

committed to make use of PEFA assessments, either as a tool for benchmarking progress 

in PFM reforms, or as a source of information to improve the design of PFM reforms, or as 

a tool for judging the PFM reform needs of sub -national governments. Up to the end o f 

the second phase of the Programme in December 2008 when the application of the PEFA 

assessment framework was in its early years, it is clear that for the majority of countries 

the primary motivating factor for undertaking an assessment was to satisfy the fiduciary 

risk assessment criteria of donors ð particularly in relation to Budget Support ð and 

secondarily as part of the diagnostic basis for PFM reform projects. To the extent that this 
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situation can be seen to have changed, we would judge that some improvement in 

ownership has occurred. What evidence is there of such change? 

 

30.  Our country visits suggest that it continue s to be the case that donors are the main 

initiators of PEFA assessments but since the Impact Report of 2008, there has been a 

substantial accumulation of evidence of governments using the results for their own  

purposes. The evidence of the country visits is included in Annex 3 and its results are 

discussed in Section 2.5 in relation to Institutional Development Impact. It suggests that 

the overall trend on government ownership of PEFA assessment results is strongly 

positive: more governments ðat different income levels and in different regions - are 

committed to make use of PEFA assessments, as a tool for benchmarking progress in PFM 

reforms, as a source of information to improve the design of PFM reforms, and in some 

cases as a tool for judging the PFM reform needs of sub-national governments.    

 

31. However, the country visits also show that government ownership  will continue  to present 

challenges, so long as the primary advocates for the use of the PEFA assessment 

framework continue to be donors. Government -initiated PEFA assessments continue to be 

a rarity. Moreover, within the present governance framework of the PEFA programme, the 

opport unities for governments to influence the evolution of the framework or its wider 

dissemination and use remain limited. These are significant constraints to increased 

government ownership, which should ideally be addressed in future phases of the 

Programme. 

Result 4: Quality of PEFA assessments improved 

32. The PEFA Monitoring Reports (2006, 2007 and 2009) provide a picture of improving 

quality of PEFA assessments. Over this period, compliance with the PEFA methodology 

improved from 48% to 91% across all indicators. At the same time, fewer indicators were 

not used. The quality of the summary assessment also improved (PEFA, 2010). 

 

33. However, most stakeholders raised quality as a major issue in the interviews undertaken 

by the team. Whilst the general view was that most PEFA assessments are of an adequate 

quality, many stakeholders were aware of assessments, which had not been completed in 

line with PEFA requirements and were therefore not considered to provide a reliable 

indication of the status of PFM systems. Due to the reputational risks generated even by 

isolated cases of poor quality PEFA assessments, this is a very serious observation. 
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34.  Several reasons were provided for low quality. All of these, in some sense, reflect the fact 

that the PEFA Secretariat is not the òownerõ of PEFA assessments. It is rather the institution 

that has financed the PEFA assessment, which is the owner.  Sometimes this may be the 

country being assessed but, as we have noted above, the majority of PEFA assessments 

undertaken to date have been financed by donor agencies, and predominantly by the 

agencies, who are PEFA Partners. (See Table 5.) The PEFA Secretariat acts as an adviser to 

the òownersó of the PEFA assessments, in recommending specific approaches to the 

management of assessments and in providing a quality assurance service. Amongst the 

sources of quality shortcomings identified in interviews and in past PEFA monitoring 

reports, the following are the most prominent:  

 

Á Inexperience or inappropriate experience of the team and/or the  team leader 

undertaking the PEFA assessment, although over time this was seen as less of a 

problem as more consultants with experience became available. However, not all 

lead agencies necessarily follow Secretariat guidelines for team size, structure and 

composition.  

Á Undertaking the assessment as a compliance exercise for fiduciary risk assessment, 

resulting often in careless team composition and selection, a rushed exercise and 

poor utilisation of the PEFA Secretariat capacity
5
.  

Á Use of incomplete or inappropriate data at the country level to reach judgements on 

PEFA scores: while the PEFA Secretariat peruses PEFA reports for compliance with 

definitions and scoring methodologies and internal consistency, it has no access 

or means of ensuring that the source data used is adequate or reliable. At the 

same time, not all PEFA assessments are quality checked by the Secretariat, as the 

Secretariat review is voluntary. In combination, these factors result in reports 

where findings are not adequately substantiated by reliable and complete data.  

                                                 
5
  This was reported specifically in relation to a number of PEFA assessments undertaken under the 

leadership of the EU in Caribbean countries and, to a lesser extent, in Eastern Europe and Central 

Asia, where EU staff at delegations within these regions were led to believe that the completion of a 

PEFA assessment was a necessary requirement for Sector Budget Support operations. This is not in 

fact stated as a requirement in the EU guidelines on Budget Support, and the impression is that a 

better understanding of the appropriate use of PEFA assessments has since developed throughout 

the EU delegations, probably as a consequence of training on Budget Support, on PFM and on 

PEFA itself, and as a consequence of the dissemination of clearer directives.  For example, the 

country notes on Barbados and Trinidad & Tobago included in the 2010 Impact Assessment 

identified important improvements in procedures between the first and second PEFA assessments 

(better ToRs, 2 rather than 1 assessor, more time, more effort at donor coordination.)   
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35. All respondents considered that whether or not the PEFA Secretariat reviewed PEFA 

concept notes and draft assessment reports was a major determinant of the quality of 

reports. In this respect, by October 2010, of all the assessments (national and subnational) 

on the database, which were finalised or substantially complete, the reports of 71% had 

been reviewed by the Secretariat. Of the donors who led more than 5 assessments, DFID 

had 75% of reports reviewed, the EC 78%, and the World Bank 65%. However, where 

governments had led assignments, only 53% of reports had been reviewed. 

 

36. Across all donors 34% of concept notes/TORs were reviewed. The donor with the lowest 

proportion of concept notes/T ORs sent for review (having done five or more assessments) 

is DFID, with only 13% reviewed. The EC has had 28% of concept notes/TORs reviewed 

and the World Bank 38%. The lead agency with the highest proportion of concept notes 

reviewed is Government, with 39%. This may simply reflect an increasing familiarity with 

the PEFA approach amongst the principal lead agencies but given the continuing 

relevance of this factor to final quality, it is nevertheless a matter of concern.   

 

37. If assessments for which both the report and the concept note were reviewed are scored 

at 100%, where either were reviewed at 50% and if neither were reviewed at 0%, across all 

assessments the average score is 52%
6
. Notwithstanding the quali ty improvements 

achieved under Phase III, this indicates an area with substantial potenti al for improvement 

in the PEFA Programme, which would almost certainly have a significant effect in 

correcting the remaining qualit y problems. 

Result 5: Donor Collaboration in and support to Implementation of PEFA assessments 
improved 

38. In the first three years of PEFA assessments (2005 to 2007), the data-base suggests that 

on average more agencies collaborated in the assessments than in the second three years 

(2008 to 2010, see graph below). At the same time in the second set of three years, more 

assessments were undertaken in which the lead agency acted on its own. This assessment 

is based on the PEFA Secretariat Report Status on applications of PEFA Performance 

Measurement Framework (available at www.pefa.org) listing of collaborating agencies for 

                                                 
6
  One could reasonably argue that the review of draft reports would generally be more important than 

the review of Concept Notes/ ToR, implying that a greater weighting should be given to report 

reviews in this type of calculation. The calculation is purely illustrative and shows clearly that there 

is a long way to go before reviews of both Concept Notes and Draft Reports can be considered the 

norm for PEFA assessments. 

http://www.pefa.org/
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each assessment. While the data cannot be seen as comprehensive, it can be seen as 

indicative. 

 

39. Of the agencies that acted as the lead agency for four and more assessments, DFID was 

the least likely to act entirely on its own (no assignments undertaken without 

collaboration), while the EU was the most likely (45 per cent of assignments undertaken 

without any collaboration). The World Bank undertook 28 per cent of its assignments on 

its own. Where government took the lead, in 75 per cent of the cases, it acted in 

collaboration with one or more donors.  

 

40. At face value, these data are disconcerting and suggest that there is some way to go to 

reach full harmonisation around the PEFA as a tool to strengthen Government-led PFM 

reform. However, the notion of òcollaborationó perhaps requires more careful 

examination.  For example, the PEFA Secretariatõs review of Quality Assurance processes 

(November, 2010) considered 21 PEFA assessment reports received by the Secretariat over 

1
st
, April 2009 to 30

th
, March 2010. This review showed that the average number of 

organisations involved in the QA process was 4.1, with an average number of third party 

reviewers (including the PEFA secretariat) of 2. Thus, it would appear that at least for the 

assessments, which are subject to review by the Secretariat, the collaborative process is 

substantive and generally sufficient to involve a suitable number and balance of agencies 

in the QA process. Our judgement is that for those assessments, which pass through the 

Secretariatõs QA process, there has probably been a tendency towards a smaller but more 

substantively engaged group of collaborators.  However, it also seems likely that there are 

sharp differences in practice between those assessments inside and outside of the 

Secretariatõs QA process, with the latter more likely to be managed by single agencies.  

 

Figure 3: Collaboration on PEFA assessments, by number of agencies 

collaborating  
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Source: PEFA Secretariat: Status on applications of PEFA Performance Measurement Framework 

(www.pefa.org) 

Result 6: PFM assessments utilised by all stakeholders 

41. The assessment database does not provide direct evidence of the utilisation of PFM 

assessments by all stakeholders. The most obvious proxy indicator is the publication of 

final reports: if the report is published it is possible for all  stakeholders to utilise it; if it is 

not published, it is less likely to be used widely. However, the performance on final 

publication is poor . Fewer final reports were published for all types of assessments (see 

graph below) in the third phase of the program me than previously. In both 2009 and 

2010, well over 60% of reports were not published, compared to approximately 40% in 

each of the previous three years
7
.  

 

42. Where repeat assessments were done and a final report is available, repeat assessments 

were published more frequently than the first assessments (19 compared to 12). Of the 31 

repeat assessments on the database, in one third of the cases subsequent reports were 

published when first reports were not, while in 19% of the cases publication of a first 

report was not repeated for the second report.  

 

                                                 
7 Of the four agencies that had taken the lead in 4 and more assessments, DFID published reports more 

often (with 80 per cent of reports published). When government led an assessment, they were the least 

likely to be published (with only 40% of reports published), followed by the EC (with 51% of reports 

published) and the World Bank (with 59% of reports published).  
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Figure 4: Proportion  of final reports published by year 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Report not published Report Published

 
 

43. The apparent decline, from what was already an unsatisfactory performance on the 

publication of reports is a matter of some concern. Yet, the lack of formal publication 

does not appear to significantly restrict access to the Development Partners, who wish to 

use the PEFA reports for internal purposes. Indeed, we found significant evidence of 

extensive use of PEFA assessments by different donor agencies: 

 

Á The PEFA partners, themselves, who enjoy direct access to PEFA assessments 

regardless of whether they are formally published or not, reported extensive use 

of assessments for the preparation of fiduciary risk assessments of different kinds, 

for the appraisal of budget support operations and, in the case of the World Bank, 

for the preparation of CPIA rankings
8
.  Moreover, the PEFA Partners reported that 

the use of PEFA assessments was a long-standing practise (since 2005), which was 

becoming increasingly formalised in internal processes and requirements.  

Á In interviews, with other agencies, IDB and USAID both confirmed their regular 

use of PEFA assessments as part of the information pool for assessment of use of 

country systems. IDB also advised that PEFAs had been used as part of the 

monitoring framework of PFM reform programmes within their region.  

Á The Asian Development Bank also advised of their regular use of PEFA 

assessments as part of the monitoring of PFM reforms, notably in the Pacific 

islands. They also informed the Evaluation team that they were aware of AusAid 

also using it for this purpose and as a part of their fiduciary risk assessment 

                                                 
8 PEFA Secretariat, (August, 2010), Survey of PEFA Partnersô use of Internal Assessments for internal 

processes. 
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process. (The Country Impact Note for Vanuatu in the 2010 Impact Assessment 

also confirms this.)  

 

44. These are promising developments and suggest good progress against this result 

indicator, despite the disadvantage of low formal publicati on rates. However, with other 

stakeholder groups ð notably with governments and CSOs ð lack of access does appear to 

be a constraint: 

 

Á The International Budget Project, who were interviewed in Washington, reported 

that probably the majority of the country -based òPFM watchdog NGOsó with 

whom they work would scarcely even know what the PEFA was and they were not 

aware of any of them using it in the context of their advocacy work.  (This was 

confirmed in the country visits to Kenya and Uganda, where interviews with the 

NGOs involved in compiling information for the Open budget Index revealed their 

very limited awareness of PEFA.) 

 

Á The 2010 Impact Assessment Study (Mackie & Caprio, January 2011) reported 

that, ôthe Study provided little evidence of any impact of PEFA assessments 

beyond central finance/ planning ministries.õ  

 

45. At the international level, the PEFA database has been used for three significant pieces of 

research (De Renzio & Dorotinsky, 2007; Andrews, 2009 and De Renzio et al, 2010).  

 

Box 1 Summary of Evaluation Conclusions regarding Effectiveness  

 

The assessment of performance against results is broadly positive but not uniformly so.
9
 While the 

coverage of assessments in LICs, MICs and HICs has been in excess of targets, and donor 

collaboration in PEFA assessments was judged to be on target, the signs of success that can be 

identified against each of the other result areas are tempered by the presence of negative trends. 

Where there are weaknesses in performance, limitations on the ability of the Secretariat or the 

PEFA Programme as a whole to impose specific standards are the common factor. Within the 

limits of these arrangements, the specific contributions of the Programme have been important 

                                                 
9
  In the assessment below, performance against each result area has been judged against a five point 

scale: ñvery weakò. ñweakò. ñpositive trendò, ñgoodò and ñvery goodò. 
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and have generated a real value added: 

Á Result 1: PFM assessments undertaken in all LICs, most MICs and some HICs based on 

the PEFA Framework : Very Good Performance: Across the world 90 per cent of low income, 75 

per cent of middle income and 8 per cent of high income countries had been assessed, were 

in the process of assessment or were going to be assessed by October 2010. More than half of 

the countries assessed by the end of 2007 had had repeat assessments by October 2010: thus 

a majority of the countries with knowledge and understanding o f the framework from a first 

assessment, had opted to undertake a repeat assessment within the recommended period of 

3-5 years. 

Á Result 2: Completed PEFA assessments available in a timely manner : Good Performance For 

the most part, PEFA assessments were available within a year of the main mission, with a 

median of 4 months and a mean of seven months to completion  after the date of the main 

mission. Trend performance is also improving: of the 85 assessments initiated in 2009 and 

2010 (roughly coinciding with the completed years of Phase III), only 10 took longer than 6 

months to complete.  

Á Result 3: Government ownership of PEFA assessments enhanced : Positive Trend. The proxy 

indicators used to measure government ownership of PEFA assessments (the proportion of 

assessments in which government was listed as an active partner and the proportion of repeat 

assessments that have government as a partner in the second but not the first assessment) 

have shown progress. Country studies showed increased use by governments of PEFA 

assessments for their own purposes since the 2008 Impact report. However, the country visits 

also showed that government ownership will continue  to present challenges, so long as the 

primary advocates for the use of the PEFA assessment framework continue to be donors.  

Á Result 4: Quality of PEFA assessments improved: Weak Performance While the PEFA 

Monitoring Reports provide a picture of improving quality of PEFA assessments, most 

stakeholders raised quality as a major issue during the evaluation research.  Due to the 

reputational risks generated even by isolated cases of poor quality PEFA assessments, this is a 

very serious observation. Quality assessment by the PEFA Secretariat of concept notes and 

draft reports was seen as a major determinant of the quality of assessments. Yet, only 71% of 

draft PEFA assessment reports and 34% of concept notes/TORs had been reviewed by October 

2010. 

