New Zealand retains top rank for fiscal transparency in latest 2015 Open Budget Survey, but falls short in Parliamentary oversight and on public participation

Summary
· 
Results from the recently released 2015 Open Budget Survey (OBS), a comprehensive independent assessment of budget transparency and accountability covering over 100 countries produced by the International Budget Partnership (IBP) since 2006, shows a strong institutional framework supporting “extensive” public availability of budget information helped New Zealand’s retain its top ranking for transparency, a position first claimed in the preceding 2012 OBS assessment. 

However, results from the latest OBS assessment also point to New Zealand falling short on other essential “pillars” of public sector governance and financial accountability, including both Parliamentary oversight and public participation. Parliamentary oversight is assessed as “limited” during for budget planning and “weak” for budget implementation, with a composite score for legislative oversight of just 45 out of 100. Formal mechanisms for public engagement across stages of the budget cycle are also assessed as “limited”, scoring 65 out of 100, with particular concern about lack of opportunities for public participation in processes involving Parliament and the Office of Auditor General (OAG). 

In addition, while New Zealand retained its top rank for the OBS component focused on measuring public availability of budget information, scoring 88 out of 100 on the Open Budget Index (OBI), the country’s performance stands to be improved for two key elements of budget transparency. More specifically, 2015 OBS results point to a need for the Government to improve the scope and quality of “citizens budget” documentation providing information readily accessible to the general public. Results also indicate a need for more rigourous reporting of “tax expenditures” (i.e. tax concessions such as exemptions, preferential tax rates, deferrals and offsets for specific entities, groups or activities). 

The 2015 OBS results reinforce key findings and implications arising from other recent public sector governance assessments and ongoing global initiatives targeting budget transparency and accountability. More specifically,
· 
- 2015 OBS results clearly echo those from the 2013 National Integrity System (NIS) Assessment conducted by Transparency International New Zealand (TINZ). That assessment of two “pillars” (Pillar 1-Executive and Pillar 2-Legislature) also identified vulnerabilities of “integrity systems” arising from weaknesses in “citizens budget” documentation, in reporting on “tax expenditures”, in Parliament’s capacity and effectiveness for oversight of the Executive on budgetary matters and in the limited scope for substantive public engagement in budget processes; 
· 
- 2015 OBS results are also of direct relevance to formulation of initiatives by the Government as a member of the Open Government Partnership (OGP), an international platform whose member-countries have declared a common commitment to strengthening transparency, accountability and public participation in the management of public resources; and, finally,
· 
- 2015 OBS results highlight the importance and relevance to New Zealand of ongoing work by the Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency (GIFT) concerning the need to strengthen substantive public participation in budget processes, including the establishment of core principles and dissemination of practical mechanisms based on international experience.
2015 OBS Scores Across Four “Pillars” of Accountability - Selected Countries

	COUNTRY NAME
	Transparency (OBI)
	Public Participation
	Legislative Oversight
	Audit      Oversight

	Top 10 by OBI Score Only
	
	
	
	

	New Zealand
	88
	65
	45
	92

	Sweden
	87
	48
	85
	100

	South Africa
	86
	65
	85
	100

	Norway
	84
	75
	94
	92

	United States
	81
	69
	85
	100

	Brazil
	77
	71
	80
	75

	France
	76
	40
	91
	75

	Peru
	75
	40
	67
	83

	Romania
	75
	42
	54
	100

	United Kingdom
	75
	58
	45
	92

	
	
	
	
	

	Selected Other 
Relatively “High Performers”
	Transparency (OBI)
	Public Participation
	Legislative Oversight
	Audit      Oversight

	South Korea
	65
	83
	73
	50

	Philippines
	64
	67
	36
	92

	Slovenia
	68
	56
	67
	83

	Georgia
	66
	46
	73
	100

	Czech Republic
	69
	42
	82
	83

	Germany
	71
	23
	88
	75

	Russia
	74
	25
	79
	100

	Italy
	73
	35
	79
	67



Note: Results shown in table above highlight that while New Zealand narrowly tops the ranking for availability of budget information (OBI/Transparency), other high performing countries in that area (e.g. Norway, South Africa and United States) are just marginally lower on transparency, while scoring equal to or significantly higher than New Zealand on the other 3 “pillars” of budget accountability  



Few countries perform adequately across all pillars of budget accountability
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Transparency – NZ retains top ranking, but two key elements require greater effort 

New Zealand’s strong institutional framework, anchored by the Public Finance Act (PFA), helped the country retain its top rank on the Open Budget Index (OBI). The OBI component of the broader OBS focuses on public availability and content of eight key documents across the entire annual budget cycle, starting from the Government’s Budget Policy Statement (BPS) through to the end-of-year Crown Financial Statements, annual reports from individual ministries and departments and finally, OAG audit reports. The OBI is based on scores for 109 out of the total 140 OBS survey questions.  

