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INTRODUCTION
1. Public Expenditure Management Peer Assisted Learning (PEMPAL) provides a public finance network platform to connect member governments in Europe and Central Asia (ECA) countries. The network is organized in three Communities of Practice (COPs) of budget (BCOP), treasury (TCOP) and internal audit (IACOP). Technical content is facilitated through donor supported resource teams from the World Bank and other donors. The latest international standards and approaches are examined and experiences in reform implementation shared in the official network languages of English, Russian and Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian (BCS). During the PEMPAL Strategy 2012-17, and the current PEMPAL Strategy 2017-22, the key donors to the program are the Ministry of Finance of the Russian Federation, the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO), and the World Bank.

2. The Budget Community of Practice (BCOP) comprises 21 member countries and aims to strengthen budget methodology, planning and transparency. It has also established several working groups, which comprise a sub-set of members who meet more regularly to discuss and address common challenges. The Budget Literacy and Transparency Working Group, which is led by Ms. Anna Belenchuk from the Ministry of Finance (MOF) of the Russian Federation, aims to learn from international experience with raising budget literacy among citizens, budget openness and accessibility. From these learnings, the Working Group develops recommendations for PEMPAL countries incorporating them into “knowledge products” to enable dissemination across the ECA region.

3. The Working Group on Budget Literacy and Transparency, under BCOP, comprises 15 member countries, in the ECA region which includes Albania, Armenia, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkey, Ukraine, Uzbekistan.  
4. Public participation refers to the variety of ways in which the public interacts directly with public authorities on policy design and implementation, according to the Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency (GIFT). The public includes citizens, civil society organizations (CSOs), academics and other non-state actors. Participation may be through face-to-face communication, deliberation or input to decision-making, or by written forms of communication including the Internet. According to GIFT, participation ranges from one-off consultation to on-going and institutionalized relationships, such as regular public surveys, administrative review mechanisms, standing advisory bodies, or citizen representation on governing bodies.
 
OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE

5. GIFT defines the scope of ‘public participation’ to cover all fiscal policy and budget making activities including:
· the annual budget cycle (8 documents); 
· fiscal policy reviews that may extend over a longer period than the window for preparation of the annual budget cycle (on revenues, expenditures, tax, finances, assets, liability management); 
· the design, production and delivery of public goods and services (including feedback and independent mechanisms); and 
· the design and delivery of public investment projects (planning, appraisal, selection, implementation and audit).

6. ‘Public participation’ differs from ‘participatory budgeting’, with the latter generally referring to direct participation of citizens at the local government level. Participatory budgeting is a policymaking tool where citizens are given the responsibility to allocate, spend and monitor funds. It was first used in Porto Alegre, Brazil in 1989 and is largely applied to the local government level although the definition in a broad sense can refer to citizens’ engagement with public budgets, including such mechanisms as analysis by CSOs of spending policies as an input to public debate.
 
7. This background paper has been developed to support discussions of the working group to conceptualize a knowledge product to assist in future reforms in public participation.  Such a knowledge product will build on the working group’s previous knowledge product completed in 2016/17 on breaking challenges to constructing citizens’ budgets which led to a significant improvement in the availability of such documents in the region, as evidenced by the preliminary results of the IBP’s 2017 Open Budget Survey.
 Discussions were initiated in a meeting in Bishkek, Kyrgyz Republic on 13 April, 2017 where international trends were presented by the IBP and GIFT, and country case studies from Kyrgyz Republic and Brazil were reviewed. Roundtable discussions were then conducted in Moscow, Russia on June 23, 2017, between member countries including the IPF of Croatia who presented reforms at the state and local level jointly with the Croatian Ministry of Finance. Lessons learnt from a pilot project in implementing budget literacy in Russia were also reviewed.
  A videoconference meeting will be held in October 2017 (TBC) to discuss next steps including identifying PEMPAL country cases to be collected, and what future reforms would be feasible for member countries. Information on international country cases is also pending from IBP which will become available later in 2017 from the latest Open Budget Survey currently underway. 
8. The focus of this background paper is ‘public participation’ in fiscal policy and budget processes at the national government level, given the working group members are from central government Ministries of Finance (MoFs). The document presents research on the current international framework and assessment mechanisms in public participation, including international good practices, trends and available research on the benefits of public participation. Advice from international stakeholders such as the International Budget Partnership (IBP), GIFT, World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), OECD, the Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) Secretariat, and the Institute of Public Finance in Croatia (IPF), were reviewed with source references and links provided where advice relevant to public participation practices were found. Specific areas that require additional input/consideration in the document are highlighted in yellow. 
9. According to the IBP, public participation reforms will take much longer than making key budget documentation available and accessible, as it requires working on two levels: government and public/civil society to not only introduce mechanisms for citizens to participate (supply initiatives), but also initiatives to increase the demand for budget information (demand initiatives), especially in countries where the civil society sector is not as vibrant or active. The two streams may also feed into each other:  i.e. the government can provide mechanisms to encourage people to get interested so they participate more; but as people become more interested in the topic, they start demanding more opportunities to participate so more mechanisms are created and used. Thus, it takes time for those mechanisms to become fully functioning and useful.  In this respect, IBP also advised it would be useful to connect this new stream of work with that which has just been completed on Citizens’ Budget, so that they are used, and citizens are consulted on what it is that they would like to see in the Citizens’ Budget and in the budget, more generally.
10. The historical context of some BCOP member countries also needs to be considered, with some countries still developing collective forms of social organization such as CSOs given such institutions were not in existence in the time of the former Soviet Union. Citizens also historically had little control over which services were provided and at what quality, so have not had a history of actively engaging with governments. However, reforms over the last two decades have seen significant changes with several good practice examples already emerging from the region. Mechanisms at the sub-national level in the Central and Eastern Europe have also been advancing and even ten years ago, a World Bank study
 conducted in 2007 found reasonably well-developed examples from Albania, Armenia, Bulgaria, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, and Ukraine, although the cases studied were limited to those in the public domain which were funded by donors or international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and it was found that there was still a need for capacity building on both sides (i.e. the government and citizens) in order to achieve a positive and sustainable impact.
BENEFITS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

11. Rigorous evidence on the impacts of public participation is more limited than the empirical evidence supporting disclosure of information. In a recent literature review conducted by the World Bank as part of its 2017 World Development Report, mixed results were found on whether ‘transparency and accountability initiatives’ lead to improved outcomes.
 GIFT also acknowledges that most rigorous evidence is confined to sub-national governments, particularly ‘participatory budgeting’ in Brazil. However, more recent evidence on other types of participatory interventions is now evident particularly in for example India, Indonesia, Afghanistan, Mexico, Peru and USA.
 Some evidence has also been found linking different types of participatory mechanisms in budget processes to shifts in resource allocations and improvements in public service delivery, in particular citizen participation in budget processes has led to improved allocation of resources in some social sectors, and increased efficiency of spending.
 