Á Result 5: Donor collaboration in and support to Implementation of PEFA assessments 

improved: Good Performance. Donor collaboration on assessments is substantive and 

generally sufficient to involve a suitable number and balance of agencies in the quality 
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assessment process, even if fewer agencies are recorded as formal partners in assessments 

over 2009-2010 compared to 2005-2008. For the assessments that pass through the 

Secretariatõs quality assurance process there has probably been a tendency towards a smaller 

but more substantively engaged group of collaborators.  

Á Result 6: PEFA assessments utilised by all stakeholders: Weak Performance. Stakeholders 

ability to utilise PEFA assessments was more constrained in the third phase of the programme 

than previously; in 2009 and 2010 over 60% of reports were not published, compared to 

approximately 40% in each of the previous three years. The apparent decline, from what was 

already an unsatisfactory performance on the publication of reports is a matter of concern. 

The lack of formal publication does not appear to significantly restrict access to development 

partners, who wish to use the PEFA reports for internal purposes. Indeed, there is evidence of 

extensive use of PEFA assessments by different donor agencies, particularly the PEFA partners 

themselves. However, with other stakeholder groups ð notably with governments and CSOs ð 

lack of access does appear to be a constraint. The 2010 Impact Assessment Study (Mackie & 

Caprio, January 2011) reported: ôlittle evidence of any impact of PEFA assessments beyond 

central finance/ planning ministries.õ  

 

 

2.2 Relevance of the PEFA Programme  
 

46. The question of relevance is judged in relation to five criteria: 

Á The consistency of the Programme with the overall development strategies and 

policy priorities of the principal stakeholders;  

Á The consistency of the Programme with the broader donor harmo nisation and 

aid effectiveness agenda;  

Á The consistency of the Programme with country level demands; 

Á The comparative advantage of the Programme in addressing its global 

objectives; 

Á The degree of flexibility in Programme design and existence of adequate 

feedback & learning mechanisms to ensure continuing relevance.   

Consistency with development strategies and priorities of Stakeholders 

47. The principal stakeholders of the PEFA Programme can probably be grouped into four: a) 

the PEFA Partners themselves (Steering Committee members); b) other Development 

Agencies with an interest in the status of PFM systems in partner countries; c) the 



Evaluation of PEFA Programme 2004-2010: Final Report  2010  

 

Fiscus Limited and Mokoro for the PEFA Steering Committee; July 2011 
P a g e | 38 

Governments and PFM institutions of partner countries and d) Civil Society Organisations, 

at the national and international leve ls, working as advocacy bodies to improve the quality 

of PFM systems. For each of these stakeholders, the PEFA Programme will continue to be 

a priority so long as the PEFA assessment framework remains relevant and so long as the 

Programme remains able to support, in an effective way, its development and use.  

 

48. For the PEFA Partners themselves, the relevance of the PEFA Assessment Framework rests 

on three inter-dependent functions : 

 

a) As a developm ent tool : the use of the PEFA Framework as a PFM diagnostic tool 

which contributes to their ability to improve public financial management in 

partner countries as an input into the countries' growth and equitable 

development;  

b) As a tool to achieve aid eff ectiveness: the use of the Framework as a 

mechanism both for harmonising different donor approaches to the support of 

PFM reform and to the monitoring of budget support conditions related to 

fiduciary risk assessment, and as a mechanism to align support for PFM reform to 

country-led strategies.  

c) As an operational tool  to measure fiduciary risk in the delivery of aid 

programmes, particularly through country systems: the PEFA framework provides 

access to a reliable tool of fiduciary risk assessment, even if it is applied in 

conjunction with various donor -specific criteria and may not be the only 

diagnostic tool utilised . 

 

49. Our interviews made it clear that these three functions are relevant not only for the PEFA 

partners themselves but also for other development agencies engaging with these 

agendas, notably USAID, the IDB, the ADB and AusAID. Not all these development 

agencies place equal emphasis on all three aspects: for those less engaged in the 

provision of Budget Support and in the reform of PFM systems ð such as USAID, and 

GAVI
10

 amongst others - the utility of the PEFA Framework as a labour-saving first 

fiduciary risk assessment (and the role of the Secretariat in ensuring that that assessment 

is reliable) is the primary driver of relevance. For the PEFA Partners themselves and certain 

                                                 
10

  The evaluators were not able to interview GAVI, the Global Alliance for Vaccines & Immunization, 

but we are aware that their financial management assessments for cash-based programmes (as 

opposed to in-kind programmes) make extensive use of PEFA assessments when available.  
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other development agencies, this is balanced or outweighed by its role in harmonising 

donor engagement with public financial management reforms and providing the potential 

for a regular, consistent, evidence-based dialogue on PFM to inform reform strategies , 

and the related decisions on Budget Support. Nevertheless, it is clear that for 

development agencies as a whole, all three functions of the PEFA Framework combine to 

make the Programme highly relevant to their development objectives and policy priorities.  

 

50. For many Governments, a lack of full awareness of the scope and potential of the PEFA 

assessment framework remains an issue, which in part explains the modest progress on 

ownership, which we noted above. For those Low Income Countries with more familiarity 

with the framework, two characteristics are especially valued ð the objectivity of the PEFA 

assessment framework combined with its ability to allow comparisons over time , which 

creates a stronger basis for monitoring progress in PFM reforms and thus for evidence-

informed dialogue with  donors over the evolving quality of PFM systems; and secondly, 

the potential of the framework to reduce the number of competing, and occasionally 

contradictory diagnostic exercises, which used to be undertaken by donors wanting to 

support PFM reform.
11

  Clearly, these agendas are of stronger relevance to countries 

actively engaged in PFM reform, and in particular for aid dependent countries.   

 

51. The country studies which provided the basis for assessing institutional development 

impact (see below) showed that the PEFA framework had proven highly relevant for MICs 

undertaking extensive national PFM reforms and for those promoting PFM reforms at 

sub-national levels. By contrast, the experience with HICs suggests PEFA assessments are 

more relevant as one-off exercises to benchmark national (or sub-national) systems 

against international norms but, with less extensive weaknesses and greater capacity to 

address weaknesses quickly, there is less call for repeat assessments. (Indeed, no HIC has 

yet undertaken a repeat assessment and there would appear to be no demand for repeat 

assessments.) 

 

52. For CSOs, the awareness gap is still larger and we would judge that the relevance of the 

PEFA Programme to this group of stakeholders remains a question of potential future 

relevance, rather than current relevance. The International Budget Project expressed a 

strong interest in working with the Secretariat to promote the use of PEFA assessments by 

                                                 
11

  The interlocutors from the Rwanda Government were especially clear on these two points but the 

country visits as a whole confirmed the general applicability of these concerns. 
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CSOs working on budget advocacy issues. However, they expressed the view that an 

additional , more simplified, òcitizen-friendlyó format of PEFA Summary Assessments would 

need to be developed if it was to achieve widespread relevance for this group.  

Consistency with donor harmonisation & aid effectiveness agenda 

53. The PEFA Framework has made a significant contribution to harmonisation and aid 

effectiveness through its role as an instrument of harmonised engagement on PFM issues 

with part ner countries. Since 2004, the PEFA Programme has devoted the bulk of its 

efforts into establishing the PEFA Framework as the standard diagnostic instrument to be 

used in assessing PFM functionality and into producing , as a consequence, a shared pool 

of information on the evolution over time of PFM capabilities in different countries . 

  

54. The evaluation has found that to a large degree the programme has been successful in 

establishing the validity of the PEFA Framework, and its use as a common instrument of 

first choice for PFM diagnostics. The impressive coverage of PEFA assessments across 

countries in different  geographical regions, with different income levels and with different 

administrative traditions and the increasing number of repeat assessments represent the 

most powerful evidence for this. Certainly, no other PFM diagnostic tool ð past or present 

ð has enjoyed this degree of coverage.  

 

55. There is also evidence of the decreased use of competing instruments after the 

introduction of the PEFA, notably of the World Bankõs CFAA and the IMFõs Fiscal ROSC. 

The reduced numbers of Fiscal ROSCs in recent years - now 5-6 per year (Mackie, October 

2010), can be partly explained by resource constraints within the IMF  (and as an 

instrument focused on fiscal transparency rather than on PFM functionality it should not 

be considered a direct competitor
12

), but it seems highly likely that there would have been 

greater demand for Fiscal ROSCs in the absence of the PEFA Framework. Since 2005, the 

CFAA has no longer been a mandatory diagnostic of the World Bank, although it is 

retained as an optional  diagnostic tool, it being c onsidered that its more extensive 

coverage of accounting and auditing issues and its inclusion of specific recommendations 

                                                 
12

  There is an interesting internal note by Mario Pessoa (IMF Fiscal Affairs Department), which was 

presented as an attachment to a post in the IMF PFM Blog of 25
th
, May, 2010. This concludes that 

more than 60 % of the good practices assessed in the Fiscal ROSC are reported fully or partially in 

a PEFA assessment and that three quarters of the indicators in a PEFA assessment could be derived 

from the material assembled for a Fiscal ROSC. Yet, the note argues that despite overlapping 

coverage each instrument has its own purpose and responds to specific and different needs, a 

position with which we would agree. 
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may occasionally be useful.  In practise, only 2-3 CFAAs per year are now undertaken, as 

compared with 18 per year over 2003 -2005. (Mackie, October 2010.) 

 

56. Notwithstanding the reduced numbers of CFAAs and Fiscal ROSCs undertaken over 2008 

ð 2010, it is clear that overall the number of diagnostic instruments has increased. This 

includes both an increase in the number of òdrill-downó tools focused on specific aspects 

of the PFM system (such as the Debt Management Performance Assessment tool ð 

DeMPA; the Methodology for Assessment of National Procurement Systems - MAPS, and 

others) and system-wide tools, such as the Commonwealth Secretariatõs PFM Self 

Assessment Tool (CPFM-SAT), and the annual assessments of PFM systems undertaken for 

the EU candidate countries by the SIGMA team. The stocktaking study of PFM diagnostic 

instruments undertaken for OECD-DAC Task Force on PFM (Mackie, October 2010) 

provided an inventory of these tools, concluding that th ere is without doubt an increased 

number and that ôtheir development has been poorly co-ordinated by development 

partners, international agencies and professional bodies.õ We would agree with both of 

these findings.  

 

57.  The stocktaking study also concludes that ôdespite some evidence that the PEFA 

framework is being used as a common pool of inf ormation , this does not appear to be 

translating into significant net reductions in the amount of PFM diag nostic work being 

undertaken.õ Stated in these terms, this statement is probably true but there are two 

important observations to make on this finding. In  the first place, the stocktaking study 

does not conclude that there are more PFM assessments per country. Indeed, its data 

sources are not adequate to reach conclusions on this matter. The 2008 SPA survey of 

budget support provision in 11 African countries, which did explicitly examine this 

question, concluded that the average number of PFM reviews remained broadly stable; it 

also found an increased level of collaboration on assessments, and reported that 6 out of 

the 11 countries had a multi-annual plan of PFM diagnostics in place.
13

  Similar survey 

work would need to be undertaken in a wider range of coun tries in order to reach 

judgements on the scope and frequency of PFM assessments per country. 

 

                                                 
13

  The results of the 2008 SPA survey are quoted on p.63 of the Stocktaking Study. In the absence of 

similar data for other countries, the Stocktaking study does not draw any specific lessons from these 

findings. 
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58. Secondly, it is not clear that a ôsignificant net reduction in the amount of PFM diagnostic 

workõ is the objective of harmonisation. For example, the increased use of drill-down tools, 

alongside the PEFA, may simply reflect a desire by governments and their donor partners 

to have a deeper understanding of the status of specific areas of the PFM system, so as to 

improve the design of PFM reforms. If these tools are genuinely creating new knowledge 

and that knowledge is utilised effectively, their use is a positive development and not an 

unnecessary transaction cost. Similarly, even with diagnostic processes, which ostensibly 

cover the same ground ð such as the PEFA assessments and the annual assessments of 

PFM status in candidate countries undertaken by the SIGMA team, the differing objectives 

and approaches of such exercises may mean that they can be used in complementary 

ways. Indeed, our interviews revealed that the SIGMA team used available PEFA 

assessments as an input into their annual assessments and did not see them as a 

duplication. Their concern related more to the need to ensure consistency in the quality of 

PEFA assessments, and they made mention of two Government-led PEFA assessments in 

the region which had produced excessively positive assessments of the quality of PFM 

systems, which they then found they had to contradict.  

 

59. Similarly, all interviewees from development agencies stressed that PEFA assessments 

provided highly useful information for fid uciary risk purposes. Some stated that this had 

reduced the time and resources, which needed to be dedicated to fiduciary risk 

assessments. However, no agency perceived the PEFA assessment as a substitute for 

internal processes, rather it was a helpful complement, providing a common platform  

from which more detailed work coul d proceed. It did not provide in itself a sufficient basis 

to judge fiduciary risk and would always need to be supplemented by donorsõ own 

additional processes. 

 

60. To conclude, we do not interpret the increasing number of PFM diagnostic tools and the 

continuation of donor -led fiduciary risk assessments as signs of a lack of relevance or a 

lack of impact of the PEFA framework on the process of harmonisation. These 

developments may, on the contrary, indicate that the overall quality and depth of PFM 

diagnostics has improved. The questions to pose are: 

a) Whether these diagnostics are being undertaken in a collaborative manner?  

b) Whether the results of these diagnostics are being shared as much as they could 

be? 
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c) Whether the transaction costs of such diagnostics are justified by the improved 

information being generated?  

d) And whether the benefit: cost ratios of these diagnostics could be further 

improved by reducing the transaction costs they generate, particularly for partner 

governments? 

 

61. Without more detailed country -level survey work, no robust judgements on these 

questions can be reached. Whether or not such survey work is warranted is a decision 

which should be taken in a broader forum than that of the PEFA Programme itself ð for 

example, in the context of the OECD-DAC Task force on PFM. Available information 

suggests strongly that greater efforts should be made to improve collaboration in 

diagnostic work and to enhance common access to results.  It is precisely the role of the 

OECD-DAC Task Force on PFM to promote such efforts.  

 

62. We repeat, however, our positive evaluation of the relevance of the PEFA Programmeõs 

core mission to the harmonisation and aid  effectiveness agenda. We have found that  the 

programme has been successful in establishing the validity of the PEFA Framework, and 

its use as a common instrument of first choice for the diagnosis of overall PFM 

functionality . This is a fundamentally important achievement. If the Programme can 

achieve greater progress in its current direction, then its impact on harmonisation and aid 

effectiveness will be greater. This entails further efforts: a) to improve the quality of PEFA 

assessments, including the quality of the collaborative processes recommended for their 

management; b) to enhance the timely completion of PEFA assessments and, more 

importantly, their timely publication; and c) to improve the quality and accessibility of the 

common data-base of PEFA assessments. 

The consistency of the Programme with country level demands; 

63. The PEFA Programme has three global objectives, as presented in Figure 1:  enhanced 

ownership of PFM reform programmes, improved alignment and coordination of donor 

support to country -led PFM reform and the establishment of a common, credible pool of 

information on PFM created in all LICs and most MICs. The first two of these global 

objectives are right in line with country level demands for PFM reform programmes which 

respect country priorities, and for reduced transaction costs of engagement with donors 

on PFM issues.  
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64.  Drilling  down to the related Programme results and outputs in the PEFA programme, it 

becomes apparent that the number of P rogramme interventions explicitly targe ted at 

these objectives is limited .  Unfortunately, the 2008 Programme Document is not clear on 

precisely which activities and outputs are associated with each of the global objectives. 