The 2015 OBI results show New Zealand with a slightly lower score compared to the last assessment in 2012, but the latest result is still in line with relatively stable scores over the five OBI assessments since 2006. (2015 OBI score of 88/100 is slightly lower than the 93/100 score reported in 2012; average score since 2006 is about 89/100) 

New Zealand narrowly beat out Sweden (87) and South Africa (86) for the top mark internationally for public availability of budget information. However, results for individual survey questions point to specific areas where additional effort is required for New Zealand to improve transparency. Two areas of particular interest are “citizens budget” documentation and reporting on “tax expenditures”.


Citizens Budget – Even when official budget documentation makes extensive information available, most people are unlikely to invest time in reading and digesting that documentation. Citizens Budget documentation is critical for making information about government policies, sources of funds and the use of those funds more readily accessible to the general public. Such “user friendly” documentation can (and should) be developed for each phase of the budget cycle, from pre-budget policy statements through to year-reports.
 
New Zealand is, in fact, credited in the 2015 OBI/OBS for producing publically available documentation providing what OBS guidelines define as the “core information” required for a Citizens Budget, and for doing so at two stages of the annual budget cycle (i.e. Executive Budget Proposal and Year-End Report). However, there remains plenty of room for improvement (refer to Q.64-Q.67 of the OBS presented below). More specifically, relative to accepted standards, New Zealand’s documentation

· Is not (in the case of the Executive Budget Proposal) comprised of a single “purpose-specific” document, but rather fragmented across three separate documents (i.e. “Minister’s Executive Summary”, “Key Facts for Taxpayers” and “Revenue Effect of Changes to Key Tax Rates, Bases and Thresholds”);
· Is inclusive of two explicitly partisan documents issued by the Minister of Finance and drafted with the primary intent of presenting the Government’s management of public finances and policy initiatives in a favourable light; 
· Does not provide as full a scope of information as considered desirable for a Citizens Budget;
· Is not produced across all stages of budget cycle, with no Citizens Budget documentation for the Half-Year Economic and Fiscal Update (HYEFU) or year-end audit report by the OAG; and    
· Is partly comprised of documentation designed more for specialists with highly technical terminology, rather than for communicating to the general public (e.g. “Revenue Effect of Changes to Key Tax Rates Bases and Thresholds”).

These features of New Zealand’s Citizen Budget documentation are evidence of an opportunity to improve level of budget transparency by making relevant information more widely and readily accessible to the general public. More specifically, producing non-partisan ‘purpose-specific’ Citizens Budget documentation for each phase of the budget cycle would support improvements in public awareness and understanding, thereby facilitating broader and more substantive public engagement in resource management.

Tax Expenditures – Reporting on tax expenditures used to finance public policy objectives is recognized as an essential element in fiscal transparency. Guidance on ‘best practices’ from the IMF, World Bank, OECD and other international organisations all highlight the importance of a comprehensive statement of tax expenditures.  Tax expenditures take a variety of forms (e.g. exemptions, deductions, offsets/credits, concessionary rates or deferrals) and together can constitute a significant volume of public resources (measured as being up to 10% of GDP in some countries). Yet, despite the potentially significant fiscal and economic implications, tax expenditures typically do not receive the level of scrutiny or oversight given to ‘direct expenditures’, as their basis in tax law means they are not subject to an annual appropriations process like ‘direct expenditures’.

New Zealand took the important step of resuming publication of a statement of tax expenditures as part of the annual budget documentation with the 2010 Budget, following a lengthy interlude of nearly 25 years since 1984. Yet, guidance on ‘best practices’ and comparison to practices in other countries (e.g. Australia) show there are opportunities for improving on the scope and quality of New Zealand’s current reporting. New Zealand’s relatively low score for reporting on tax expenditures (refer to Q.45 of the OBS shown below) reflects what has been characterized as Treasury taking a relatively ‘cautious approach’, in terms of both defining what constitutes a tax expenditure (for example, by excluding concessionary tax treatment broadly available to all taxpayers such as Portfolio Investment Entities and trusts), as well as a reluctance to invest additional resources/effort to provide quantifies estimates for a larger share of acknowledged items.  

Current New Zealand Tax Expenditure Statement (TES)
The assessment incorporated into the 2015 OBS/OBI is based on the 2014 Tax Expenditure Statement (TES) produced in conjunction with the 2014 Budget. The more recent 2015 TES produced in conjunction with the 2015 Budget uses the same approach and format as in 2014. Looking back over the years since resumption of annual statements in 2010, the two most significant modifications in New Zealand’s tax expenditure reporting both came with publication of the 2013 TES. 

First, the six tax expenditures previously cited in relation to the Goods and Services Act 1985 were removed. The 2013 TES stated (without explanation), “Further analysis suggests that the Goods and Services Tax Act 1985 does not contain any tax expenditures.” That has left only tax expenditures deriving from the Income Tax Act 2007, with annual statements reporting on items as of 1 April for any given year. 

Second, the 2013 TES introduced a system for categorising each item on the basis of “type” and “impact”. Type is used to categorise individual items into one of three categories on the basis of the underlying policy objective being “social”, “economic” or “other”. Impact is used to identify each individual item as historic (no longer eligible/open for additional claims), permanent (not subject to future reversal) and/or influencing the timing of tax liability (i.e. provides for a tax deferral of tax payment).