12. Despite lack of rigorous evidence, GIFT believes that the same benefits from mechanisms applied at the sub-national levels can also apply to the central government given such mechanisms increase contestability of fiscal policy design and implementation; reduce the influence of the political elite; and facilitate more effective accountability. However, GIFT notes that the challenge for the future is to conduct research at the national levels to test the effectiveness of different types of participation mechanisms implemented in different ways.

13. The international community also advocates that strengthening the involvement and participation of citizens and civil society can increase responsiveness, efficiency, impact and trust, according to the 2017 Budget Transparency Toolkit. It can also reduce opportunities for corruption and strengthen the culture of open democracy.
 A 2017 study of municipalities in Brazil, also found strong and positive relations between participatory institutions and citizen wellbeing.
 Participatory budget processes have also been strongly associated with a reduction in extreme poverty, and an increase in access to basic services.
 

14. Public participation can also have broader impacts on citizenship, contributing to inclusive and cohesive societies. A study by the Institute of Development Studies (IDS), found that public participation produces positive effects across four democratic and development outcomes a) the construction of citizenship b) the strengthening of practices of participation c) the strengthening of responsive and accountable states and d) the development of inclusive and cohesive societies. However, the outcomes varied according to the type of citizen engagement and to the political context and negative impacts were experienced in 25 per cent of cases.
 Negative outcomes where caused by perceptions that participation mechanisms were manipulated, tokenistic or used to form new, corrupt alliances. Others related to where engagement led to failures for sustained policy gains, or reprisals including violence form state actors against those challenging the status quo.  Engagement also contributed to a greater sense of exclusion in some cases where the new space for dialogue reinforced old hierarchies based on gender, caste or race or contributed to greater competition and conflict across groups who compete for recognition or resources in new ways. 
15. IDS has identified ‘citizenship’ as a possible new and complementary standard of measuring the state of democracy beyond that of examining primarily the institutional arrangements such as fair elections, rule of law and free and open media. From the study’s positive results found in 75 per cent of cases, it points to a new standard ‘based on the degree to which a democracy fosters a sense of citizenship. An awareness of rights, knowledge of legal and institutional procedures, disposition towards action, organizing skills and the thickness of civil networks are all indicators which help to measure the degree to which democratic citizenship is emerging, which in turn will make a difference in how democratic institutions deliver.’

16. Engaging citizens is a way of strengthening a sense of citizenship, and stronger citizenship practices, which can contribute to building responsive states, which deliver services, protect and extend rights, and foster a culture of accountability. This can also contribute to a broader sense of inclusion of previously marginalized groups within society and has the potential to increase social cohesion across groups. Drawing from the IDS’s study results, this ties in with enhancing demand side mechanisms for public participation, which aim to increase the budget literacy of citizens so they can be more aware and active in regards to the government’s budget process and delivery of public goods and services. This is also supported more recently from the World Bank’s World Development Report 2017 which emphasized the potential for participatory processes, to increase the contestability of the design and implementation of policy, leading to higher levels of legitimacy, cooperation and more equitable policies.

INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK AND TRENDS 
17. The global pressure and trend for more budget transparency and public participation is evident for example through the Open Government Partnership (OGP), and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).  The OGP is a multilateral initiative launched in 2011 in which 75 governments have made specific commitments to develop and implement action plans to increase public engagement and increase transparency in collaboration with civil society. The following Working Group members are already members in the OGP joining April 2012: Albania, Armenia, Croatia, Moldova, Romania, Turkey and Ukraine.
 Bosnia and Herzegovina, also a Working Group member, joined more recently in September 2014.
  One of the Working Groups under the OGP, the Fiscal Openness Working Group, brings together CSOs and MoFs for peer learning and to assist in meeting commitments.  Public participation is also important to some of the SDGS including Goal 16: Peace, Justice and Inclusive Institutions; Goal 10: reducing inequality; and Goal 5, gender equality; and supporting public participation in the budget process is reflected in the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda and Financing for Development Resolutions.
 
Good Practice as Defined by International Assessment Mechanisms and Tools
18. The United Nations General Assembly endorsed GIFT’s High-Level Principles on Fiscal Transparency, Participation and Accountability which established direct public participation in Government fiscal policy and budget making as a right under Principle 10.
 This resolution also encouraged United Nations member states, of which all PEMPAL member countries belong, to “intensify efforts to enhance transparency, participation and accountability in fiscal policies, including through the consideration of the principles set out by GIFT.” To provide more guidance on principle 10, a work program was conducted which resulted in the 2016, ‘Principles of Public Participation in Fiscal Policy,’ to reflect recent knowledge about country practices and innovations in citizen engagement including how to present budget information in a more accessible and engaging way.
 GIFT has also developed a guide on how to integrate public participation into fiscal policy and the associated benefits. This includes international cases from Philippines, India, Republic of Korea, Mexico, Kenya, Croatia, Canada and Brazil with plans for more case studies to be added.
 The ten inter-dependent principles for public participation in fiscal policy stipulate it should be accessible; open; inclusive; respectful of self-expression; timely; informative; proportional; sustainable; complementary; and reciprocal. Further explanations about these Principles and parts of the GIFT guide were translated as ‘background materials’ for the BCOP annual plenary meeting of 2017 and can accessed in English, Russian and BCS languages here: https://www.pempal.org/events/bcop-plenary-meeting 
19. For the Open Budget Survey 2017, the methodology was significantly changed to measure the extent to which country practices reflect the GIFT principles of public participation given they now represent the accepted global norm.  From the 2017 survey guidelines, IBP advise that providing access to budget information is only a first step and must be accompanied by opportunities for the public to engage during the four phases of the budget process (formulation, discussion/approval, execution, audit). The relevant institutions i.e., the Executive, the Legislature, and the Supreme Audit Institution (SAI), should provide these opportunities.
 For the 2017 Open Budget Survey, there were 18 questions (i.e. questions 125-142) in Section 5: Public Engagement in the Budget Process which aim to collect information on good practices for public engagement. The first ten questions in this section relate to participation mechanisms established by the Executive (with nine questions aimed at MoFs or central coordinating agencies, and one aimed at line ministries), with the remainder pertaining to the Legislature and SAIs. The IBP also advise that significant changes in the methodology for Section 5 of the 2017 Open Budget Survey prohibit historical comparisons between earlier 2012 and 2015 results (noting this does not impact on the Open Budget Index results, which relate to different sections of the survey). Within this context, the historical trends for 2012 and 2015 are examined below, with the new 2017 results, presented separately. 
20. Internationally, countries performed poorly in regards to ‘public participation’ ratings in the 2012 and 2015 Open Budget Surveys, based on the developing methodology at the time. Findings, as presented in the chart below, demonstrated that in many cases the governments do not provide their citizens and CSOs with sufficient opportunities to participate in budget processes. Around 80 percent of those surveyed, or 82 countries, scored 40 or below out of a possible 100 indicating minimal opportunities were provided. However, there have been significant improvements in this area, notably Kyrgyz Republic who scored highest in the PEMPAL region with 52/100 followed by Georgia (46), and Romania (42), which is considerably above the international average of 25/100.
 The analysis of performance of PEMPAL countries in public participation according to the Open Budget Survey 2017 will be implemented when the Survey is published.
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21. The key features of participatory practices that the Executive could adopt to achieve the highest marks in the 2017 Open Budget Survey (OBS) are as follows:

· The Executive should establish participation mechanisms that are interactive and involve a two-way conversation between citizens and the Executive in both budget formulation and budget execution stages of the budget process (in this case by the MoF, or other central coordinating agency designated by the Executive). The Executive must also take concrete steps to include vulnerable and under-represented groups through reaching out to such citizens/communities or CSOs representing them. This can include consultations in-person through public meetings or through on-line discussion forums; published policy consultation exercises; Facebook announcements; surveys; focus groups; report cards; and meetings with NGOs (in which a public record is taken). Lower marks are awarded if these mechanisms only provide a one-way flow of information, or they only capture ad-hoc views, or are only open to specific individuals or groups. 
· The topics that the Executive should engage citizens covers six key areas for formulation/execution stages of the budget process, as outlined below:

· Macroeconomic issues/Changes in macroeconomic circumstances
· Revenue Forecasts, policies and administration/Collection of Revenue
· Social spending policies/Implementation of social spending 
· Deficit and debt levels/Changes in deficit and debt levels 

· Public investment projects/Implementation of public investment projects
· Public services/Delivery of Public services
· The Executive should provide comprehensive information on the process of engagement in a timely manner prior to that engagement in both budget formulation and budget execution stages, so that the public can participate in an informed manner. This includes providing comprehensive information on at least three of the following elements: purpose, scope, constraints, intended outcomes, process and timeline. Non-comprehensive information is defined as information being provided on at least one but less than three of these elements.  
· The Executive should provide the public feedback on how citizens’ inputs have been used in the formulation, and monitoring of the implementation, of the annual budget.  This includes providing a written record produced and released by the lead budget agency (i.e. MoF, Treasury), which includes both the list of the inputs received and a detailed report of how the inputs were used (including which inputs were used or not used, why, and how).  Less marks are awarded if only one of these elements is provided, or the detailed report is only a summary. 
· The Executive should incorporate participation into its budget calendar/timetable for formulating the Executive Budget Proposal (i.e. the draft budget), and the timetable should be made available to the public.  

· At least one line ministry should use participation mechanisms through which the public can provide input through an interactive exchange during the formulation and implementation of the annual budget.
22. To adopt the highest marks in the 2017 OBS, the Legislature or relevant committee(s), should hold public hearings and/or use other participation mechanisms which are opened to everyone, through which the public and CSOs can provide input or testify (i.e. during pre-budget and/or approval stages; Audit Reports). Questions in the Open Budget Survey guidelines for the Legislature are very similar to those applying to the Executive so will not be repeated here. For accountability purposes, it is essential that the Legislature reviews and scrutinizes Audit Reports produced by the SAI, and checks on whether the Executive is taking the appropriate corrective actions based on the SAI’s recommendations. According to the IBP, holding public hearings to review audit findings allows the public to learn more about how the government has managed its resources for the budget years that have ended, and to demand accountability in cases of mismanagement or irregularities. Thus, reviewing and discussing those reports in public is a key responsibility of the Legislature.
23. To adopt the highest marks in the 2017 OBS, the SAI should maintain formal mechanisms through which the public can suggest issues/topics to include in the SAI’s audit program.  When deciding its audit agenda, the SAI may undertake audits for a sample of agencies; projects and programs in a country, and such a selection could be based on complaints and suggestions by members of the public (provided via website, hotline, or assigning staff to liaise with the public.)  The SAI should also provide a written record, which includes both the list of the inputs received, and a detailed report of how the inputs were used to determine the audit program. The SAI should also maintain formal mechanisms through which the public (individuals and/or CSOs) can contribute to audit investigations as respondents, or witnesses.
24. The international community through its 2017 Budget Transparency Toolkit, advise that as a general principle, participative processes should aim to complement established legal and constitutional mandates. Direct public participation should be designed to add to, complement or strengthen existing governance arrangement, and not be designed to set up parallel processes. They should also be designed to enhance the effectiveness of policy-making and accountability at each stage, and not undermine the role of existing accountability structures. 
· Suggested starting points for the Executive include establishing timely consultative processes during the budget cycle, taking into account the knowledge, interests and capacities of citizens. To support realistic and informed participation, it is also recommended that information be provided on the effects of the budget on income and wellbeing of the different income groups and household types, and the impacts on different groups in society, in particular the vulnerable and marginalized (and ideally multi-dimensional impacts of policy options be provided in general reports e,g, economic, social, environmental, gender). Information on budgetary constraints, policy costings, opportunity costs and policy trade-offs, as well as contributions to major policy goals and cross-sectional issues should also be provided. 
 
· Starting points for the design of a participation process are also provided.  These include publishing clear objectives, scope and process of public engagement in budgeting; tailoring methods of engagement that are best suited to the various participants; using a mix of mechanisms, proportionate to the nature of the issue concerned; allowing enough time for the results form participation to impact on budget policy; following up and giving citizens timely feedback about progress and results; and making sure that the most vulnerable parts of the population are included.
  The toolkit was translated into Russian and BCS languages for the working group and can be found under the June 23, 2017 Moscow meeting materials: https://www.pempal.org/events/budget-literacy-and-transparency-working-group 
25. The IMF’s Fiscal Transparency Code, published in 2014, identifies basic, good and advanced practices in public participation under its Principle 2.3.3: The government provides citizens with an accessible summary of the implications of budget policies and an opportunity to participate in budget deliberations. IMF defines ‘basic practice’ as providing the information only whereas ‘good’ and ‘advanced practices’ include providing citizens with a formal voice in budget deliberations with Philippines being assessed as advanced under this principle.
 