Programme Output 7: òContributions  to enhanced country ownership and improv ed 

alignment and coordination of donor support ó, would appear to be the most closely 

connected but the Programme Document only indicates that the Secretariat will support 

activities in this arena led by the PEFA partners. During Phase IIII, this programme 

component has consistently under-spent and the activities in this area by the PEFA 

partners have been limited to the advocacy work conducted through participati on in the 

OECD-DAC Task Force on PFM and in international events on PFM issues, and more 

recently (in financial year 2010/11) to the funding of work a) to examine how to 

strengthen the sectoral dimension of  PEFA assessments, b) to develop a drill -down tool 

on revenue management and c) to develop guidance on sequencing of PFM reforms. 

 

65. Clearly, the Programme does support ownership and alignm ent in indirect ways. The 

guidance material on the PEFA framework, the training and the Secretariatõs QA process 

all aim to enhance Government ownership of the PEFA assessments themselves. Enhanced 

ownership of a credible, consistent diagnostic assessment process should help 

governments to take stronger leadership of PFM reforms and to demand alignment by 

donors to those reforms. Yet, this is a tenuous chain of causality, which is dependent on a 

number of assumptions ð most notably a high level of awareness by governments of the 

potential uses of the PEFA assessment framework, and a high level of sensitivity to the 

ownership issue by Development agencies leading PEFA assessments.  

 

66. To conclude, the PEFA Programmeõs global objectives are consistent with concerns 

expressed by many governments for greater ownership of PFM reforms and stronger 

alignment of donors to partner governmentsõ reform priorities.  Yet, the activities and 

outputs undertaken by the Programme have on ly been loosely related to these global 

objectives. If the relevance of the Programme is to be improved, activities and outputs 

targeted to these objectives will need to be identified and implemented  ð most notably 

activities related to out -reach functions to deepen awareness of the successes of the PEFA 

framework, when correctly utilised. 
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The comparative advantage of the Programme in addressing its global 
objectives 

67. Of the PEFA Programmeõs three global objectives, the PEFA Programmeõs obvious 

comparative advantage lies in the establishment of a common, credible pool of 

information. PEFA assessments proceed from a standard set of indicators, with an 

explicitly defined measurement methodology , backed by standardised procedures for 

management and quality assurance. This provides a very sound basis for generating a 

common pool of information on PFM performance. Indeed, notwithstanding certain 

concerns about the quality of PEFA assessments and their accessibility, this global 

objective has largely been achieved during Phase III. 

  

68. In respect of the first two global objectives, the programm e has less of a comparative 

advantage. Both of these relate to in-country processes that are driven by stakeholders ð 

governments and development agencies, over which the PEFA Programme has only an 

armõs length influence. PEFA, as a global programme, can contribute to  these country-

level processes by providing a comm on pool of credible information, and by providing 

guidance on the mechanisms through which the  PEFA Assessment Framework might 

contribute to country ownership of  a harmonised, aligned reform programme. But it is not 

in a position to actually drive the achievement of these objectives, unless it fundamentally 

adjusts its activities in order to extend its reach.  

Flexibility in Programme design and existence of adequate feedback & 
learning mechanisms 

69. The PEFA programme is well documented and continuously undertakes monitoring and 

evaluation work as key mechanisms to ensure that it stays relevant and picks up 

significant issues early. The 2010 Monitoring Report for example used repeat assessments 

not only to reflect on the progress made on PFM reform, but also to assess the degree to 

which each indicator (in the way in which it is applied in practise) is able to track progress 

over time. In addition the Programme uses the assessment review process, its training 

activities, its interactions with PEFA partners and its participation in various events to keep 

track of changes in PFM theory and practice. These various feedback streams have led to 

the issuance and updating of guidance notes and clarifications, and even to the updating 

of indicators within the framework itself.  

 

70. However, the programme does face two major risks in terms of remaining relevant. One 

relates to the qualit y of information channels and the other to its ability to respond 
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quickly and appropriately to the changing demands of its environment . With regard to 

information channels, the current programme design limits participation  in PEFA 

governance to the PEFA Partners, all of whom were involved since the first phase of the 

programme. The direction of the programme is therefore determined by the pers pectives 

and needs of the PEFA Partners, despite its objectives being far more global. If the 

governance arrangements of the programme do not open up to allow for more dialogue 

with key stakeholders ð for example other major donors, country governments, civil 

society organisations, parliaments and so forth ð, there is a risk that the Programme may 

not hear voices of concern early enough and/ or that it may be ineffective in 

communicating the benefits of the PEFA framework. This might potentially lead to a 

reduced demand for PEFA assessments and possibly to the development of additional 

and overlapping instruments that mi ght  compete with PEFA.  

 

71. Secondly, the Secretariat operates with limited capacity, which is largely focused on the 

assessment of concept notes and report reviews, training, and the production  of the key 

reports for which the Secretariat takes responsibility. This leaves limited time for updating 

guidance material, for engaging with concurrent processes and for responding to 

demands for furth er development of the Framework and its applications. If the balance 

between maintaining a standard in PFM diagnostics and adjusting to the environment for 

which the standard is required is not maintained, the programme runs the risk of 

becoming irrelevant. 

 

Box 2 Summary of Evaluation Con clusions regarding Relevance  

 

The question of relevance was judged in relation to five criteria, as shown below. The overall 

assessment was positive. However, the programme faces two major risks in terms of 

remaining relevant: (i) the current programme design limits participation in PEFA governance 

to the PEFA Partners, all of whom were involved since the first phase of the programme. (ii) 

The limited capacity of the Secretariat makes it difficult to maintain PEFA standards while 

allowing staff enough time  firstly to extend awareness of the PEFA amongst other 

stakeholders and secondly to undertake the development work required to adjust to the 

changing environment for the PEFA. 

Á The consistency of the Programme with the overall development strategies and 

policy priorities of the principal stakeholders:  Good Performance. For the PEFA partners 

and some other development agencies the role of the PEFA Programme as a PFM 
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diagnostic tool is the primary driver of relevance. However, for most agencies the utility of 

the PEFA Framework as a labour-saving first fiduciary risk assessment is an important 

driver of relevance.  For many Governments, a lack of full awareness of the scope and 

potential of the PEFA assessment framework remains an issue. For CSOs, the awareness 

gap is still larger and we would judge that the relevance of t he PEFA Programme to this 

group of stakeholders remains a question of potential future relevance, rather than 

current relevance. 

Á The consistency of the Programme with the broader donor harmonisation and aid 

effectiveness agenda : Good Performance.  The evaluation has found that to a large 

degree the programme has been successful in establishing the validity of the PEFA 

Framework, and its use as a common instrument of first choice for PFM diagnostics. There 

is also evidence of the decreased use of competing instruments after the introduction of 

the PEFA. It is clear that the overall number of diagnostic instruments has increased, 

including drill -down tools and system-wide tools. Yet, we do not interpret the increasing 

number of PFM diagnostic tools and the continuation of donor -led fiduciary risk 

assessments as signs of a lack of relevance or a lack of impact of the PEFA framework on 

the process of harmonisation. These developments may, on the contrary, indicate that the 

overall quality and depth of PFM diagnostics has improved.  

Á The consistency of the Programme with country level demands : Weak Performance. 

Two of the PEFA Programmeõs global objectives (enhanced ownership of PFM reform 

programmes and improved alignment and coordination of donor support to countr y-led 

PFM reform) are consistent with concerns expressed by many governments for greater 

ownership of PFM reforms and stronger alignment of donors to partner governmentsõ 

reform priorities.  Yet, Programme activities have been only loosely related to these global 

objectives. If the relevance of the Programme is to be improved, activities more directly 

targeted to these objectives need to be identified and implemented ð notably, 

dissemination and outreach activities.   

Á The comparative advantage of the Progra mme in addressing its global objectives ; 

Weak Performance. Of the Programmeõs three global objectives, its comparative advantage 

lies in the establishment of a common, credible pool of information. With the PEFA brand 

well established and with the numbers of repeat assessments increasing rapidly, the 

information pool on PFM performance is becoming a unique, and an increasingly 

valuable, source of comparative data. In respect of the first two global objectives 

(enhanced ownership of PFM reform programmes and improved alignment and 
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coordination of donor support to country -led PFM reform) the Programme has less 

comparative advantage. It can contribute by providing a common pool of credible 

information, and by providing guidance on the mechanisms throu gh which the PEFA 

Framework might support  country ownership of a harmonised, aligned reform 

programme, but increased impact in these areas requires greater dissemination of 

successful experiences and more outreach to new stakeholders.   

Á The degree of flexibility in Programme design and existence of adequate feedback 

& learning mechanisms to ensure continuing relevance : Good Performance. The PEFA 

programme is well documented and continuously undertakes monitoring and evaluation 

work as key mechanisms to ensure that it stays relevant and picks up significant issues 

early.  

 

2.3 Efficiency of the PEFA Programme  
 

72. The efficiency of the Programme is judged in relation to four  criteria. We consider the first 

three of these together , before addressing the fourth one separately:  

Á The consistency of the outputs produced with the planned programme ; 

Á The relative cost of outputs in relation to budgeted costs ; 

Á The internal coherence of outputs and the quality of coordination  

Á The factors hindering/ facilitating production of output s and the nature of 

response by Programme managers.  

Consistency of actual and planned Outputs and of actual and budgeted costs, 
and quality of coordination 

73. In the first two years of the Third Phase (2008/9 and 2009/10) for which reports are 

available, the programme undertook most of the activities planned while spending only 

81% of the funds budgeted. This is a long-term trend. Between 2006/7 and 2009/10, 

budget execution was never more than 81% of the planned budget. Significantly, in all 

four years the contingency amount was not touched, while under -spending on goods and 

services was in the region of 25%. Human Resource costs were approximately on budget. 

 

Table 7: Under -spending by Main Input, 2006/7 to 2009/10  

 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 

Human Resource Cost 6.2% 10.4% 0.6% 4.7% 

Goods and Services 25.7% 24.4% 27.8% 25.0% 

Contingency 92.9% 100% 100.0% 100% 

Total Programme 19.5% 19.2% 19.4% 19.4% 
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Source: PEFA Annual Programme Reports 

 

74. Towards the later years of the PEFA programme spending on human resources have 

increased, while spending on other goods and services decreased. During Phase IIII, the 

training (Output 2) and PFM Assessments support (Output 4) areas both overspent their 

allocated budget s. There was significant underutilisation of the budgets for monitoring 

and evaluation, dissemination (output 3) and, most especially, contributions to enhanced 

ownership and alignment (output 7) .  

 

Table 8: Budget Execution by programme output area in 2008/9 a nd 2009/10  

USD Current prices 

ô2008/9 2009/10 Average 
Variance Budgeted Actual Budgeted Actual 

(1) Technical maintenance and enhancement of the 
PEFA Framework 
(Guidance notes, clarification, framework improvement) 156 745 118 714 122 000 142 983 3.53% 

(2) Support to govt. officials donor/IFI staff and 
consultants in applying the Framework  
(Training activities) 255 137 333 459 290 800 262 364 -10.46% 

(3) Disseminate the use of the Framework 
(Website, brochures, translation, publications) 157 637 61 020 91 500 88 908 32.06% 

(4) Support on request to PEFA country application  
(Assessment review work) 144 337 194 415 282 500 234 871 -8.92% 

(5) Monitor and evaluate the achievement of program 
results and objectives 
(PEFA assessment database, monitoring reports etc) 147 168 77 793 209 500 130 271 42.48% 

(6) Coordination of PFM performance assessments 
(Guidance, regional activities etc) 95 252 52 266 91 000 107 620 13.43% 

(7) Contribute to enhanced country ownership and 
improved alignment and coordination of donor support 
(Support to activities of PEFA partners) 100 000 0 100 000 0 100.00% 

(8) Manage PEFA programme resources on behalf of the 
Steering Committee  
(Administration, evaluation of programme, etc.) 250 056 215 825 264 903 195 365 19.97% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: PEFA Programme spending by main area of activity, 2001/2 to 

2009/10  
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75. These cost trends are reflected in the traceable output trends per year. In 2009/10 

altogether 50 reviews were undertaken. By the time of the evaluation 39 reviews had 

already been done for 2010/11, with a quarter of the year left.  The table below reflects the 

number of reviews of PFM assessment reports, and of concept notes that had been done 

by the end of March 2011. If the 2010/11 numbers are adjusted proportionately , 52 report 

reviews and 23 concept note reviews would have been done by the end of the financial 

year, 75 reviews in total.   

 

Table 9: Numbers of PEFA reports and Concept Notes reviewed per year  

Units of work 2005/6 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 
2010/11 

(9 months)  

Reports        

First reviews 4 23 26 42 38 32 

Second reviews 0 1 3 7 11 6 

Third reviews 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Concept Notes      

First reviews 5 24 13 11 19 14 

Second reviews 0 4 0 0 3 3 

Total 9 52 42 60 72 56 
Source: PEFA Programme and Budget Execution Report, 2006/7, 2007/8, 2008/9 and 2009/10. 

Correspondence with PEFA Secretariat. 

 

76. Table 10 reflects training activity, measured by outputs. It shows an increase in training 

activity up to 2008/9, with a drop  in 2009/10.  This is consistent with the implementation 
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of the training strategy, which required a shift to training of trainers and quality assurance 

work and less direct training. 

 

 

Table 10: Training outputs 2005/6 to 2009/10  

 2006/7 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 

No of persons 
trained 770 Not reported 750 638 

Training days 
reported 29 35 44 29 

Source: PEFA Programme and Budget Execution Report, 2006/7, 2007/8, 2008/9 and 2009/10.  

 

77. Given the limited staff, the programme has achieved significant efficiency. According to 

the PEFA Annual Progress Reports to the Steering Committee the Secretariat had access 

to approximately 6.5 full time equivalent staff in 2008/9 and 7.5 in 2009/10 (excluding 

short term support for specific commissioned r eports). With these resources respectively 

44 and 29 training events were organised or supported, 60 and 72 reports and concept 

notes reviewed and several other outputs, such as guidance notes and revisions to 

indicators produced.  Figure 7 presents an index of key outputs to technical staff cost, 

with 2005 as the base year. It shows that the programme has maintained efficiency 

throughout the period, with staff costs rising in tandem with training and quality support 

outputs. 

 

Figure 6: Technical staff cost and outputs, 2006/7 to 2009/10  
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78. In relation to the internal coherence of the Programme, we would judge that most 

Programme activities and their associated outputs are well integrated. Training of 

assessors, donors and government officials is backed by clarifications and guidance notes 

and direct support where requested in the field, with these two sets of activities in turn 

reinforced by quality reviews of concept notes and reports. In addition, participation by 

PEFA Secretariat members in various international processes provides backing for the 

instrument and its use. 

79. The one set of activities, which is clearly less coherent is the one which is least well-

defined and, perhaps as a consequence, dramatically under-spent, namely Output 7: 

òContributions to enhanced country ownership and improved alignment and coordination 

of donor support ó. The intention was that, through this set of activities, the PEFA 

Secretariat would provide support to the PEFA Partners in their actions to enhance 

country ownership and promote alignment. Our understanding is that no concrete 

activities were initially planned and that very few have been identified during Phase III. 

This is by no means surprising, especially given the limited influence of the Secretariat in 

respect of what occurs at country level ð an issue identified above in relation to the 

relevance of the Programme. In addressing this issue in the future, the PEFA partners will 

need to analyse much more precisely how the PEFA Programme can influence ownership 

and alignment in order to devise a concrete programme of outreach activities in this area.   