The most recent 2015 TES lists 37 individual tax expenditures, out of which only five are quantified. For the five that are quantified, values are provided for each of three years preceding the current budget year. The total value of quantified tax expenditures is estimated to be about $468 million for the 2014/15 March financial (tax) year, with almost all of that (97%) attributable to just two items: $236 million to the Charitable or Other Public Benefits Tax Credit and $217 million to the Independent Earner Tax Credit.

Each annual TES report has also provided quantification for six spending items classified as transfers rather than as tax expenditures and appropriated through the tax system as tax credits and payable as cash or as offsets to tax liabilities. The total estimated value of these six items for the 2014/15 tax year is about $3.3 billion, with 99% of that attributable to the three largest items: the Family Tax Credit (57%), KiwiSaver Tax Credit (27%) and In-Work Tax Credit (15%).

Assessing the most recent New Zealand TES reporting against ‘best practice’ guidance and reporting in other countries (e.g. Australia) points to specific areas requiring greater attention and effort to improve budget transparency and accountability. More specifically, the quality of reporting suffers from:

· subjectivity (uncertainty about specific criteria used) in determining whether an item assessed as “widely available” is to be classified as a tax expenditure;
· a lack of quantification, indication of materiality or assessment of relative fiscal significance for most items;
· limited information in descriptions of some items, for which additional explanation (e.g. about objectives or beneficiaries) would be beneficial;
· lack of information about timing of the most recent, ongoing or anticipated government reviews of individual provisions; and
· the timing of the statement’s release coinciding with the budget precluding substantive review/public debate prior to decision-making on budget policies.

Both the 2015 OBS assessment and other recent assessments (e.g. NIS) indicate that the Government could (and should) provide more rigourous reporting on tax expenditures, moving beyond the implementation of the new categorisation system in 2013. Particular emphasis should be on increasing the scope of quantification and on establishing clear objective criteria for defining what gets classified as a tax expenditure. On a practical level, New Zealand could look more closely at the methodology and presentation format used for Australia’s annual TES as useful guidance for strengthening existing reporting (see “text box” below).



	Australian Tax Expenditure Statement

  The Australian statement contains the following sections:

  Highlights
  Identifying aggregate trends, along with largest, new, modified and eliminated items.

  Chapter 1: Overview
  Overview of trends over time, examination of largest individual tax expenditures, and
  aggregation both by tax type and by functional classification, including a comparison by  
  functional classification of tax expenditures against direct expenditures.

  Chapter 2: Framework
  Definition of tax expenditures, rationale for reporting, explanation of methodology for
  “revenue foregone” approach and discussion of related methodological issues.

  Chapter 3: Tax Expenditures 
  Listings of individual tax expenditures (>300), as well as an introductory “guide to tax
  expenditure descriptions” with explanation of categories for “order of magnitude”
  quantification and categorising the reliability of estimates.

  Chapter 4: Revenue Gain Estimates of Tax Expenditures
  Comparison of “revenue gain” estimates versus the “revenue foregone” estimates for a
  selection of the largest individual tax expenditures items, with revenue gain estimates
  allowing for some degree of “behavioural response” over time to changes in tax
  provisions.


  For each tax expenditure listed in Chapter 3, the following standard format is used to
  report on specific characteristics and provide a concise description:


  TES Code Number: Title of Tax Expenditure
  Functional Classification

  Tax expenditure type:				TES code:
  Estimate Reliability:					Category:
  Commencement date:				Expiry date:
  Legislative reference:							
  Brief description of the tax expenditure




 




Public Participation – NZ lacking sufficient channels for public engagement

Providing access to budget information is an essential first step to support government accountability for effective and efficient use of public resources, and while there remains room for further improvement, New Zealand clearly continues to achieve a high standard on budget transparency. However, to realize the full benefits of budget transparency, a growing consensus of international research and practice indicates that extensive availability of information must be complemented by substantive opportunities for public engagement in each of phase of the budget process. The 2015 OBS includes 16 questions assessing formal mechanisms in place to support public engagement in specific budget processes involving the Executive (Government), Parliament and Office of Auditor General (refer to Q.114 and Q.119-Q133 of OBS). 

New Zealand’s overall score of 65 out of 100 on public participation (averaging scores across all 16 OBS questions) places it at the low end of the top-tier group of seven countries assessed as providing at least “adequate” formal mechanisms for public participation (i.e. countries scoring over 60). New Zealand’s score is on par with South Africa (65) and Philippines (67), but well below the leaders, South Korea (83) and Norway (75). Brazil (71) and the United States (69) also score higher than New Zealand on the overall assessment of public participation. 

The overall score for public participation (65) can also be broken down into separate scores assessing public participation in budget processes involving each of the three key public sector actors – Executive, Parliament and OAG. These separate scores point to only “limited” opportunities for public engagement in budget processes involving both Parliamentary (60) and OAG (59). Mechanisms to support public engagement with the Executive, based on questions looking at both budget formulation and implementation stages, are more favourably assessed (72).