· The IMF is also revising its 2007 Guide on Resource Revenue Transparency, and plans to incorporate direct public engagement regarding the raising and utilizing of resource revenues.  Resource revenue issues will be incorporated into the Fiscal Transparency Code as a new Pillar IV of the Code, thus public engagement will be assessed as part of Fiscal Transparency Evaluations in countries dependent on natural resource revenue.

26. The OECD’s Recommendation on Principles on Budgetary Governance, which forms part of the international law applying to OECD member countries, stipulates that debate on budgetary choices should be inclusive, participative and realistic. Principle 5 states that this can be done by a) offering opportunities for the parliament and its committees to engage with the budget process at all key stages of the budget cycle, both ex ante and ex post as appropriate; b) facilitating the engagement of parliaments, citizens and CSOs in a realistic debate about key priorities, trade-offs, opportunity costs and value for money; c)  providing clarity about the relative costs and benefits of the wide range of public expenditure programs and tax expenditures; and d)  ensuring that all major decisions in these areas are handled within the context of the budget process. 
· Thus, according to OECD, the budget process should be opened across the entire budget cycle as outlined in Principle 5, supported by strong, informed engagement by parliament, citizens and civil society. Such an approach would encourage active interest in the budget process; and in this context, Citizens Budgets (relevant to the various stages of the budget process) would support public understanding, discussion and debate. This view is also supported by GIFT, and the topic is also dealt with under sections J.1 to J.3 of the Budget Transparency Toolkit. 

27. Requirements for public participation have also been incorporated into the PEFA indicators. The areas include PI-13 (iii) on existence of a functioning tax appeals mechanism; PI-18.2 on legislative review of the budget; and PI 24.4 on procurement complaints mechanism. There is also a new pilot “stand alone” indicator on public participation (drafted by GIFT) being piloted in the Philippines which comprises one indicator covering four dimensions of public participation in fiscal policy covering both the legal framework for participation and actual levels of participation:

· Public participation across the annual budget cycle.

· Public participation in the design and delivery of public services.

· Public participation in the appraisal and implementation of public investment projects.

· Participation in oversight processes. 

MECHANISMS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
28. There are a broad range of mechanisms as outlined in Attachment A1 which provides selected examples of public participation in each stage of the budget and policy cycles. GIFT also provides the following specific examples by institution for the Executive, Legislature and SAIs.
 
Executive: 
· Full disclosure of fiscal data in easily accessible formats
· Public engagement during budget preparation
· Participatory reviews of public spending 
· Line ministry program, project and policy consultations
· Public participation in evaluations 
· Mechanisms for client feedback & complaints against published service delivery standards (including client surveys on service delivery quality)
· Public participation on management or governance bodies 
Legislature

· Designate a unit /official responsible for management of public engagement in fiscal policy 
· Plain language explanation of Bills
· Published forward agendas of Committee hearings, fiscal policy Bills 
· Proactive publication of information on how to make a parliamentary submission
· Independent sources of technical support and advice on all aspects of macro-fiscal policy 
· Public attendance and testimony at committee hearings reviewing proposed budgets and end of year reports including audit reports
Supreme Audit Institutions

· Designate a unit/official responsible for management of public engagement in auditing  
· Publish the calendar for audits
· Mechanism for public input to audit work plan
· Hotlines
· Engage public during audits
· Participatory auditing
· Social audits
· Public monitoring of implementation of audit findings
29. GIFT is also collating country examples of effective public engagement for inclusion in its online Guide, and is offering prizes for the most compelling stories of viable approaches in central government fiscal policy by 25 August, 2017. Thus, additional country examples from the GIFT website should be available later this year. 
Supply side Initiatives
30. Consultation on the contents of a Citizens Budgets could be an option for some governments as an entry point to reforms to encourage or seek public comments and debate on budget issues. In fact, from the IBP’s perspective, this is the core reason a Government should produce a Citizens Budgets and it is line with GIFT’s principles of public participation on ‘Openness’ and ‘Depth.’
 IBP does note however, that not all public participation mechanisms should be connected to Citizens Budgets, but such documents present potential opportunities to be used as instruments to engage citizens and to strengthen public participation reforms.
31. The PEFA framework also provides some guidance on good practices in terms of using Citizens Budgets for participation. PEFA assessors are encouraged to highlight the significance of the timing in the publication of Citizens’ Budgets, in particular where it affects the usefulness of the document for participation. For example, if there are opportunities for participation in the budget process after the budget proposal is submitted to the legislature, then having a summary in time for citizens to use to prepare their input would be useful.
According to the PEFA framework, such documents are to be publically available within two weeks of the Executive Budget Proposal’s submission to the legislature and within one month of the budget’s approval, respectively. As applied to all budget documents, a narrative assessment is also undertaken on the accessibility of language and structure; the appropriateness of the layout; and the means used to facilitate public access, such as websites, the press, and notice boards for locally relevant information. Public access to the budget documents is also defined as availability without restriction, within a reasonable time, without a requirement to register, and free of charge, unless otherwise justified in relation to specific country circumstances.
32. Public participation should be part of a broader government communications strategy, which takes into account technology trends in how citizens share and consume information. The first global study on the future of government communications undertaken in 2017 found governments were struggling with keeping pace with the advances in technology
with citizens gathering information and forming opinions from sources outside the traditional forms of television, radio and newspapers. The Internet has also transformed the role of government as providers of information. This coupled with the trend of decreasing trust,
can inhibit dialogue among citizens and the government, contributing to citizen disengagement and apathy. WPP argues that alongside legislation, regulation and taxation, communication is one of the key levers of government.  However, the Leaders’ Report showed that it is rarely understood by politicians or policymakers and rarely used to its full potential; was frequently regarded as a tactical, shared service rather than a strategic function of policy delivery; and governments were under-skilled in areas such as social media, data analysis, audience segmentation and citizen engagement. ‘How and why governments should communicate has changed – but communication structures and skills have not.’ ‘Government communication is under-invested in as a function of government. It is insufficiently regarded as an essential part of policy development and delivery.’ 
33. The OECD also encourages governments to see Citizens Budgets as one element of a normal budget communication strategy. From this perspective, the streamlining and integration of budget communication processes – whether the full budget, official budget summary or Citizens Budget – should allow for efficiencies and savings, to keep “additional” costs to a minimum. In support of this, OECD Recommendation on Budgetary Governance makes the general point that “as well as having access to budget data documents and data, parliament and citizens should be able to engage with and influence the discussion about budgetary policy options”
 and the Citizens Budget is one key tool for facilitating such engagement.
 