Factors hindering or facilitating production of Outputs 

80. Human resource capacity is perhaps the key constraint on the product ion of outputs . The 

Programme has compensated for difficulties in establishing and maintaining full 

permanent capacity in the Secretariat by appointing short-term support from a qualified 

pool of consultants. This is a sensible approach, which should be continued. However, an 

increase in the number of permanent technical staff would be desirable for a number of 

reasons: 

 

Á Firstly, it would reduce the vulnerability of the Secretariat to sudden departures 

and/or illnesses on the part of the technical staff engaged in preparation of 

guidance materials, training and quality assurance, which effectively represent 

the core functions of the Programme. 

Á Secondly, it would free up time for improved dissemination activities, including 

regular interaction with a wider network of users of the Fr amework ð the 
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function, which unfortunately has to be treated as the òresidual functionó at 

present in the event of time pressures from the òcore functionsó. 

Á Thirdly, it would make it possible for technical staff to undertake a wider range of 

monitoring, d evelopmental and representational activities, in particular at 

country level.    

 

81. The Secretariat has encountered some operational constraints on account of its 

placement within the World Bank. As much as it has been of great assistance to the 

establishment of th e programme, constraints due to cumbersome procedures and the 

limitations p laced on the use of Trust Funds have slowed or constrained programme 

implementation at times
14

. The possibility of increasing operational autonomy, whilst 

retaining a placement within the World Bank, deserves to be explored by the PEFA 

Secretariat. 

 

Box 3 Summary of Evaluation Con clusions regarding Efficiency  

 

Efficiency in the Produc tion of outputs : Very Good Performance . Given the limited staff, 

the prog ramme has achieved significant efficiency. According to the PEFA Annual Progress 

Reports to the Steering Committee the Secretariat had access to approximately 6.5 full time 

equivalent staff in 2008/9 and 7.5 in 2009/10 (excluding short term support for spe cific 

commissioned reports). With these resources respectively 44 and 29 training events were 

organised or supported, 60 and 72 reports and concept notes reviewed and several other 

outputs, such as guidance notes and revisions to indicators produced.  In the first two years of 

the Third Phase (2008/9 and 2009/10) for which reports are available, the programme 

undertook most of the activities planned while spending only 81% of the funds budgeted.  

Internal coherence of the Programme . Good Performance . Most Programme activities and 

their associated outputs are well integrated. Training of assessors, donors and government 

officials is backed by clarifications and guidance notes and direct support where requested in 

the field, with these two sets of activities in turn reinforced by quality reviews of concept notes 

and reports. In addition, participation by PEFA Secretariat members in various international 

                                                 
14

  Three examples of such constraints: (i) the data security requirements of the World Bank created an 

usually lengthy approval process to contract an IT company to assist with the development of the 

new web-site; (ii) the current Head of the Secretariat, Frans Ronsholt, will be forced to retire from 

his position on reaching 62 at the end of the year, when operationally an extension of his contract 

might well be desirable; (iii) Bruno Giussani, a PFM specialist with PEFA experience, could not be 

contracted through the Trust Fund to undertake Country Visits because his brother works for the 

IFC, which constitutes a potential conflict of interest under World Bank rules.    
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processes provides backing for the instrument and its use. The one set of activities, which is 

less coherent is the one which is least well-defined and, perhaps as a consequence, 

dramatically under-spent, namely Output 7: òContributions to enhanced country ownership 

and improved alignment and coordination of donor supportó. In addressing this issue in the 

future, the PEFA partners will need to analyse more precisely how the PEFA Programme can 

influence ownership and alignment in order to devise a concrete programme of dissemination 

and outreach activities in this area.   

Factors constraining/facilitating outputs :  Human resource capacity is the key constraint 

on the production of outputs . The Programme has compensated for difficulties in 

establishing and maintaining full permanent capacity in the Secretariat by appointing short -

term support from a qualified pool of  consultants. This is a sensible approach, which should 

be continued. However, an increase in the number of permanent technical staff would reduce 

the vulnerability of the Secretariat to sudden departments/illnesses and would free up time 

for improved dissemination activities and a wider range of monitoring, developmental and 

representational activities, in particular at country level. Also, the Secretariat has encountered 

some operational constraints on account of its placement within the World Bank, as much as it 

has been of great assistance to the establishment of the programme. The possibility of 

increasing operational autonomy, whilst retaining a placement within the World Bank, 

deserves to be explored by the PEFA Secretariat. 

 

 

 

2.4 Sustainability of the PEFA Programme  
 

82. The sustainability of the Programme is judged in relation to four cr iteria, which we 

consider together :  

Á The technical capability to sustain Programme gains; 

Á The financial capability to sustain Programme gains; 

Á The readiness of existing PEFA partners to consider an appropriate range of 

options for the future ; 

Á The existence of a framework to manage, if necessary, a transition to a structure 

sustainable over the long term. 

 

83. With regard to the technical sustainability of the Programme, we  have identified the 

following  functions as critical to the maintenance of the Programme : 
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Á Continuing to improve the quality of PEFA assessments by keeping guidance 

materials up to date, building and maintaining a pool of trained and experienced 

assessors and stepping up the coverage of concept note and rep ort  reviews. 

Á Ensuring that the PEFA instrument remains useful and relevant by regularly reviewing 

the functionality of  indicators in respect of their correct use, their ability to 

measure performance over time and their continuing relevance with regard to 

changes in the PFM field. 

Á Continuing to engage in relevant processes of the development and PFM community 

to promote the instrument, ensure its correct usage and alignment with other 

related instruments.  

Á Continuing to monitor the use of the PEFA instrument (its application and its use) to 

distil lessons learnt by users for application in future assessments. 

Á Supporting the development of new applicat ions of the PEFA to ensure that the 

instrument remains relevant and credible. 

 

84. In order to assess whether the technical capacity is in place to sustain gains through the 

activities above, it is necessary to take a view on the likely future burden on the 

Programme in terms of demands for these activities. Two key factors present themselves: 

the growth in the use of the Framework, which will increase the burden on the 

Programme; and the likelihood of high demand for inputs by the Programme into related 

processes. 

 

85. It is likely that the number of PEFA assessments will continue to increase year on year for 

some time yet. While the number of national assessments will stabilise at some point (only 

4 LICs out of 42 and 11 LMICs out of 58 were not yet assessed by October 2010), the 

potential for growth in the number of subnational assessments is significant. For example, 

while the number of national reports reviewed by the Secretariat per year is on a declining 

trend from 2008/9 (41 in 2008/9 to 38 in 2009/10 to 21 so far in 2010/11) the number of 

subnational reviews is increasing (from 8 in 2008/9 to 18 so far in 2010/11). This coupled 

with the identified need for better coverage and even more robust procedures to quality 

assure the assessments, coupled furthermore with a continued need for training just to 

maintain the pool of qualified and experienced assessors (and potentially increased 

training o f government officials to promote the instrument and support its use at sub-

national level where central government is often the lead agency), points to the capacity 
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of the Secretariat being a major factor in sustaining the gains made since 2004. The 

possibility of mainstreaming Secretariat functions within the activities of the PEFA Partners 

is an alternative option, which should be considered, and we present a review of this 

option in Chapter 3 below . However, it is clear that a broadening of the scope of the 

activities of the PEFA Programme is likely to be needed and that the least risky option 

would involve a continuation of the current model, in which quality assurance, 

dissemination and development functions for the framework are invested in the 

Secretariat.  

 

86. As we have noted above in the discussion of efficiency, the Secretariat is already running 

at the extreme of its human resource capacity, which makes it vulnerable to illnesses or 

sudden departures of staff. Thus, if demand for its services increases or if it is asked to 

perform additional functions the Secretariat will need to grow. The clear need is for an 

increase in permanent technical PFM capacity, supplemented by an increased pool of 

short-term support on which the Secretariat can call with conf idence.  

  

87. One emerging and important area of work is data -management. This is key to providing a 

common pool of information on PFM at the global level, and to support the o verall PFM 

Framework maintenance tasks of the Secretariat. Currently the Programme has only one 

staff member dedicated to this area of work who undertakes all the tasks from data -entry 

to data-analysis: additional technical capacity in this area would manage risk and ensure 

continuity , while enabling better support .  

 

88. In summary, then, our judgement is that the level of staffing of the Secretariat is not 

sufficient to provide a sustainable basis for the performance of its current functions, 

taking account of the likely growth in the dimensions of these functions and allowing for 

the need to allow a margin of manoeuvre in the event of potential illnesses or unexpected 

staff turnover. 

 

89. Financially, the PEFA Partners have generally shown themselves willing to provide the 

necessary resources for the planned work of the Programme. To date, the Programme has 

executed approximately 80 % of its budget per year, so financial sustainability has not 

proven a problem. 
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90. In order to consider  the sustainability of the Programme going forward, it will be 

important to lay  out the options for the functiona l scope of the Programme. This question 

is considered in detail in the subsequent chapter, which thus permits a more careful 

assessment of the sustainability question. What does seem clear is that there is a 

willingness of the Partners to consider whatever options may be necessary for the long-

term sustainability of the Programme, including potentially options which would redu ce 

their own influence over its future development.  

 

91. There is a potential short-term risk to sustainability arising out of the fact that Phase III 

funding is only expected to last until the end of 2011, or shortly after. For the moment, 

there is no contractual basis for taking on staff beyond that period a nd yet, the position of 

the Head of the Secretariat may need to be advertised before funding for Phase IV is in 

place. Subject to the speed at which the content of Phase IV can be agreed and funding 

arrangements established, it may prove necessary to put in place some sort of òStand Byó 

arrangement, in order not to delay the recruitment process for the new Head of the 

Secretariat.   

 

Box 4 Summary of Evaluation Con clusions regarding Sustainability  

 

Sustainability refers to technical, financial and strategic sustainability and the existence of a 

framework to manage the transition to a structure that is sustainable over the long term. In 

order to assess whether the technical capacity is in place to sustain gains through the activities 

above, it is necessary to take a view on the likely future burden on the Programme in terms of 

demands for these activities. Two key factors are the growth in the use of the Framework, 

which will increase the burden on the Programme; and the likelihood of hig h demand for 

inputs by the Programme into related processes. As is noted in the discussion of efficiency, the 

Secretariat is already running at the extreme of its human resource capacity, which makes it 

vulnerable to illnesses or sudden departures of staff. Thus, if demand for its services increases 

or if it is asked to perform additional functions the Secretariat will need to grow.  

Financially, the PEFA Partners have generally shown themselves willing to provide the 

necessary resources for the planned work of the Programme. To date, the Programme has 

executed approximately 80 % of its budget per year, so financial sustainability has not proven 

a problem. At the same time there is a willingness of the Partners to consider whatever 

options may be necessary for the long -term sustainability of the Programme, including 

potentially options which would reduce their own influence over its future development.  
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Our conclusion is therefore that the PEFA Programme is sustainable, so long as swift 

provision can be made for its continued funding and so long as provisi on is made to 

meet the increasing  demand for PEFA Secretariat services.   

 

2.5 Institutional Development Impact  
 

92. This section considers the institutional development impact of the PEFA Programme, with 

a focus on the country level. Specifically, it asks to what extent there is evidence:  (i) that 

the PEFA Programme has helped countries to develop viable, country-led programmes of 

PFM reform; (ii) to coordinate donor support for those programmes in a manner ali gned 

with country -level priorities; and (iii) to develop a body of information on the  evolution of 

the PFM system? It draws in particular on the evidence presented in the country visit 

reports, included in Annex 3. 

 

Table 11: Summar y of Country Visits and Reports  

 Low Income Countries 

with Repeat Assessments 

Middle & High Income 

Countries 

2-3 day Country Visits  Benin, Burkina Faso, 

Kenya, Uganda 

Costa Rica, Peru, 

Tunisia 

Reports from telephone interviews 

& more limited discussions  

 

Rwanda 

Brazil, Switzerland, 

South Africa 

Total Country Observations  5 6 

 

93. The coverage of country visits and interviews has been more limited than initially planned, 

due to time constraints and the logistical difficulties of setting up appr opriate 

arrangements. Thus, 11 countries have been covered through the programme of country 

visits and reports, as compared to 14 initially planned
15

 (See Table 11.) However, the 

insights obtained were supplemented by observations made through participation in the 

PEMPAL conference in January 2011, where 16 countries from Eastern Europe and Central 

Asia participated, in the annual CABRI conference in February 2011, involving Budget 

Directors from virtually all Sub-Saharan African countries, and in the African Development 

Bankõs recent conference on evaluation of PFM reform, where 12 African countries were 

represented. Together with information obtained from the 2008 and 2010 Impact Reports, 

                                                 
15

  It was initially planned that in addition to these 11 countries, either country visits or detailed 

telephone interviews would be made in relation to India, the Philippines and Zambia. 
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and from interviews with PEFA partners and Secretariat staff, we believe we have 

developed a coherent and consistent picture of the nature of the institutional 

development impacts, which the PEFA programme is having at the country level. 

The contribution of the Programme to improved approaches to PFM reform 

94. The Impact assessment undertaken in 2007 (Betley, 2008) provided some evidence of 

PEFA having had an impact on governments and donors, but its conclusions were 

tentative, as befitted the rather limited evidence then available. It highlighted the interest 

in PEFA assessments prompted by the evidence-based approach of the assessments but it 

stressed that this positive interest had not yet translated into a proportionate impact on 

the alignment of PFM reform programmes with PEFA assessments. It also noted that 

significant capacity constraints impaired the ability of governments to undertake the 

strategic analysis necessary to translate the PEFA assessment into coordinated action 

plans. 

 

95. Three years later, the feedback from the country visits and from interview s with 

Governments who have adopted the PEFA assessment framework is significantly more 

conclusive and decisive. This can be seen in particular from the summary of the Country 

Reports presented in Table 12.  

Table 12: Impact of La test PEFA Assessments in Case Study Countries  

 

Criteria  

(to assess quality of 

adoption of PEFA 

assessment framework 

at country level)  

Low Income Countries 

(Benin, Burkina Faso, Kenya, 

Rwanda, Uganda) 

Middle & High Income 

Countries  

(Brazil, Costa Rica, Peru, South 

Africa, Switzerland, Tunisia) 

Extent of Government 

engagement in PEFA 

Management process  

 

In Burkina Faso and Uganda, 

Government directly managed 

most recent PEFA assessments. 

In Benin and Rwanda, very 

actively involved. 

In Kenya, perceived as a donor-

led process 

Strong lead by Donors in all 

countries, sometimes based on 

extensive lobbying of Govt 

over 1-2 years prior to PEFA, 

but Governments actively 

involved once decision taken 

to proceed. (less so in South 

Africa) 

 

Quality of Donor 

Collaboration within 

PEFA 

 

Active Donor collaboration 

with all agencies involved in 

PFM work and budget Support 

In Costa Rica, Peru, Tunisia 

strong collaboration across 3 

lead donors (EU, WB and IDB/ 

AfDB). In Brazil WB lead, in SA 

EU lead. 

  

Quality of the 

Assessment process 

PEFA assessments all 

considered to be of high 

Quality of PEFA Assessments 

was a major factor in gaining 
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 quality confidence of Governments, 

after initial scepticism. 

 

Quality of the 

Dissemination process  

 

All processes involved òinó and 

òoutó workshops and all reports 

published within 9 months.  

In Peru, Switzerland & Tunisia 

active dissemination, 

discussion and publication 

(although in Tunisia only with 

post-revolution Govt). In SA & 

Brazil, publication but no active 

dissemination. In Costa Rica, 

publication is planned but ha s 

yet to occur. 

 

Current / planned use of 

the PEFA by 

Government  

 

In Benin, BF, Rwanda and 

Uganda used directly as input 

into update of PFM reform 

plan, and PEFA now 

established as periodic 

monitoring framework for PFM. 

In BF, municipal level PEFA 

undertaken; LG PEFAs planned 

in Rwanda. Follow-up in Kenya 

less clear but SN PEFA for 2011 

under discussion.  

