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Summry of PEFA Rating:

PFM Performance Indicators 2008 2014 Scoring Comparable | Change since 2008
Method Scores
A: PFM OUT-TURNS
I: Credibility of the Budget

PI-1 | Aggregate expenditure B A M1 Yes Variances reduced.
out-turn compared to
original approved budget

PI-2 | Composition of C C+ M1 Changed No direct comparability.
expenditure out-turns methodology
compared to original C
approved budget. A

PI-3 | Aggregate revenue out- A A M1 Changed Performance unchanged
turn compared to original methodology
approved budget.

PI-4 | Stock and monitoring of D+ B+ M1 Yes Stock of arrears below 2%
expenditure payment and system in place to
arrears. C A generate arrears data.

D B
B: KEY CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES
Il. Comprehensiveness and Transparency
PI-5 Classification of the budget | C A M1 Yes Expanded budget
classifications -
comprehensive

PI-6 Comprehensiveness of B A M1 YES Performance improvement

information included in regard to information

the budget benchmark 3: deficit

documentation financing, describing
anticipated debt
composition.

PI-7 Extent of unreported C D+ M1 Yes Higher proportion of

government operations D extrabudgetary operations
C than before
PI-8 Transparency of Inter- C C+ M2 Yes Subnational government’s
Governmental Fiscal C C fiscal data reporting
Relations C C strengthened
C B
PI-9 Oversight of aggregate D+ C M1 Yes Performance improves
fiscal risk from other regard to benchmark 2:
public sector entities C C subnational net fiscal
D C position monitored and
audited.
PI-10 Public access to key B A M1 Yes Performance of benchmark 4
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PFM Performance Indicators 2008 2014 Scoring Comparable | Change since 2008
Method Scores

fiscal information improved: Reports on central
government consolidated are
made public within six
months of completed audits.

C: BUDGET CYCLE
lll. Policy-Based Budgeting

PI-11 | Orderliness and C+ B M2 Yes Issuance and adherence of
participation in the B A budget discussion as per
annual budget process B A budget calendar.

D NA

PI-12 | Multi-year perspective in | C+ B M2 Yes Debt Sustainability Analysis
fiscal planning, B B conducted annually.
expenditure policy and C A
budgeting C C

C C
IV. PREDICATABILITY &CONTROL in BUDGET EXECUTION
PI-13 | Transparency of taxpayer | C+ A M2 Yes Performance improved on
obligations and liabilities | C A the following : a) Tax
C A obligation is clear and
B B discretionary power limited;
b) Taxpayer’s access to
information is
comprehensive, clear and
expanded.

PI-14 | Effectiveness of C A M2 Yes Overall improvement in
measures for taxpayer C B taxpayer registration and tax
registration and tax C A assessment.
assessment. C A

PI-15 | Effectivenessin D+ D+ M1 Yes Performance unchanged
collection of tax D D
payments B B

D D

PI-16 | Predictability in the C+ C+ M1 Yes Improvement on cash flow
availability of funds for C C forecast, information to
commitment of B B MDAs on expenditure ceilings
expenditures. C B and transparency of

adjustment to budget
allocations.