Both international experience and New Zealand’s own practices show that public engagement can take many forms, with many different “points of entry” across the full scope of budget processes. In-depth examination of evidence for New Zealand identified the following specific opportunities for public engagement:

Executive 

Government – public consultation process as part of “green paper”/“white paper” process for formulation of significant new policy initiatives (and since the 2015 OBS assessment, there is the ongoing public consultation as part of the Open Government Partnership Action Plan, which itself highlights need for greater public engagement);

Treasury – consultations, public presentations and seminars with various “stakeholders” (e.g. public, business community, media, academics and students) on a range of fiscal policy and budget management issues including long-term fiscal strategy and forecasts, Crown asset and liability management, and the scope and usefulness to stakeholders of fiscal information disseminated by Treasury;

Inland Revenue – public dissemination of work plan and public submissions on proposed /possible tax policy changes; and

Individual ministries, departments and agencies – “client surveys” by individual ministries/departments as part of delivery of specific public services (e.g. Ministry of Social Development) and public consultations for specific transport projects (Transit NZ/Land Transport).


Parliament

Public hearings - Government’s fiscal strategy and budget policies – public hearings before FEC Select Committee at various stages of budget cycle (e.g. for BPS, FSR, BEFU, HYEFU and year-end Financial Statements), with some limited evidence of written public submissions to committee for selected hearings (i.e. BPS); and 

Public hearings - Individual ministerial/departmental budgets – public hearings on budget appropriations and on annual reports before respective “subject” select committees.

Office of Auditor General (OAG)

Annual audit work plan – public release of annual audit work plan and provision of channels for public comment and input; and

Individual audits – provision of channels for public submissions regarding specific audits and “stakeholder” (including public) consultations during conduct of individual (performance) audits. 

The listing above suggests an extensive and robust scope of “entry points” for public engagement throughout stages of the fiscal policy process and budget cycle, particularly with respect to the Executive. In fact, on the basis of documented evidence, the 2015 OBS results assess opportunities for public participation with Executive processes as “adequate” (score of 72 out 100). However, it is important to qualify the actual strength of public engagement mechanisms across all three categories of public sector actors (i.e. Executive, Parliament and OAG).

First, many of the channels for engagement cited above, particularly with respect to the Executive, are not backed by any formal legal mandate requiring that they be a regular part of annual processes. Thus, some opportunities for public participation are implemented on an ad hoc basis variable from year to year.

Second, the effectiveness of some mechanisms may be weak as a result of various constraints (e.g. physical, technical, time and information) impacting the accessibility, scope and level of actual engagement by a broad range of the general public. 

Third, the effective capacity of public sector actors (i.e. Executive, Parliament and OAG) for considering and utilising public input is, in some cases, also critically constrained by competing demands on time and scarcity of technical and staff resources. In particular, evidence points to such constraints being a factor contributing to the low level of actual effective public engagement in Parliamentary hearings. 

On the basis of the 2015 OBS assessment results and in light of factors cited above, one overarching recommendation for improving the level of actual public engagement is to establish a more comprehensive and explicit (legal) mandate for “points of entry” across the full scope of the annual budget cycle and across all three categories of public sector actors. This would replace what is now a more unpredictable subjective process in which individual actors (i.e. ministries, departments, etc.) provide opportunities as deemed consistent with “best practice” when sufficient resources exist to actually do so. Legally secured “points of entry” for public consultation and engagement should begin with broad policy prioritisation/formulation and continue through the budget cycle with channels for input on budget allocations, service provision, monitoring use of public resources, and continuing through year-end reports and audits of performance and financial management.

A clear consensus emerges across recent assessments of public participation in New Zealand. At both an overarching level and with respect to specific mechanisms, conclusions from the 2015 OBS assessment reinforce (reiterate) those from the comprehensive NIS Assessment. The latter also highlighted the need for a well-defined “framework for public consultation and participation”, one that establishes processes for public consultation and engagement on a regular basis throughout the annual budget cycle. Like the 2015 OBS assessment, the NIS Assessment similarly cites Parliament’s own capacity constraints (technical, staffing and other resources) and institutional constraints (political interests and incentives) as factors affecting the scope, depth and quality of Parliament’s budget/fiscal analysis and debate, with adverse impacts for the level of effective public engagement during Parliamentary hearings on both government-wide fiscal management and on the budgets and performance of individual government entities (i.e. ministries, departments, etc.). 

One step to address existing shortcomings is to ensure formal opportunities for public engagement in Parliamentary hearings, including both written and oral testimony. Parliament also requires greater capacity for its own budget/fiscal policy analysis, as a foundation for facilitating and responding to public engagement on such matters. 

With respect to OAG, the 2015 OBS assessment (inclusive of Peer Review comments) indicates a need for thorough review of the scope, accessibility and effective use of existing mechanisms reportedly in place to support public engagement, both for public input on the scope of OAG’s work plan and in the conduct of individual audits.  

Finally, across all three public sector actors (i.e. Executive, Parliament and OAG), the 2015 OBS assessment indicates that even where public engagement is found to occur, there is a lack of reporting back to the public on the use of inputs to shape decisions.