In Brazil, PEFAs were basis of 

WB project support to 

provincial level PFM. 

Implications for PFM reform 

considered and acted upon in 

Peru, Tunisia, Switzerland. In SA 

and Peru will be used for 

provincial level PEFAs. No 

explicit follow up in Costa Rica.   

 

Current/ planned use of  

PEFA by Donors 

 

In every country, used by all 

relevant agencies as basis of 

decision making on Budget 

Support and support to PFM 

reform. 

Provided basis for follow-up 

work by EU & other donors in 

Peru, for WB in Brazil, for EU in 

South Africa and for EU/ WB/ 

AfDB in Tunisia. Follow-up by 

IDB expected in Costa Rica. 

 

Current/ planned use of 

PEFA by CSOs and/ or 

Parliaments  

Generally limited but in BF, 

Centre dõInformation & dõEtudes 

sur le Budget has disseminated 

PEFA on its Website. In Kenya, 

presentation to Parliament has 

been proposed by the 

Parliamentary budget office. 

Engagement of CSOs and 

Parliament limited, except in 

Switzerland where presentation 

made to Cantonal Assembly 

and Peru where support to 

Parliamentary Budget 

Commission planned as follow-

up. 

 

96. While the country visits do suggest that donors continue to be the main initiators of PEFA 

assessments, there is strong evidence of governments using the PEFA assessments for 

their own purposes, in particular within the middle and high income countries . Indeed, in 

9 out of 11 case study countries, as a consequence of the PEFA assessments, governments 

initiated concrete follow u p actions to strengthen PFM.  

 

97. The two exceptions were Costa Rica and Kenya. In Costa Rica, small-scale changes to 

procedures were reported to have been introduced, based on ideas shared with 
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technicians during the assessment process but more substantial reforms are hampered by 

the chronic legislative impasse created by the lack of cooperation between the Executive 

and the Legislature. In Kenya, the timing of the assessment was inopportune, coming only 

6 months after the establishment of the coalition gover nment in the wake of the violently 

disputed December 2007 elections.  Unfortunately, the PEFA exercise here was perceived 

as a donorðimposed process and there was limited buy-in by government officials or 

politicians. Yet, amongst the Low Income Countries in the sample, Kenya is very much the 

exception: in Uganda and Burkina Faso, Government issued the terms of reference for the 

latest PEFA assessments and led the respective steering committees. In Rwanda and 

Benin, too, government engagement was high.     

 

98. With the exception of Kenya, in each of the LICs in the sample the periodic undertaking of 

repeat assessments is now an established practice to which Governments are willingly 

committed. Discussions in other fora
16

 suggest that this is now the case for the majority of 

Budget Support receiving countries. 

 

99. For these and other Low Income Countries, two attributes are especially valued ð the 

objectivity of the PEFA assessment framework combined with its ability to allow 

comparisons over time, which creates a stronger basis for monitoring progress in PFM 

reforms and thus for evidence-informed dialogue with donors over the evolving quality of 

PFM systems; and secondly, the potential of the framework to reduce the number of 

competing, and occasionally contradictory diagnostic exercises, which used to be 

undertaken by donors wanting to support PFM reform.
17

  Clearly, these agendas are of 

stronger relevance to countries actively engaged in PFM reform, and in particular for aid 

dependent countries. 

 

100. For High Income Countries, PFM reform is not, for the most part a continuing and 

system-wide process, in which periodic assessments of progress are needed. The PEFA 

exercises undertaken in Norway and in the canton of Luzern in Switzerland were found 

useful in drawing attentio n to weaknesses, which had not been fully perceived because 

                                                 
16

  10 of the 12 participant countries at a recent AfDB seminar on the evaluation of PFM reform (May 

2011) were large-scale Budget Support recipient countries for whom the periodic use of the PEFA 

is now effectively institutionalized.  All the representatives there spoke positively of the use of the 

PEFA as a tool for monitoring the impact of PFM reforms.  

17
  The interlocutors from the Rwanda Government were especially clear on these two points but the 

country visits as a whole confirmed the general applicability of these concerns. 
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systematic efforts at international benchmarking had not previously been undertaken
18

.  

However, corrections to these weaknesses were put in place relatively quickly and did not 

demand system-wide PFM reform. Thus, the PEFA framework was helpful as a diagnostic 

process but was not seen to have a continuing relevance in either of these countries as a 

periodic method  of monitoring of PFM reforms.  This seems likely to be the case in a 

majority of HICs. 

 

101. In Middle Income Countries, on-going and larger scale PFM reforms are more 

common and in Peru and Tunisia ð from amongst the case study countries, the PEFA 

framework has been taken up both as a diagnostic tool to assist the design of PFM reform 

programmes and as a system-wide monitoring and benchmarking process. Several of the 

PEMPAL participant countries report that they use the PEFA assessment framework in 

these ways. We also understand from interviews with the IMF that these were precisely 

the purposes foreseen by the government of Mauritius in their recent assessment, and 

from interviews with the World Bank that this was also the case in Indonesia and Russia, 

although in the latter case, the non-publication of results was established as a condition 

before proceeding.  There is also a growing trend for MIC governments to use the PEFA 

framework to assess sub-national governments. Amongst the case study countries, this 

has happened in Brazil and is planned in Peru and South Africa ð as well as in India.  

 

102. Thus, there is widespread evidence across Middle and Low Income Countries that the 

PEFA assessment framework is being used to help develop country-led programmes of 

PFM reform, to coordinate donor support for those programmes in a manner aligned with 

country-level priorities; and to establish a basis for benchmarking progress in the PFM 

system over time. In short, the PEFA Programme is beginning to achieve the institutional 

development impacts targeted by its global objectives.  

What are the factors helping or hindering the institutional development 
impact of the PEFA Programme? 

103. An important question to address is exactly why the PEFA Programme appears to be 

achieving more significant institutional deve lopment impacts now than at the time of the 

2008 Impact assessment? What are the factors helping thi s outcome?  

                                                 
18

  Specifically, the Norwegian Government noted some unperceived weaknesses in procurement 

processes and the canton of Luzern in the monitoring of fiscal risks. In both of these areas, 

corrective measures were put in place. Other apparent ñweaknessesò highlighted by the PEFA 

assessments in internal and external auditing were seen to derive more from differences in local 

practices in relation to more standard international approaches.  
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104. A careful comparison with the 2008 Impact Assessment is instructive. Although it 

stressed the importance of contextual factors such as openness of government to reform 

and the existence of a framework for on -going Government-DP dialogue, the 2008 

assessment also highlighted the importance of a number of òprocess factorsó linked to the 

management of the PEFA assessment process, in particular: 

¶ The level of government engagement in  the assessment;  

¶ The nature of the perceptions at the country level of the object ives of the PEFA 

assessment; and  

¶ The quality of the consultati on and dissemination processes. 

 

105.  Of the case studies analysed in 2011, nearly all scored well against these criteria; 

indeed in some cases there was an extraordinary level of attention paid to the details of 

these process factors: 

¶ In most cases, significant efforts were made to ensure active engagement of 

government, through structured, formalised processes often involving 

political leaders and senior officials in addition to technicians. Where 

engagement was more partial or at a lower level ð such as in South Africa or 

Kenya, this had a direct influence on the quality of the process. 

¶ In every one of the 11 cases, the PEFA assessments were preceded by briefing 

workshops on the PEFA methodology. In the case of Uganda, not only was 

there a two-day briefing workshop for officials, there was also a half-day 

event for senior decision-makers (Cabinet Members, Permanent Secretaries, 

Chairs of Accountability Committees of Parliament, etc)
19

. Again, a lack of 

adequate briefing was identified as a weakness in Kenya leading to a 

misunderstanding of the precise objectives of the PEFA assessment. 

¶ Although the quality of dissemination was still weak in several of the case 

study countries, in others it was given very considerable attention, such as in 

Tunisia, where a translation into Arabic of the draft report was deliberately 

incorporated into the process so as to permit participation of a wider range 

of interlocutors. 

  

                                                 
19

  It seems that in Uganda, there was a conscious effort to learn the lessons from the first assessment in 

2005, where a lack of understanding of the PEFA process by Government officials was seen as a 

significant problem, which undermined ownership.  
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106.  Thus, there is substantial evidence to suggest that the conduct of the PEFA process 

has been considerably better in the more recent period. It seems likely that this would 

have been, in large part, the result of improved guidance material, stronger ToR and 

concept papers, and training. The 2010 Impact Assessment reaches this same conclusion. 

  

107. In the 2008 Impact Report, in only 1 of the 8 country cases did the quality of the PEFA 

assessment itself feature as a key factor influencing the impact of PEFA assessments. 

However, we suspect that even if quality was not explicitly mentioned by those 

interviewed, it is likely to have been more significant than this statistic suggests. In the 

recent case studies, the high quality and the clarity of the analysis were remarked upon in 

several countries. In a number of cases, the assessment teams have also been larger, 

numbering 4 in most cases and in some countries 5. This allows for a higher degree of 

specialisation and for more time to be dedicated t o each indicator. (In 2006 and 2007, 

teams of 3 or even 2 seem to have been the norm.) There is also evidence that the 

average time allowed for assessments is now longer. We have also noted in section 2.1 

above, that the effectiveness of the quality assurance process has been considerably 

strengthened.  

 

108. These observations show that through increased attention to factors  within the 

control of the assessment teams, the sponsoring agencies and the PEFA Secretariat, it has 

proven possible to raise the quality of the assessment process and of the final product, 

with positive consequences in terms of institutional development impact. To a significant 

degree, this mitigates our earlier concern that th e PEFA Programme has limit ed itself to 

activities which impact only indirectly on the quality of country ownership and the degr ee 

of alignment of donor support. Yes, the PEFA Programme must work at armõs length from 

the governments and donor agencies who ultimately determine the levels of ownership 

and alignment but at tention to process and attention to quality do appear to be paying 

dividends in generating the confidence to use t he PEFA framework as a tool to promote 

government-led PFM reform, and aligned and coordinated support . 

 

Box 5 Summary of  Conclusions regarding Institutional Development Impact  

 

The PEFA Programme has performed well in respect of institutional development impact 

against its global objectives . The Phase III period provides widespread evidence across 

Middle and Low Income Countries that the PEFA assessment framework is being used to help 
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develop country-led programmes of PFM reform, to coordinate donor support for those 

programmes in a manner aligned with country -level priorities; and to establish a basis for 

benchmarking progr ess in the PFM system over time.  

In 9 out of 11 case study countries, as a consequence of the PEFA assessments, governments 

initiated concrete follow up actions to strengthen PFM. Where this did not occur, it can be 

related to country -specific circumstances. In many low-income countries, repeat assessments 

are now an established practice. For high-income countries the PEFA framework was helpful 

as a diagnostic process but was not seen to have a continuing relevance. In Middle Income 

Countries on-going and larger scale PFM reforms are more common and the framework is 

taken up as a diagnostic tool and a system-wide monitoring and benchmarking tool. There is 

also a growing trend for MIC and LIC governments to use the PEFA framework to assess sub-

national governments.  

There is substantial evidence that the conduct of the PEFA process has been considerably 

better in the post -2008 period, which seems to largely explain the difference in performance 

since the 2008 Impact Assessment. It seems likely that this would have been, in large part, the 

result of improved guidance material, stronger ToR and concept papers, and training. Thus, 

through increased attention to factors within the control of the assessment teams, the 

sponsoring agencies and the PEFA Secretariat, it has proven possible to significantly raise the 

quality of the assessment process and of the final product, with positive consequences in 

terms of institutional development impact.  

2.6 Governance of the Programme  
 

109. This section evaluates the quality of the governance of the programme. It examines 

the effectiveness of implementation arrangements, examining in particular the role of the 

Steering Committee and the relationship of the Programme to the OECD-DAC Task Force 

on PFM. It examines potential counterfactual arrangements: what alternative governance 

arrangements might have been chosen to maximise the impact of the Programme. What 

risks would these alternative arrangements have entailed? On this basis, it then reaches 

conclusions regarding the sustainability of the current governance arrangements, with 

regard to the Steering Committee . 

 

110. In this section, both for reasons of brevity and coherence we do not address the 

question of th e role of the Secretariat, postponing this discussion to the subsequent 

chapter where options for the future are considered and their implications for the role of 

the Secretariat are assessed.  Looking retrospectively, the data provides strong evidence 
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that the Secretariat has been efficient and effective but assessing the sustainability of the 

current structure and its suitability going forward requires a wider consideration of future 

options, which we address in chapter 3 below.   

Effectiveness of the implementation arrangements for the PEFA Programme: 

The Steering Committee 
111. The PEFA Programme budget has been managed and implemented by the PEFA 

Secretariat under the stewardship of a 7-member Steering Committee, comprising DFID, 

the EU, France, the IMF, Norway, SECO and the World Bank. The staffing level of the 

Secretariat has been equivalent to 6.5 full time staff ov er 2008/09 and 7.5 over 2009/10, 

managing annual spending of $1.05 million in 2008/09 and $ 1.16 million in 2009/10, 

some $155-160, 000 per full time equivalent staff member.  Overall, the arrangements 

have proven an efficient framework for management and decision -making, and for 

guiding the PEFA from its inception through its consolidation and into large -scale 

dissemination and use under Phase III. Two key questions arise:  

 

¶ What have been the opportunity costs of adop ting a lean, pared down 

management and operational structure? Would different frameworks have 

created more opportunities or had greater impact ? 

¶ How appropriate is the framework likely to be going forward into Phase IV and 

beyond? 

 

112.  In relation to the Steering Committee, the choice has been for a relatively small 

number of members to be included as PEFA Partners, sufficient to constitute a critical 

mass of the Development Agencies working on PFM issues but yet not too numerous to 

make decision-making complicated. This has allowed for efficiency and focused attention 

to a relatively narrow set of objectives. The fact that the PEFA Programme has been 

efficient and effective is the ultimate evidence of the essential wisdom of these decisions. 

What may have been lost in the process? 

 

113.  The most obvious disadvantage of a small steering committee is that it allows only 

for a limited number of stakeholders to have a voice in management. Specifically, the 

Steering Committee is limited to Development Agencies only: it i ncludes no professional 

bodies ð such as INTOSAI or IFAC ð no NGOs, and perhaps most significantly no non-

OECD Government representatives, who could effectively be said to represent the core 
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users of the PEFA framework. Moreover, it includes only a small number of Development 

Agencies, with none of the regional development banks included and both the USA and 

Japan also excluded. How might the range of views represented have been broadened 

withou t losing efficiency in decision-making? 

 

114. Three alternative arrangements suggest themselves: 

Á The first would be a larger Steering Committee, comprising for example 9 or 11 

members rather than just 7.  It is not clear that this would really have solved the 

problem of representation, given the number of important voices,  which have 

been left outside the current management. Moreover, efficiency in decision-

making would probably begin to suffer with any more than 9 members.  

Á The second option would be to have a slightly larger Steering Committee of for 

example 9 members, operating on a rotating basis, based on a 2 or 3 year tenure. 

This is an established model for a number of international organisations but it 

does not dramatically change the range of representation, while introducing 

potentially new problems of continuity a nd consistency. The PEFA Steering 

Committee has benefited from the consistent participation of the same members , 

which has helped in the consistent implementation of management resolutions 

and in the build -up of institutional memory. These attributes have been of 

considerable importance in the past. 

Á The final option would be to have a second consultative body, additional to the 

Steering Committee, which could be potentially very much larger and could play a 

consultative role, commenting on proposals by the Steering Committee, 

developing resolutions of its own for consideration by the Steering Committee 

and interacting in more informal ways with the Secretariat. A number of options 

again present themselves within this broad approach, ranging from a body akin to 

an Annual General Meeting of shareholders with formal voting rights and 

authority over the Steering Committee, to a structure more like a òforumó of 

nominated òtrusteesó, known to have a shared interest in the PEFA Programme 

and who are trusted to provi de useful advice and ideas, without necessarily being 

given formal voting rights.  