PI-17 | Recoding and C+ C+ M2 Yes Performance unchanged
management of cash C C
balances, debt and B B
guarantees C C
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PFM Performance Indicators 2008 2014 Scoring Comparable | Change since 2008
Method Scores
PI-18 | Effectiveness of payroll C+ C+ M2 Yes Performance unchanged.
controls C C
B B
C C
B C
PI-19 | Competition, value for C B M2 New Use of open competition,
money and controls in C B dimensions, operation of independent
procurement C D cannot be administrative procurement
C C compared compliant system.
A
PI-20 | Effectiveness of internal C C M1 Yes Performance unchanged.
controls for non-salary C C
expenditures. C C
C C
PI-21 | Effectiveness of internal D+ D+ M1 Yes Performance unchanged.
audit D D
C C
D D
V: Accounting Recording and Reporting
PI-22 | Timeliness and regularity | C+ C+ M2 Yes Reconciliation issues on the
of accounts reconciliation | B (iyC revenue accounts.
C (i) B
PI-23 | Availability of C A M1 Yes Improvement on resources
information on resources made available to service
received by service delivery units incl.
delivery units completion of PET survey.
PI-24 | Quality and timeliness of | C+ C+ M1 Yes System able to show direct
in-year budget reports C C comparison between original
A A budget and expenditure and
C B there is no material
difference in data accuracy.
PI-25 | Quality and timeliness if | C+ C+ M1 Yes Performance unchanged
annual financial C C
statements A A
C C
VI. External Scrutiny and Audit
PI-26 | Scope, nature and follow- | D+ C+ M1 Yes Audit coverage expanded and
up of external audit B B timely submission of audit
D C reports
C C
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PFM Performance Indicators 2008 2014 Scoring Comparable | Change since 2008
Method Scores
PI-27 | Legislative scrutiny of D+ D M1 Yes No parliament
annual budget law C D
D NA
D NA
B NA
PI-28 | Legislative scrutiny of D D M1 Yes No parliament
external audit reports D D
C NA
C NA
D. Donor Practices
D- | Predictability of Direct D D+ M1 Yes Improvement in timeliness of
1 | Budget Support D D donor disbursements
D A
D- | Financial information D C+ M1 Yes Improvement in donor
2 | provided by donors for D B information on project
budgeting and reportingon | D C support
project and program aid
D- | Proportion of aid that is D C M1 Yes Greater use of national
3 | managed by use of national procedures
procedures.

Summary of Changes in Indicator Rating since 2007 Assessment

Change in Ratings

Number of Indicators

% Indicators

Upwards 19 61
Downwards 2 7
Remained the same 10 32
TOTAL 31 100
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National Level Public Financial Management (PFM) Reform Workshop 9~

YT @fearera ¥ Public Financial Management Accountability

(PFMA) Program/DFID &I ¥I<h HATATSATHT National Level
Public Financial Management (PFM) Reform Workshop
TSIl F=Te F'Iﬁ’l?f‘l'{???\[ MRl ¥99  Godavari Village
Resort HT J&T 094 % Hagd<l & T 9 HT H=ATAT TRUH! faar
| TSR] STARFT TRT Fraaradesl Farsle 2 Saer THIH
SR HAed A9 qopliee Weleral Ma=ad =1 9T Ja1g
TP T PFMA &1 Team Leader Mr. Mark O'Donnell aTe
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Qe fafag qerert faugwr Aaey fauz g wivwsr i |

M7 AT AT AERT, A HATA, @A TN TAG@ Toed, a9 qa1 Jaew d9ed, q6e
HITHAT qAT AW (b 7eATAd, AledT aTdaraiel q97 A &edT0 qeArad, fasme gfata qor ararawer
AT, RTeAT ATy, g ", Helediaaead dred, Gt gtearad gt Crown Agent, Nepal 2
Team Consult, Nepal # #Ffraq afuerEssr AT wel a1 | A9e® qresiae &
HETATITHT FIRFT Fecaqul [auaAT Fiad & e FEATTEE FATA T ARIBATH HIAHATE TEIAHT
aRgr fEr 1 Ar g3 fa b "ewriewer @Hg a9 'Second Phase PFM Reform Action
Plan" #1 faeqa *98T SA%d T A=RRAT 95 TAF THedE TUT THd 9O faar | a1 gesaro
(Feedback) sramr #& arsm(Action Plan) sfearse & PFM Reform smafeaser aft st
FTHT TR I BT b Fgan fag quer @ |
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Public Expenditure Management and Budget | »ff g&ug I, Gegrad, AT HATAY
Reform N

Overview of Recent PFM Reforms Progress in Key aamﬁq:[ HET QNI ST 9T TS ATTHT

Areas in Nepal.

Significance of Second Phase PFM Reform Action | »ff qrerte o<l 9 qraa, Y1 Iferara,
Plan to Implement T

Current Initiatives in Planning System in Nepal | g1 sgwoll sfusrr, Ia, T.37.9.
(For Result Based Budgeting)
Internal Control: Based on MoHP Practice. T e AU, YHE A@IAd, Eredddr
ST HATAY

Role of PIUs for PFM Reform ST VR 9. FITATI, GRIFTRTAT, ThT Fraared
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