34. The key attributes of a high-performing government communications function were identified from a global study of government communications in 2017, which surveyed 300 government communication chiefs from 40 countries. 
 These are:
· Strategy: Having a clearly defined role and structure for government communication; understanding the wider socio-economic and cultural environment. Governments need to recognize the limitations of broadcasting too many issues at the public with insufficient thought given to overarching priority, strategy and targeting.

· People: Creating collaborative team environments; sustaining the investment in talent, skills and professional development.

· Process: Maintaining consistency of messages across government and across media channels; working across government on communication priorities.

· Structure: Maintaining sufficient access to senior stakeholders; driving a focus on the citizen throughout the organization.

· Tools: Accessing a wide range of data sources to inform decisions; embracing technology to become more citizen focused.
35. As part of a budget communication strategy, consultation mechanisms should be both accessible and widely used by the public as IBP advise. Such mechanisms can include focus groups, social networks, surveys, hotlines, and meetings in universities or other locations where people gather to discuss public issues. ICT tools including websites and social media are also useful to share the necessary background information with the public, and can also enable submissions to be received from a wider segment of society, noting it is important to report back on how any input was used, to build up trust and incentives for further input. This should be a key part of the communication strategy to ensure that affected stakeholders know about and understand the process.
 Brazil also identified success factors of consultation including ensuring the process incorporates a broad spectrum of society by targeting every region and municipality and using ICT to reach previously unengaged citizens through online voting surveys.
International platforms specializing in supporting public participation and online resources are also available to governments with some examples provided in Attachment A2.
36. Consultation mechanisms will require a clearly articulated framework to manage expectations of participants and to help Government to understand and execute the consultation process.
 Planning will include decisions on: what the government wants to achieve through the consultations; whom the government wants to consult; the scope of the consultations; how the consultations will occur (the formats); and when (timing).
 IBP recommends the OECD’s Handbook on Information, Consultation and Public Participation in Policy-Making (which is available in Russian and BCS languages), which identifies three forms of interaction between citizens and the Government: firstly providing information; secondly consulting to receive feedback; and thirdly providing mechanisms for citizens to be actively involved in Government decision-making. IBP advises that most Governments operate in the first mode (i.e., they release a Citizens Budget), while some go beyond that and consult with civil society groups on and beyond drafting a Citizens Budget. A budget literacy policy or strategy would aim to include the third approach with active engagement with the budget on a regular basis. Within this context, OECD advises that it is helpful if the legal framework allows for, and supports, an orderly and transparent approach to public participation.
  
37. The International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) has developed a spectrum to help define the public’s role in, and manage expectations of, public participation processes.
 Both GIFT and IBP have referenced this spectrum, which is becoming an international standard, and it covers different goals for governments to consider when consulting citizens ranging from informing, through to more actively consulting, involving, collaborating and finally empowering citizens. Along with each of these goals, a promise to the public is provided which could be used in communications with citizens, together with a variety of tools for each option. This spectrum is organized around the principle that the level of public participation is directly tied to the level of potential public influence on the action or decision being considered. At the very left of the spectrum – to inform – there are no expectations of receiving feedback, and no public impact expected, compared to the very right of the spectrum – to empower – where there is an expectation that citizens will make decisions and therefore have an increased level of public impact. The risks of not clarifying the public’s role is large – because if citizens are led to believe their feedback will be incorporated or responded to, and it isn’t, they may become dissatisfied with the outcome. The spectrum assists governments to shape the design of any public participation initiative and to manage the risks of public expectations.  Refer to Attachment A3 for a copy of the spectrum.
38. An understanding of what is needed to ensure any information initiatives are effective is also needed, and this may require the government partnering with civil society organizations and/or facilitating the collation of citizens’ preferences. According to the World Bank’s 2017 World Development Report, there are three key conditions needed for effective information initiatives, which includes transparency (making information available), publicity (making it accessible) and accountability (making information actionable). The study’s findings found that citizens need to organize collectively through civil society collations to effectively demand more transparency or changed actions, and they also require a process to support their demands. Thus, supporting the coordination of citizens’ preferences is therefore essential to catalyzing change as citizens need to organize collectively to amplify their bargaining power.
 Such groups can also be used to partner with government, to ensure the accountability of other actors such as a central government wanting to monitor local governments or agencies, or according to GIFT, MoFs wanting improved performance from line ministries in delivery of public services and implementation of public investment projects (e.g. South Africa and Mexico). 

39. Broader reforms in digital technology are also required in the ECA region, as found by a 2017 World Bank study on ‘Reaping Digital Dividends.’
 The study found that residents of Central Asia and the South Caucasus pay some of the highest prices in the world for internet connections that are slow and unreliable. In contrast, Europe enjoys some of the world’s fastest and affordable Internet services. The study also found that improving connectivity across ECA would be challenging due to the level of fragmentation regarding languages, culture and regulations. However, the member states of the European Union have already committed to building a digital single market with the goal of generating additional growth. Further the five countries of the Eurasian Economic Commission (Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, and the Russian Federation) have also committed to building a common digital space, Digital Eurasia, by 2025.  The study concluded that Reaping Digital Dividends not only requires better connectivity, but also complementary factors that allow governments, firms and individuals to make the most out of it.

Demand Side Initiatives
40. To facilitate greater demand and use of budget information, requires careful planning and an understanding of who uses the information, and why, and identifying any impediments to this use. A global survey of CSOs that use budget information for analysis and advocacy was conducted by the World Bank and the IBP (through GIFT) in 2016, to gain a better understanding of how CSOs globally use budget information; the challenges they face accessing it; and improvements CSOs would like to see in the way governments disseminate it.
 The study concluded that there was a need for improved and better organized information given there was a large ‘fiscal transparency effectiveness gap’. This gap is defined as the gap between the characteristics of the fiscal information that governments provide and the information needs of CSOs. Inadequate comprehensiveness of published information especially within service delivery sectors was the major problem identified and the inadequate linking between financial and non-financial information.  