 

115. In recognition of the desirability of working within a wider consultative framework, the 

PEFA Steering Committee has chosen to work in close partnership with the OECD-DAC 

Task Force on PFM. With all of the Steering Committee members being OECD-DAC 
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members or observers and several also being active members of the Task Force, this was 

in a sense an open opportunity which presented itself, without the necessity for 

potentially complicated deliberations and decision-making.  How useful has this been and 

how far has it provided for a more plural consultation process in relation to the interests 

of the PEFA Programme? 

 

116. The evaluation team has not been able to consult as widely as would have been 

desirable on the role of the OECD-DAC Task Force but from the feedback which has been 

received, a number of observations emerge: 

Á Firstly, the Task Force has to a degree allowed for consultation with a wider range of 

stakeholders on issues of concern to the PEFA programme, in particular it has 

allowed for consultations with a wider range of Development Agencies. However, 

there are a number of important PEFA stakeholders who are not members of the 

Task Force either ð notably the non -OECD governments who are active users of 

the PEFA framework, as well as the professional bodies and NGOs/ CSOs with an 

interest in PFM issues. 

Á Secondly, as a decision-making body ð for example on questions related to the 

harmonisation of PFM diagnostic instruments ð the Task Force suffers from the 

fact that it has to operate on the basis of consensus and has a relatively large 

number of members, which makes detailed agreements difficult to reach. 

Á Finally, the Task Force suffers from the fact that its members have quite a range of 

backgrounds and levels of experience in relation to PFM issues.       

 

117. In summary, the view expressed to the team was that the OECD-DAC Task Force was a 

useful consultative framework but also relatively limited in its scope and influence: in 

short, a desirable structure for wider consultation but not really a solution to the problem 

of the limited representativeness of the PEFA Steering Committee members. 

 

118. Looking retrospectively, it is not clear that the problem of representativ eness of the 

Steering Committee has been a constraint on the success of the PEFA Programme. As we 

have noted, the PEFA Framework has been adopted by the majority of the international 

development agencies and by a great range of governments, regardless of their lack of 

involvement in the technical development and evolution of the framework. Moreover, 

through direct feedback in the application of the framework and through participation in 

other networks, the impression is that both the Secretariat and the Steering Committee 
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have been able to maintain an adequate level of contact with its primary users: there is no 

evidence of the Secretariat of the Steering Committee having been òout of touchó. To 

what extent is the current structure sustainable into the future? 

 

119. There are three significant risks which present themselves in keeping with an 

unaltered governance framework for the Steering Committee: 

 

Á The first, and potentially most serious risk, relates to the continuing legitimacy of the 

current structure. The present PEFA Partners exert control over the development 

of the PEFA Programme essentially by virtue of having been its initiators and its 

main funders. The fact of having produced a successful product, which is utilised 

to a good effect in a great range of countries also  lends legitimacy to the current 

PEFA Partners. Yet, with the product largely established and with a range of 

potential funding sources open to the Programme, one might question why other 

potent ial PEFA partners are not considered. Simply for reasons of damage 

limitation, it would be helpful to have a more inclusive structure, where potential 

new òPartnersó might have the space to join and, at the very least, to express their 

opinions. If not, those feeling òexcludedó might promote alternative òbreak awayó 

products, or undertake other types of disruptive actions.  

Á Secondly, there is a positive side to this argument as well: good practice for Boards of 

companies is to seek to have a periodic change-over in the composition of Board 

Members both to avoid unhealt hily òcosyó relationships where accountability is 

compromised and to ensure that there is regular new blood and new ideas
20

. 

These same arguments apply to the PEFA Steering Committee: continuity has 

been important in the development and consolidation of the  Programme but it 

would be wise to create an opportunity for different agencies and institutions to 

enter the management structure. 

Á Thirdly, as the Programme goes forward, the relative importance that will need to be 

given to the engagement of new stakehol ders seems likely to increase. With the 

PEFA product essentially well established and consolidated, increasing efforts 

must now be placed on broadening the range of its use across countries, and on 

deepening its influence by making new stakeholders aware of PEFA and 

                                                 
20

  We stress that there is no evidence in the past of accountability having been compromised by the 

lack of change in the composition of  Steering Committee members. The point we make is simply 

that it is not considered best practice for company boards of directors.  
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encouraging new applications and new learning based on PEFA. This will entail a 

more extensive out-reach function, both for the Secretariat and for the Steering 

Committee. To the extent that the governance framework can be adapted to 

widen oppor tunities for consultation and participation, without compromising the 

efficiency of decision making, then this would support an expanded out -reach 

function. 

 

120. We draw three conclusions. Firstly, whilst the current governance framework based on 

a small Steering Committee of seven fixed members has not proven a constraint in the 

past ð and has probably been an advantage in efficiency terms, there are risks associated 

with sustaining such a structure. There are also potential advantages in widening the 

governance framework, as the Programme moves from consolidation of the PEFA 

framework into expansion of its use and deepening of its influence.  Secondly, the 

creation of a second consultative body ð a reference group ð to support the Steering 

Committee would seem  to be a desirable way to address this need for a wider and more 

inclusive governance framework. Thirdly, so as to bring in new members and avoid the 

possible problems of management by an unchanged òclubó, a method for periodic 

renewal in the membership of  the Steering Committee  seems desirable.  

 

Box 6 Summary of Conclusions regarding Governance  

 

Existing governance arrangements have proven an efficient framework for management 

and decision -making, guiding the PEFA from inception thr ough consolidation and into 

large -scale use. However, the limitations of the current structure are likely to create 

constraints to further progress in Phase IV .  

The choice of a relatively small number of PEFA Partners has allowed for efficiency and 

focused attentio n to objectives. Yet, it allows only for a limited number of stakeholder voices, 

excluding many key development agencies, professional bodies, non-OECD governments and 

NGOs. While the OECD-DAC Task Force was a useful consultative framework, it was also 

relatively limited in its scope and influence and not really a solution to the problem of the 

limited representativeness of the PEFA Steering Committee members.  

The problem of representativeness of the Steering Committee has not been a constraint on 

the success of the PEFA Programme to date. In future this may change as the relative 

importance that should be given to engaging new stakeholders will certainly increase and the 

continued legitim acy of the current structure may be questioned. 
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There are advantages in widening the governance framework, as the Programme moves from 

consolidation of the PEFA framework into expansion of its use and deepening of its influence.  

The creation of a second consultative body ð a reference group ð to support the Steer ing 

Committee would seem to be a desirable way to address this need for a wider and more 

inclusive governance framework, without undermining the efficiency of decision -making. In 

addition, so as to bring in new members and avoid the possible problems of ma nagement by 

an unchanged òclubó, a method for periodic renewal in the membership of the Steering 

Committee would be desirable. 

 

2.7 Process & Implementation of the Programme  
 

121. This section was initially intended to address evaluation question, number 7: òTo what 

extent has the Programme worked as planned, or if not, what barriers were encountered 

and how were they overcome, including the extent to which the Trust Fund covenants 

have been met?ó  The first part of this question has been amply addressed in the 

examination of effectiveness and efficiency in sections 2.1 and 2.3, and the implications of 

our conclusions are fully discussed in chapter 3.  We therefore focus on the question of 

the Trust Fund covenants.  

 

122. The PEFA Multi-Donor Trust Fund is currently in its third extension, aligned to the 

third phase of the PEFA Programme. The extension ends on 31 December 2011. The Trust 

Fund agreements annex a standard set of governance arrangements between the Steering 

Committee and the Secretariat, which frame their respective roles and responsibilities, 

delegation of authority and standard processes for the governance of the programme.  

Standard provisions apply to the contracts of all the contributing partners (the French 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, SECO, DFID, NORAD and the EC) with the Bank. Notable 

provisions concern: 

 

Á ·The management of the Trust Fund in accordance with World Bank policies; 

Á ·The separation of Trust Fund resources from the resources of the World Bank; 

Á ·The deposit of investment income into the Trust Fund; 

Á ·Accounting and financial reporting, including the provision of audit reports on the 

regularity of the management of the Fund to contributing donors within six 

months of each year end and the option to request audits of the financial 

statements; 
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Á ·Procurement; 

Á ·The identification of all activities funded by th e Trust Fund as PEFA activities; 

Á ·Limits on the activities to be funded: only activities outlined for the 8 outputs in the 

Phase III document may be funded: a list of 38 activities is stipulated in an Annex; 

Á ·Limits on the expenditure categories that can be funded; 

Á ·Close consultation of and coordination with contributing donors by the World B ank; 

Á ·Reporting on the activities funded by the Trust Fund. 

 

123. Within the limitations of the research scope and methodology, the evaluators found 

no material breaches of the Trust Fund Covenants for the period under review. None of 

the contributing donors expressed dissatisfaction with the World Bank management of 

Trust Fund resources, the regularity of fin ancial, strategic or audit reports, the visibility of 

PEFA activities, the activities that have been funded, the quality o f consultation and 

coordination,  or the implementation of governanc e arrangements. Financial and strategic 

reporting against Trust Fund resources and on the PEFA programme also did not indicate 

any breaches in respect of the limits on the use of the Trust Fund Resources. The 

conclusion therefore is that the Trust Fund covenants have been met by the World Bank, 

in so far as an evaluation of this nature can ascertain. 

 

Box 7 Summary of Conclusions regarding Implementation process  

 

Conclusions on effectiveness and efficiency of the programme provide an assessment on the 

extent to which the Programme has worked as planned and whether barriers were overcome. 

In respect of meeting the Trust Fund covenants, the evaluators found no material breaches for 

the period under review. None of the contributing donors expressed dissatisfaction with the 

World Bank management of Trust Fund resources, the regularity of financial, strategic or audit 

reports, the visibility of PEFA activities, the activities that have been funded, the quality of 

consultation and coordination, or the implementation of governanc e arrangements. Reporting 

against Trust Fund resources and on the PEFA programme did not indicate any breaches in 

respect of the limits on the use of the Trust Fund Resources. The conclusion therefore is that 

the Trust Fund covenants have been met by the World Bank, in so far as an eval uation of 

this nature can ascertain.  
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3 Overview of Conclusions  and their Implications for the 

Future Development of the Programme  
 

124. This chapter presents an overview of our conclusions and their implications in terms 

of the immediate  and future challenges. It considers the implications for the future 

development of the PEFA Programme, addressing the three forward-looking evaluation 

questions related to the scope of activities, the potential need for technical developments 

and innovations and the implicat ions for the future management model.   

 

3.1 Overall Conclusions 
 

125. Our overall evaluation of the performance of the PEFA programme is a resoundingly 

positive one. The PEFA Programme has succeeded in creating a credible framework for 

the assessment of PFM functionality, which manages to be comprehensive in its coverage 

and yet sufficiently simple for the non -technical user to understand. The framework is 

comparable over time and, to a significant extent, comparable across countries. It has 

been applied in countries of different geographical regions, different income levels and 

different administrative traditions and in a sufficiently large number of countries to 

constitute a credible, common information pool on PFM performance. The PEFA 

assessment framework is now used by all major development agencies working with PFM 

systems, either as a tool to support the design and monitoring of PFM reforms or as a key 

element of fiduciary risk assessment processes. It has been adopted by many 

governments for similar purposes ð that is to inform the design of PFM reforms, to help 

monitor the progress of PFM reforms over time and to assess the quality of PFM at sub-

national levels. In short, the PEFA assessment framework has been established as a 

viable and useful brand, only sli ghtly more than five years after its launch.  

 

126. Yet the brand remains vulnerable until more systematic and reliable methods to 

guarantee quality can be established. Without a doubt, the most serious criticism 

made of the PEFA Programme by the various stakeh olders who were interviewed 

was that it remains unable to guarantee the quality of the PEFA assessments 

undertaken .  
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127. The Secretariatõs data suggest that there has been a significant improvement in 

quality ð at least for those assessments, which pass through the Secretariatõs QA process
21

. 

Moreover, interviewees were quick to point out that concerns over quality related only to 

a minority of the assessments undertaken to date. Yet, the problem is that confidence in 

the quality of the PEFA instrument as a who le is undermined by the continued 

presence of this minority of poor quality assessments.  Similarly, its usefulness as a 

mechanism to assess the evolution of PFM systems over time is dramatically 

compromised where there are doubts over the validity of speci fic indicators, or indeed 

over whole assessments. The seriousness of this problem cannot be overstated: 

 

Á Every one of the PEFA partners interviewed raised quality of PEFA assessments as a 

concern. 

Á The three other Development Agencies interviewed ð ADB, IDB and USAID also raised 

quality as a concern, as did the SIGMA team working in the EU accession 

countries and neighbourhood countries.  

Á The 2010 Monitoring Report based on repeat assessments had to discard 12 out of 45 

repeat assessments because they could not be systematically compared to earlier 

assessments. 30 % of the indicators reviewed in the comparative assessments 

retained could not be compared, often due to òno scoresó or mistakes in earlier 

scoring. 

 

128. A second point of concern is that until recently  the  PEFA Programme had  had less 

impact on its global objectives  than had  been expected . There was good progress in 

creating a common pool of information on PFM systems but not in respect of enhanced 

country ownership of reforms, and improved alignment of donor support to PFM reform.   

 

129. Over 2009 and 2010, the picture has changed: amongst the country case studies 

undertaken for the evaluation, 9 out of 11 countries showed evidence of governments 

using the PEFA framework to take control of their PFM reform age ndas. In 4 out of 5 of 

the Low Income Countries in the sample, as well as in others on which information  was 

received, the PEFA framework had been adopted as a tool for periodic benchmarking of 

                                                 
21

  As noted above, amongst assessments passing through the Secretariatôs QA process, the compliance 

with PEFA Guidelines from 2006 to 2009 improved from 48% to 91% across all indicators. Apart 

from the fact that this still means nearly 1 in 10 of indicators scored are non-compliant, one should  

remember that 29 % of PEFA assessments undertaken have not been assessed by the Secretariat. 
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the status of PFM systems, and thus as a centrepiece in dialogue with Budget Support 

donors. In Middle Income Countries, the PEFA framework had been used either to inform 

national level PFM reform processes or as an assessment tool to guide PFM reform at 

subnational levels of government. Thus, at least within the sample of countries covered, 

progress is being made in the use of the PEFA framework to enhance country ownership 

of reforms, and to improve alignment and coordination of donor support to PFM reform.  

 

130. Yet, there is a sense that there is insufficient knowledge of these successes. Even in 

recent PEFA assessments, the agencies leading PEFA assessments have often had to 

expend inordinate efforts to òsensitiseõ partner governments to the virtues of the 

framework
22

. For many Governments, notably in North Africa & th e Middle East, in Asia 

and to a lesser extent in Latin America, a lack of full awareness of the scope and potential 

of the PEFA assessment framework remains an issue. Even in regions where there is more 

familiarity with the framework, such as in Sub-Saharan Africa, its potential as a 

benchmarking tool around which to organise dialogue with donors, or with sub -national 

governments, or with civil society, is not everywhere fully appreciated.  