As part of its broader agenda of activities under the Open Government Partnership, the Government has acknowledged a need to address issues pertaining to public participation, including both consultation processes and mechanisms for more in-depth involvement of civil society in policy development and decision-making. The OGP Action Plan for 2014-2016 (dated July 2014) includes many references to the NIS Assessment findings and recommendations. Section 4 of the Action Plan focuses on “stakeholder engagement”. In a report on the draft OGP Action Plan for the Cabinet Committee for State Sector Reform and Expenditure Control (SEC), the Minister for State Services wrote of the initial “stakeholder” consultations: 

“There is a need for the Government to work in partnership with civil society at the start of the policy cycle rather than at the end of the process, and for Government to be even more open and transparent. Stakeholders were interested in understanding how the Government made its decisions rather than simply releasing data on government agency websites. In addition, stakeholders recommended developing a framework for public participation in policy development is a requirement.”

Finally, the need to strengthen public participation, including establishment of a clear and robust policy framework cited in New Zealand’s OGP Action Plan, is also a focus of ongoing work by the Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency (GIFT). Since its launch in 2011, GIFT has worked to establish a set of core principles offering guidance to governments in their efforts to develop a sound framework for public participation. At the same time, GIFT has also been supporting and disseminating case-studies examining practices currently in use in various countries around the globe. Published case studies examine how public engagement is being put into practice across the full scope of fiscal/budget policy formulation, implementation, oversight and involving all three categories of public sector actors (Executive, Legislature and Supreme Audit Institution). Completed studies have included South Korea and Brazil, two countries the 2015 OBS assesses as having relatively strong formal mechanisms supporting public participation, as well as Philippines, South Africa, Canada and several others. This growing body of GIFT research examining current international practices should be carefully studied for relevant guidance on how to strengthen mechanisms for public engagement here in New Zealand.

Parliamentary Oversight –Checks on Executive viewed as “weak” for fiscal policy

Together with public availability of budget information (OBI/transparency) and substantive public participation, the 2015 OBS highlights the role of oversight (over the Executive) by both the Legislature and Supreme Audit Institution as essential “pillars” to ensure an “efficient, effective and accountable budget system”. Weakness in any one pillar can be expected to weaken the accountability system as a whole. Within the pillar of oversight, the 2015 OBS has 16 questions in total that separately examine the strength of oversight by Parliament (11 questions) and by the Office of Auditor General (5 questions).  Questions targeting Parliamentary oversight can be further broken down into one set for budget planning and one for implementation. 

New Zealand scores highly in the assessment of OAG independence and oversight (92 out of 100). But on Parliamentary oversight New Zealand is given its lowest marks across all four “pillars” of the 2015 OBS. In fact, the assessed weakness of Parliamentary oversight (combined score of just 45 out 100) is sufficient to knock New Zealand out of the small group of just four countries scoring of 60 or more across all four “pillars” of the 2015 OBS (i.e. Brazil, Norway, South Africa and United States). Parliamentary oversight is assessed as “limited” (50 out of 100) for budget planning and “weak” (40 out of 100) for budget implementation.

It is worth noting that New Zealand’s low score for Parliamentary oversight can be partly attributed to specific criteria used in the OBS assessment that do not align favourably to the roles and processes characterising of New Zealand’s institutional arrangements for government structure and budget management. More specifically, the unicameral Westminster parliamentary structure, together with specific elements of New Zealand budget institutions such as reliance on imprest supply bills, the scope of delegation for expenditure management in implementation, use of supplemental estimates and other mechanisms emphasising ex post accountability mechanisms all factor into a lower OBS score for Parliamentary oversight relative to other countries.

[bookmark: _GoBack]However, one key area of assessed weakness in Parliamentary oversight that does rightfully attract concern is the New Zealand Parliament’s limited internal capacity for analysis, assessment and debate of fiscal and budgetary policies. This has been cited in previous OBS assessments and also features in the recent NIS Assessment findings. Consistent with 2015 OBS, the NIS Assessment identified “a clear need to strengthen the effectiveness of Parliamentary oversight of fiscal policy”, with a call to “provide Parliament with access to independent sources of fiscal policy analysis and advice in an attempt to improve the quality of public debate and to strengthen the incentives on parliamentarians to hold the executive to account.” Based on 2015 OBS results, the International Budget Partnership (IBP) recommends establishing an independent Parliamentary Budget Office to strengthen Parliament’s capacity to engage more actively and independently in assessing and debating the Executive’s strategic budget policies, the budget’s broad macroeconomic and fiscal framework, budget planning for sectors and specific budget entities, as well as to support more active Parliamentary oversight of resource use during budget implementation.