41. The global study of uses of budget information by CSOs also found significant opportunities for governments to stimulate more meaningful use of such information through:

· Improving the level of detail of published budget information by releasing more local-level, and sector-specific information including sector performance indicators;
· Publishing data in machine-readable formats;
· Releasing facility-level information, and information on investment projects and off-budget spending (i.e. more comprehensive information related to the delivery of public services that benefit the population the most such as education, health, pension schemes etc.);
· Providing information on actual revenues and expenditures (e.g. through comprehensive Annual Reports and Audit Reports) to facilitate monitoring of implementation of government budgets;
· Allowing for cross-referencing different types of data; providing a unified and user-friendly gateway for hosting budget information online, and providing budget formats that allow easy data gathering and analysis.
· Increasing dissemination efforts for example by creating dedicated fiscal transparency portals and by promoting more outreach and awareness of publically available information. 
42. A possible strategy by the Working Group could be to review the GIFT/IBP survey instrument used for this study (refer Attachment B), and amend it for use in their countries to collect information on the current usefulness of budget information and how it could be improved. After permission is obtained from GIFT to use the survey, PEMPAL could convert the survey into electronic format and interested MoFs could email it to relevant stakeholders. The methodology used by GIFT/IBP in the identification of possible survey recipients, could also be applied in this process. However, who the survey was circulated to would need to be checked in case some PEMPAL countries were already included in the original survey, and we could request the country level results for those countries. 
43. The IPF in Croatia has conducted surveys about public participation in fiscal policy and budget processes to determine what citizens are interested in and what motivates them, and these surveys could also be used as a guide for survey design.
 A survey developed by a think tank in Mexico is also provided by IBP as a possible simple face-to-face survey to consider:

· How interested are you in the public budget?

· Who do you think should decide how to spend the government’s money?

· Who is best prepared to decide how to spend it?

· What should be the priority of public expenditures?

· Are you satisfied with the information provided by the three levels of government regarding public expenditures?

· Do you want to have more information about the budget?

· How would you use the information?

· From whom you would like to receive more information?

44. Other initiatives that could provide incentives to encourage demand for budget information are outlined below. 
· Media campaigns could be implemented encouraging citizens to ask where their tax dollars go may facilitate more interest, along with policies to strengthen accountability. 
· Changes to information portals could be done to provide innovative ways to engage citizens to increase usage of information. Online games (like in use by Croatia and USA) and on-line brochures and booklets for citizens in user-friendly formats.  Consultation of citizens can also be conducted through portals, and GIFT can be requested to share good country examples of fiscal transparency portals that have been used to consult and gain input from citizens, if needed. 

· Awareness campaigns for CSOs, media and schools could be conducted on the importance of the budget. IBP advise that to demonstrate a sustained demand for budget information, civil society should use available information to analyze and influence government budgets.
Approaches from Canada by a CSO and UK by the Government shared with the Working Group in 2015 are good examples.

· CSOs and journalists could be trained to enhance their analytical and advocacy skills, so they can better identify their own information needs. This would include training on what budget documents are available and at what times could they be engaged during the budget process; which sector line ministries are dealing with key issues that they may be interested in; and what institutions play a key role in oversight (e.g. relevant legislative committees, SAIs).  Mechanisms available could also be covered (budget hearings, forums, feedback on Citizens Budgets).
· Rankings of national and local government performance could be promoted/conducted by MoF or others to encourage interest in budget performance as occurs in Russia and Croatia. The Institute of Public Finance, in Croatia, has seen it from year to year in relation to its measures of local governments’ budget transparency (http://www.ijf.hr/upload/files/file/ENG/newsletter/107.pdf). The media press clippings after the announcement of the results are usually full of heads of local governments promoting their scores and media like to report on regional comparisons.  
· A budget literacy strategy could be developed, to ensure school children become informed and active citizens though the introduction of materials in school curriculum. The pilot project on budget literacy in Russian Federation provides useful materials that could be used as a guide. The methodology for the materials is available that covers the types of modules to consider. 
45. Results from a 2017 World Bank study, indicate there is a need to improve the knowledge on public budgets, given the declining emphasis placed on such knowledge compared to the focus on personal finance and familiarity with functions of financial institutions. Open and effective governance cannot be realized according to the World Bank, while a disconnect remains between an extreme focus on the supply-side aspects of government budget information (accessibility, timeliness, comprehensiveness), compared with the focus on the capacity of citizens to meaningfully analyze their government’s budget data and provide input to the budget process.
 The Budget Literacy project initiated by the Russian Ministry of Finance has helped fill this gap and thereby draws attention to this important development agenda regionally and globally.
 
46. ‘Budget literacy’ provides a bridge that can assist citizens to understand, use and want to use budget data that governments have made transparent and accessible. Innovative approaches to budget literacy can pave the way to establishing demand side mechanisms that aim to create citizens who take an active interest in budget data. It prepares citizens for responsible participation in the budget process, through raising awareness of their role, as well as the role of civil society, in the budget process. The World Bank study finalized in 2017 examined 35 case studies from 34 countries. From this work, Budget Literacy has been defined as the ability to read, decipher, and understand public budgets and enhance meaningful citizen participation in the budget process. From a subsequent joint pilot project in the Russian Federation, between the World Bank and the Russian Federation Ministry of Finance in cooperation with the Russian Federation Ministry of Education and Science, this includes understanding of relations between a citizen and the budget (what do I pay to the budget; what do I receive/can receive from the budget; and how can I influence the budget process). The objective of the joint project was to develop budget literacy training curriculum for senior secondary school students and to test this training course in three pilot regions. The results of the Russia Budget Literacy project are important not only for the social and economic development of Russia, but also globally, contributing to the evolving budget literacy agenda. It is hoped that the results of the work by the World Bank and the Russian Federation are also reflected in future revisions to the international norms such as the 2017 Budget Transparency Toolkit. 
REVIEW OF PEMPAL COUNTRY EXPERIENCES
47. The Budget Literacy and Transparency Working Group, in its planned videoconference meeting in October 2017, should discuss what knowledge product the group could develop to support public participation reforms. As part of these discussions, the working group should identify relevant PEMPAL country cases that would be useful for the group to examine in more depth (together with those that IBP will identify from its 2017 Open Budget Survey). These cases should come from those countries that are in the process of establishing and/or strengthening public participation mechanisms (e.g. Belarus, Croatia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan). 
48. Country case studies could be framed to provide responses to the questions below (which were drawn from the IBP’s Open Budget Survey questions identifying good practice based on GIFT public participation principles)
 Timelines for countries to provide this information should also be agreed, and whether the PEMPAL electronic survey instrument should be used to facilitate input. The working group may also consider whether all members should fill out the questionnaire to collect baseline information for the group’s work. Consideration could also be given to whether some countries would like to pilot the GIFT/IBP survey instrument to determine current uses of budget information (Attachment B).

· What is the current (or planned) legislative and policy/procedural framework that supports public participation in the budget process and fiscal policy at the central government level (and local level if information is known and easily accessible)
?   

· What are the mechanisms used across a) government b) line ministries c) Parliament d) SAI and at what stage of the budget process are they implemented (eg budget formulation; approval; execution or audit)?  
· What information is shared with the public prior to any consultation taking place? (eg scope of consultation, purpose, constraints, intended outcomes, process and timelines). How long are the timeframes given for such consultation? 