 

131. We noted in discussing the efficiency of the PEFA Programme that neither in 2008/09 

nor in 2009/10 were any activities executed under Component 7, whose objective was to 

òcontribute to enhanced country ownership and improved alignment &  coordination of 

donor support  to PFM.ó While there may have been legitimate reasons for considering 

that this was not a priority at that time , we believe that the failure to take proactive 

measures to promote country ownership, and improved alignment and coordination of 

donor support to PFM contributed to the slow progress in these areas.  In the next Phase, 

the PEFA Programme should do more to promote improvements in these areas, 

maximising the potential that the PEFA programme has now demonstrated. Specifically, 

we would recommend that networking, communication and dissemination programme s 

should be devised aimed at:  

Á Giving Governments the confidence to build a common, harmonized dialogue 

on PFM reform on the basis of PEFA assessments; and  

Á Giving donors (and potentially CSOs engaged in accountability work) the 

confidence to make greater use of the PEFA framework, reducing reliance on 

                                                 
22

  For example, this was true in each of the 6 MICs within the sample of 11 country studies.  
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competing diagnostic frameworks and increasing the harmonisation of 

donor efforts in support of Government -led PFM reforms. 

 

132. Finally, with the PEFA brand well established  and with the numbers of repeat 

assessments increasing rapidly , the information pool on PFM performance which the 

PEFA Programme has created is becoming a unique, and an increasingly valuable, 

source of comparative data on PFM performance.  Governments, development 

agencies and researchers need to be encouraged to use the PEFA common information 

pool to better understand how PFM systems are changing in different countries and how 

PFM reforms are impacting on those systems. Over the next five years, the common 

information pool can become a resour ce of tremendous value in understanding where 

and how PFM reforms work. The PEFA Programme needs to gear itself up to maximise the 

value of this resource. 

 

133. In summary, much has been achieved to date: the Programme as a whole has 

performed efficiently and e ffectively. But the PEFA Programme needs to gear itself 

up for a new era , developing appropriate structures and delivery mechanisms to meet 

the challenges with which it is now faced.  Below, we examine what it might mean for the 

scope of activities, for technical innovation and for the PEFA management model to 

address three key challenges for the future , namely: 

Á Establishing a reliable framework by which to guarantee a consistent standard of 

quality of PEFA assessments; 

Á Creating widespread knowledge of the PEFA assessment framework and how it is 

being used to enhance country ownership of PFM reforms, to improve the ir 

effectiveness and to strengthen alignment and coordination of donor support to 

PFM reform; and  

Á Expanding access to the common data-base, as well to ind ividual country 

assessments, so as to facilitate research and evaluation on PFM reform.  

 

3.2 Four Options for the Management Model of the PEFA 

Programme 
 

134. Before considering the more detailed operational implications of the challenges 

identified above , it is important to evaluate what is the right overall management model 

to deliver the objectives of the PEFA Programme. Firstly, it should be stated that, beyond 
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minor refinements in their wording, we assume that the PEFA Partners would expect the 

Programme to continue to pursue the same overall goal - to improve country PFM system 

performance - and the same broad objectives, namely: 

Á To enhance country ownership of PFM reforms; 

Á To improve alignment and coordination of donor support to country -led PFM 

reform; 

Á To develop and maintain a common, credible information po ol on PFM 

performance for all Low-Income Countries and most Middle-Income Countries  

 

135.  This goal and these objectives remain highly relevant, of crucial importance to the 

social and economic development of the different countries of the world, and, 

notwithstanding the progress made during Phase III, they remain unfulfilled. So the 

question is what is the most appropriate management model to fulfil  these objectives? 

 

136. Before answering this question, it is worth reflecting that the current model, that of 

the PEFA Secretariat, is in many ways a rather unusual model through which to ensure the 

effective development and application of th e PEFA assessment framework. The Secretariat 

does not directly undertake nor finance PEFA assessments and has no òownershipó rights 

over the PEFA framework or over assessments themselves. Nor does it have a licensing 

type arrangement, in which users of the assessment framework are required to fulfil the 

Secretariatõs quality assurance requirements. Rather, it provides guidelines, advice and 

training on application of the framework, as well as offering a free (to the user) quality 

assurance service.   

 

137. The apparently unfunded activities of the PEFA Programme, namely the actual 

financing of PEFA assessments themselves are essential to the achievement of the 

Programme objectives. These are, of course, funded by the governments and 

development agencies leading the PEFA assessments. In Phases I-III of the Programme, 

the lionõs share of this funding has come from the PEFA Partners, who have also financed 

other complementary activities such as training in the use of the Framework
23

 and certain 

dissemination activities.  Thus, within the current model the bulk of the aggregate funding  

                                                 
23

  The EU directly finances the delivery of regular courses in the use of the PEFA framework through 

its ñAid Delivery Methodsò team. Most other PEFA Partners have financed occasional óad hocô 

courses in the past but currently efforts are being made to deliver these on a regular basis through 

the Training4Dev framework, which is a consortium of several development agencies. 
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of the PEFA initiative is in fact òmainstreamedõ within the country and programme funding 

frameworks of the PEFA Partners, as well as certain other Development agencies and a 

small number of governments. What is labelled the òPEFA Programmeó in fact comprises a 

minority of the funding, covering development of the PEFA framework , support to quality 

assurance, support to training, maintenance of the data-base and a modest volume of 

communications and dissemination activities. 

 

138. Thus, if one were to conceive of the funding of PEFA assessments, of PEFA training 

and all related dissemination activities as falling within the wider PEFA Programme, then 

four broad options for the managemen t and delivery of this wider programme suggest 

themselves: 

 

Á The òfully mainstreamedó option, in which there would be no PEFA Secretariat, 

and PEFA Partners, other Development Agencies and governments would 

directly finance and undertake all activities associated with the PEFA Programme: 

o The funding and undertaking of PEFA assessments; 

o The quality assurance for those assessments;  

o Training in the use of the PEFA framework; 

o Dissemination of PEFA results and experiences; 

o Development of the PEFA framework; 

o Maintenance of the PEFA data-base.. 

 

Á The òlargely mainstreamedó option , in which there would be a small PEFA 

Secretariat, financed on a fee for service basis to undertake a small set of core 

ômaintenanceõ and quality assurance functions on the PEFA framework, through 

a fee charged to the Development Agencies and governments financing PEFA 

assessments. The division of functional responsibilities would then be as follows: 

o The undertaking of PEFA assessments, training in the use of the PEFA 

framework, and dissemination of PEFA results and experiences would be 

financed directly by Development Agencies and governments; 

o Quality assurance for assessments; development of the PEFA framework, 

and maintenance of the PEFA data-base would be undertaken by the 

PEFA Secretariat, financed through a fee levied on each PEFA 

assessment undertaken. 
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Á The current, òhybridó option, in which there would be a moderately sized PEFA 

Secretariat, with a relatively broad range of ômaintenanceõ, quality assurance, 

training support , and dissemination functions on the PEFA framework, financed 

directly by the PEFA Partners, with Development Agencies and governments 

financing PEFA assessments and training activities. This prevailing division of 

functional responsibilities could be categorised as follows: 

o The undertaking of PEFA assessments, training in the use of the PEFA 

framework, and some of the dissemination of PEFA results and 

experiences would be financed directly by Development Agencies and 

governments, with the PEFA Partners probably continuing to comprise 

the majority;  

o Quality assurance for assessments; development of the PEFA framework,  

maintenance of the PEFA data-base and some of the dissemination of 

PEFA results and experiences would be undertaken by the PEFA 

Secretariat, financed directly by the PEFA Partners through a Trust Fund 

arrangement. 

 

Á The òProjectó option , in which there would be a large PEFA Secretariat, taking 

full responsibility for all of the functions of the PEFA Programme ð including the 

undertaking of PEFA assessments, under a project financing arrangement 

provided by the PEFA Partners. This would necessarily entail an open tender 

process, in which companies or consortia would be invited to bid for the PEFA 

contract on a periodic basis.  

 

139. We would assess the advantages and disadvantages of each of these options as 

follows: 

Á The òfully mainstreamedó option , has the obvious advantage of spreading the 

financing responsibilities for the PEFA Programme across a wider set of 

stakeholders than the current PEFA Partners. It also, at least at first sight, 

eliminates the recurrent financing and management commitments generated by 

the PEFA Secretariat. However, it would leave undefined the responsibilities for 

the ômaintenanceõ of the PEFA Programme ð the continued development of the 

Framework, the updating of guidance material, the maintenance of the data-

base. As these activities could not logically be managed on a decentralised basis, 

some sort of alternative governance framework to that of the current PEFA 
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Secretariat would need to be defined. One specific agency, such as the IMF, 

might be nominated to do th is or perhaps it might be managed through a 

committee structure of some kind, in which a small group of Development 

agencies would be nominated to manage these functions.  Functions such as 

quality assurance and dissemination could potentially be managed on a 

decentralised basis but their quality and effectiveness would very likely suffer as a 

result. In short, the apparent saving in eliminating the Secretariat would probably 

prove illusory, with certain core ômaintenanceõ functions having to be undertaken 

anyway and other important ancillary functions, such as quality assurance and 

dissemination probably declining in quality within such a framework.  Moreover, 

depending on the nature of the governance framework established, there would 

be a high risk of the ownership and sense of responsibility for the PEFA 

assessment framework being dissipated, and its relevance and effectiveness 

consequently declining through a lack of attention.  

 

Á The òlargely mainstreamedó option, would hold essentially the same 

advantages as the òfully mainstreamedó option but with the additional advantage 

of having a user fee arrangement to cover the costs of central ômaintenanceõ 

functions, as well as quality assurance and dissemination costs. The PEFA 

Secretariat would thus continue to exist but fully financed by this user charge. 

This would have obvious advantages in terms of reducing financial dependence 

on the PEFA Partners. However, there would still be a need for some sort of 

governance or regulatory framework for the Secretariat in order to agree fee 

levels, set budgets and define the activities to be undertaken. Moreover, the 

introduction of fees might act as a deterrent to assessments being undertaken 

and might in other ways introduce conflicts of interest and perverse incentives. 

 

Á The current òhybridó option has the major advantage of being a tried and 

tested model, which has been demonstrated to be both effective and eff icient, as 

this evaluation attests.  The governance and management arrangements as well 

as the operational and procedural requirements for the current model have been 

developed and well established. Hence, this investment would not need to be 

repeated. The current option also offers a balance between a set of centralised, 

ômaintenanceõ and other functions financed through the PEFA Programme and 

decentralised financing of PEFA assessments and PEFA training. This structure, at 
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least potentially, allows scope for an extremely wide range of governments and 

development agencies to directly finance PEFA activities, allowing for the 

ownership of the PEFA instrument to remain relatively broad and avoiding 

exclusive financial dependency on the PEFA Partners.  At the same time, it invests 

in the PEFA Partners the clear responsibility of òguardiansó of the Framework, in 

conjunction with the Secretariat itself. Two disadvantages of this structure have 

been highlighted by this evaluation: firstly, with quality assurance by the 

Secretariat being a voluntary rather than a mandatory process (PEFA assessments 

being effectively òownedó by their lead agencies), it has proven difficult to 

guarantee a standard level of quality; secondly, dissemination and outreach 

functions (to promote the Strengthened Approach) have been inadvertently 

underfunded as a consequence of being a shared responsibility between the 

Secretariat and the PEFA Partners. A third disadvantage is that the funding base 

for PEFA activities has in practise remained narrowly dependent on the PEFA 

Partners, with the sense of ownership and responsibility for the PEFA also 

remaining focused on the PEFA Partners. Finally, the governance requirements of 

Trust Fund arrangements do place a greater set of operational restrictions on the 

Secretariat (in comparison with a project framework) and more operational  

responsibilities on the World Bank as the Trust Fund manager.  

 

Á The òprojectõ option holds the advantage of centralising responsibilities for 

quality unequivocally with the project managers . It also gives the project 

managers a high level of operational autonomy, within a contra ct framework, 

which could build upon existing legal and managerial procedures and pre -

existing precedents
24

.  But this narrow concentration of responsibilities also holds 

disadvantages: would it be appropriate for a private consultancy company to 

hold so much responsibility for a public good such as the PEFA framework? 

Financial and contract management responsibilities would also need to be 

concentrated in a narrow group of agencies, probably less numerous than the 

PEFA Partners, with consequent negative effects on the breadth of ownership. 

                                                 
24

  The ñAid Delivery Methodsò contract managed by Europe Aid, within the EC would provide a good 

template for this type of contract. USAID have also in the past contracted specific academic 

consortia with developing and disseminating the use of National Health Accounts. Various 

Development Agencies have framework contracts for specific types of evaluation contracts.  
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Issues of continuity would also arise, as the requirements of competitive 

tendering would necessitate periodic changes in the project management team. 

 

140. In summary, we consider that there are strong arguments for remaining with the 

current òhybrid optionó. Quite apart from being a successfully tried and tested formula, it 

holds the major advantage of combining opportunities for governments and 

development agencies to directly finance PEFA assessments and training, allowing for the 

ownership of the PEFA instrument to remain relatively broad and avoiding exclusive 

financial dependency on the PEFA Partners, while  investing in the PEFA Partners the clear 

responsibility of òguardiansó of the Framework, in conjunction with the Secretariat itself. 

  

141. Moreover, we would judge that it is possible within the framework of this current 

option to largely correct the disadvantages noted to date with the exi sting management 

model ð the voluntary nature of the quality assurance process, the potential for certain 

functions (such as outreach and dissemination) to òfall betweenó the PEFA Partners and 

the Secretariat, and the relatively limited engagement of stakeholders other than the PEFA 

Partners in the funding and ownership of the PEFA Framework. Each of these problems 

could be addressed through updating of procedures, more precise definition of functional 

responsibilities and adjustments to the governance framework, without departing from 

the existing management model. 

 

142.  There will remain important decisions to be made about exactly which functions and 

activities should fall within the PEFA Programme, under the responsibility of the 

Secretariat, and which should be taken up directly by the PEFA Partners. For the core 

ômaintenanceõ and quality assurance functions, the comparative advantage of the PEFA 

Secretariat is extremely strong. For other functions, the decision on their placement 

should depend on two factors: a) the existence of clear organisational and administrative 

structures within the PEFA Partnersõ institutions which can take up responsibilities for 

these functions (eg. PEFA training, PEFA dissemination and promotion of PFM research) 

and execute them on a timely and effective basis; and b) the extent to which such 

functions can be added to the administrative responsibilities of the PEFA secretariat, 

without excessively increasing the management burdens which would prevail within a 

Trust Fund arrangement. The evaluation team has limited knowledge of these factors so 

our recommendations below focus on the functions, which we believe must be taken up 
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within the PEFA Programme as a whole, leaving the precise location of responsibilities for 

these functions to be decided by the Steering Committee. 

 

3.3 Implications for the future scope of Programme activities 
 

143. In order to respond to  the challenges identified in section 3.1, a different structure of 

activities is likely to be needed for Phase IV of the PEFA Programme. While the core 

business of promoting high quality PEFA assessments is likely to continue to dominate the 

budget ð certainly in the earlier years of a new phase of funding, we believe that a more 

high profile and more extensive out-reach programme will be necessary, in addition to 

greater investment in the development and utilisation of  the common data -base on PFM 

performance. Figure 8 shows the type of Programme Performance Framework, which this 

would imply for Phase IV.  

 

144. Although the Development Goal remains the same, a slight re-casting of the Global 

Objectives is proposed in order to highlight more precisely the links with the Programme 

Results. Thus, three Global Objectives are again proposed as follows: 

 

(i) Promotion of Structured government leadership and monitoring of PFM reforms 

(making the link with the structured framework for be nchmarking provided by the 

PEFA framework)  

(ii) Promotion of Harmonised donor support to PFM reforms and use of country 

systems (highlighting the fact that PEFA assessments are promoted as a way of 

facilitating fiduciary risk assessments for use of country systems, which for many 

Development Agencies may represent their most significant contribution to 

improving PFM systems); and  

(iii) The promotion of more appropriate PFM reforms, which draw more effectively on 

PEFA and other diagnostics at the country level, as well as on a growing body of 

international research on PFM reforms
25

. 

