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Presentation Notes
Tracking progress over time is a main objective of the PEFA Framework, one of its most important roles.





Repeat Assessments

•
 

As at October 2009, twenty-five repeat 
assessment undertaken

•
 

Expected to continue to increase from 
2008/2009 onward i.e. three years after the first 
series of baseline assessments

•
 

3 repeat assessments are underway and 11 
are planned within the next year or so
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Presentation Notes
So far, most assessments undertaken have been BASELINE assessments.

From 2008/2009 onwards, a large part of the assessment work is expected to be repeat assessments as the baseline coverage approaches its maximum in some regions (SSA) whilst the initial assessments are becoming three years old.

While most of the substantially completed repeat assessments to date were undertaken after only a year or two of their baseline studies, for the nine PEFA assessments that are planned for the coming 12-15 months, most now represent an interval of three years (e.g. Barbados, Honduras, Uganda, Kenya)



What we want to determine?

•
 

Specific changes in system performance 
–

 

What has changed?
–

 

How much?
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Presentation Notes
In order be able to properly track and understand PFM performance changes and to have confidence in the comparison of ratings of an indicator over time, it must be possible to understand from the report narrative what has changed and by how much. 



Comparison of Indicator Scores
•

 
Indicator scores will provide a crude overview 
of changes over time, but …
–

 

Dimensions may change differently
–

 

Performance may not always change enough to 
change the score (use of arrow)

•
 

So more detailed explanation is required
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The indicator scores are crude measures of the performance level and provide an overview of directions.

Most indicators have several dimensions, each of which may show a different trend.

Performance may change, but not enough to change the indicator score or even a dimensional rating.



Other Possible Reasons for 
Change in Scores
•

 
Changes in definitions

•
 

Improved availability of or access to 
information

•
 

Different information sampling & aggregation
•

 
Different interpretation in borderline cases 

•
 

Scoring methodology mistakes in previous 
assessment
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Presentation Notes
Different access to information . Example from PI-7: This time a study of quasi-fiscal operations by parastatal enterprises has been taken into consideration. Such a study was not available for the earlier assessment. Hence a lower score this time, but no evidence that anything has deteriorated.  Or PI-4: This time the assessment is correctly based on an economic definition of arrears, last time the assessment was based on accounting definition only including payments which had been accepted and processed for payment by the Treasury. So the volume of arrears has increased, but performance may not have deteriorated.

Different sampling. Example PI-21 – In an earlier report the assessment was based on information on the state of affairs in the Ministries of Agriculture, Justice and Finance. This time it is based on information from Ministries of Education and Justice. Is direct comparison valid? 

Different method of aggregation. Example PI-24(ii) : During the last year issue of budget execution reports took place 4-7 weeks after end of quarter, with average 5.5 weeks. Given a ‘B’ rating. At the last assessment the performance was exactly the same but given ‘C’ because two reports were more than 6 weeks delayed. 

Scoring methodology mistakes do happen. Their influence on changes in scores must be explained. Examples (i) wrong assignment of score despite very clear evidence; (ii) use of M1 scoring aggregation of dimensions where M2 should have been used; (iii) assignment of a ‘+’ to a single dimension indicator.

Do not attempt re-rating of earlier assessments, if you find such mistakes. Such re-rating may lead to endless debates. If direct mistakes in rating have taken place in earlier work, this can be explained as part of the discussion of changes in indicator ratings. A note to the indicator overview table may be inserted to explain that the present and previous ratings are not comparable.



Reporting on Progress Made
•

 
Explain all factors that impact a change in rating 
indicator-by-indicator

•
 

Identify the performance change
•

 
Ensure that any reader can track the change from 
the previous assessment –

 
what performance 

change led to the change in a rating
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It may be desirable but not always be possible to say why performance improved – as this may require more detailed analysis than the PFM-PR is meant to provide; digging into the underlying causes (capacity factors)



Reporting may be done in a table format as shown on the next slide.



Reporting on Progress Made
Indicator Score 

2005
Score 
2007

Performance change Other factors

PI-1 C B Performance appears 
improved based on
2005: last deviations 
6%, 11%, 18%
2007: 5%, 11%, 6%

Not clear if all external 
project funds were 
excluded from data for 
2005 assessment but 
probably insignificant 
issue.

PI-4 (i) A C Performance change is 
uncertain, despite 
reported arrears 
increase from 1% in 
2005 to 6% in 2007.

2005 assessment 
used data on pending 
payment orders only, 
not overdue invoices.



Organizational Requirements
•

 
Performance tracking to be clearly reflected in 
the TOR 

•
 

Use of same assessment team desirable but 
rarely possible

•
 

The lead agency of the previous assessment, 
if different, should assist with access to 
previous assessors’

 
notes

•
 

… and be part of the reference group for the 
repeat exercise

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The assessors must be aware that the comparison of assessments and tracking of performance over time (with explanations) is expected of them. This can be a substantial part of the report writing, even if the existence of a previous (quality) assessment should normally be an advantage in the assessment work.

It would be an advantage to use the same team as last time if that team provided a quality report and provided that the team members have not in the meantime been engaged in designing and implementing PFM reform and capacity development in the country (which would make them no longer independent).

If different agencies lead and do not collaborate on repeat assessments, the result can be competing assessments and disputes over which assessment is correct. This makes performance improvements impossible to measure.
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•
 

PEFA incorporated in PFM reform monitoring 
system
–

 

baseline 2005, repeated in 2007, planned follow-up 2010
•

 
Important performance improvements 2005-2007 in 
budget execution
–

 

revenue administration, cash management, internal 
controls

•
 

Improvements resulted from:
–

 

Reforms already well under way in 2005 (e.g. 
IFMIS/SISTAFE and revenue administration)

–

 

Small managerial/admin changes (including quick-wins 
identified on the basis of 2005 assessment)

–

 

New reform initiatives in pay-roll control (identified in 2005  
as an important neglected area of reform)

Country case -
 

Mozambique



Thank you for your attention
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