2015 OBS Questions and Scores Pertaining to Citizens Budget

	64. What information is provided in the Citizens Budget? 

(The core information must include expenditure and revenue totals, the main policy initiatives in the budget, the macroeconomic forecast upon which the budget is based, and contact information for follow-up by citizens.)

a. The Citizens Budget provides information beyond the core elements.
b. The Citizens Budget provides the core information.
c. The Citizens Budget provides information, but it excludes some core elements.
d. The Citizens Budget is not published.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	65. How is the Citizens Budget disseminated to the public?

a. A Citizens Budget is disseminated widely through a combination of at least three different appropriate tools and media (such as the Internet, billboards, radio programs, newspapers, etc.).
b. A Citizens Budget is published by using at least two, but less than three, means of dissemination, but no other dissemination efforts are undertaken by the executive.
c. A Citizens Budget is disseminated only by using one means of dissemination.
d. A Citizens Budget is not published.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	66. Has the executive established mechanisms to identify the public’s requirements for budget information prior to publishing the Citizens Budget?

a. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s requirements for budget information in the Citizen’s Budget, and these mechanisms are accessible and widely used by the public. 
b. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s requirements for budget information in the Citizen’s Budget; while these mechanisms are accessible they are not widely used by the public. 
c. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s requirements for budget information in the Citizen’s Budget, but these mechanisms are not accessible. 
d. No, the executive has not established any mechanisms to identify the public’s requirements for budget information in the Citizen’s Budget. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	67. Are “citizens” versions of budget documents published throughout the budget process?

a. A citizens version of budget documents is published for each of the four stages of the budget process (budget formulation, enactment, execution, and audit).
b. A citizens version of budget documents is published for at least two of the four stages of the budget process.
c. A citizens version of budget documents is published for at least one stage of the budget process.
d. No citizens version of budget documents is published.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).






2015 OBS Question and Score Pertaining to Reporting on Tax Expenditures

45. Does the Executive’s Budget Proposal or any supporting budget documentation present information on tax expenditures for at least the budget year? 

(The core information must include a statement of purpose or policy rationale for each tax expenditure, the intended beneficiaries, and an estimate of the revenue foregone.)

a. Yes, information beyond the core elements is presented for all tax expenditures.
b. Yes, the core information is presented for all tax expenditures.
c. Yes, information is presented, but it excludes some core elements or some tax expenditures.
d. No, information related to tax expenditures is not presented.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


2015 OBS Questions and Scores Pertaining to Public Participation

Executive/Government

	119. Does the executive make available to the public clear (accessible, nontechnical) definitions of terms used in the budget and other budget-related documents (for instance, in a glossary)? 

a. Yes, clear definitions of all key budget terms are provided. 
b. Yes, definitions are provided for all key budget terms, but they are not always clear. 
c. Yes, definitions are provided for some but not all key budget terms. 
d. No, definitions are not provided.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	120. Is the executive formally required to engage with the public during the formulation and execution phases of the budget process? 

a. A law, a regulation, or a formal procedural obligation requires the executive to engage with the public during both the formulation and execution phases of the budget process. 
b. A law, a regulation, or a formal procedural obligation requires the executive to engage with the public during either the formulation or the execution phase of the budget process but not both.
c. There is no formal requirement for the executive to engage with the public during either the formulation or the execution phase of the budget process, but informal procedures exist to enable the public to engage with the executive during the formulation or execution phase of the budget process or during both phases. 
d. There is no formal requirement and the executive does not engage with the public during the budget process.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment


	121. When the executive engages with the public during the budget formulation process, does it articulate what it hopes to achieve from the engagement and provide other information far enough in advance so that the public can participate in an informed manner?  

a. The executive provides sufficient information (including what it hopes to achieve from its engagement with the public) in advance of the engagement.  
b. The executive provides information to the public, but it is either insufficient or is not provided in advance of the engagement. 
c. The executive provides information to the public, but it is neither sufficient nor provided in advance of the engagement. 
d. The executive does not provide information, or does not engage with the public during the budget process. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).





	122. When the executive engages with the public during the budget execution process, does it articulate what it hopes to achieve from the engagement and provide other information far enough in advance so that the public can participate in an informed manner?  

a. The executive provides sufficient information (including what it hopes to achieve from its engagement with the public) in advance of the engagement.  
b. The executive provides information to the public, but it is either insufficient or is not provided in advance of the engagement. 
c. The executive provides information to the public, but it is neither sufficient nor provided in advance of the engagement. 
d. The executive does not provide information, or does not engage with the public during the budget process. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	123. Has the executive established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget priorities?

a. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget priorities, and these mechanisms are accessible and widely used by the public. 
b. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget priorities; while these mechanisms are accessible they are not widely used by the public. 
c. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget priorities, but these mechanisms are not accessible. 
d. No, the executive has not established any mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget priorities. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	124. Has the executive established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget execution?

a. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget execution, and these mechanisms are accessible and widely used by the public. 
b. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget execution; while these mechanisms are accessible they are not widely used by the public. 
c. Yes, the executive has established mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget execution, but these mechanisms are not accessible. 
d. No, the executive has not established any mechanisms to identify the public’s perspective on budget execution. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	125. Does the executive provide formal, detailed feedback to the public on how its inputs have been used to develop budget plans and improve budget execution?

a. Yes, the executive issues reports on the inputs it received from the public and provides detailed feedback on how these inputs have been used.
b. Yes, the executive issues reports on the inputs it received from the public, but provides only limited feedback on how these inputs have been used.
c. Yes, the executive issues reports on the inputs it received from the public, but provides no feedback on how these inputs have been used.
d. No, the executive does not issue reports on the inputs it received from the public or provide feedback on how these inputs have been used.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).