145. For Phase IV, it is recommended to structure activities so as to focus on the 

achievement of three Programme Results: 

                                                 
25

  We believe that it is important to place more direct emphasis on the quality and appropriateness of 

PFM reforms  than is currently the case. The Strengthened Approach places emphasis on country-

led reforms and aligned and coordinated support. Logically, the third prong of such an approach 

should be to undertake the right reforms, which in turn implies an emphasis on monitoring, learning 

from mistakes and fine-tuning of reforms. 
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(i) The achievement of a (geographically) expanding programme of PEFA 

assessments
26

, undertaken to a guaranteed level of quality. 

(ii) The development of a shared information pool on the use of the PEFA framework 

at national and sub-national levels to support PFM reform; and  

(iii) The maintenance of a common PEFA data-base on PFM performance. 

 

146. Thus, we recommend moving the òcommon pool of informationó objective from a 

Global Objective to a Programme Result, where it more properly belongs within the 

intervention logic. Secondly, we recommend supplementing attention to the common 

PEFA data-base with a new Programme Result, namely a shared information pool on the 

use of the PEFA framework at national and sub-national levels. It is our judgement that 

there has been insufficient attention in the past to the dissemination of the lessons of 

experience in the use of the PEFA, which may have reduced the rate of take-up of the 

PEFA framework, and perhaps more importantly the level of ownership over the PEFA 

framework and the extent  of its institutional development impact. Establishing a clear 

Programme Result to give focus to out-reach, networking and dissemination activities 

should redress this balance in Phase IV. 

 

147. Five sets of activities are proposed, the first three corresponding to Programme result 

(i). Most of the proposed activities are ongoing bu t some modest expansion is proposed 

to meet the three new programme challenges identified above  (Section 3.1). Table 13 

shows in more detail the proposed scope of activities. As we have noted above, there are 

options over the extent to whic h these activities are funded and managed directly by the 

PEFA Secretariat, as opposed to being funded directly by one of the PEFA Partners, or 

from other sources, as a òmainstreamed activityó, in the way, which has been envisaged for 

many activities within the training s trategy. There are also options relating to the speed at 

which scaling up of activities might be introduced. Table 13 overleaf indicates where these 

options might be applied.  In preparing Table 13, we have assumed that Phase IV of the 

Programme would have a five year span, thus allowing for greater stability and continuity. 

It would be evaluated in the second half of year 4 (2015), so that consideration of future 

funding proposals could be made in year 5. (2016)  

 

                                                 
26

  We envisage that the geographical coverage of the PEFA programme will continue to grow and 

indeed see this as an important element in maximizing the value of the PEFA assessment 

framework. Nevertheless, an increasing proportion of assessments should be Repeat Assessments.  
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Figure 7: Potent ial PEFA Phase IV Programme Performance Framework  
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a) Quality Assurance of PEFA assessments 
- Review of ToRs/ Concept Notes  

- Review of draft PEFA reports 

- Review of Final PEFA reports 

 

Methodological Refinement 

- Fine-tuning of national framework  

- Field manual for national framework 

- Fine-tuning of SN framework 

- Field Manual for SN framework 

- Notes on non-PEFA drill down tools 

- Guidance note on moving from assessments to reform plans 

 

Training  
- Updating of Training material 

- Training of Trainers 

- QA of 3rd party courses 

 

b) Dissemination & Promotion of Networking  
- PEFA website/ blog, brochures & materials 

- Documenting of PEFA success stories & ólessons learnedô 

- Regional experience sharing workshops 

- Support to PEFA Reference Group 

- Support to PEFA Steering Committee 

- Conference presentations at 3rd party events 

- PEFA participation in OECD DAC Task Force on PFM  

 

c) Maintenance of PEFA Database & Promotion of Research 
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Table 13 Recommended Programme of Activities for P EFA Programme Phase IV 

 

Proposed Phase IV Activities  

 

Numbers of Activities 

Anticipated 

Explanatory Comments Potential for òMainstreamingó or for 

Slower scaling Up 

Quality Assurance of PEFA assessments    
o - Review of ToRs/ Concept Notes  Approximately 50 per year Numbers of assessments assumed to 

stabilise at 50 p.a, but with increasing 

numbers of  SN assessments. All stages 

should pass through QA process.  

QA of SN assessments could be 

outsourced to Federal Govt Leads 

and/ or DP lead but difference in 

QA status should be made clear. 

o - Review of draft PEFA reports Approximately 50 per year 
o - Review of Final PEFA reports 

 
Approximately 50 per year 

Methodological Refinement    
o Fine-tuning of national framework  1 fine-tuning in 5 year period  Fine-tuning of up to 4 indicators in 2012 

or 2013. 

More substantial fine-tuning might 

be considered but would be more 

disruptive to comparability over 

time. 
o Field manual for national framework Yearly updates   
o Fine-tuning of SN framework 2 fine-tunings 1 immediate update (2011) & one 

following national level fine -tune (2013) 

Outsourcing of methodological 

refinement not advisable. 
o Field Manual for SN framework Yearly updates  
o Notes on non-PEFA drill down tools Regular Notes   
o Guidance note on moving from 

assessments to reform plans 

 

Guidance material issued 2011 

or 2012 & updated yearly  

Generic note anticipated, focused on  

practical steps in moving from PEFA .  

 

Training     
o Updating of Training material  Yearly updates Continuing QA role over training 

materials is envisaged. 

Training strategy already anticipates 

substantial outsourcing of training 

but some minimum contact with 

trainers is necessary for quality 

o Training of Trainers  2 events per year  
o QA of 3rd party courses Ad hoc participation in  2-3  

C. Common PEFA 

Data-Base on PFM 

Performance 
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Proposed Phase IV Activities  

 

Numbers of Activities 

Anticipated 

Explanatory Comments Potential for òMainstreamingó or for 

Slower scaling Up 

 events per year control. 

Dissemination & Promotion of Networking    
o PEFA website/ blog, brochures & 

materials 
Monthly updates  In line with current Communication 

strategy, but dedicated networking & 

communications specialist envisaged 

 

Envisaged in current communications 

strategy 

Direct coordination of PEFA 

networking & communications 

programme by Secretariat is 

strongly recommended. 
o Documenting of PEFA success stories 

& ólessons learnedô 
4 notes per year  

o Regional experience sharing 

workshops 
2 per year in different regions  New event not included in current 

communication strategy  

Regional workshops could be run 

directly by PEFA Partners. 
o Support to PEFA Reference Group I Annual meeting New element of governance framework: 

Reference Group would be a wider 

stakeholder group feeding resolutions to 

Steering Committee.  

6 sponsored places for Govt reps 

are envisaged but financial 

contributions could be sought 

externally. Should start from Year 

Two (2013). 
o Support to PEFA Steering Committee 2 meetings per year  

 

 
o Conference presentations at 3rd party 

events 
2 per year  

o PEFA participation in OECD DAC 

Task Force on PFM  

 

2 per year  

Maintenance of PEFA Database and 

Promotion of Research 
   

o Publication of PEFA Reports All 50 if possible Should include campaigns to publish old 

PEFA reports as well as remaining current 

with new ones. SN reports might be 

excluded. 

 

o Maintenance of shared database on 

PEFA scores 
Regular data entry As at present  

o Enhancement of PEFA database/ in-

house research 
2 annual upgrades/ research New activity, aimed at preparing data- New research activities need not 
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Proposed Phase IV Activities  

 

Numbers of Activities 

Anticipated 

Explanatory Comments Potential for òMainstreamingó or for 

Slower scaling Up 

papers base for different types of statistical 

analysis  

start in Year One, but certainly by 

Year 3 (2014). Funding of research 

event and/or of research promotion 

as a whole could be directly 

òmainstreamedó outside of the 

Secretariat. 

o Promotion of Annual Research Event 

on PFM reform 
1 annual event Anticipated to be co -organised with 

University faculty or research institute 

o Annual Monitoring reports  1 per year   
o 3-yearly Report on Impact  2 in 5 year period Second Impact Report combined with 

Programme Evaluation 
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3.4 Technical and Procedural Innovations envisaged 
 

148. The programme of activities outlined above assumes the introduction of a certain 

number of technical and procedural  innovations. In this section, we provide details of the 

recommended changes and outline some of the alternative options , which were 

considered. These relate to three areas: 

Á Development of a structure to guarantee the quality of PEFA assessments 

Á Fine-tuning of the PEFA Assessment Framework 

Á Introduction of Supplementary Technical Guidelines  

Development of a structure to guarantee the quality of PEFA assessments 

149. We have noted above the substantial reputational risks which the PEFA Programme 

continues to face, due to its inability to guarantee the quality of all PEFA assessments. We 

cannot over-stress the significance of this point. 

 

150.  The problem of poor quality assessments derives primarily from the inability of the 

PEFA Secretariat to compel the different donor agencies and governments funding 

assessments to adopt the quality assurance arrangements recommended by the 

Secretariat. Whilst the majority do follow these arrangements, it is not conceivable that 

100 % compliance will be achieved so long as these processes remain voluntary. It is 

therefore essential that, in order to protect the quality (and therefore the sustainability) of 

the PEFA brand, a set of quality assurance checks should be introduced, which should 

either be made formally mandatory or should be introduced in such a way that there 

would be very strong incentives to always follow the standard QA checks of the 

Secretariat. 

 

151. Our initial recommendations (presented in the draft report) favoured the introduction 

of a mandatory QA process to be imposed by the PEFA Secretariat for all PEFA 

assessments. However, the comment was made that such a procedure might be perceived 

as being unduly harsh and might potentially dissuade Governments and/ or specific 

sponsoring agencies from undertaking PEFA assessments at all.   

 

152. An alternative approach, which has been discussed at the Steering Committee 

meeting of June 2010, would be to introduce a procedure by which all assessments 

passing through a quality assurance process verified by the Secretariat would be issued 
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with a òquality certificateó. This would specify the nature of the QA process applied and 

would document the Secretariatõs views on the adequacy of the responses included in the 

report to queries raised. This Quality Certificate would be included within the inside page 

of every PEFA assessment reviewed by the Secretariat. In this way, a type of òmarket 

differentiationõ mechanism would be introduced, where readers would automatically 

begin to view a PEFA assessment without a Secretariat certificate as a sub-standard 

product, creating a natural incentive to comply with the recommended procedure.  

153. In addition to the introduction of the proposed Quality Certificate, we would further 

recommend the following measures for quality enhancement: 

 

Á The PEFA Secretariat should introduce a 3 step quality assurance process : 

o The first step, as at present, would involve the review of ToR/ Concept 

Notes, with a specific accent on the team composition, the proposed 

management arrangements and the proposed peer review arrangements. 

o The second step would be a review of the draft report, along with a 

review of  comments from the country-specific peer reviewers. 

o The third step would be a final check of the revised report to ensure that 

review comments had been adequately addressed. Only after this third 

step would a quality certificate be included in the assessment report. 

 

Á As part of the standard guidelines for PEFA assessments, a requirement should be 

introduced that the evidence consulted for each of the PEFA indicators should be 

formally referenced by the assessors, following a standard matrix format.  

 

Á Existing guidance material on the composition of assessment teams and the 

composition of quality assurance teams/ peer reviewers should be updated by the 

Secretariat to ensure that it is absolutely clear and that it caters for different types 

of PEFA assessments (national or sub-national) in different types of countries 

(small island states, large countries, etc.).  

 

Á Finally, following the recommendation of the December 2010 Steering 

Committee, the publication of PEFA assessments should be made the standard 

default option,  to be ensured by the PEFA Secretariat directly, except in 

exceptional circumstances where for specific reasons Governments (or other 
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sponsoring institutions) fo rmally requested the Secretariat to leave the 

assessment unpublished for a defined period. 

 

154. Apart from serving to publicise the presence (or otherwise) of Secretariat quality 

certificates, a more systematic process of publishing PEFA reports would favour their 

scrutiny by civil society and other stakeholders, which would act as a further assurance of 

quality. In addition, it would help to spread knowledge of PEFA assessments and their use.  

Fine-tuning of the PEFA assessment framework 

155.  Over the course of various Steering Committee meetings, there has been extensive 

discussion over the extent to which wide-ranging changes should be introduced to the 

indicator set of the PEFA framework.  In agreeing to the òminimalistó review of three 

indicators which has recently been concluded, the December 2009 Steering Committee 

recorded that ôthe meeting converged towards agreement on Option B (òminimalistó) in 

the short term, while acknowledging the likely need for a major overhaul in the medium 

termõ. The evaluators were made to understand that this remains the official position of 

the Steering Committee. 

 

156.  It is of course essential that the PEFA indicator set should be updated periodically in 

order to remain abreast of technological and other changes in practises and to continue 

to reflect what is seen as most important in judging the functionality of PFM systems. 

However, it is also important to ensure that the òbestó does not become the enemy of the 

ògoodó. As we have noted at many points in this evaluation, the PEFA assessment 

framework has proven its value and applicability across a wide range of institutional and 

administrative contexts. Notwithstanding its continuing  imperfect ions, it has been found 

to be extremely useful by many governments and many development inst itutions. One 

key aspect of its usefulness is its comparability over time. As the number of repeat 

assessments increases, the value of this characteristic will be further enhanced as the 

research potential of the PEFA data-base is increased.  

 

157. Given these facts, we believe it is of fundamental importance to avoid large-scale 

changes to the framework, which would undermine its comparability over time. Thus, 

even if coherent arguments might be made to alter the relative balance of the indicators ð 

for example to increase the number of indicators related to budget preparation or to 

change the overall numbers of indicators, such changes should be avoided in the interests 
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of maintaining as high a degree of comparability over time as possible.  As the discussion 

in Chapter 2 has shown, the current PEFA Assessment Framework is highly relevant to 

most LICs and MICs as well as some HICs and is likely to remain relevant for many years, 

even with no refinements whatsoever. The requirement is thus for a process of small, 

periodic adaptations to preserve relevance and usefulness, while protecting comparability 

over time. 

 

158. We therefore recommend undertaking periodic changes to the indicator set ð for 

example no more than once in each period of five years ð and only to a lim ited number of 

indicators each time. Specifically, we would recommend altering no more than 4 

indicators at a time so that a reasonably high degree of comparability is maintained.  

 

159. In choosing indicators, the two types which should clearly be the prioriti es for 

refinement should be those which are seen to be largely or wholly i rrelevant and those 

which are seen to be giving substantively misleading or inaccurate assessments of the 

relative quality of specific aspects of the PFM system. As far as we are aware, there are no 

substantiated examples of the latter ð that is of specific indicators leading systematically 

to misleading assessments. There is one indicator ð PI-23 (Availability of information on 

resources received by service delivery units) which we would  suggest does not in practise 

measure weaknesses, which are of real relevance. This is because very few PFM systems ð 

even those which are in other respects very robust - provide at the central level the sort of 

information on allocations to service d elivery units which this indicator demands. 

Secondly, the indicator favours the regular conduct of Public Expenditure Tracking 

Surveys (PETS), a type of survey which is difficult to design effectively and can be very 

expensive and administratively demanding to undertake ð in short a type of survey for 

which the costs may often outweigh the benefits
27

.  The PI-23 indicator is in a sense a 

proxy for the degree of social accountability over spending at the local level. A more 

appropriate way of measuring this could be devised without too much difficulty, perhaps 

by working in partnership with organisations such as the International Budget Project. 

 

160. Another set of problems emerges with a small minority of indicators for which certain 

sub-dimensions are frequently not scored, for a variety of reasons.  Some 5 indicators can 

                                                 
27

  This is especially true in contexts where service delivery units receive funding from a wide variety 

of sources, which is paid in different mixes of in-kind and cash payments, making the ñtracking 

processò from budgets to actual expenditures anything but simple!  