· Who participates (certain groups, or is it open to all)? Are vulnerable or under-represented people, or the CSOs that represent them, included in any consultations?
· Who collects the information; how is it collected; and on what topics is it collected?

· Is a response provided to input from citizens and if so in what form, and who sees these responses? If input is not taken into account (due to budget constraints for example), is feedback provided back to citizens on why their input has not been considered? 
· Is the Citizens Budget used to engage citizens? If so, how is it disseminated, when (timing) and what type of engagement is undertaken by MoF or other institution (eg what is the objective of the consultation and how is it conducted e.g. online, forums, discussion, roundtable, questions and answers); and what happens to the results?
· Is there CSOs in the country that are actively looking at budget information e.g. If applicable, do countries know which CSOs were engaged to implement IBP’s Open Budget Survey? 

· Is there any budget related training provided by MoF or other government agency for CSOs, journalists, media representatives? 

· Is there a budget literacy strategy aimed at improving literacy of citizens, certain groups? If so provide objectives, scope and details of such a strategy.
· Provide a copy of any relevant documents you think may help other countries in the working group eg. surveys of citizens, methodologies for consultation (eg budget hearings, voting surveys). 
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ATTACHMENTS
A: EXAMPLES, TOOLS AND RESOURCES

1: GIFT’s Selected Examples of Public Participation in National Fiscal Policy by State of Budget and Policy Cycles 
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Selected country examples

Executive budget

Participatory National Planning

Brazil

preparation Pre-budget consultations Canada, Kenya, Korea,
Ireland
External expert review of macro and fiscal forecasts Korea
Independent expert setting of key macro assumptions Chile, Colombia
Independent fiscal policy advisory body or council Ireland
Participatory budgeting Philippines
Legislative Budget Strategy Statement, with public submissions | canada
consideration Main budget with public submissions Numerous

and enactment

Public submissions to legislature on money bills
Parliamentary Budget Office

Many countries
Australia, Croatia, Italy,
USA

Budget Independent administrative review (tax, procurement) | Numerous

implementation Multi-stakeholder monitoring of revenue collection EITI member countries
Multi-stakeholder monitoring of public contracting Open contracting
Community engagement in public investment projects Mexico, Philippines
Participatory/external expert program evaluations Korea

Legislative Select Committee reviews with public submissions | usa

review

Supreme Audit Citizen audit request body Korea

oversight/social Participatory performance auditing Philippines

audit Social audit | Andra Pradesh (India)

Major new fiscal
policy proposals

Consultation by executive on new revenue policies
Consultation by executive on new expenditure policies
Participatory public expenditure review

Many countries
Canada and others
UK

Public service

Complaints mechanisms

Numerous

delivery Social audit Uganda and others
Regular published surveys of service users Some OECD countries
Citizen involvement in delivery/co-production South Africa

Public Consultation on social and environmental impacts Numerous

investment Geo-tagging and social monitoring The Philippines

projects Independent public expert review of CBA, public

hearings, citizen juries, review panels?





Source: GIFT, 2017, June 7, Murray Petrie 

CBA – Central Budget Agency, EITI – Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative

1 As advocated to counter optimism bias in the appraisal of large infrastructure projects

2: Additional Resources from Around the World

	Type of Resource
	Examples

	Blogs
	•Understanding Fiscal Responsibility Blog (United States)

	Comics/Cartoons 
	•Sofinha and her Gang (Brazil)
•What’s in it for Us? (New Zealand)

	Crossword Puzzles
	•National Budget Crossword (Ireland)

	Datasets on Public Spending
	•Budget Stories (Moldova)
A Scuola di OpenCoesione (Italy)

	Glossaries/Primers
	•The ABC of Taxes (Guatemala)
•Declaring My Taxes (Costa Rica)

	Participatory Budgeting Guides, Toolkits and Resources 
	•Handbook for Schools to Implement Student Participatory Budgeting (Germany)
•Welsh Government Participatory Budgeting Toolkit (United Kingdom)
Tools and Resources for Local Governments  to educate, citizens and support their participation in, and monitoring of government spending (USA/Canada) 

	Public Participation
	International Association of Public Participation (26 countries worldwide)
GIFT Guide of Public Participation Country Examples
Open Government Partnership resources
International Budget Partnership Open Budget Survey Guidelines 

Public Participation in the Budget Process in Republic of Korea  (Korea/World Bank)

	PowerPoint Presentations
	•Budget Taxation & Government Finances (Ireland)
•Government Spending (United States)

	Posters/Graphics/  Wordles 
	•National Budget Wordle (Ireland)
•Tax Expenditure Interactive Graphic (Uruguay)

	Quizzes/Trivia and Surveys 
	•Taxes Trivia (Dominican Republic)
•Tax Education and Citizenship Survey (New Zealand)

	Tool Kits/Lesson Plans 
	•‘Tax Matters’. HM Revenue and Customs. [United Kingdom]
•Overview of Budget 2015: Building Our Future, Strengthening Social Security (Singapore)

	Training kit for senior pupils, their teachers and parents
	•http://www.firo.ru/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Koncept.pdf  (Russian Federation)


For websites, refer to the hyperlinks embedded behind the text above.
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B: GIFT/IBP SURVEY INSTRUMENT TO DETERMINE CURRENT USES OF BUDGET INFORMATION
(Source: GIFT and IBP, 2016 study by Renzio and Mastruzzi pages 36-42)
I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

	Name of organization 
	

	City and country 
	

	Website 
	

	Contact information
(Names and email addresses of key people) 
	

	Size of organization (No. of employees, approx.) 
	
	
	Less than 5 6-10
11-20
More than 20 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Years active in budget work 
	
	
	Less than 3 years 3-5 years
6-10 years
More than 10 years 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Type of organization 
	
	
	Think tank/Policy research institute Advocacy group Grassroots/community-based organization Religious/church-affiliated organization Other (specify) 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Main areas of operation (involving use of budget information, check all that apply) 
	
	
	Budget analysis and research Budget advocacy
Monitoring of budget execution Participatory budgeting 

Social audit Other (specify) 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Main sectors of operation (involving use of budget information, check all that apply) 
	
	
	Macroeconomic and general budget policy Health
Education
Agriculture 

Social protection Other (specify) 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


II. CURRENT USES OF BUDGET INFORMATION 

In this section, we seek to understand when and how your organization has accessed and used publicly available fiscal/budget information in recent years. 

(1) In which of the phases of the budget cycle is your organization particularly active? 
Check as many phases as applicable. 

(2) What have been your organization’s main publications over the past 3 years? 
List the five most important publications (this can include reports, briefs, papers, infographics, websites/portals, etc.) produced by your organization over the past 3 years that included the use of budget information. For each, please provide a title, weblink (if available), a brief description and an indication of which phase(s) of the budget cycle it was used in (see question 1). 