Parliament

114. Does committee of legislature hold public hearings to review/scrutinize Audit Reports?

a. Yes, a committee holds public hearings to review and scrutinize a wide range of Audit Reports.
b. Yes, a committee holds public hearings to review and scrutinize the main Audit Reports.
c. Yes, a committee holds public hearings to review and scrutinize a small number of Audit Reports.
d. No, a committee does not hold public hearings to review and scrutinize Audit Reports.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).

	126. Does legislative committee hold public hearings on the macroeconomic and fiscal framework presented in budget in which testimony from executive branch and public is heard?

a. Yes, public hearings are held on the macroeconomic and fiscal framework in which testimony is heard from the executive branch and a wide range of constituencies.
b. Yes, public hearings are held on the macroeconomic and fiscal framework in which testimony is heard from the executive branch and some constituencies.
c. Yes, public hearings are held on the macroeconomic and fiscal framework in which testimony from the executive branch is heard, but no testimony from the public is heard.
d. No, public hearings are not held on the macroeconomic and fiscal framework in which testimony from the executive branch and the public is heard.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	127. Do legislative committees hold public hearings on the individual budgets of central government administrative units (i.e., ministries, departments, and agencies) in which testimony from the executive branch is heard?

a. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the executive branch is heard are held on the budgets of a wide range of administrative units. 
b. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the executive branch is heard are held on the budgets of the main administrative units. 
c. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the executive branch is heard are held on the budgets of a small number of administrative units. 
d. No, public hearings in which testimony from the executive branch is heard are not held on the budgets of administrative units. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	128. Do legislative committees hold public hearings on individual budgets of central government administrative units (i.e., ministries, departments, agencies) in which public testimony is heard?

a. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the public is heard are held on the budgets of a wide range of administrative units. 
b. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the public is heard are held on the budgets of some administrative units. 
c. Yes, public hearings in which testimony from the public is heard are held on the budgets of a small number of administrative units. 
d. No, public hearings in which testimony from the public is heard are not held on the budgets of administrative units. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	129. Do the legislative committees that hold public hearings on the budget release reports to the public on these hearings?

a. Yes, the committees release reports, which include all written and spoken testimony presented at the hearings.
b. Yes, the committees release reports, which include most testimony presented at the hearings.
c. Yes, the committees release reports, but they include only some testimony presented at the hearings.
d. No, the committees do not release reports, or do not hold public hearings.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).




Office of Auditor General

	130. Does the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI) maintain formal mechanisms through which the public can assist in formulating its audit program (by identifying the agencies, programs, or projects that should be audited)?

a. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can assist in formulating its audit program, and these mechanisms are accessible and widely used by the public. 
b. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can assist in formulating its audit program; while these mechanisms are accessible, they are not widely used by the public. 
c. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can assist in formulating its audit program, but these mechanisms are not accessible.
d. No, the SAI does not have formal mechanisms through which the public can assist in formulating its audit program. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	131. Does the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI) maintain formal mechanisms through which the public can participate in audit investigations (as respondents, witnesses, etc.)?

a. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can participate in audit investigations, and these mechanisms are accessible and widely used by the public. 
b. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can participate in audit investigations; while these mechanisms are accessible, they are not widely used by the public. 
c. Yes, the SAI maintains formal mechanisms through which the public can participate in audit investigations, but these mechanisms are not accessible.
d. No, the SAI does not have formal mechanisms through which the public can participate in audit investigations. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	132. Does the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI) maintain any communication with the public regarding its Audit Reports beyond simply making these reports publicly available? 

a. Yes, in addition to publishing Audit Reports, the SAI maintains other mechanisms of communication to make the public aware of audit findings (such as maintaining an office that regularly conducts outreach activities to publicize previously released audit findings). 
b. No, the SAI does not maintain any formal mechanisms of communication with the public beyond publishing Audit Reports. 
c. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	133. Does the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI) provide formal, detailed feedback to the public on how their inputs have been used to determine its audit program or in Audit Reports?

a. Yes, the SAI issues reports on the inputs it received from the public and provides detailed feedback on how these inputs have been used.
b. Yes, the SAI issues reports on the inputs it received from the public but provides only limited feedback on how these inputs have been used.
c. Yes, the SAI issues reports on the inputs it received from the public but provides no feedback on how these inputs have been used.
d. No, the SAI does not issue reports on the inputs it received from the public through public consultations. 
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).