Publication: title, weblink, brief description, phase of budget cycle 

(3) For the above publications, what kinds of budget information have you used? 
Check as many as applicable. Please be as specific and as comprehensive as possible, providing examples of detailed type of data used in specific publications. 

	
	Phase of budget cycle 

	
	
	
	Budget formulation 

	
	
	
	Legislative discussion and approval 

	
	
	
	Budget execution/implementation 

	
	
	
	Budget evaluation and Audit 


Type of budget information 
Examples 
Budget allocation data 

Budget execution/outturn data 

Revenue data 

Debt/deficit/financing data 

Sub-national level data 

Facility level data (schools, hospitals, etc.) 

Data on performance indicators 

Data on extra budgetary funds, state-owned enterprises, tax expenditures, contingent liabilities (please specify) 

Other (please specify) 

(4) For the above publications, where do you access the necessary budget information? 
Check as many as applicable. 

Type of budget information 
Budget execution/outturn data 

Facility level data (schools, hospitals, etc.) 

Where do you access data? 
Budget allocation data 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Revenue data 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Debt/deficit/financing data 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Sub-national level data 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Data on performance indicators 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Data on extra budgetary funds, state-owned enterprises, tax expenditures, contingent liabilities, etc. 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website
Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

Other (please specify) 

Ministry of Finance website Government budget portal Sector ministry website 

	
	
	
	
	Other govt website (specify) Budget document (hard copy) Other (specify) 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


(4b) For the above publications, how often do you access budget information to gather data for your publications and activities? 
Weekly Monthly Quarterly Yearly
Other (specify) 

(5) For the above publications, what kinds of budget documents have you used most often? 
Check as many as applicable. Please be as specific and as comprehensive as possible, providing examples of budget documents used for specific publications. 

Type of budget document 
Examples 
Pre-Budget Statement 

Executive Budget Proposal 

Enacted Budget/Budget law 

In-Year Reports 

Mid-Year Review 

Year-End Report 

Audit Report 

Citizens Budget 

Other (please specify) 

For further details on budget documents, see: http://internationalbudget.org/wp- content/uploads/Government_Transparency_Guide1.pdf 

III. QUALITY AND ACCESSIBILITY OF BUDGET INFORMATION 

In this section, we seek to understand different dimensions related to the quality and accessibility of budget information made available by the government, including for specific sectors, and how important these are for your work. 

(1) How does the budget information provided by the government rate in terms of quality and accessibility?
Please rate the different dimensions of quality and accessibility indicated below on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 = “very poor or non-existent” and 10 = “excellent”. 

	Dimensions of quality and accessibility of budget information provided by the government.
Budget information is: 
	Your rating 
From 1 = “very poor or non-existent” to 10 = “excellent” 

	Comprehensive 
	

	Timely 
	

	Accurate/reliable 
	

	Available consistently over time 
	

	Updated at frequent intervals 
	

	Sufficiently detailed/granular 
	

	Accessible in machine-readable formats 
	

	Easily cross-referenced with other data 
	


ADD COMMENTS BOX: Please comment on the above ratings. For example, for the lowest- and highest- rated categories, please tell us why Budget information fulfills/falls short of your desired level of quality and accessibility. 

(2) How relevant are different dimensions of quality and accessibility of budget information provided by the government for your work?
Please rate the different dimensions of quality and accessibility indicated below on a scale of 1 to 10, according to the relevance that each dimension has for your work, with 1 = “least relevant” and 10 = “most relevant”. 

	Dimensions of quality and accessibility of budget information provided by the government
Budget information is: 
	How relevant is this for your work? 
1 = “least relevant” 10 = “most relevant” 

	Comprehensive 
	

	Timely 
	

	Accurate/reliable 
	

	Available consistently over time 
	

	Updated at frequent intervals 
	

	Sufficiently detailed/granular 
	

	Accessible in machine-readable formats 
	

	Easily cross-referenced with other data 
	


ADD COMMENTS BOX: Please comment on the above ratings. For example, for the lowest- and highest- rated categories, please tell us why it is particularly relevant for your work. 

(3) How accessible are different types of budget information provided by your government? How accessible are they for specific sectors?
Please provide a rating from 1 = “not accessible” to 10 = “fully accessible” for each type of budget information, and provide any necessary comments, including for specific sectors that you work in (health, education, etc.). 

Type of budget information 
Rating 
Comments (incl. for sectors) 
Budget allocation data 

Budget execution/outturn data 

Revenue data 

Debt/deficit/financing data 

Sub-national level data 

Facility level data (schools, hospitals, etc.) 

Data on performance indicators 

Data on extra budgetary funds, state-owned enterprises, tax expenditures, contingent liabilities, etc. (please specify) 

Other (please specify) 

(4) What are the key obstacles that you face in accessing budget information in your work? 
Check as many as applicable, and whenever possible provide specific examples from your work or general comments. 

Key obstacles 
Government websites do not work 

Examples/Comments 
Budget information is scattered among many different sources 

The government does not provide any guidance on where to find budget information 

Government websites are difficult to navigate 

Slow internet connection 

Budget documents are only available in pdf format 

Budget documents are only available in hard copy 

Budget information is not useful/relevant 

Other (please specify) 

(5) Do you have specific suggestions on how the government in your country could make budget information more accessible/user friendly?
Please indicate up to three key actions your government could take to improve access to budget information. If your answer refers to specific types of information, please specify. 

a) ... b) ... c) ... 

IV. POTENTIAL USES OF ADDITIONAL BUDGET INFORMATION 

In this section, we seek to understand the extent to which dissemination of additional budget information by your government could help your work and its impact. 

(1) What type of additional budget information – currently not available - would help improve your work if it were available?
Describe the type of budget information you would like to see available, including the necessary level of detail, frequency of publication, etc. 

a) ... b) ... c) ... 

(2) How do you think that availability of the additional budget information indicated above could help your work and its impact?
Provide examples of the potential activities/publications that you would undertake with the additional budget information, including their potential beneficiaries and expected impact. 

a) ... b) ... c) ... 
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� IBP, Open Budget Survey 2017 Guide and Questionnaire, pages 135-155 
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� As outlined in IBP’s Open Budget Survey 2017 Guide and Questionnaire. Note that there were separate sections in the guide for budget formulation and budget execution, but given the questions were the same for each section, they have been combined in the text above, where feasible.


� Refer 2017 Budget Transparency Toolkit, Section 4: Openness and Civic Engagement, Section J: Making the budget more inclusive and participative, page 71-72
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