 2015 OBS Questions and Scores Pertaining to Legislative Oversight


	103. Does the legislature have internal capacity to conduct budget analyses or use independent research capacity for such analyses? 

a. Yes, there is a specialized budget research office/unit attached to the legislature, and it has sufficient staffing, resources, and analytical capacity to carry out its tasks.
b. Yes, there is a specialized budget research office, but its staffing and other resources, including adequate funding, are insufficient to carry out its tasks.
c. Yes, there are independent researchers outside the legislature that can perform budget analyses and the legislature takes advantage of this capacity, but there is no specialized office attached to the legislature.
d. No, the legislature has neither internal capacity nor access to independent research capacity for budget analyses.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	104. Does the legislature debate budget policy prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal?

a. Yes, the legislature both debates budget policy prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal and approves recommendations for the budget, and the executive is obliged to reflect the legislature’s recommendations in the budget.
b. Yes, the legislature both debates budget policy prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal and approves recommendations for the budget, but the executive is not obliged to reflect the legislature’s recommendations in the budget.
c. Yes, the legislature debates budget policy prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal, but the legislature does not approve recommendations for the budget.
d. No, neither the full legislature nor any legislative committee debate budget policy prior to the tabling of the Executive’s Budget Proposal.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	105. Does the executive hold consultations with members of the legislature as part of its process of determining budget priorities?

a. Yes, the executive holds consultations with a wide range of legislators.
b. Yes, the executive holds consultations with a range of legislators, but some key members are excluded.
c. Yes, the executive holds consultations with only a limited number of legislators.
d. No, the executive does not consult with members of the legislature as part of the budget preparation process.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	106. How far in advance of the start of the budget year does the legislature receive the Executive’s Budget Proposal?

a. The legislature receives the Executive’s Budget Proposal at least three months before the start of the budget year.
b. The legislature receives the Executive’s Budget Proposal at least two months, but less than three months, before the start of the budget year.
c. The legislature receives the Executive’s Budget Proposal at least one month, but less than two months, before the start of the budget year.
d. The legislature does not receive the Executive’s Budget Proposal at least one month before the start of the budget year.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).





	107. When does the legislature approve the Executive’s Budget Proposal?

a. The legislature approves the budget at least one month in advance of the start of the budget year.
b. The legislature approves the budget less than one month in advance of the start of the budget year, but at least by the start of the budget year. 
c. The legislature approves the budget less than one month after the start of the budget year.
d. The legislature approves the budget more than one month after the start of the budget year, or does not approve the budget.  
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	108. Does the legislature have the authority in law to amend the Executive’s Budget Proposal?

a. Yes, the legislature has unlimited authority in law to amend the Executive’s Budget Proposal.
b. Yes, the legislature has authority in law to amend the Executive’s Budget Proposal, with some limitations.
c. Yes, the legislature has authority in law to amend the Executive’s Budget Proposal, but its authority is very limited.
d. No, the legislature does not have any authority in law to amend the Executive’s Budget Proposal.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	109. Does the executive seek input from the legislature prior to shifting funds between administrative units that receive explicit funding in the Enacted Budget, and is it legally required to do so?

a. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds between administrative units, and it does so in practice. 
b. The executive obtains approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds between administrative units, but is not required to do so by law or regulation.
c. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds between administrative units, but in practice the executive shifts funds without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature.
d. The executive shifts funds between administrative units without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature, and there is no law or regulation requiring it to obtain such prior approval or input from the legislature.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	110. Does the executive seek input from the legislature prior to shifting funds within administrative units that receive explicit funding in the Enacted Budget, and is it legally required to do so?

a. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds within administrative units, and it does so in practice. 
b. The executive obtains approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds within administrative units, but is not required to do so by law or regulation.
c. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to shifting funds within administrative units, but in practice the executive shifts funds without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature.
d. The executive shifts funds within administrative units without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature, and there is no law or regulation requiring it to obtain such prior approval or input from the legislature.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).





	111. Does the executive seek input from the legislature prior to spending excess revenue (that is, amounts higher than originally anticipated) that may become available during the budget execution period, and is it legally required to do so?

a. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to spending excess revenues, and it does so in practice. 
b. The executive obtains approval or input from the legislature prior to spending excess revenue, but is not required to do so by law or regulation.
c. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to spending excess revenue, but in practice the executive spends these funds without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature.
d. The executive spends excess revenues without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature, and there is no law or regulation requiring it to obtain such prior approval or input from the legislature.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	112. When was the most recent supplemental budget approved?

a. The most recent supplemental budget was approved before the funds were expended. 
b. The most recent supplemental budget was approved after the funds were expended, or the executive implemented the supplemental budget without ever receiving approval from the legislature (please specify).
c. Not applicable/other (please comment).


	113. Does the executive seek input from the legislature prior to spending contingency funds or other funds for which no specific purpose was identified in the Enacted Budget, and is it legally required to do so?

a. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to spending contingency funds, and it does so in practice. 
b. The executive obtains approval or input from the legislature prior to spending contingency funds, but is not required to do so by law or regulation.
c. The executive is required by law or regulation to obtain approval or input from the legislature prior to spending contingency funds, but in practice the executive spends these funds without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature.
d. The executive spends contingency funds without seeking prior approval or input from the legislature, and there is no law or regulation requiring it to obtain such prior approval or input from the legislature.
e. Not applicable/other (please comment).
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